[image: image1.jpg]




Derbyshire Public Sector Compact Workforce Development Group
Notes from the workshop held on the 5th December 2008 at Derby College

Present

Jackie Hewlett Davies


NHS Workforce Development (Chair)

Chris Donkin 



Facilitation Support for the Compact

Cheryl Roberts


Learning and Skills Council

Linda Pearson



East Midlands Business

Kerry Gulliver



South Derbyshire District Council

Ian Shepherd



Amber Valley Borough Council

Rachel Miller



Connexions

Michelle Preece


Derby College

Cate Hollinshead


Derbyshire NHS

Jenny Caitlin



Chesterfield Borough Council

Joe Birkin



Derbyshire County Council

Chris Mills



Derbyshire County Council

The following six organisations submitted data relating to an initial Training Needs Analysis (TNA) for their employees:

· Amber Valley Borough Council

· Chesterfield Borough Council

· Connexions

· Derby College

· Derbyshire PCTs

· South Derbyshire District Council

All six organisations were represented at the workshop.  Apologies were received from Mark Edwards of Derby City Council. 
Introductory Discussion

Workshop attendees were presented with the overall summary of the collective TNA and also a brief report where the areas of common interest and the potential for collaborative working had been identified. Both of these documents are attached to these notes.
The Chair introduced the session by saying that she would like the output to be a considered view of how best to work collaboratively to achieve mutual benefits. This could mean working collaboratively with training providers as well as mainstream public sector organisations working together.
The group were referred to the main messages from the collective TNA. These were identified as follows:

· Skills for Life courses omitted from 5 of the 6 TNAs

· Short course provision appears to be the main method of meeting an individual’s training needs – could these be packaged together to make them into a fundable programme?
· Leadership and Management (L&M) training was flagged as a significant need for most of the organisations

· In house provision features heavily

· Much of the training is vocational and/or competence specific with many of the courses flagged as a need being mandatory training

The group were invited to discuss these observations and the comments included:

“SfL courses may well be omitted because the issue does not come out of the appraisal process in a natural way and tends to be a top down – i.e. employees are invited to nominate their perceived training needs and they are unlikely to refer to a literacy and/or numeracy issue to be addressed”
“By the time you have briefed an external provider to deliver what you want, it’s quicker to design and deliver it yourself and use internal expertise.”

“SfL is a big thing in the County Council” (NB the County Council did not submit their TNA)

“Leadership and Management training courses could be shared between sector organisations”

“Some Councils do in-house training because it is cheaper”

“There is a need for training to be tailored to the organisational values, particularly in local government and this may explain the proliferation of in-house training”

“Our organisation needs more IT training and this could be delivered by a partner training provider”

“There are examples of collaborative work within the local authority network (e.g. Chesterfield Borough Council & Bolsover District Council and also South Derbyshire District Council & Derbyshire County Council ) but they are fairly rare – often because of pragmatic considerations such as employee travel.”

“There are definite (developmental) benefits from meeting and training with other employees working elsewhere in the sector”

“Our organisation is starting to make greater use of e-learning in order to increase access to training, reduce costs and cope with small numbers, however it is not always the method of choice for the learner”
“One of the major frustrations of meeting the training needs of staff is organising relevant courses and then having to cancel them – getting staff released to attend training is a problem”

“One way of making training more viable would be for us to absorb trainees from other public sector organisations and have them help us fill our courses” 

“Meeting the needs of the organisation does not always meet the required national standard for the qualification.  Managers can be engaged in learning more easily if they are not being forced down the route of a qualification”

The Chair thanked the group for their input to a useful discussion and noted that we would return to these issues when establishing how to make progress in the final session of the workshop.

Input from the Workforce Development Group (1)
Rachel Miller of Connexions gave a brief presentation on how Connexions have developed a tailored L&M course for their staff. Her presentation is attached to these notes.
The course is a tailored programme recognised by ILM and is delivered over 6 months. The ‘learners’ focus on an assignment of their choice linked to their job role.
As it is delivered by Connexions (Connexions have recognised provider status from ILM) the cost of delivery calculated per member of staff is reasonable.

The course is commended as an example where a number of smaller training needs are met by packaging the training into a single course.

The group agreed that this was an area where there is an opportunity for exploring joint working and sharing of training resources. Further information to be shared with the group.

Input from the Workforce Development Group (2)

Cheryl Roberts of the LSC gave a presentation informing the group of new flexible  funding arrangements available from the LSC to support public sector training programmes. Specifically Cheryl noted that the sector is eligible to access T2G provision, support for Apprentices and ‘free at the point of delivery’ SfL training.
With respect to T2G Cheryl reported that there was a full eligibility statement on the LSC web site but the main point was that (unlike with ESF programmes) public sector organisations could access T2G funding. In response to a comment from the group reflecting perceived overly bureaucratic arrangements for T2G, Cheryl was able to reassure group members that the access to T2G programmes was now more flexible, responsive and less of a burden on employers. 
Cheryl handed out a grid showing the range of Apprenticeship programmes that were available in the County. The grid also showed the specific training providers who supported each particular Apprenticeship programme. 

Cheryl commented that the FE Colleges were ‘tooled up’ to deliver SfL courses flexibly to suit the needs of any given organisation. The provision would be free providing that all learners had an ‘identified SfL need’ and that this need could be identified in a number of ways (i.e. the learner could have level 3 quals but have a need for numeracy support).
There is also some funding available for leadership training if the criteria are met.

Input from the Workforce Development Group (3)
Linda Pearson of East Midlands Business (EMB) reported that EMB were the LSC’s approved Skills Brokers in the East Midlands. She commented that the Skills brokerage service was free, independent and impartial.

The brokerage service is not just limited to T2G but the EMB Skills Brokers would also advise on higher level courses such as L&M. 

The EMB Skills Brokers will (if appropriate) assist with further development of TNAs and also provide support for organisations interested in making the commitment to the Skills Pledge.
Linda concluded by saying that she would arrange to visit all six organisations represented at the workshop by the end of January to offer support in developing the TNA analysis further and identifying potential for collaborative working. (Feedback from this process will be given at the February meeting of the Workforce Development Task Group and will form the basis of an action plan)
In Summary

The following actions were suggested as a way forward

· The attendees of the workshop to be invited to form the backbone of ‘phase 2’ of the Workforce Development Group and to reconvene to progress the issues identified in both the TNA analysis and also the workshop.

· Linda Pearson of EMB to visit all six organisations represented at the workshop by the end of January to offer the support described above and options for benefits to  be derived from collaborative working.

· The Workforce Development Group to explore the possibility of a Team Leader level 3 course to be developed by the sector for the sector.
· The ‘phase 2’ of the Workforce Development Group to get access to good practice case studies on Apprenticeship programmes delivered locally (to be available for the first phase 2 meeting)

· The collaborative arrangement between South Derbyshire District Council & Derbyshire County Council to be written up as a Case Study. (to be available for the first phase 2 meeting)

· CD to collect the various approaches to providing SfL support in the sector (to be available for the first phase 2 meeting)

Chris Donkin and Jackie Hewlett-Davies
December 2008 
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