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The information authority Board Meeting 

5th December 2007 

Meeting Notes, Action and Decision Points

5th December 2007, 10.00 am – 4.20 pm

The Boardroom, Ricoh Arena,

Phoenix Way, Foleshill, Coventry, CV6 6AQ
	Attendees (IA Board)
	Attendees (other)

	Jon Collis (ALP)
	Pete Ashton (ia)

	Malcolm Britton (DCSF)
	Tim Barratt (MIAP)

	Graham Jones (Chairman)
	Una Bennett (ia)

	Caroline Miller (Learning Provider)
	John Taylor (Self Regulation Group)

	Ian Pryce (FE College Provider)
	Richard Clarke (LSC)

	Susan Pember (DIUS)
	Tim Smith (LSC)

	Bob Powell (HOLEX)
	Kiran McGoldrick (ia)

	Mario Ferelli (HEFCE)
	Mark Kaczmarek (DIUS)

	Derek Holt (QCA)
	Bobbie McClelland (DIUS)

	Paul Curry (Ofsted)
	Lisa Macdougall (ia)

	Chitro Ghose (LLUK)
	

	Liz Butcher (LSC)
	


	Apologies

	Julian Gravatt (AOC)

	Melanie Hunt (Ofsted)

	Sara Turton (LLUK)

	Margaret Coleman (LSC)

	Lesley Giles (SSDA)

	Isabel Nisbet (QCA)


Item 1 – Introductions and Welcome
1. Graham Jones welcomed all attendees, gave apologies, and introduced new people to the board.
Item 2 – Review of Previous Minutes, 26th September 2007.

1. The board agreed the minutes from the last meeting were an accurate reflection.

Item 3 – Review of actions from previous meeting and matters arising
1. The last open query ‘Phil Rose to progress the remaining signatures required for the IA terms of Reference and Protocol’ - action now complete; DCSF and DIUS have signed off the protocol. 
2. Mario Ferelli – Item 6.  Collection of FE data in HE, Graham Jones confirmed that Pete Ashton would give an oral update later in the meeting.
3. Jon Collis – Item 15.  Staff information collection, Jon has been asked to participate in an e-mail workgroup which will consider this issue.
Item 4 – Paper 1 – FE Sector Workforce Data Collection – Chitro Ghose
1. Chitro gave an update on behalf of LLUK and DIUS:
a. Staff data collection is currently weak and may be due to a lack of understanding about why the data is needed
b. Information gathered must be of a high quality to ensure funding for workforce improvements is correctly targeted 

c. Data will be used for (not exclusively):

I. Benchmarking

II. National Comparisons 

III. Workforce planning

2. As set out in the submitted paper, LLUK is looking for guidance and support from the information authority regarding this implementation
3. Chitro acknowledged that it will take time to see the full benefit of collaboration with the information authority, but still considers this an essential process 

4. Paper was opened for discussion with the board:

a. Graham Jones expressed on behalf of the board the importance of collecting data once and ensuring quality to reduce the burden of collection.

b. Paul Curry wanted reassurance that the Institute for Learning (IfL) and LLUK were working together to rationalise data collection.  Chitro Ghose confirmed this was the case.
c. Susan Pember reminded the board that this function was moved to LLUK, the sector skills council for learning providers, for reasons of autonomy and self regulation 

d. Ian Pryce stressed that it was important not to share data for the sake of it.  Providers will collect data that is useful to them e.g. to fulfil their employer duties in complying with equality legislation.  There should be no compulsion to share it.
e. Susan Pember pointed out that initial agreement on the collection requirements should be between LLUK and the employers it represents.  This was not an issue for government. 
f. Bob Powell voiced the view on behalf of  ACL providers that if there were benefits to this collection it should be done properly.  Otherwise it was a ‘tick box’ exercise with no value.   Chitro Ghose acknowledged that more work needed to be done in relation to ACL providers.
g. Malcolm Britton stressed the need for common data standards across the sector.
h. Jon Collis highlighted that the European commission is monitoring the lack of workforce data in the learning sector closely. 
i. Jon Collis also pointed out that providers need assurance that aggregated data cannot/ will not be dis-aggregated and used to their detriment.  However, aggregated data still needs to withstand comparison analysis.
**Action 1 – Jon Collis will compose an e-mail to the board setting out the issue relating to the use of aggregated data for comparisons**

j. In summary, the board asked LLUK to consider:

I. consistency of data collection approach to providers across the sector and that collection is restricted to the minimum of useful data 
II. the use of common data standards e.g. e-government standards

III. working more with providers to explain the benefits

**Action 2 – The head of the secretariat will invite LLUK to present on updated proposals at the June 2008 meeting**

Item 5 – Paper 2 – ILR 2008/09 Changes – Pete Ashton

1. Graham Jones proposed that the board would discuss the proposed changes in turn, clarifying requests, and validating the practical benefits before agreeing the paper’s recommendations. 
a. Section 6.1 – Grouping and naming collections.  
i. The change was agreed by the board i.e. to grpup collections as: 1) learner responsive, 2) employer responsive, 3) Adult Safeguarded Learning (ASL), 4) University for Industry (UfI), or 5) European Social Fund (ESF).
b. Section 6.2 -  Frequency of Learner Responsive Collection

i. There was a discussion about the desire to have more timely achievement data.  Delays are caused by the need to verify results and the use of many awarding bodies with different result dates, some of which advise results only to the learner and not to the provider.  Timing of collections may also be a factor.
ii. The board agreed to discuss this issue again at the next meeting in March 2008 alongside the proposed ILR timetable for 2009/10.
iii. The board agreed the change so that all five FE (learner responsive) ILR data returns are compulsory for providers delivering learner responsive provision, and that these returns must have complete data.
**Action 3 – The secretariat to schedule discussion on ILR timetable for 2009/10 for March 2008 board.
c. Section 6.3 – Entry to Employment Provision.

i. A discussion was held on the impact of the proposed change on smaller providers – this included a written contribution from AoC.  The board agreed that data collections should be common across all providers although reduced where possible.
ii. Liz Butcher committed the LSC to working with smaller providers to help them make the transition to a batch collection for recording Entry to Employment provision e.g. helping them to partner with another provider.  (Financial assistance would not be made available as administrative costs are already covered in funding.)
iii. The board agreed the proposed change i.e. that E2E provision would be categorised in the learner responsive return (to support the move to Demand Led Funding) recognising that this would mean all E2E providers would need to make a batch return.
**Action 4 – LSC to work with smaller providers to assist them in making transition to batch collection**
d. 6.4 Frequency of the Adult Safeguarded Learning Collection 
i. The board view was that all providers should be treated the same and that ASL should be brought in line with five returns.  However, it was recognised that there would be an operational impact on ASL providers and that extra returns would not be helpful for funding decisions as attainment is not a significant measure in this type of learning.   

ii. The board agreed this change (with the ASL representative abstaining from the vote) i.e. that providers receiving ASL funding comply with the same timetable (five times per year) as other providers with learner responsive funding. 
e. 6.5 Change Collection Date for Employer Responsive ILR          Returns

i. The change was agreed by board i.e. that the date for the employer responsive (formerly WBL) return is brought forward to the fourth working day of the month (from the tenth).  This enables speedier payments to providers.
f. 7 Changes to Support the new ESF 2007/13 Programme

i. This change represents a significant reduction in the data set to support ESF programmes for new learners in 2008/09.  Eight fields which support existing learners on this programme will be withdrawn in 2009/10.
ii. The board agreed the reduction in data fields for ESF provision and noted that this was a significant achievement for the information authority.
g. 8.1 Two New Fields to Record Planned Credit and Credit Achieved 

i. Pete Ashton explained to the board that a firm definition of requirements had now been received.  He said that the pilot was of the success rate calculation. The definition of what was to be collected was clear, fixed and applied to the whole calculation. The secretariat therefore recommended the change to record planned credit and credit achieved for the implementation of the Qualifications and Credit Framework. 

ii. The board agreed to the addition of the two new fields for planned credit and credit achieved.
h. 8.2 New field to capture Entitlement Learner Support and Changes to Learner Support Reason Field 
i. These changes were proposed to reflect accurately the categories of available discretionary and entitlement learner support. 
ii. The board agreed to the addition of a new field to record entitlement learner support, and the changing of the name and description of the ‘Learner Support Reason’ field to ‘Discretionary learner support’.
i. 8.3 New Field to capture ASL Provision Type 

i. A new field was proposed to record accurately ASL provision type.

ii. The board agreed this change.
j. 9.1 Disability, Learning Difficulty, Prior Attainment and Destination 

i. The change proposed that ‘Disability and Learning Difficulty’’ data is captured for ASL learners for courses where guided learning exceeds 30 hours.  This would enable tracking of reforms to increase inclusion of learners. 
ii. There was some discussion as to whether the data should be collected for all ASL, and whether the 30 hour minimum was too high. Bob Powell pointed out that data collection can be labour intensive, costly and impractical for very short courses. 
iii. Susan Pember said this could mean a whole sector of society will be ‘missing’ from data and the FE sector is already criticised by some disability groups for not being inclusive.  Pete Ashton pointed out that disability information is already captured; these changes would simply add further detail.
iv. Graham Jones as chairman proposed in the light of discussion, that the board should support the changes as proposed for a 1 year period during which the impact would be monitored.
v. The board agreed to support this change for one year, before taking a longer term decision. 

**Action 5 -  The secretariat to ensure that collection of additional disability data and the minimum threshold for guided learning hours is reviewed as part of the 2009/10 ILR review.

k. 9.2 Learner contact information for ASL
i. This change is to capture learner contact information for ASL provision over 30 guided learner hours to support a learner responsive census for Framework for Excellence.   

ii. Malcolm Britton wanted to confirm that DPA principles were followed and contact data was deleted after the destination census was completed.  Pete Ashton confirmed this, and that anonymised data was used thereafter.
iii. Graham Jones asked for clarification about any increase in burden.
iv. Bob Powell said that ASL providers would have increased data entry work. However, the ASL sector was supportive of benchmarking to raise standards in the sector.
v. The board agreed this change.
l. 10.1 Changes to LSC Funding Stream

i. This change would ensure that the codes in the LSC funding stream field reflect provision under Demand Led Funding, and drive the correct funding allocation. 

ii. The board agreed this change.
m. 10.2 Proportion of funding remaining 

i. This change would capture ‘Proportion of Funding Remaining’ in the learner responsive return, and enable correct funding for learning aims. 

ii. The board agreed this change.
n. 10.3 Changes to Codes in Programme Type Fields 

i. These changes have been requested to ensure new learning programmes (progression pathways, and full level 2 and 3 programmes) are captured correctly.

ii. The board agreed this change.
o. 10.4 Franchise and partnership delivery provider number 

i. A pilot in 2008/09 is proposed which would collect the UK Provider Reference number for all partners to reflect the increased number of partnership arrangements. Completion of this information would be optional in 2008/09.

ii. Ian Pryce was concerned that this proposal would affect the autonomy of lead providers.
iii. Susan Pember pointed out that this safeguard is needed as it gives a picture of overall interaction which would make partnerships more risk free.  Government would also see if funding is delivering value for money

iv. Mario Ferelli saw the proposed development as essential to ensure accountability and transparency, rather than for reasons of performance monitoring 
v. The board agreed to the change but wanted concerns to be reflected.  These should be taken into account in any future proposals in this area.
** Action 6 - LSC to consider how the collection of partners’ details in a consortia fits with the policy on partnership management through lead providers**

p. 10.5 Prior attainment level

i. A change had been requested to restructure codes on prior attainment with the aim of increasing data quality.  The secretariat proposed delaying the change until more information was available to show that the changes would have the intended effect.
ii. After discussion, the board agreed this issue needed more thought and did not support the change. 
**Action 7 - The information authority secretariat will work with stakeholders to investigate options for collecting accurate prior attainment data**
q. 10.6 Learning outcome grade

i. It is proposed that the ‘Learning outcome’ field is completed for all accredited provision including employer responsive and ASL returns – to enable more accurate tracking against accredited provision targets. 
ii. The board agreed this change.
r. 10.7 Learning difficulties, disabilities and health problems 

i. Additional codes were requested to inform decisions about provision for learners with learning difficulties or disability.

ii. Malcolm Britton queried whether the supplier of the data the learner or their carer) had to be recorded to be compliant.
**Action 8 - Pete Ashton to confirm if ‘informant details’ are required for learning difficulties etc. and if so, to action.  

iii. The board agreed this change.
s. 10.8 Country of Domicile

i. It is proposed to update the Country of Domicile codes in line with MIAP Common Data Definitions.
ii. The board agreed this change.
t. 10.9 National learning aim monitoring 
i. This change will remove redundant learning codes and increase the size of the field to 3 digits to accommodate more codes.
ii. The board agreed this change.
u. 11 Changes to the HE Data Set 

i. These changes relate to Higher Education (HE) funded and HE level provision only.  They have been approved by the Higher Education Standards Agency (HESA). 
ii. The board noted these changes.
v. 12.1 Changes to how funding contracts are recorded 

i. Changes were proposed to record more detail about contracting arrangements.

ii. The secretariat recommended that there is no change until there is more clarity about requirements.  Therefore a decision should be deferred until 2009/10. 

iii. The board accepted the recommendation i.e. the postponement of any change. 
w. 12.2 New data set to record programme level information 

i. Changes were requested to record programme level information (for progression pathways, and full level 2/3 programmes).  The requirements were not clear.  The secretariat recommended the changes if they could be sufficiently clarified by 7th December.  Otherwise, this would be postponed for a year.
ii. Mario Ferelli expressed concern about such a major change.  Lisa Macdougall advised that software suppliers and colleges had generally been supportive.
iii. The board agreed the recommended approach.  Since the board meeting, the requirements have been documented.  Consequently the change is being implemented in 2008/09.
x. 12.3 Reason Learning Ended 

i. The principal change was to capture data on ‘reason learning ended’ for the Offenders’ Learning and Skills Service.  The secretariat recommends this if clear requirements can be determined by 7th December.  Otherwise any change would be postponed to 2009/10.

ii. The board agreed the recommended approach.  Since the board meeting, the requirements have been agreed.  Consequently the change is being implemented in 2008/09.
y. 12.4 Reason for partial or full non-payment of tuition fees

i. A change has been requested to record the reason for fee remission of employer responsive provision as funding rates in 2008/09 will be adjusted to reflect the expected employer contribution.  An additional code for TUC learning has been requested.  Requirements were not clear.  The secretariat recommended the changes if requirements are clear by 7th December.

ii. In a written submission Julian Gravatt of AoC queried the change in funding rates for employer responsive provision.
**Action 9 - Liz Butcher will contact Julian Gravatt and Jon Collis to clarify the policy on fee remission of employer responsive provision**

iii. The board agreed the recommended approach.  Since the board meeting the requirements have been clarified.  Consequently the changes will be implemented in 2008/09.
z. 13 Request to Change Development and Publication Timetable 

i. As this information authority board date is later than that expected in the agreed ILR timetable, it is not feasible to complete the specification by the agreed date of 11th January.  It is proposed to change the publication date to 25th January 2008. 
ii. The secretariat will build agreed board meeting dates into the proposed timetable for 2009/10.
iii. The board agreed the change in publication date. 

** Action 10 - Una Bennett will circulate a guidance document in the New Year on timetable (and change criteria), which will be circulated to relevant parties**

aa.  Rejected or withdrawn changes (Appendix C)

i. Susan Pember asked that the request for ethnicity categories of ‘Gypsy / Roma’ and ‘Travellers of Irish Heritage’ was re-considered to bring in line with schools data collection and Race Relations Act.  (The request had been rejected by the secretariat as out of line with the MIAP Common Data Definitions).
ii. The board agreed that the Chairman could make the final decision after further investigation.

**Action 11 - Pete Ashton to confirm position in line with Race Relations Act, and to recommend to the Chairman whether a change is required for the 2008/09 ILR**
iii. The board supported the rejection of all other listed changes.
ab. Responses in HE

i. A separate paper had been circulated to board members on behalf of the LSC recommending that 1) reciprocal working between HE and FE should be improved, 2) that HE colleges with FE provision should provide ILR returns five times per year (in line with FE colleges).  All replies from board members had supported the first proposal; there was a mixed response to the second.

ii. Pete Ashton acknowledged that the connection with HE stakeholders is not as strong as it should be, but assured board that this will be improved over the coming year.
iii. The board agreed that improvements in working arrangements between HE and FE should be implemented.  The board rejected the request to increase the number of ILR returns for HE institutions on the basis that there was insufficient time to implement this. 

The chair thanked Pete and his team on behalf of the board, for all the hard work that went into the ILR paper.

Item 6 – Paper 3 – ULN business case – Tim Barratt

1. Tim Barrett confirmed that the MIAP team are on target for delivery of this project and that load tests were being done.
2. By September 2008, all 14 – 18 year olds will have a ULN.  Schools will be informed of this in Summer 2008 (this will include July 2008 school leavers). 

3. Tim clarified that the 9999999999 ULN is for learners who are unable to give all required information at initial registration, and for learners not taught in schools (Adult Learners).  This format can be used as a contingency e.g. if there are system difficulties in obtaining a ULN.  
4. The MIAP team has worked closely with the Information Commissioner. Access to data collected will be controlled by a ‘senior user account’ within the provider.
5. All learners will have a ULN but can opt out of sharing their personal data.  There is confidence that most learners will not ‘opt out’.
6. Confirmation was given to the board that the ULN will only be relevant to education, and will not be usable as proof of identity, in any capacity.
7. There will be potential for more than one ULN to be created for an individual, but there will be a facility for MIAP to ‘merge’ ULN data and for all information to be updated.
8. As yet there is no confirmation that prior attainment (pre- 2007) will be added to the ULN.
9. The board agreed the proposal to make the ULN field mandatory in the ILR for 2008/09 with the continued option of 9999999999 as a valid ULN entry.
Item 7 – Paper 4 – Update on Framework for Excellence:  Data Requirements and Use – Tim Smith 

1. Framework for Excellence (FfE) is currently in pilot until April 2008.  The first full learner survey will happen in 2008/09 but will be too late for the FfE return in 2008/09.
2. Bob Powell asked whether ACL providers would be included.  Tim Smith said they were welcome to contribute. Participation can be web, portal or paper based. 

3. The board expressed concern over the sustainability of the learner feedback collection from a cost perspective.  It was confirmed that provider collection would be more cost effective and is the preferred option. However in order to prove project viability, a ‘top down’ approach is being taken.
4. For learner destinations: of 165,000 learners, 24% of complete achievers have gone on to further LSC learning.  12% of learners have gone on to Higher Education; progress on the remaining 62% can only be determined by telephone survey.
5. Of colleges surveyed, 11% had all learners classified as ‘asked not to be contacted’.  The implication is that for 11% of learners, destination mapping will not be possible.
6. Of the remaining students, only 31% were contactable. 

7. 9% of providers do not collect contact details of an acceptable standard, which leads to two main barriers to success:

a. Expensive process 

b. Difficult to get high survey response level

8. The pilot project costs were £3million, and it is likely that ‘learner destination’ will not be progressed past the pilot. 
9. Part of the long term solution may be the FE Bill, with government agreeing to share information between departments, from 2010.
10. A mandatory ULN will aid project delivery.
11. 20,000 Employers are taking part in a satisfaction survey (excluding those employers not associated with FE).  This has been received positively.
12. The current consensus on the employer contribution performance indicator (page 6 of the paper) is to use finance as a proxy measure.  This is being developed, and a paper will go out to providers in January.
13. Jon Collis expressed concern about information collected from 100% employer funded learning in the WBL sector.  This could be construed as requesting commercially sensitive data.  The board was reassured that the financial data would concern generic information from audited accounts.  However, very small companies which do not publish full audited accounts will be affected by additional burden. 

14. Qualification success rates were confirmed as covering FE long courses excluding A’ Levels.

15. The Chairman stressed to the board that a heavy framework does not necessarily mean practical result.  Work must be done to ensure the framework does not become too burdensome.  
16. The board asked that FfE introduces as little data burden as possible, acknowledged the work so far on using existing data, and requested to be updated on framework progress.  A further update is to be at the board meeting on 5th March 2008.  The board noted that the Bureaucracy Reduction Group will review FfE in April / May.
**Action 12 - Tim Smith to provide a further update to the information authority board at the March 2008 meeting**
Item 7 – Paper 5 – The Minerva Summary – Derek Holt

1. Derek introduced himself as the technical lead on delivery of the project specification.  He informed the board that the presentation was a ‘snapshot in time’ look at a rapidly progressing project. 

2. Minerva is a delivery mechanism which enable the awarding of the 14-19 Diplomas.  Minerva will act as a data brokerage system for FE; records will be called Minerva Learner Accounts. 

3. For information (to aid understanding of presentation document):

a. DAB = Diploma Awarding Bodies 

b. CAB = Component Awarding Body 

4. All achievement data collected will count toward the final result triggering awards when relevant. 

5. ULNs will be required to enable creation of Minerva Learner Accounts.
6. Processes are currently theoretical at present and have yet to be tested. 

7. The board highlighted the potential risk of error matching CABs with ULNs, where there may be more than one ULN for a learner.  Mario Ferelli wanted assurance about testing e.g. partial matches, validation and error handling.
8. Malcolm Britton pointed out significant effort has been spent in matching school achievement records.  This system appeared to ignore this work. 

9. There will be two phases for going live.  Phase one: From September 07, providers will be able to create learner accounts 

10. Only the ‘learning centre’ will be able to access/add/change data in the learner account.  Learner will not have access; the system will operate on a closed basis

11. Bob Powell asked whether the systems for  Diplomas (Minerva) and QCF were separate.  Derek Holt confirmed they were, but would converge over time.

12. Ian Pryce raised the point that students would have to be recorded twice – on the ILR and Minerva.

13. The chairman asked the board to consider whether this would ultimately increase bureaucracy.
14. The board voiced concerns about the workability of the system, the bureaucracy e.g. complex exceptions. and highlighted the duplication with other projects / systems.
15. Derek informed the board that QCA are aware of the need to consult on this project with FE providers particularly exams officers.
16. Derek assured the board that all concerns would be taken back to QCA and answers would be passed to board at the next meeting. 

17. The chairman requested that a representative from QCA attend the next board meeting to update board on clarified plans, and address some of the concerns raised above. 

18. The chairman asked for a cost/benefit analysis in relation to data burden. 

** Action 13 - Derek Holt / QCA to address concerns raised by the board about this implementation, and to provide a follow up briefing at the March meeting.

Item 9 – Paper 6 – The information authority work plan – Una Bennett

1. The paper presented to board is a summary of current progress and expected work over the next two years.
2. The board was asked for confirmation that the information authority is moving in the right direction 

3. The board was asked for feedback on performance criteria specified.

4. The board requested that ‘Reduction in data duplication’, be changed to ‘rationalise data duplication.  They also requested that ‘performance criteria’ priorities  be changed from 1) learner data, 2) staff data, 3) awarding data, to:  1) learner data, 2) awarding data, 3) staff data 

5. Confirmation was given to the board that the information authority jurisdiction over schools extended to influence only

6. The chairman informed the board that he will be meeting regularly with the ‘Star Chamber’ (minimising demands on schools) representative, which will help to develop the information authority’s profile in the schools sector 

7. The board agreed that ‘Register of learning providers – is out of the information authority’s scope  

8. The board acknowledged that ‘Relationship between data service and the information authority – implications for development of service levels, sharing of CRM capability’, may evolve and lead to significant work for the information authority on development of standards and service levels 

9. The board confirmed that the information authority is responsible for quality control standards only: not audit of procedures.
10. An overview from the information authority is needed on data validation
11. Pete Ashton confirmed that the information authority already sets validation rules for the ILR 

12. Una Bennett highlighted the resource issues in delivering the workplan i.e. more temporary and permanent resource will be required to deliver the plans.  A further update will be provided at the next meeting. 

13. The board confirmed the workplan subject to the above amendments

Item 11 – Presentation on Self Regulation – John Taylor, Head of the Self Regulation Group
1. John Taylor presented on the development of Self  Regulation.  He advised the board that more information could be found at www.feselfregulation.org.uk
2. Self Regulation development:

I. The Single Voice is being formed on 18th December.  This is a company limited by guarantee with membership from AoC, ALP, Sixth Form Colleges Forum (SFCF), 157 Group, Landex (Land Based Colleges), MEG (Mixed Economy Group), HOLEX, NATSPEC (National Specialist Colleges) and NIACE (National Institute of Adult Continuing Education).

II. The Single Voice will take sector ownership of strategy and the improvement function.

III. FfE will be developed further as a tool for internal development as well as external development.

IV. The success of peer review trials will be considered.  They are likely to play a significant role and be extended to WBL etc.

V. The future role of the inspectorate will be considered and whether it should be looking at the system level.
VI. Governance arrangements will be considered e.g. powers, alternate arrangements

VII. The roles of the information authority, the Bureaucracy Reduction Group, and the FE Reputation Group etc. will be reviewed e.g. any overlap.  The Single Voice wants to influence these but not necessarily own them; and needs to develop the self-regulation framework.

3. The Self Regulation proposals will be part of the Machinery of Government consultation in January and February.
Item 12 - Terms of reference for the information authority
1. Una Bennett presented revised terms of reference which included making the interest in FE data beyond learner data more explicit, and a section on board operation.

2. The paper also included a section on expectations of board members.  Una Bennett highlighted that more support was required in raising the profile of the information authority within constituent organisations.

3. The board agreed the revised terms of reference and acknowledged the ‘expectations of board members’ document.

**Action 14 - Una Bennett to talk to individual members about improved engagement / profile with their organisation**
Item 13 - Secretariat report

1. Due to lack of time at the meeting to discuss the secretariat report, Una Bennett asked that individual board members feed back any comments / queries direct to her.

**Action 15 -  Board members to feed back any comments on secretariat report to Una Bennett**
Una Bennett

Head of information authority secretariat
End
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