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Question 1: Are these, broadly speaking, the right mission and aims? Is there anything you would like to add or delete?
ACM disagrees with the essential paradigm of the consultation document. In our view the document foresees an organization  which will be beset by the problems that beleaguer the present national organizations.  The proposals are insufficiently radical.
At present the ‘galaxy of stars’ to use Sir Andrew Foster’s phrase are problematic in the following ways (ACM has described these problems on numerous occasions). 

- the overlap between their functions

- the lack of clarity about the boundaries of each body

- the competitiveness between them

- their tendency to look after their own interests rather than those of the sector

- how expensive they are; the sector generally feels they do not offer value for money

The new organization should be a small, lean organization that performs a quality servicing role: it should document, broadcast, and facilitate access to, sector-led quality improvement activity. It will also bring the views and judgments of employers and students to the attention of the sector at large.  The organizational mission and aims that we envisage, together with the activities and staffing we propose below, should ensure an organization that pursues the sector’s, rather than its own, ends.  
The model ACM prefers and describes in brief outline below is, we believe, the one that works most harmoniously, effectively and fluently with a successfully self regulating sector.  Our vision sees a small scale organization designed to serve and belong to a self regulating sector.  It allows for the greater part of the CEL/QIA resource to be channeled directly to providers save for a relatively modest levy to support the functions provided by the new organization. These functions are confined to those that in their nature need to be provided cross sector: in their nature individual colleges cannot provide them for themselves. 
Question 2: Are these, broadly speaking, the right activities? Are there others which it should undertake?
As we indicate above the new organization should be small, lean and serve colleges’ individual and collective efforts to achieve an excellent service for students, employers and communities.  Its activities should be practical and serve the sector, be consistent with self regulation, and include:
- creating a register of available professional training across the sector (including its own), so that there is a single information point, a comprehensive directory of training
- comprehensively documenting successful improvement activity and disseminating summaries of these
- coordinating practical and small scale research projects into matters of value to the sector

- setting up and facilitating a peer review and support framework
- putting together intensive support programmes for colleges with inadequate standards of service

- chart the sector’s progress towards excellence and keep the sector informed of progress and future targets

- systematically gather the judgments and views of learners and employers, disseminate these to providers in order to sensitize them to the needs of these constituencies.

Our essential message then is that the new organization should be led by the sector’s successful excellence work, and serve that work rather than steering the sector in this regard. 

The new body’s expert professionals should be seconded  by providers on an annual basis.  This will help ensure that the new organization’s work is respected and that it serves the sector well.

Question 3: Is this the most appropriate form of governance to achieve the mission and aims?

The new organization should be coextensive with the sector – part of the sector -  rather than separate from it. One might think of it as the equivalent of a college unit with cross college responsibility for a particular function. 
On this basis the ownership and governance of the new organization must be firmly with the sector.
Question 4: Is this the best way for the sector to play its part in the governance of the new organisation? How might the relationship with the Single Voice evolve over time?

The board of the new organization should be charged with ensuring that the new organization is led by, and serves,  the sector’s excellence work. 
It is essential that the Single Voice is inclusive of staff contributions, values and interests through the close involvement of trade unions. 

The Single Voice has yet to demonstrate that it has the internal capacity and sector-depth to gather views comprehensively and visibly, distil them wisely, and reflect and voice them wisely and well.    However we believe that this is a feasible aim for the Single Voice providing that it recognizes that its function is to serve the interests of the sector rather than the Single Voice body per se.  4 years ago ACM initiated the Concord Group – a Single Voice before its time; one of the obstacles at that point was the refusal of key organizations to recognize that the collective interests of the sector as a whole override those of individual national organisations.
Question 5: Are the proposals based on funding and contract values the most equitable and effective ways of drawing the voting membership from the sector? If not is there an alternative?

In ACM’s view the new organization should be small and lean.  The resource freed by the abolition of CEL and QIA should be distributed to the sector, and the new organization paid for through a compulsory levy for 2 years, to be reviewed at the end of those two years. 
Question 6: Is the 35:65 per cent balance right? If not, what should it be? For example alternatives might be 50:50 or 65:35 (i.e. individual provider members having a third rather than two-thirds of the vote).

We support the board structure outlined in the document (3 members elected by the SV, 6 by members and 3 co-optees)  providing that the sector as a whole has the opportunity to review it after two years in order to ensure that it is effectively serving its interests. 
Question 7: Will the arrangements that are described here allow the new organisation sufficient room to shape its mission coherently, innovate and be a thought leader on behalf of the sector?

ACM has described a different organization than the one envisaged in this paper. 
Question 8: How can learners, employers and communities have an influence on the overall direction of the organisation?

The presence of 3 co-optees on the board of the new organization allows for representation of the employer and learner voices. 
On ACM’s model the new organization will be charged with surveying the views, judgments and needs of learners, and of employers.  It should be required to do this with a systematic and professional methodology. 
Question 9: Does the sector at large need to inform the direction of the new organisation and its services other than through membership? Do the existing Regional Quality Improvement Partnerships offer a model for this?

The sector should be fully involved in discussions of the functions and limits of the new organization.
Question 10: Do you think this funding model is feasible and sustainable?

We have suggested that the resource freed from the closure of CEL and QIA be distributed to providers and then, in the first instance, a compulsory levy be set in place which will support this small sector-serving organization.  The resource would be redistributed on a pro rata basis but the levy would be sufficiently large to provide the new organization with the wherewithal to organize intensive support for colleges whose service is of an inadequate standard. 
Question 11: How should the proposed subscription model be developed from the shadow levy?  

· Should the aim be to move as quickly as possible to a position where this element of the budget is actually shifted into providers’ budgets?  

· Once this was done, should the members and other guarantors collectively be able to agree the level of subscription to be levied compulsorily?   

· Or would it be simpler to retain a top-slice mechanism, the level of which would be agreed with the sector?   

· At what point, and under what conditions, might a move to voluntary subscription be considered?

See resourcing proposals above. 
Question 12: How quickly should the new organisation move towards financial self-sufficiency?

Question 13: How do you think that the organisation’s core funding should be deployed in the sector? On what should it be spent? What mechanisms should be used for this purpose?

- create a register of available training across the sector, so that there is a single information point.  The new body should not have a privileged platform for the provision of training as this tends to steer the organization towards a focus on its own business ends rather than the needs of teaching and learning in the sector. The new body could have a commissioning role with regard to training where there are gaps in the available composite offer. 
- comprehensively document successful improvement activity and disseminate

- coordinate practical and small scale research projects into matters of value to the sector

- set up and facilitate peer review framework

- help pull together intensive support programmes for colleges with inadequate standards of service in negotiation with that college
- chart the sector’s progress towards excellence and keep the sector informed of progress and future targets

- systematically gather the judgments and views of learners and employers, disseminate these to providers in order to sensitize them to the needs of these constituencies.

Question 14: How can learners and employers best influence services?

We have proposed that gathering the judgments and views of learners and employers and disseminating these to providers in order to sensitize them to need and influence the service will be a central responsibility of the new organization. 
Question 15: What are the priorities for action for the new organisation that will be included in the National Improvement Strategy in the next year? Three years? Five years?

In the view of ACM the following represent the immediate priorities for the new organisation.  However we believe that priorities need to be determined by distilling and prioritising expressions of need drawn from across the sector.  The following need to be read in the light of the role ACM envisages for the new organisation: it will serve the sector self-generated excellence activity.
- create a register of available training across the sector, so that there is a single information point

- set up and facilitate peer review framework

- put together intensive support programmes for colleges with inadequate standards of service

- systematically gather the judgments and views of learners and employers, disseminate these to providers in order to sensitize them to the needs of these constituencies.

Question 16: How would the new organisation most effectively work with the national partners and stakeholders to deliver the NIS?

The new organization should service a self regulating sector in its work to deliver the NIS
Question 17: How can the new organisation best use the expertise and knowledge already in the sector to support the sector as a whole and individual providers and staff within it? Is there merit in the idea of commissioning providers and/or groups of providers (e.g., self-help consortia) to offer services and support to their peers?

The professional staff of the new organization should be drawn, on a secondment basis, from the sector.  On ACM’s  model the new organization will inevitably use the expertise and the knowledge of the sector because it will be shaped and steered by the sector, and importantly, led by the sector’s improvement activity.  A key function of the new organization should be to set in place a framework for peer review and support. 
Please let us have any other comments not covered by the above.

It would be hard to over emphasise how much more popular with college managers are the ACM ideas outlined here compared to those described in the consultation document.  Senior managers groan with disbelief at the proposals in the official document – it is dispiriting that the Department is making the same mistake again - that of creating an expensive, cumbersome, distracting, oversight organization. 
ACM urges the Department to radically rethink the basic premises of their model in line with the proposals we have made here.  We feel that ACM’s proposals are more consistent with the notion of self regulation than the proposal outlined in the Government document.   We would be delighted to engage in further discussions about the model we are suggesting. 
We are aware that the body we propose here need not be a separate organisation but could  be integrated into, for example, a body that coordinates self regulation, providing it is inspirational, service centred, and capable. 
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