Nottinghamshire Adult and Community Learning StAR

Executive Summary

This review focuses on Adult and Community Learning (ACL) provided through the two Local Authorities in Nottinghamshire
. It is part of the Learning and Skills Council Nottinghamshire’s (LSCN) Strategic Area Review of its funded post-16 learning and skills provision in the area. This review of ACL will need to be considered alongside the other reviews that have taken place, in particular those of entry / level 1 provision and franchising / partnership activity within further education. It will also need to be considered in the context of the current national review of ‘Other Provision’. Of particular importance is the national funding proposal for ACL on which consultation finished during December 2004. The national proposal recommends changes to the funding structure for ACL, which is likely to have a significant impact on the situation in Nottinghamshire. 

A previous review of ACL was completed for LSCN by the National Institute for Adult Continuing Education (NIACE) in April 2003. This report builds on the conclusions of that review but updates many of the findings and proposes change in the light of the national funding proposal. The methodology of this review has been to conduct interviews with providers, stakeholders and ACL Services and to place their views in the context of the local and national reviews mentioned. Quantitative information provided by both services has also been used. A separate review of Information, Advice and Guidance services for adults (now referred to as ‘Next Steps’) is also taking place as part of the Strategic Area Review. The IAG review is due to be completed in February 2005 and will be an important complementary aspect to this report.

ACL is classified (for the purpose of this review) as provision that is delivered by funding through Adult and Community Learning Services based in both Nottingham City and Nottinghamshire County Councils. This funding is sub-contracted from the two Councils to a variety of learning providers, with most provision delivered by further education colleges, external institutions (formerly LEA, also known as community colleges) and the voluntary and community sector. The majority of these organisations also deliver other forms of adult learning funded through direct LSC contracts and / or other sources such as ESF and UfI / Learndirect. Such non-ACL funded provision is not covered in the scope of this review but information gathered as part of the review does indicate an expected decline for this provision over the next few years in Nottinghamshire.

The review addressed questions regarding both structure and delivery of ACL. In relation to the structures currently in place for ACL, the perceived lack of added value currently gained by delivering ACL through the Nottingham City Council based service was felt to be a serious concern. This is based on perceptions expressed during the review process as well as the current lack of additional funding provided by the City Council, which contrasts with the County Council which covers the administrative costs of managing the service. The Adult Learning Inspectorate is due to inspect both ACL Services in 2005 and it is anticipated that this process will provide a further prompt for improvements to ACL across Nottinghamshire. Further improvements are also predicted to result from the implementation of the City Council’s commitment to funding the administrative costs of running its ACL Service. In relation to the delivery of ACL, a variety of provision is funded through this route, which is predominately ‘first steps’ in nature. The definition of ‘first steps learning’ outlined in the national funding proposals is that tailored at learners who have not yet achieved a level 2 qualification.

The review also found that a number of strategic relationships and processes within ACL should be improved. These were:

· The capacity of the voluntary and community sector to deliver ACL should be strengthened in line with the recommendations of the national LSC ‘Working Together’ strategy.

· The overall level of cohesion with other adult provision delivered by FE colleges should be improved by and linked to the more general requirement to improve progression pathways from ACL provision.

· That external institutions occupy a potentially difficult position within the structure of ACL. This results from issues regarding the co-ordination of their provision with neighbouring FE colleges and their inherent links to the City / County Councils. The lack of current capacity within the two smaller external institutions was also felt to be a significant issue that requires further LSC attention.

· The level of administrative demands within ACL appears to be too great and should be reduced. The precise source of these requirements is difficult to accurately identify but reductions will be important to improving the efficiency of the services.

· That structures to co-ordinate ACL delivery vary in quality and should be improved based on the good practice that exists.

As a result of these findings, the review recommends a series of practical improvements to be made by LSCN, ACL Services and providers. These are as follows:

· That the administrative demands on providers are reviewed by ACL Services in conjunction with LSCN and providers;

· That the consistency of quality of the Community Operations Groups and Local Learning Partnerships is improved, building on the good practice that does exist;

· That relevant sections of the FE college’s three-year development plans are shared with ACL Services;

· That the implementation of the national funding proposals be used to clarify definitions of first steps engagement and for LSCN to work with both ACL Services to ensure that more consistent and accurate targeting of learners in line with LSC priorities. 

A number of structural options for change were also considered. Different possible contracting routes, such as those directly to colleges and the voluntary sector, were fully explored. The review recommends, however, that the existing system of contracting with the two council-based ACLS should be preserved whilst the necessary improvements are made. A significant development will take place with the implementation of the commitment made by the City Council ACL Service to providing an appropriate level of funding to cover its administrative costs. The review also recommends that all funding for the voluntary and community sector should be routed through the umbrella organisation Enable wherever practicable. 

The report concludes that this situation should be reviewed during 2006 so that the results of the two inspections (including any post-inspection action plans) can be considered; the implications of the new funding structure can be assessed and the recommendations made in this review to be implemented. 
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Glossary

ACL



Adult and Community Learning

ACLS



Adult and Community Learning Service

ALI



Adult Learning Inspectorate

AOL



Area of Learning

BME



Black and Minority Ethnic (Group)

COGS



Community Operations Groups

ENABLE
Consortium for the Voluntary and Community Sector in Nottinghamshire

ESF



European Social Fund

FE



Further Education

First Steps
Provision targeted at learners who have not achieved a level 2 qualification

IAG
Information, Advice and Guidance, which is now formally referred to as ‘Next Steps’

ILR



Individual Learner Record

Learning Partnerships
Consortium based organizations with the aim of fostering collaboration and developing an area wide approach to learning 

LLDD



Learners with Learning Difficulties and /or Disabilities

LLSC



Local Learning and Skills Council

LSC



Learning and Skills Council

LSCN



Learning and Skills Council Nottinghamshire

NIACE


National Institute of Adult Continuing Education

NLDC



Neighbourhood Learning for Deprived Communities

NQF



National Qualifications Framework

Other Provision
Provision that does not fall within the National Qualifications Framework but is not classified as Adult and Community Learning

OTL



Observation of Teaching and Learning

RARPA
Recognising and recording progress and achievement in non-accredited learning

SAR



Self Assessment Review

StAR



Strategic Area Review

UfI / Learndirect

University for Industry

VCS



Voluntary and Community Sector

WEA



Worker’s Educational Association

1
Introduction

1.1.
This review is one of many reviews that form part of the overall Strategic Area Review work conducted by Learning and Skills Council Nottinghamshire. Strategic Area Reviews were launched as part of the Government’s ‘Success for All’ strategy in March 2003. The overall aims of Strategic Area Reviews are to ensure that learner, employer and community needs are met, and to improve the choice and quality of post-16 education and skills provision.

1.2 
The review focuses on the structure and delivery of Adult and Community Learning (ACL) within the geographical area covered by LSC Nottinghamshire (Nottinghamshire County and Nottingham City). 

1.3 
The purpose of this review is to evaluate existing arrangements for ACL provision in Nottinghamshire and present options for its future development. The objectives of the review are to:

· Map the current size, costs and geographical distribution of ACL sub-contracts from both ACL Services;

· Make judgement about the quality of the delivery of these sub-contracts;

· Analyse progression from this provision where appropriate and available;

· Place the local delivery in the context of national policies impacting on ACL.

1.4 
The term Adult and Community Learning has been used for many years (alongside other terms such as ‘adult education’ and ‘community learning’) to refer to a range of learning programmes aimed at adults, largely part time and often delivered in a range of community venues. For the purpose of this review, the term ‘Adult and Community Learning’ refers solely to the provision funded through the two Adult and Community Learning Services (ACLS) in Nottingham City and Nottinghamshire County Councils. 

1.5 
There are similarities between ACL and other provision targeted at adults through funding routes such as ESF, and UfI/Learndirect. Whilst the purpose of the review is to focus on structures and delivery of ACL, attention has also been paid to the other adult learning that takes place within Nottinghamshire. This has been undertaken for the purpose of considering the level of coherence between ACL provision and adult provision not funded through the ACL budget. This is critically important when the review is considered from the perspective of the learner. Learners will not differentiate between learning opportunities on the basis of their funding streams, and will look to whatever provision best meets their needs. Much of this learning takes the form of LSC funded provision in FE and external institutions (formerly LEA).

1.6 
This review builds upon the findings of a review of ACL in Nottinghamshire carried out by The National Institute of Adults in Continuing Education (NIACE) in March 2003. The NIACE report was felt to be limited in its analysis of the ACL structures in Nottinghamshire, which is why this separate review has been undertaken. The NIACE review found that: 

· A number of different interpretations of what constituted ‘First Steps’ learning existed at practice level.

· There is a potential coherence between ACL, the regeneration agenda, community strategies and basic skills.

· There are issues regarding the capacity of the voluntary and community sector and decisions need to be made regarding which arrangements for supporting the sector are most productive.

· The LSC could play a stronger role in ensuring greater collaboration and sharing of good practice.

1.7 
The LSC Nottinghamshire review of Information, Advice and Guidance (IAG) provision is also closely linked with this review. IAG is an essential aspect of ACL as it helps to facilitate the entry of adults to appropriate provision. A consultant has been commissioned by the IAG Network in Nottinghamshire to conduct a review of provision in the area and this should be completed in January 2005.

2 
Methodology

2.1 
This review was identified as one of its key aspects of the StAR process at its inception and therefore features as one of the reviews listed in the Nottinghamshire Strategic Area Review action plan.

2.2 
The review took place between June 2004 and November 2004 and was conducted by staff within LSC Nottinghamshire. 

2.3 
At the commencement of the review in June 2004, its aims and objectives were identified in agreement with both City and County Council ACL Services (ACLS). A list of information required from both services was also identified and this was supplied during the period June to August 2004. 

2.4 
Following the gathering of this information, and subsequent meetings to check its accuracy, questionnaires were completed or meetings held with a wide range of providers and stakeholders to gather their views regarding the structure and delivery of ACL in Nottinghamshire. These took place between August and November 2004. The organisations were:

· Broxtowe College

· Dukeries Community College

· Enable

· Fairham Community College

· First Data (Training)

· Greater Nottingham Learning Partnership

· Kirkby College

· Key Skills Training

· Netherfield Forum

· New College Nottingham

· North Nottinghamshire Learning Partnership

· North Nottinghamshire College

· Nottingham City Council (Officers)

· Nottinghamshire County Council (Officers)

· Nottinghamshire Deaf Society

· Newark and Sherwood College

· PATRA

· People’s College

· Sutton Centre Community College

· Workers’ Educational Association

· West Nottinghamshire College

2.5 
Information such as prospectuses and management information returns were gathered from the providers and all were asked a core series of questions that focused on their views regarding:

· The structure and funding arrangements of ACL in Nottinghamshire;

· The delivery of ACL in Nottinghamshire;

· The amount of learner choice and means of gathering learner views;

· The role of other organisations in delivering ACL within Nottinghamshire and the level of coherence in the learning offer.

2.6 
It is recognised that the number of voluntary and community sector organisations consulted during the review is not proportional to the large volume of organizations in the sector delivering ACL. In this context, it is important to note that the umbrella organisation Enable has been consulted and features strongly in the findings of the report. 

2.7 The primary findings gathered through the review process have been complemented by an appraisal of the national situation with regards to ACL. 

2.8 
This report has been shared with both City and County Councils before any further dissemination. 

2.9 
Consultation feedback received before Monday 21 February 2005 will be used to further inform this review. 

3 
National Context

3.1 
Historical Perspective

When the Learning and Skills Council (LSC) was established in 2001, local authorities were asked to declare the amount of money that they had been spending on their adult education provision. This funding was then transferred to the LSC and for two years given back as a grant, which became the ACL funding stream. The amount of ACL funding and the volume of provision it paid for varied considerably, resulting from the Further and Higher Education Act of 1992, which empowered local authorities to decide how much ACL (known as ‘non-schedule 2’) they paid for and how to secure it. ACL spending per head of the adult population across LEA areas varied in 2002-03 from 50p to £17.44 per head, whilst a mixture of direct delivery and sub-contracted models also emerged.

3.2
Adult Learning Inspectorate Criteria

The Adult Learning Inspectorate (ALI) refers to four different ‘balances’ that can be found in ACL. They are the extent to which provision:

· Is offered on a universal access basis or is targeted

· Is designed to meet the needs and interests of individuals or groups, the community and/or the economy

· Is based on subjects/skill areas or issues relevant to learners

· Is devised by the provider or determined by learners

Each of these factors is referred to in the analysis section of this report.

3.3
National Commitments to Adult and Community Learning

Whilst a number of commentators have bemoaned the long-standing ‘Cinderella’ status of ACL, commitments to it have now been made in a number of national policies. The Government’s Skills Strategy of 2003, whilst generally arguing that learning should be related substantially to the needs of the economy, makes a specific pledge to ‘safeguard’ funding for a range of ‘non qualification bearing’ provision. It also refers to ACL as part of a ‘civilized society’. 

3.4
National Proposals for Adult and Community Learning Fees, Funding and Learner Support

In order to implement part of the vision developed within the Skills Strategy, the LSC launched a national consultation paper in 2004, outlining a proposal regarding fees, funding and learner support for adult provision not leading to formal external qualifications. This totals over £300 million per annum and accounts for approximately 31 per cent of adult learners funded through the LSC. The proposal states that there has been no consistent and coherent planning to ensure that courses continue to meet local needs and national priorities.  

The main proposals include the adoption of a framework for recognizing and recording achievement in non-accredited learning (RARPA), which could be applied nationally and in a range of contexts. The LSC plans to consult on progressively implementing the proposed framework from 2005/06, using it to:

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

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

The proposals also clarify that ‘First steps learning’ refers specifically to engaging learners who do not possess a qualification equivalent to a full level 2. Providers are expected to demonstrate that they have a ‘first steps strategy’ with clear pathways to progression including appropriate links to other providers, and a mechanism for tracking and evidencing progression.

With regard to funding ACL, the proposals state that local LSCs will receive an allocation on the basis of adult population, area costs and relative disadvantage. It will be for each provider to determine its own fees. Local LSCs will ensure that first steps learning continues to exist to feed a Level 2 qualification and that appropriate FE funding rates are introduced. Some activities, such as grants for voluntary organisations and community capacity building will not be automatically funded in the future, with decisions at the discretion of the local LSC. 

The funding proposals also highlight the variation that exists in respect of fee policies by local authorities. The proposals welcome the practice of charging higher fees for personal development learning and propose the application of a disadvantage weighting to allocations to recognize the need to remit fees either partially or fully for those learners for whom fees are a barrier to learning. 

The publication of these proposals is expected to take place in February 2005 and will have a major impact on the shape of ACL provision across England.

3.5
Reducing ‘Other Provision’

The national LSC policy to significantly reduce the amount of ‘Other Provision’ within FE will also significantly affect the context in which ACL operates. ‘Other Provision’ refers to all provision supported through the FE funding stream that is not within the national qualifications framework (NQF). A review of the different types of ‘Other Provision’ is currently taking place and due to be completed in spring 2005. The emerging recommendations from this review are that a prioritisation of ‘Other Provision’ should take place. The implementation of these recommendations will potentially reduce the overall amount of non-accredited adult learning taking place but should help to clarify for FE colleges and external institutions what is classified as ACL provision and what can be categorised as ‘Other Provision’. 

3.6
Reducing Franchise / Partnership Provision

A further piece of national LSC policy impacting on ACL is the drive to reduce franchise and partnership activity conducted by FE Colleges. LSC Nottinghamshire has undertaken a separate review of this provision, which has modeled the impact of the national guidelines to reduce such provision to within five per cent of the total college income and concentrate on in-area, high quality provision that meets national and local targets. Such reductions will inevitably have an impact on ACL delivery, as many of the providers will be the same voluntary sector providers who deliver ACL. The possible reduction in learning opportunities targeted at adults will also affect the landscape of adult learning within Nottinghamshire.

3.7
The ‘Working Together’ Strategy for the Voluntary and Community Sector

The commitment made by the LSC to the voluntary and community sector (VCS) in the ‘Working Together’ strategy of May 2004 will also have a potential impact on the delivery of ACL. This strategy recognises the VCS as a provider of learning opportunities, an employer and as a source of expertise. Most importantly from the perspective of this review, however, it outlines the ongoing commitment from the LSC to fund and capacity build the sector. 

3.8
Extended Schools

A national drive to develop extended schools is being funded between 2003-2006 to provide childcare, health and social care and lifelong and family learning after school hours. This strengthens the case for family learning as an integral part of ACL and places it at the centre of government education policy.

4 
The Structure of ACL in Nottinghamshire

4.1
Adult and Community Learning Services

Funding for Adult and Community Learning in Nottinghamshire is directed from LSCN to the City and County Council Adult and Community Learning Services. Both Adult and Community Learning Services (ACLS) came into existence in April 2001 in response to the reorganisation of funding for adult learning nationally. Their role is to manage ACL delivery through sub-contracting provision. They have total control over the process governing who they contract with to deliver ACL. However, there are restrictions as to the various types of provision that can be funded. These are governed by the LSC determined and defined funding streams for ACL, which can be described as:

· Main ACL (Adult Learning First Steps)

· Family Learning, which is learning activity that will engage people as family members.  

· Family Literacy, Language and Numeracy

· Adult Ethnic Minority Achievement Grant

The following table shows the current funding arrangements for the two ACLS:

Funding Allocations for the 2004/05 Academic Year

	Provider Name
	Main ACL

(£)
	Family Learning

(£)
	Family literacy, Language and Numeracy

(£)
	Adult Ethnic Minority Achievement Grant

(£)
	Total

(£)

	Nottinghamshire County Council
	1,912,898
	53,829
	377,759
	30,506
	2,374,992

	Nottingham City Council
	607,136
	73,749
	235,301
	14,543
	930,729

	Total Allocation
	2,520,034
	127,578
	613,060
	45,049
	3,305,721


Neighbourhood Learning for Deprived Communities funding has been excluded from these tables despite this provision being broadly similar in its objectives to ACL. This is because this funding is delivered as part of a partnership and not always routed through LSCN.

It is likely that the implementation of the learning category descriptors proposed within the national funding proposals will alter these funding streams. LSCN will review the range of provision as part of the ACLS planning cycle and in light of the final proposals.

4.2
Delivery Locations

Much of the delivery of ACL, whether sub-contracted to the voluntary and community sector, FE or community colleges, takes place in secondary and primary schools. Other delivery takes place in community venues or on the site of the provider funded by ACLS. Significant change to ACL will affect organisations that provide venues for learning and this needs to be considered in the review. 

4.3
Co-ordination of Provision

Forums for local co-ordination exist in both the City and County. In the County they are called Local Community Operations Groups (COGs), targeted in areas of deprivation. These are facilitated by partnership workers employed through ACLS. Each group has an individually tailored terms of reference and produces collaborative prospectuses of local provision from most local providers. In Nottingham City, there are seven learning partnerships linked to the Greater Nottingham Skills Board who produce local directories of provision for their areas. 

4.4
FE Colleges

There are seven general Further Education colleges in Nottinghamshire, six of which have current ACLS contracts with either or both City and County Council ACLS. These are as follows:

· New College Nottingham (City and County)

· South Nottingham College (City and County)

· Broxtowe College (County)

· Newark & Sherwood College (County)

· North Nottinghamshire College (County)

· West Nottinghamshire College (County)

The People’s College had a contract with the City Council until 2003/04, when it stopped for a variety of reasons, including concerns from the college about the financial viability of ACL provision. This may change within the new funding arrangements, putting ACLS on the same funding formula as FE provision. In addition to the six colleges that deliver learning opportunities as a result of ACL funding, all seven colleges deliver learning programmes to adults through direct LSC funding. Some colleges have gained further funding through UfI/Learndirect, ESF and other routes.

4.5
External Institutions (Formerly LEA)

The presence of four external institutions (formerly LEA and also known as ‘community colleges’) is another important aspect of the ACL landscape in Nottinghamshire. The four institutions include three County based community colleges (Kirkby College, The Sutton Centre and Dukeries Community College) and one City based college (Fairham Community College). As with the FE colleges, community colleges receive funding for other (non-ACL) types of adult provision through other sources such as LSC funding, UfI/Learndirect and ESF. 

4.6
The Voluntary and Community Sector

The voluntary and community sector in Nottinghamshire plays a significant role in the delivery of ACL. This is through direct contracts or funding with both ACL Services, through franchise or partnership arrangements with FE colleges and external institutions that can be brokered by either party. The organisation ‘Enable’ is the Nottinghamshire voluntary and community sector learning and skills consortium. It was established in 2001 to enable voluntary organisations and community groups to effectively engage in the development and delivery of the local learning and skills agenda.

4.7
The Learning Partnerships

The potential roles of the North Nottinghamshire and Greater Nottingham Learning Partnerships are also considered as part of this review. Their purpose is to encourage individuals, employers and organisations to involve themselves in learning and they both receive funding from the LSC as well as from other sources. 

4.8
UfI / Learndirect

Growth in volume of learndirect delivery in Nottinghamshire has been rapid since the two original geographic hubs were merged in 2002. At the end of the 2003/4 budget year contracted expenditure reached £7m, which was used to engage 15,500 learners who undertook 42,500 courses of which just under 20,000 were related to Skills for Life. A significant number of these learndirect learners are people with low levels of educational achievement who have not engaged in learning for some considerable time and as such this mode of delivery has been very successful in widening participation. 

4.9
European Social Fund

European Social Fund (ESF) represents a significant opportunity for the LSC to invest additional resources into Adult Learning. ESF Co-Financing was first allocated to the LSC as a Co-Financing Organisation (CFO) in 2001. The recent tendering round for projects to run from 2004-2006 will have a significant impact on the picture of adult learning and is typical of previous tendering rounds:

· 36 projects for adult learners were approved

· 19 were from voluntary or community organisations.

· A total of 5,400 learners will be involved.

· On average 75% of learners will be working toward a qualification with 60% expected to achieve.

Projects for adults have a total value over £6 million. ESF Co-Financing is designed primarily to address disadvantage and social exclusion. Most adult learners will be from disadvantaged communities or will themselves suffer from disadvantage through, for example, long-term unemployment, disability, ethnicity or will lack any formal qualifications. Over 50% will be women. 

Most ESF supported learning will be first steps, basic skills or vocational training up to level 2, although there will also be projects including management development up to NVQ level 4 or equivalent. The allocation of EU structural funds including ESF will reduce significantly after 2006 as resources are diverted to address economic development in the new member states. 

5 
Evaluation of Findings 

This section analyses the contribution that each of the main organisations involved in the delivery of ACL within Nottinghamshire makes to the overall service. 

5.1
Nottinghamshire County Council Adult and Community Learning Service

5.1.1
Structure

Nottinghamshire County Council ACLS is part of the Regeneration Division of the Council’s Culture and Community Department, with ACL seen as an important aspect of the regeneration agenda by both members and senior officers. The structure of the County ACLS is a management team of four, with a Head of Service, Service Development Manger, Local Learning Manager and Family Learning Co-ordinator. There are five full time equivalent partnership worker posts and an administration team of eight.

5.1.2 Mission

The Mission Statement for Nottinghamshire County Council is “Bringing Learning to Local Communities”. In the three-year development plan for 2004-2007 it is stated that the aim of the service is to offer “a range of programmes that respond to the needs of current and potential learners within areas of greatest social and economic disadvantage across the County”. It is also clear that the service is targeted at particular groups of learners, with the following groups being highlighted:

· Potential and reluctant learners

· Those with low basic skills and low confidence levels

· Families and carers

Within areas of social and economic deprivation, and:

· Older learners

· Ethnic Minority Groups

· Travelers

· Ex Offenders

· Adults isolated by geography, lack of confidence or caring responsibilities

From across the County. 

The multiple indexes of deprivation are used to determine the areas of greatest social disadvantage. The analysis of learners per ward shows that in 2003/04 73.63% of learners came from the 50% most disadvantaged wards.
5.1.3  Outcomes
	2003/04 Outcomes for Nottinghamshire County Council ACLS

	Number of learners
	11,442

	Target for number of learners
	9,000

	Number of venues
	506

	Number of courses delivered
	1,980

	Average number of learners per course
	5.78

	% Retention
	81%

	% Achieving their learning goals
	89.9%


The target for 9,000 learners remains for 2004/05 as the service is looking to devote extra resources to developing the quality side of its provision. For 2005/06 a 2% increase in numbers will be planned, with a further 1.5% in 2006/07. 
The County ACLS currently delivers in thirteen Areas of Learning (AOLs) although the majority of learners are found in the areas of Visual & Performing Arts, ICT and Hospitality Sport & Leisure. 92% of the provision is non-accredited and 8% accredited. 

Information regarding progression from ACL provision within the County is limited and anecdotal in nature largely due to the fact that where learners progress to a higher level qualification they will move to a different provider and will no longer be on the ACLS database. A high volume of learners indicated in their learner evaluation forms that they wished to join another course, but the actual figures are not provided, which severely limits the scope for analysis. This is a national issue that requires further attention by all stakeholders involved in ACL.

5.1.4 Quality

Nottinghamshire County Council ACLS is due to have an Adult Learning Inspectorate (ALI) inspection visit in the summer of 2005. The Regeneration Division of the Council was awarded Beacon Council Status in May 2003 for its work in ‘removing barriers to employment’. The Audit Commission also reported very favourably on the Culture and Community Department in general. 

The County Council ACLS identifies several areas for improvement in its service, including the data relating to trends in performance, understanding of ALI quality requirements by non-traditional providers and low numbers of male participants. Positive judgment can be made if learner feedback is taken as an indicator of quality, with 95% of learners completing evaluation forms reporting that they felt their learning needs had been met. 

5.1.5 Learner Engagement

The identified forums for local community involvement within the county are the Community Operations Groups (COGs). COGs exist in defined geographical areas of economic deprivation targeted by ACLS. They are now well established, having started in 1995. Their terms of reference are driven locally and are facilitated by ACLS partnership workers and involve individuals and groups from local communities. Their aim is to identify need, plan, co-ordinate delivery and publicise learning activities through a local learning guide that combines provision by all providers in a locality into one booklet. Each COG has a budget to fund the delivery of learning opportunities and they also aim to influence the spend of partner organisations to meet identified needs. 

Generally positive views of the role of partnership workers were expressed, with comments relating to the important role they play in bringing local providers and community groups together. Some comments were received from organisations that operated across a number of COG areas suggesting that there were inconsistencies in the success of different COGs. This review did not include a rigorous examination of the workings of COGS and partnership workers, but it is clear from the feedback received that the function of engaging with the community and local providers and co-ordinating provision is a very important function within the delivery of ACL. 

5.1.6 Contract Monitoring / Quality Assurance

Progress against targets is discussed with contractors once a term, at contract meetings led by the Head of Service. A ‘short form’ contract is issued to organisations receiving under £10,000 that has much of the legal jargon removed in an effort to encourage their greater participation in the delivery of ACL. It is stated within the County Council ACLS Self Assessment Review that just six providers account for 66% of learners, although assumptions about the monopolisation of larger providers (particularly the FE Colleges) has to be viewed alongside an analysis of the current capacity for smaller organisations to deliver the targets expected of ACLS. A notional ‘optimum number’ of contractors is not present within the thoughts of ACLS, meaning that further expansion in numbers is possible. Reductions to the number of contractors are not being considered as these would hit the voluntary and community sector in particular and would be a move away from the strategic drive to increase engagement with this sector.

Whilst the majority of ACLS provision is agreed through funding agreements, some provision is agreed through grant application which is considered by a panel comprised of ACLS staff, a voluntary sector representative, the LSC and other County Council staff to ensure compliance with priorities.

The main contract holders are required to comply with Health and Safety legislation and to undertake risk assessments of venues and activities. Organisations applying for funding from various ACLS grants are required to supply a copy of their Health and Safety policy and undertake risk assessments for both the venue to be used and the activity to be undertaken. 

A key aspect of the quality assurance strategy is that of observation of teaching and learning (OTL). This has been highlighted by the County ACLS as an area for improvement and training has now taken place for 18 people to undertake a cycle of OTL. 

A toolkit has been developed for self-evaluation of systems and procedures, with a CD-ROM produced containing all of the documentation required by providers.

5.1.7 Cost Effectiveness and Value Added

In 2003/04 the £1,971,427 spent by the County Council ACLS purchased 1,525 courses and 12,755 enrolments. Acknowledging the wide variation of course aims, costs and length, it can be established that the mean average cost per course is £1,293 and the mean average cost per enrolment is £155.

As Nottinghamshire ACLS does not charge fees for the majority of its provision, some of the implications of the new funding structure are felt to be significant for the service. These will be compounded by the fact that the County will not attract significant uplift funding. 

The County ACLS states in its Self Assessment Review that: “ ACLS believes that it adds value by co-ordinating, leading and managing learning activities throughout the County by interacting at local, countywide, regional and national levels to ensure learning is planned, secured and delivered to meet the needs of individual learners. The service is therefore able to target provision on areas of greatest social and economic need and on groups of excluded learners”. Such a vision is in-line with LSCN priorities. Comments received from partner agencies supported this vision but were mostly centred on the individual interaction they had with ACLS. It is the view of the ACLS that the rationale behind sub-contracting is the achievement of synergy in provision rather than driving down costs. Indeed, the external networks established and political support gained by the County ACLS are important aspects of the service and its achievement of targets set. 

Funding from the County Council’s Economic Development Budget at 9% of the total ACLS budget is an important aspect of the service and this review. The argument that through the sub-contracted nature of provision there is a reduction in the LSCN funding that reaches the learner does not hold true for the County Council ACLS, with all internal staffing costs being met through their own funds. This has been a longstanding commitment that has not been cut despite significant budget pressures.

5.2
Nottingham City Adult and Community Learning Service

5.2.1 
Structure

The Nottingham City Adult and Community Learning Team lies within the Adult and Community Learning Service within the City Development Department of Nottingham City Council. City Council Officers placed emphasis during this review on the developing nature of ACLS structures to better meet the intended outcomes of the service. There have been a number of changes to ACLS within Nottingham City over the last few years and it is apparent that some of these changes have disrupted the development of the service. There is some optimism however that the most recent and future planned changes will result in a better service delivery.

5.2.2 Mission

The vision of the City of Nottingham’s Adult and Community Learning Service is to: “deliver excellent, inclusive and comprehensive learning opportunities to enable people to reach their full potential, creating and supporting a culture of life long learning and contributing to a successful economic community”. It is stated by ACLS that the primary focus for delivery in the City is ‘first steps learning’ in identified areas and wards with high levels of deprivation, namely those within Neighbourhood Strategy areas. It is also stated that ACLS largely funds programmes that do not fit into ‘mainstream’ programmes.

The key groups identified in the 2004/05 ACLS Delivery Plan are:

· Learners with Learning Difficulties and Disabilities (LLDD)

· Carers

· Ex-offenders

· Homeless people

· Long term unemployed

· Lone parents

· Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) communities

· Those suffering from mental ill health

· Those recovering from substance misuse

· Skills for life learners

· Travelers

· Men

As with the County Council ACLS, such targeting can be considered to be broadly in-line with LSCN priorities. The geographical breakdown for 2003/04 shows that 52.93% of ACL learners are from the top ten (50%) most deprived wards within the city boundaries. 

5.2.3 Outcomes

	2003/04 Outcomes for Nottingham City Council ACLS

	Number of learners
	4556

	Target for number of learners
	6600

	Number of venues
	244

	Number of courses delivered
	437

	Average number of learners per course
	10.43


These figures show that the City ACLS did not meet its participation target in 2003/04. The average number of learners per course is however higher than that of the County ACLS, with a more cost effective average of 10.43 learners per course than the County’s 5.78%. 

Of these learners, 12% were learners with disabilities and learning difficulties, 23% were male, 39% were from ethnic minorities and 5% were aged 60 or over. 

The City ACLS currently delivers in nine of the fourteen Areas of Learning (AOLs) with the majority classed in Family Learning and Foundation (AOL 14) and Visual & Performing Arts & Media (AOL 11).

5.2.4 Quality

As with the County Council, Nottingham City ACLS is due for ALI inspection during 2005 and this will provide a robust assessment of its quality. The need for improved strategic direction and core funding has been recognised by the City Council and steps have been put in place to address these concerns. Undeveloped systems for setting targets and analysing learner feedback are also felt to be further areas for improvement by the City ACLS and these are corroborated by the findings of this review. 

There are difficulties in using the City ACLS learner evaluation feedback to gain any further understanding of the quality of service. This is because different means of capturing learner feedback have been used for each area of learning, making any comparative process difficult and potentially invalid. This is a significant issue that should be addressed in future developments. 

5.2.5 Learner Engagement

Nottingham City ACLS identifies the City-based Local Learning Partnerships as the structures to ensure that ACLS development matches community need. This is undertaken through mapping provision and devising locality based action plans.

Feedback received about the Local Learning Partnerships was mixed in nature and included the perception that in some areas they worked counter-productively to other efforts in gaining cross-conurbation collaboration. It is important that the partnerships overcome these difficulties if they are to play the role required and the City Council is currently drawing up a quality action plan for the groups to this effect. This is not the sole responsibility of the City Council ACLS however, as these are autonomous groups. It is therefore likely that multi-organization support and input is required to ensure that these groups are all operating to consistent standards.

5.2.6 Contract Monitoring / Quality Assurance

Whilst the majority of ACL provision is funded through an annual delivery plan, a proportion is identified through targeted provision. Funding for this provision is gained by community providers through an application process which is evaluated by an external panel to ensure compliance with learning priorities.

The quality monitoring arrangements of Nottingham City ACLS are detailed as follows:

· Within the application for funding, all providers are asked to provide information about their quality assurance systems. 

· A Service Level Agreement between ACLS and the provider includes reference to the provider’s quality assurance arrangements in line with the Common Inspection Framework.

· Teaching sessions in a minimum of 20% of ACL funded provision will be subject to structured tutor observations each year. 

· A Quality Toolkit has been developed to guide providers in the processes that they need to implement and workshops for providers were held in September 2003 to explain its use.

· All current providers have undergone a self-assessment process to highlight strengths and weaknesses.

Target setting with providers has been identified as an area for improvement by the City ACLS and this finding is reinforced by the failure of the service to hit its key participation target.

5.2.7 Cost Effectiveness and Value Added

Unlike the County Council, the City Council does not currently make a defined financial contribution to the development of ACL. Statements have been made by City Council Officers in the course of this review that indicate this will change in the future, with funding being directed from the City Council to ACLS. 

In terms of cost, the overall cost per learner for 2004/05 (provided that the service meets its target of 6600 learners) is £141. There are significant variations between the various funding streams, with Family Learning registering the lowest cost per learner at £120 and Adult Ethnic Minority Achievement Grant registering the highest cost at £291.

The lack of value added gained by a sub-contracted ACL structure was identified by City based stakeholders and providers in particular during the course of this review as a weakness. However, it is seen by the City Council as a strength. This is because there is breadth in the pool of providers and therefore a varied means of engaging with the targeted learners. The City ACLS also pointed to the hard work that has taken place to develop this pool of providers, both in terms of their size and quality and this is recognised by this review.

5.3
FE Colleges

All FE colleges were interviewed as part of the review and, whilst different issues were raised between individual institutions, there were also many similarities in the responses gained from colleges. The following section outlines the views expressed by the FE colleges as well as the main findings regarding their role within ACL.

5.3.1 Structures 

The majority of FE colleges felt that the relationship between themselves and both the LSC and ACLS was overly complicated. A common view expressed by the FE colleges regarded what they saw as an extra layer of bureaucracy in the form of the ACL Services. This is compounded for the FE colleges by the fact that the main funding relationship that they are engaged in is with the LSC. Whilst several colleges viewed the strategic relationship with City / County Councils as important, they did not recognise any ‘value added’ by ACL being delivered through the current structures.

Another concern raised was the belief that both ACL Services view colleges as purely a provider of education rather than the local stakeholder they perceive themselves to be. It was felt that this can be improved through increased LSC involvement in the service.

Colleges also raised concerns about their perceived lack of parity in relation to the voluntary and community sector. It was claimed that ACLS favoured contracting with the voluntary and community sector. This is not substantiated by the evidence presented during this review, which shows FE colleges to be the most significant provider group within both ACL services. 

5.3.2 Operational Relationship with ACLS

The amount of ACL related administration was felt to be excessive by all FE colleges. It was stated that the information required by ACLS is both different to and more onerous than the LSC’s Individual Learner Record (ILR) requirements to which colleges are accustomed. The separate systems employed by ACLS and the LSC is a major burden for colleges with examples of mass photocopying of learner enrolments and the creation of duplicate records systems taking time and resources away from front-line delivery. The argument made by colleges to hold direct contracts with the LSC for ACL is partly founded on this basis. This position is disputed by both ACLS, who claim that such administrative requirements are driven by either the LSC or the colleges themselves. 

Some colleges felt that improvements had been made to contract monitoring arrangements whilst other colleges (particularly those with contracts with Nottingham City ACLS) were less positive and complained about the excessive nature of the monitoring within the contractual relationship. If the relationship is viewed from the perspective of both ACL Services, similar problems can be seen to exist. Both services stated that problems had been experienced in receiving timely data returns from colleges that provided the required information. This questions the view that FE colleges have a strong track record in providing such information but supports the more general notion that the operational relationship between FE and ACLS needs to improve.

5.3.3 Co-ordination of Provision

Many providers, including colleges, complained during the course of the review about their lack of knowledge about the range of other learning provision being funded in the area in which they operate. The City of Nottingham was particularly mentioned in this context, which is not surprising in the light of the population density, levels of deprivation and the complexity of the learning market place. This can also be seen to result from the less advanced nature and different remit of the Local Learning Partnerships in relation to the County’s Community Operation Groups (COGs). 

5.3.4 Delivery of Direct LSC Funded Adult Provision by FE Colleges

The link between the delivery of ACL and direct LSC funded adult provision is an important facet of this review. Some FE colleges draw a clear distinction between their ACL funded provision and all other provision. The transparency of pathways for learner progression varied, although nearly all colleges claimed that one of the main reasons for engaging in ACL is to attract learners into the college and then enable them to progress in learning. 

Some colleges appeared to draw little distinction between the ACL and LSC funded provision, and this situation has led to the uncertainty regarding the purpose of ACL. This issue will need to be resolved through extending the good practice of some colleges in mapping out clear progression pathways from ACL to higher levels of accredited provision. Such development should be linked to the significant national policy issues facing the FE sector in reducing both franchising / partnership activity and ‘Other Provision’.  

5.4
External Institutions (Formerly LEA)

The ‘external institutions’ or ‘community colleges’ occupy a potentially difficult position within the ACL landscape by being linked to either the County Council (in the case of Dukeries, Kikby and Sutton) or City Council (in the case of Fairham). As such, they can be regarded as an arm of the respective ACLS. This situation does not fit within a standard model for contracting. All four institutions can be seen to serve deprived communities and the concept of combining a variety of services within one base, such as the Dukeries Centre, is clearly one that fits current government strategies. The strength of delivering adult provision on a school site for such communities is also recognised by the review as a strength.

External institutions expressed a mixture of opinions regarding the best structures for the delivery of ACL. These views included a preference for maintaining the status quo, contracting through the LSC and direct contracting through the respective Local Authority for all provision delivered. The differing size of institutions is an important aspect of the rationale for their future preferred structures. The capacity of the smaller Fairham and Kirkby Colleges to deliver ACL contrasts sharply with the Sutton Centre and Dukeries. These capacity issues have changed the structure by which Kirkby College operates and some future change will be necessary for more effective delivery of ACL in the future.

There are similarities between all providers in their views about the level of administration and the lack of local co-ordination in adult provision across Nottinghamshire. External institutions generally shared these views but did point to some improvements in reducing these demands. 

5.5 
The Voluntary and Community Sector

The organisation ‘Enable’ is recognised and funded by LSCN as the consortium representing the education and training related voluntary and community sector. It is the view of Enable that they will be able to incrementally gain increased funds to broker the effective delivery of the voluntary and community sector. Such a view fits with the LSC’s national strategy ‘Working Together’ to route funds for the voluntary and community sector through ‘umbrella’ organisations. 

Two fundamental questions regarding the voluntary and community sector within ACL are:

· To what extent should ACL funding go to the voluntary and community sector? 

and

· To what extent are both the sector generally, and Enable specifically, in the position to deliver this agenda?  

The notion of allocating ACL funding to providers based solely on their status as a voluntary sector organisation, external institution or FE college is not supported by the LSC. However, a strong commitment is made to the voluntary and community sector in the ‘Working Together’ strategy and there is a recognition from a wide range of providers of the unique value that such organisations bring to the delivery of ACL.

The extent to which the sector and Enable are able to deliver the agenda set will ultimately be a judgement for LSCN. Enable are currently preparing a three-year development plan and this will provide further details of their incremental development. Further consideration of these issues is found within the options appraisal section of this report.

5.6
North Nottinghamshire Learning Partnership and Greater Nottingham Skills Partnership

With the criticisms that have already been made within this report regarding co-ordination of provision, it is important that the role or potential roles of the North Nottinghamshire Learning Partnership and Greater Nottingham Skills Board (ACL Strategic Group) are considered. Both groups stated that an aspect of their remit is to co-ordinating adult provision within their areas. Such a role is welcome provided that necessary links are made with COGs (for the County) and Local Learning Partnerships (for the City). The Greater Nottingham Skills Partnership has recently revised its remit with regards to ACL and this review judges such moves to be a constructive step forward. 

5.7 
UfI / LearnDirect

The main constraint to wider delivery of learndirect in the future will be funding. The 2003/4 budget year was the last to offer significant year on year budget growth. The main task for the network is to maximise the impact of the funding in terms of accessing the hard to reach learner and contributing to LSC targets, increasingly in the areas of employer engagement, key skill countable outcomes and to a lesser extent vocational qualifications.

This implies the need for a shift from a position where community based delivery has predominated to one where the business community and their employees assume greater significance. Community based provision will need to be more carefully targeted if the success rates with “hard to engage” learners are to be maintained.  Data from the recently published document “Social Need in Nottinghamshire 2004” in conjunction with discussions with the learning partnerships, the voluntary sector and the County ACL service has identified that mismatches do currently exist between need and learndirect provision and this has been used to inform the hub operator of the target areas where learndirect could most usefully be deployed going forward.

6 
Conclusions

The conclusions of this report have been drawn from the analysis of the key findings, also taking into account the previous ACL review conducted by NIACE in 2003 and other Strategic Area Review findings.

6.1 
The level of administration required to deliver ACL was felt to be too high by many stakeholders. It is not always clear which organization is responsible for this. 

6.2
The amount of overall non-ACL adult provision delivered in Nottinghamshire will decline unless new approaches are developed. This conclusion can be reached from the national policies to reduce ‘Other Provision’ and franchise / partnership work in FE colleges as well as the pressures anticipated on ESF and UfI / Learndirect budgets.

6.3 The position of external institutions (formerly LEA and also known as community colleges) within the ACL structure for Nottinghamshire is not clear. The capacity of Fairham and Kirkby colleges (as the smallest institutions) to meet the current administrative requirements is limited because of their size.

6.4 Despite good work in engaging with the voluntary and community sector, the current structure for the VCS in delivering ACL does not currently meet the expectations of the LSC’s ‘Working Together’ strategy. Enable has been created in response to the need for an umbrella organisation for the sector and there is considerable scope for it to grow into this role.

6.5 Providers gave a number of different reasons for the existence of ACL during the course of the review. As identified in the NIACE review of ACL conducted in 2003, this review also found a common misunderstanding of what is meant by ‘first steps learning’. The definition that ‘first steps’ learners are those that have not yet achieved a level two qualification, clarified in the recent national funding proposals, is not generally used. 

6.6 Good efforts have taken place to eradicate the ‘social club’ ethos of many courses, but there remains provision that does not have established progression pathways. The current pattern of provision also makes the collection of progression data a challenge due to learners being registered on different provider systems. Within these different types of provision, family based learning was identified by many interviewed within the review as being of particular importance in engaging learners and developing such progression pathways. 

6.7 Structures have been established in both the City and County to co-ordinate ACL provision. This appears to be more successfully achieved in the County through the Community Operations Groups. There is however, a general lack of co-ordination between ACL and other adult provision, particularly that delivered by FE colleges. It can be concluded that there is a need for more productive communication between ACLS, FE colleges and LSC college managers.

6.8 The County Council invests resource in ACL, which represents a clear added value to the service. This is not currently the case for the City Council who top-slice the funding to provide their administrative costs, resulting in less funding reaching the learner. A commitment has been made by the City Council during the course of this review to make such an investment and this will be an important step in the improvement of the service and enabling it to meet its key targets.

7 
Options Appraisal

The conclusions of this report indicate that the current structure for ACL in Nottinghamshire does not adequately meet the needs of learners or stakeholders. The ‘ACL structure’ refers to both ACL Services and their relationships with all providers. This section undertakes an options appraisal for the possible structural options identified.

	Option 1: For LSCN to retain City and County Councils as ACL Services but improve co-ordination of provision and secure a level of funding for ACLS from the City Council in line with that provided by the County Council.

	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	Overview of area and (potential) synergy with Council areas of work retained.
	Any improvements to co-ordination with other funded adult provision (particularly FE) will be hard to achieve without structural change.

	Lack of disruption to the service. Utilisation of expertise gained by the two ACLS.
	Potential difficulties in achieving desired outcomes of improving level of co-ordination.

	Funding provided by Councils for ACLS, therefore adding value.
	


	Option 2: For LSCN to directly contract with FE colleges for the whole of ACL. For FE colleges to then sub-contract with the Voluntary and Community Sector and External Institutions 

	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	Ease for LSCN contracting and link to college MIS reporting. 
	Lack of area-wide overview provided by FE colleges and potential loss of responsiveness and detail of ACLS data.

	Co-ordination would be easier to achieve with other funded adult provision in FE.
	Would merely shift some of the bureaucratic demands from councils to FE colleges and would be contradictory to the national policies of reducing franchising/partnership activity and ‘Other Provision’.

	Reduction in sub-contracting complexity. 
	Would forfeit the additional resources currently provided by the County ACLS.


	Option 3: For LSCN to directly contract with Further Education Colleges, Enable and External Institutions for ACL.

	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	This would ensure that better co-ordination was gained with the provision in FE and Community Colleges funded through other routes.
	This option would not solve the issue of potential duplication in provision.

	It would ensure that the voluntary sector had a clear and defined role within the delivery of ACL and strengthen the strategic ties between LSCN and the voluntary and community sector.
	This option would not allow an incremental approach to the development of Enable.

	
	There would be a displacement of administrative demands currently undertaken by ACLS to Enable, the providers and LSCN. 

	
	Would forfeit the additional resources currently provided by the County ACLS.


	Option 4: For LSCN to Directly Contract with the City/County Councils and FE Colleges for ACL.

	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	County and City Councils would retain some control of ACL and would therefore be able to use their expertise in contracting with the voluntary sector and external institutions.
	A split would develop between FE College provision and all other provision funded through the City / County Councils. This would require extra monitoring and management at LSCN.

	FE Colleges would be able to build more synergy with their own provision. 
	There would be a lack of overarching strategic control of ACL.

	
	The current economies of scale gained through contracting with the two councils for all ACL would be lost which would result in inevitable reductions in size of ACL Services and investment in these from the Councils.


	Option 5: For both ACLS to contract with Enable for all voluntary and community sector delivery of ACL.

	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	Enable to have a stronger role within ACL, allowing greater coherence for the voluntary and community sector.


	There would be a potential duplication of roles between Enable and ACLS. 

	Allows incremental and planned development of Enable in line with the ‘Working Together’ strategy.
	National voluntary and community sector providers such as WEA would have difficulty in contracting through Enable due to their size and national profile.

	Economies of scale in delivery by the voluntary and community sector would be gained.
	


In judging which of the options will best deliver the outcomes required by ACL in Nottinghamshire, the merits of each option have been considered. This process has passed through internal LSCN processes and it is felt that the strongest option currently on offer is to retain both City and County Councils as the Adult and Community Learning Services, but to require change in order to address the weaknesses identified in this report. These weaknesses focus particularly on the City Council resourcing ACLS work, both ACLS co-ordinating delivery of provision more effectively and analysing administrative requirements with providers to reduce these as far as possible. This review also recommends implementing option five, which identifies a discernable role for the voluntary and community sector umbrella organisation ‘Enable’. This should be implemented incrementally to bring greater coherence to the sector and increase its capacity to deliver high quality provision. 

8
Recommendations

1. That LSCN supports Nottingham City Council in securing the funding now committed to ACLS from City Council budgets to cover the administration costs of the service and allow LSCN funds to be spent more directly on learners and course delivery.

2. That both ACL Services route funding for the voluntary and community sector through Enable wherever practicable.

3. That the administrative demands on providers are reviewed by both ACL Services in conjunction with providers and LSCN and assessed for absolute necessity. 

4. That the models of the Community Operations Groups in the County and Local Learning Partnerships in the City are recognised as key local planning bodies for ACL. Minimum quality standards of practice to be developed for these groups and good practice effectively shared. 

5. That better co-ordination between ACL and other forms of adult provision be developed through the sharing of the sections of college three-year development plans that relate to adult provision with both ACL Services. The scope for FE colleges to meet as a sector with ACL Services and LSCN simultaneously should also be pursued.

6. That LSCN meets at a senior level with external institutions to address their long-term strategic position within the ACL structure.

7. That the implementation of the national funding proposals be used to clarify definitions of first steps engagement with providers. LSCN to identify with stakeholders the amount of different forms of ACL learning required in Nottingham.

8. That the structural and operational arrangements for contracting are reviewed in 2006 in the light of ALI inspection results and progress in implementing these recommendations. 
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