Question 1                                                                          
Under this heading what should a consortium development working group cover?  

(Identify the key aims, objectives and outputs for this working group)

Group 1
· Existing communication and engagement already out there? – investigate
· What is needed? – or is it needed? (the Consortium)

· Internal/inward communication and engagement (within the sector)

· Also who else? – External

· Difference between representation and communication

· Most cost effective methods – widest audience

· Best value – must be inclusive

· Consider who is arriving/departing

· Identify newcomers/leavers
· Once identified communication networks, how do we work best with them?

Group 2

· Who we want to engage with and why?  Benefit?

· Very early communication to relevant bodies – marketing and communication plan – strategy to include harder to reach

· Frequency

· PR

· Value of and need for consortium

· Gain consensus

· ‘Quick wins’ to prove value – e.g. what funding is available etc?

· How will communication etc. be managed/work in practice?

· Future funding? – plan

· Methods of communication – affects cost, inclusive approach

Group 3

· Know your audience – methods of communication, appreciate relevant constraints (e.g. time)

· Right info dispersed the right way

· Make use of existing frameworks, partnerships – best practice

· Complementary to what you are already doing – not a burden

· Relevant things filtered

· Coordinator for general communications

· Identify all stakeholders – who they are, audience groups

· Inclusive

· Pulling together existing work
· 2 way communication – good quality

· Noted/recorded

Question 2                                                                  
What experience/previous work/materials are you aware of locally, regionally and nationally which could help us in this area of work?

For example who has experience in this field?

Group 1
· Various/alternative formats 

· must be meaningful
· include ESOL

· Working together document

· Existing communication routes (NVS)

· Suffolk Consortium website

· What are others doing?

· Consortium and briefing document

· LSC documents – Action Plans, Bravo website (sign up)

· Performance hub, workforce development hub

· Technological skills – knowing what is happening and when

· Email alerts/updates/summaries

· Good practice from those who don’t access LSC training

· Electronic networking

· Q and A/debates

· Prioritising/flagging for relevance

Group 2

· Look at structures in existing consortia
· Competition 

· Conflicts within bidding process

· Limitation conflict

· LSC guidance

· Look to other examples but take into account local needs/what we have here

· Look to outside the consortia – e.g. different groups/communities/networks

· Needs analysis

· Website 

· different languages etc.

· research others

· Map of what is already out there

· What is already being delivered? – build upon this

· Identify strengths and then look at how best to utilise them

· Communicating with colleges etc. – identities progression

Group 3

· VS forum, NCVS, COMPACT
· Speak to independents/specialists

· Formats – e.g. hard copy vs. e-zine

· Best format for whom?

· Who actually gives an option for communication channels?

· Practical meeting, networking, sharing information through informal methods

· Email updates – preferably screened

· Gather pros and cons from other forums etc.

· Communication – getting views, e.g. checklists via email

· Timeliness of communication

Question 3                                                               
What potential issues/problems/pitfalls could arise in this area of the consortium development work and how could they possibly be overcome?
Group 1

· Staff time and funding
· Buy-ins from diverse range of VCS organisations

· Needs to add value – build upon what is existing, not duplication

· Already training networks (Norwich and others)

· Overlap, confusion, different agendas

· Learn from them?

· Competition

· Continuous staff turnover – due to funding etc.

· Continuous changes – resulting in losing knowledge

· Competition with one another within the Consortium

· Could leave groups behind – especially Special Educational Needs groups

Group 2

· Conflict of interest – re. bidding
· Periodical membership/as appropriate

· Needs to be flexible/circumstantial

· Membership 
· to allow for fluidity

· different level of service compared to organisations that access service occasionally

· Needs support systems for groups not quite delivering – and how to be part of the consortium

· Inclusivity as far as possible

· What are the benefits to the colleges?

· Will it be of benefit to smaller organisations/ those with lower capacity?

· Raising awareness of how the consortium could be of benefit 

· assumption

· clarifying

Group 3

· Lack of interest from groups we are trying to engage and members

· Misinformation – misleading

· Dis-empower

· Superficial engagement and involvement
· Plain and simple for inclusiveness

· Danger of losing credibility – and then funding

· Time constraints of community engagement methods

· How negative problems are communicated and exchanged

· Sensitive to diversity 

· Inclusivity – research potential barriers

· Different agendas from different organisations

· Transparent and inclusive

· Accessibility and impact 

· Policy

Question 1                                                                          
Under this heading what should a consortium development working group cover?  

(Identify the key aims, objectives and outputs for this working group)

Group 1

· Post 2010 – what after?

· Membership fees

· Cost to start a consortium

· Include and exclude partners

· How many employees needed to start?

· How much develop money will we get?

Group 2

· Regional LSC and funding 

· regional consortium
· mediation role for negotiating on behalf of deliverers

· Business planning

· Rules for funding bids for members

· Conflicts of interest – dual role, the consortium and members
· How is it financed?  

· Sustainability – long term

· How much do members lose from contracts? 

– impact on members

· Consortium management costs
· Who is responsible for managing funding?

· Audited?

· Legal entity and overheads

· Negotiating with funders - e.g. full cost recovery – a bargaining chip for a learning consortium

Question 2                                                                  

What experience/previous work/materials are you aware of locally, regionally and nationally which could help us in this area of work?

For example who has experience in this field?

Group 1
· Support organisations that can’t do bidding

· Should be made up of organisations that can’t afford to bid for themselves

· No staff

· Knowledge

· Social enterprise – non profit making

· Membership

Group 2
· Capacity building (£)
· Private sector/commercial sector, selling a service

· Social Services

· LSC, COVER, Match Funding

· Herts. discussion paper

· EEDA?

· Regeneration (£) in certain areas

· IIC

· Future builders, not ‘small’ organisations – difficult!

· Advice and brokerage – a service, can charge

· COMPACT

Question 3                                                               
What potential issues/problems/pitfalls could arise in this area of the consortium development work and how could they possibly be overcome?
Group 1

· Distribution process – target based

· Source of funding.  LSC – how much to establish?

· Maybe a fixed term life span – 2 years

· Local governments

· Work with NCVS

· Liability of partners who don’t deliver

· Fund raiser – expertise

· Capacity building

· County Councils

· Grant funding

· Proposals and bids back to consortium – double bidding
Group 2

· Conflicts of interest

· Membership – exclusive?

· Tiers of funding?  Does this mean sub-contractors are excluded? ‘Sub sub-contractors’?

· Infrastructure or delivery organisation?

· ID issue – what we do

· What if they don’t give us enough money to run a consortium? 

· need to earn money

· its existence will justify funding

· Government?

· Change of LCS?

· Rules?

· How will finances be audited?

· Could just be another contractor  

Question 1                                                                          
Under this heading what should a consortium development working group cover?  

(Identify the key aims, objectives and outputs for this working group)

Group 1
· Business or charity?
· Making of policies

· Cost of legal services

· What type of legal entity?

· Constitution

· Governance

· Accountability

· Levels of membership – contract related for specific contracts
· European Competition Law

· Contracting – at ALL levels

· Employment Law

· Compliance

· Clarify

· Complete

· Adoption of policies for members

· CICs?

· Charitable inc. companies

Question 2                                                                  

What experience/previous work/materials are you aware of locally, regionally and nationally which could help us in this area of work?

For example who has experience in this field?
Group 1
· Hertfordshire discussion paper

· Voluntary resources group

· ACER

· Local experience

· Youth Music Action Zone

· Sting group

· Guild

· Experience of other consortia

Question 3                                                               
What potential issues/problems/pitfalls could arise in this area of the consortium development work and how could they possibly be overcome?
Group 1

· Not just Norfolk based

· Lobbying – regional

· Unitary status

· Conflicts of interest – competition

· Non compete agreement

· Clarity of relationships

· What do you want from a consortium?

· Decide to become a legal entity

· Expensive – look to regional for advice

· Uncertainty of funding streams

· Contracting fundraising and other services

· Talk to Children’s Services

· What happens when money runs out?

· Liability of failure – constitution in advance

· Insure consortium and members

· LSC uncertainty 

· who is taking over?

· how?

· Feed into national

Question 1                                                                          
Under this heading what should a consortium development working group cover?  

(Identify the key aims, objectives and outputs for this working group)

Group 1

· Do we want people from the public sector?

· Delete different sectors?  Make open inclusion

· Inclusion

· What do all sectors want from each other?

· Why do we want another provider in our consortium?

· VCS to take lead – invite as members of WG

· Criteria

· Structures

· What are you getting people to sign up to?

· Accreditation

· Tiers

· Thematic groups?

Group 2

· Voluntary sector keeps ownership

· What’s out there – stealing

· Keeping the identity of voluntary sector

· Membership

· Associate Member to assist with decision making – who makes the decisions?

· How decisions are made

· Accountability/responsibility/ commitment

· Ethos of consortium

· Clear identity

· Not open to stakeholders

· Consortium should be responsive to existing models

· Model has to embrace decision making process

Group 3

· Supporting small organisations that might need assistance

· Identify relevant groups

· Infrastructure (do we need it?) vs. delivery model

· Alternative models

· Model would have to be regional – ‘Norfolk Branch’

· Too much infrastructure

· Model accessible to small organisations

· Equal voice for everyone – colleges and small organisations all have the same voice

· Conflicts of interest
Question 2                                                                  

What experience/previous work/materials are you aware of locally, regionally and nationally which could help us in this area of work?

For example who has experience in this field?
Group 1

· NIACE – how do you set one up?

· Sarah Elliott – Hertfordshire

· Consultation document – Toby

· LSC ‘Reading Room’ – on website

· Other model – Derbyshire, Cornwall, Wiltshire, Learning Curve

· Unite Presentation

· Suffolk model

· Contact providers – how do they work in terms of quality PGCE
Group 2

· Suffolk

· Unite Conference (1st)

· Derbyshire

· Wiltshire

· Cornwall

· NIACE

· LSC ‘Reading Room’

· Partnership working from voluntary organisations – experience of long term partnership working

Group 3

· Training Network (Norwich) – successful in bringing people together and disseminating info.
· Unite 1 – 3 presentations

· Report from Sarah Elliott

· Social Enterprise East

· Nikki Bennett

· Partnership working

· Norfolk VSC Infrastructure

· Consortium

· Private sector approach to consortium working

· Offer whole finished project

· Should we be looking at other work?

· Why not start with a blank sheet?

Question 3                                                               
What potential issues/problems/pitfalls could arise in this area of the consortium development work and how could they possibly be overcome?
Group 1
· Manageable - manage info. System (phasing initiative)

· Egos – manage the process to minimise egos
· Own agenda

· Matching representation – process is clear
· Inclusive – support for smaller, emerging providers to become eligible
· Sustainability

· Knowledge – may have to buy in (business)
· Time – best practices sharing
· Resource (3rd Sector) – supporting through paying expenses
· Capacity

· Loss of independence and control – recognition
· Is there enough money (will it be shared fairly)

· Future funding

· Should not just look at LSC funding – other funding streams available
· Community accreditation

Group 2

· Ownership

· Funding

· Legal issues

· Quality control

· Accreditation system

· Long term maintenance

· Finding a model that will work for such a range of organisations

· Who is it responsible to?

· Ego/territory/agenda

· Ethos of communication

· Not to have a consortium

· Can they be overcome?

· Is it worth it?

· Will it be valuable?

· Change the message – sell by partnership (should be focus) not funding
· Should the model be driven by LSC but for own needs (values)

· LSC is not stopping funding

Group 3

· Unrepresentative – remove expectation that it won’t be representative

· Conflicts of interest

· Competition

· Business sensitivities – be realistic

· Tension about roles/members

· Change (all aspects)

· Politics

· Accountability

· Could be waste of money and time

· Business

· Duplication

· If model is managed well then small organisations can apply to access funding

· Negotiating power

· Clarity – check what it is for

· Be realistic

· Advocate – don’t make us concerned about selling our business!

· Price comparison

Question 1                                                                          
Under this heading what should a consortium development working group cover?  

(Identify the key aims, objectives and outputs for this working group)

Group 1

· For the learner

· What quality are we measuring?
· Who sets those?

· CIF

· What other standards?

· Maintain individuality

· Bureaucracy

· Awarding body criteria

· How will smaller organisations access accreditation – support and good practice guidelines

· Trying to meet quality standards
· Need central quality process
Group 2

· What we have to do, what is required

· Training compliance

· What support is out there? – money

· Identify funding to support this and what expertise partners have to share

· Agreeing a shared system

· Recycle talents

· In proportion to organisation

Group 3

· Not make assumptions it will happen – challenge it

· If we do, why? – what’s in it for us?

· Is membership restricted by QA?

· What quality system exists?

· How will the old and new systems marry together?

· Does the learning consortium  hold the QA or the individual?

· Can we buy in expertise?

· What Q levels do we need to meet and why?

· Huge range of QA issues

· Is it manageable? – how much time?

· CPD Funding – where do resp. rest?

Question 2                                                                  

What experience/previous work/materials are you aware of locally, regionally and nationally which could help us in this area of work?

For example who has experience in this field?

Group 1
· In East Anglia examples
·  – QA contacts?

· Tim Cracknell, GET Group (Cambs.)

· STNEG (Cambs.)

· Suffolk

· Cambs Mencap

· Stephanie Brittan (United Response)

· LSC consultative service for QA
· Capacity building fund

· Look for examples outside the VCS

· SEEE – Social Enterprise East of England

· Doesn’t matter where expertise comes from

· Get the infrastructure in place

· Robust systems – will need to stand up to funding audit – outcomes etc
Group 2

· Colleges – SAR CIF QIP

· Observations

· NLP – CPD – Skills for life

· LSC – ask lots of questions

· NIACE

· Local Authority, County Council, LAA

· PCDL

· (W to W) Welfare to Work Solutions – Richard Clifton

· EEDA

Group 3

· NIACE

· As above

· Investors in People

· Meridian East – how do they maintain?

· CME – how do they maintain?

· Sharing our own knowledge
Question 3                                                               
What potential issues/problems/pitfalls could arise in this area of the consortium development work and how could they possibly be overcome?
Group 1
· If one member let you down  - all suffer

· ‘Amateur’ stigma at VSC – we are all professional

· Uncertainty of LSC systems – need to adopt a system for the consortium 

· needs to meet our potential learners

· Data protection

· Consortium are 100% responsible for quality of training if contract held there – understanding of this essential 

· Bureaucracy of some systems too weighty for some important small providers – valuing all providers
Group 2

· Diverse funding requirements

· Making it manageable

· Include admin. in bid and evaluation

· Full cost recovery

· Engage colleges now not later
Group 3

· Flexibility – can we have it?

· Do they want to be Q trained?

· Making it easy and not excluding small partners

· What is our real purpose? – just funding from LSC or wider remit?

· Manager must know member and commit to their requirements

· Do we have the expertise/experience in the VCS?

· Don’t lose sight of other funding – don’t become too reliant on LSC
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