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The information authority board meeting 

3rd December 2008 

Meeting Notes, Action and Decision Points

3rd December 2008, 10.00 am – 1.00 pm

The Russell Hotel 

Russell Square, London WC1B 5BE
	Attendees (information authority board)
	Attendees (other)

	Malcolm Britton (DCSF)
	Pete Ashton (information authority)

	Verity Bullough (LSC)
	Tim Barrett (LSC)

	Jon Collis (ALP)
	Una Bennett (information authority)

	Colin Evans (Ofsted)
	Anne Fessi (information authority)

	Mario Ferelli (HEFCE)
	Nigel Florence (FAB)

	Julian Gravatt (AoC)
	Helen Karabatos (information authority)

	Graham Jones (Chairman)
	Tynan Rodger (LLUK)

	Ivor Jones (LLUK)
	

	Vince Keddie (DIUS)
	

	Paul May (BRG)
	

	Caroline Miller (Provider Practitioner)
	

	Fiona Pethick (Ofqual)
	

	Ian Ian Pryce (Provider Practitioner)
	

	Vanessa Wilkes (Asset Skills)
	


	Apologies

	Margaret Coleman (LSC)

	Melanie Hunt (Ofsted)

	Chris James (Asset Skills)

	Daniel Mason (LGA)

	Isabel Nisbet (Ofqual)

	Susan Pember (DIUS)

	Bob Powell (HOLEX)


1 – Introductions and Welcome
The Chair welcomed all attendees, gave apologies, and introduced alternates to the board: Verity Bullough of the Learning and Skills Council (LSC), Fiona Pethick of Ofqual, and Vince Keddie of DIUS. 
2 – Review of Previous Minutes, 1st October 2008
The board agreed the minutes from the last meeting were a true and accurate record.
3 – Review of actions from previous meeting and matters arising
Action 06/08 - 10 & 11: Tynan Rodger, LLUK project manager, gave an update on the development of the staff individualised record (SIR) for FE colleges. Issues had been found with some fields for the 2008/09 specification and therefore the specification was not available for the board meeting.  Following feedback from providers it was still hoped to issue this later in December. It will include a new field ‘date started teaching’.

LLUK intends to open an online consultation portal in January 2009 so partners can comment on the 2009/10 specification through to end March.

It has proved to be difficult to develop a comparable return for adult and community (ACL) and work-based learning (WBL) providers.  Data has therefore concentrated on equality and diversity, job role and pay metrics.

LLUK intends to consult on reducing the SIR for FE colleges along with developing the collection for WBL and ACL providers.  Tynan Rodger noted that for the time being they would use a different specification for ACL and WBL and the final specification would be ready in the summer of 2009. 

The board commented that:

· the development of the WBL and ACL specifications was slower than they would like given the need for system changes

· the specification should be based on common data standards to allow comparison with schools and HE workforce data. (LLUK confirmed they are working with the Information Standards Board and the information authority on this issue).
Action 12/08 – 1:  LLUK agreed to provide an update at the information authority board in March 2009 on the development of the WBL and ACL specifications.  They would also confirm when the FE college specification for 2009/10 would be available for review by the board.

Action 10/08 – 8: The EDRS number is in the ILR specification for 2009/10 and Peter Ashton is continuing to work with the LSC to ensure this can be populated in most cases.  (A default code is available where the number cannot be obtained).
Action 10/08 – 12: Caroline Kempner, Director of Analysis and Management Information LSC, has been appointed to take forward the plan to address data burden issues. Una Bennett will come back to the board to report on progress.

Action 10/08 – 14: No one has yet been nominated to take ownership of the LSC cultural issues. Verity Bullough advised that announcements are to be made once further confirmation of the LSC structural changes have taken place; appointments may be made in January 2009.
Action 10/08 – 24: A letter has been sent by the chairman to Susan Pember re co-ordination of skills initiatives; item closed.  
4 – Qualifications and Credit Framework (QCF)
Tim Barrett outlined the three parts of QCF development:

1) The qualification framework, which exists and is being delivered. 

2) The service layer in which credits are accumulated and transferred.  The LSC is delivering the service layer; within this the Rules of Combination (ROC) are being set by Ofqual.
3) The funding of units by the LSC.  Five hundred units (many for SMEs) are being funded on a stand alone basis pending agreement on ROC.

The LSC had undertaken a feasibility study of the service layer and is now implementing a transitional service layer which will be in place by April ’09. The credit accumulation and transfer would be developed first with routes to achievement and notification of qualification to follow. A proposal of the operating model is being put together to be followed by a short period of consultation.

Action 12/08 – 2: Tim Barrett is to include the information authority in the consultation on the proposed operating model of the service layer.

It is expected that the production service will be delivered by 2010. MIAP will provide the Learner Record which is the key tracking tool for credits and qualifications.  Qualifications in the QCF can be publicly or privately funded.
Tim clarified that providers will not enter candidates direct for the QCF; this will happen through the awarding organisations.  The burden for providers may lie in giving advice on eligibility to learners around valid combinations.

In the longer term there is an intention to align the QCF with 14-19 Diplomas, and development will as much as possible co-ordinate with Skills Accounts.
The board commented that: 
· they welcomed the benefits of the QCF for learners

· they were concerned about the potential extra burden on providers of funding units rather than full qualifications

· they would like to see the data burden being assessed in the trials

· common data definitions should be used to avoid confusion e.g. to enable matching of ILR and qualification data

Tim Barrett clarified that funding could still be clamed for full qualifications (rather than being claimed for each unit).  Where single unit funding is being applied the LSC will be considering whether ‘module’ funding might be appropriate in some circumstances.

Action 12/08 – 3:  Tim Barrett will ensure data burden and bureaucracy is considered in the QCF unit funding trials and in the evaluation of the transitional service layer, and will report back at a future board meeting.

5 – Individualised Learner Record (ILR) specification timetable for 2010/11
Peter Ashton presented proposals for the ILR specification timetable for 2010/11.  
To support the board’s decision making, Anne Fessi reported feedback from recent consultation workshops on the 2009/10 process. This concluded that there continued to be support for publication of the specification in November in advance of the academic year to give time for planning.  For those who were aware of the change process for 2009/10 it was thought to be highly transparent. The publication of a summary of proposed changes had been welcomed.

Provider contribution to the consultation for the 2009/10 had been less than expected.  Although some of this was down to timing of the consultation and individual workloads, Anne reported that there still needed to be a change in culture in providers.  Currently many still thought that their contributions to the process would be ignored.  
Peter reported that learning providers and software providers welcomed the ILR specification being published in November.  However, there was a need for corresponding earlier advice of funding, a published timetable for funding guidance, and updates to systems such as the Learning Aims Database (LAD) and the Learner Information Suite (LIS).

It had taken longer than expected to obtain consensus on changes to the ILR due to conducting the main consultations in July and August.  This resulted in two change requests being withdrawn after being approved by the board.  This is something which the secretariat would like to avoid in future. 
Proposed options were: 1) bringing forward the close date for ILR change requests to mid April, and publish the specification in October, 2) bring forward the close date for requests to end May and publish in mid November, and 3) follow a similar timetable to 2009/10 i.e. the close date for requests to be end of June and publish at the end of November. 
Comments from the board were:

· Regarding feedback on the 2009/10 ILR change process, the chairman said he had received good comments from all levels on the work of the information authority.
· Concerns were expressed by the DIUS and LSC representatives at the lag between announcement of policy initiatives and their implementation in the ILR.
· Mario Ferelli reminded the board that the ILR needed stability and that data could still be collected separately for pilots 
· There was no support from the LSC or DIUS for an earlier timetable.  

· Verity Bullough requested that the secretariat worked with the LSC to identify how data could be collected for key policy initiatives in advance of an ILR change.  This was particularly important in today’s economic climate.
· Although all recognised the difficulties of consulting over the summer period, the board did not support a change in the overall timetable for the next academic year. (2010/11).  This should be considered for the following academic year.
· There was a consensus that the secretariat should start work on developing and obtaining agreement to a timetable for other key inputs for providers e.g. funding guidance, updates to collection systems etc.  It was recognised that this would not be easy to do given political imperatives but that progress on this would have real benefits.

The board agreed:

1) the ILR specification timetable for 2010/11 should be similar to that for 2009/10 with consultation to take place as early as possible on known changes
2) the timetable for 2011/12 should be earlier (exact timing to be agreed)

3) the secretariat should work with the LSC to develop a process for collecting data for key policy initiatives pending an ILR change

4) the secretariat should start work on developing and agreeing a timetable for funding guidance, and updates to systems such as the LIS and LAD. 
Action 12/08 – 4: The secretariat should encourage change requesters to engage in discussion earlier on known changes for the 2010/11 ILR and should apply the lessons learned on communications.
Action 12/08 - 5:  When developing the ILR specification timetable for 2011/12, the secretariat should aim for an earlier completion date. Other organisations should plan on the basis that the process for that year would be earlier.
Action 12/08 – 6:  The secretariat is to work with the LSC to identify other options for collecting data for key policy initiatives in advance of an ILR change.
Action 12/08 – 7: The secretariat should start working with the LSC, DIUS, DCSF, the Data Service etc. on developing and agreeing a timetable for changes to funding guidance, and system changes (LIS, LAD etc.).
6 – Federation of Awarding Bodies (FAB) response to the provider data burden report
Nigel Florence explained that he chaired the Awarding Bodies and Centres strategic working group for FAB. The aim of the group was to improve administrative processes between awarding bodies and providers.  He noted that it had been difficult to make progress in some areas due a number of QCA investigations.  He also pointed out that there were a number of initiatives by different bodies aimed at reducing bureaucracy and he wanted to avoid any duplication of effort.

Nigel formally asked Una Bennett to join the working group consisting of FAB, Ofqual, AoC and ALP to aid in reducing duplication of effort. 
Nigel noted that the data landscape was complicated and needed ‘mapping’ to better deal with it. Malcolm Britton advised that John Callery was developing a business and information architecture for DIUS and DCSF which would have relevance.  Una advised that she had already had contact with John Callery and will put Nigel in touch with him . 
The data landscape was changing rapidly.  For example, awarding organisations were finding it difficult to respond to the 25 sector skills councils (SSCs) which were requesting data in different formats.  Vanessa Wilkes offered to provide a link to the SSCs’ qualification network.

FAB was supportive of more coordination through joint cooperation and understands that there are no ‘quick fixes’. 
Ian Pryce pointed out that providers had a responsibility to exercise responsibility in their role as a ‘customer’ of awarding bodes e.g. to request improvements.  He also recognised that there had been improvements in awarding body documentation in recent years.

Fiona Pethick explained that Ofqual was considering inefficiencies in the qualifications market.  Ofqual is a newly formed body and has a role in regulating awarding bodies and the burden they impose.
The board commented that: 

· it agreed that there were no ‘quick fixes’ 

· it was grateful for the invitation to Una Bennett to join the working group

· it supported work on developing data standards for awarding data (particularly qualification entry and results notification).
The board agreed to provide some funding for work on data standards for awarding data.

Action 12/08 - 8 : Nigel Florence is to provide further details of the FAB working group to Una Bennett.

Action 12/08 - 9: The secretariat is to work with other interested parties on defining data standards for awarding data (specifically qualification entry and results notification).  
7 – The information authority - Key Communications Activities for 2008/2009
Anne Fessi presented the communications activities plan for the information authority for next year. This included the targets and areas for development which built on experience to date.  The targets were:
· Target 1: To increase awareness of the information authority and our work with stakeholders.
· Target 2:  To increase stakeholder engagement in our activities and gather useful feedback.   

· Target 3:  To increase our media coverage / general profile. 

· Target 4: To ensure that our staff are kept informed and consulted.
· Target 5: To raise awareness and engage with colleagues at the LSC.
· Target 6: To increase brand recognition of the information authority and Data Service at a regional and national level.
· Target 7: To ensure that data users and providers are able to engage with relevant teams effectively (i.e. the information authority, Data Service, MIAP and LSC Funding Policy Team).

· Target 8: To effectively engage with DIUS and DCSF Policy makers.
· Target 9: To engage effectively with local authorities.
Measures had been developed for the plan but were not included in the board extract. 
The board commented that: 

· it may be difficult to get press coverage for an organisation such as the information authority although it might be possible as part of a wider case study or ‘through association’

· the plan may be too ambitious; therefore the targets should be prioritised with key measures of success.
· in focusing the plan, it might be useful to think of adjectives to describe the information authority which the authority would like to be used by different stakeholders

· sometimes it is as important to state what you are ‘not’ responsible for e.g. about data security, as well as what is in your remit.

The board agreed that the nine targets should be prioritised with key measures of success.
Action 12/08 - 10: Anne Fessi is to prioritise the communication plan targets and provide to board members along with key measures of success.

8 – The information authority secretariat report
Una Bennett presented a status update on the work of the information authority secretariat from the last board meeting on 1st October 2008 and planning through to the next meeting on 3rd March 2009. 
The secretariat asked the board for decisions on a number of items:
8.1 Governance of qualification success rates (QSRs),
The board was already aware of the success rates harmonisation group chaired by Lesley Davies of the LSC.  The group has representatives from the LSC, Ofsted, DIUS, DCSF and the information authority.  

The proposal is that the success rate harmonisation group is the forum for discussion and obtaining consensus on QSR definition following consultation (including with providers).  Each body would then have to undertake its own governance before QSRs came for final approval to the information authority board.    
The role of the information authority board is to ensure that consultation and governance has been completed successfully and that the plans for implementation of new / revised QSRs are sound.  It is not intended that the board should revisit the QSR methodology.

Fiona Pethick queried whether Ofqual had a role in QSRs. 

Action 12/08 – 11: Una Bennett to speak to Fiona Pethick on whether Ofqual should be involved in QSR definition.
The board agreed its role as the final approver for qualification success rates i.e. to confirm that prior governance and consultation had been completed successfully, and that plans for implementation of QSRs were sound.
8.2 Data security guidance for providers
Una Bennett described some of the concerns expressed by providers on data protection and data security.  Although the information authority was not responsible for data security, the secretariat had asked the LSC to produce some guidelines for providers on data protection, and would signpost providers to useful data security guidance e.g. that provided by Becta.

The board reiterated that the authority did not have data security within its remit but confirmed it was content with this limited involvement i.e. inclusion on the authority’s website of LSC guidance on data protection and signposting to data security guidance on other websites e.g. Becta.

8.3  Awarding body data
The board had discussed this item under the FAB response to the data burden report and had agreed to support work on data standards for awarding data. 
8.4 Appeals procedure for the information authority board.
A detailed appeals procedure had been developed following an appeal against a decision made at the last board.

The board commented that: 

· an appeals panel should only be run in exceptional circumstances and should always include the chair of the board.  Normally challenges to decisions should be considered at the next full board meeting
· there was some concern that it might not be possible for an appellant to lodge an appeal within ten working days of notification of the decision.  This should be amended to: ‘the appellant should advise of an intention to appeal within ten working days after notification of the decision by the secretariat’
· wherever possible, appeals panels should be operated ‘face to face’ rather than via telephone conference.
The board agreed the appeals procedure for the information authority on the basis that this process should only operate on an exceptional basis.  (Any challenge to a board decision should normally come back to the next meeting of the full board.) 
Action 12/08 – 12: The secretariat is to amend the appeals procedure in line with the board comments and publish on the authority’s website.
There were no comments on the remainder of the secretariat paper.

Any Other Business

Jon Collis raised a query about the adverse effect on success rates and minimum levels of performance because of large scale redundancies (a factor outside the provider’s control).

The board commented that:

· the general principle was that data and calculations should remain the same.  However, there might need to be a change in use of the data for funding and planning e.g. adjustments in benchmarks.

· the LSC and DIUS are reviewing apprenticeship success rates, for example.

Action 12/08 -13:  The ALP executive is to write to Verity Bullough (LSC) and Vince Keddie (DIUS) and Jon Collis will bring back any further issue to the March 2009 meeting.
Next meeting: 3rd March 2009, Coventry Techno Centre 

End
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