HE Forum on SWRB Recommendations: 21 Feb 2011

Notes from discussion groups

Group 1: The Professional Capabilities Framework: wording/terminology (Anne Quinney)

Terminology - participants thought that the term 'capability' represented a coherent, holistic and continuous approach. Although the term is used in organisations where 'lack of' capability is a problem, this should not be seen as a barrier to using the term positively, in fact several people thought that clarified the issue around being capable or not. (5 out of 6 prefer capability, one neutral but couldn’t think of another term). It was pointed out that the implied responsibility had to be shared with employers, through the employers’ standards.

Participants identified some key terms that they would like to see reflected in the wording of the elements:-

· Research methodology; critiquing and applying research findings; research mindedness (could be in 5/6/9)

· Interprofessional and interagency working (5,7,8,9)

· Partnership working

Discussion took place about whether the wording of the elements represented an appropriate balance between care and control; about authoritative, rather than authoritarian practice; about the assessment and management of risk; whether inclusion and marginalisation should have greater prominence and whether the language was child care focussed. The international focus of social work need acknowledgement clearly (in preamble?). A plea was made not to use the term ’elements’ as these are associated with NOS.

Group 2:  Discussion on re-shaping the curriculum at qualifying level (Hilary Burgess/Jo Warner)

1. Questions were raised about the extent of changes to the ‘old degree’ that would be required to implement the ‘new degree’. Agreed that the extent of change could range widely, from a ‘root and branch’ review of all content to a relatively superficial ‘rebranding’ of the old curriculum. This decision has major implications for most HEIs, given the workload implications of presenting a new degree compared with revision, and specifically, the need to run part of two degrees in parallel for two years. 

2. The configuration and timing of placements is a major determinant of curriculum structure, so each programme will first need to consider implications of the 30/70/100 model, and how to use the 30 days. For some programmes the structural change related to placements may be significant, in others minor. HEIs vary in the extent to which they permit flexibility in interpreting academic years, and what ‘counts’ as contact time.

3. Similarly changes to the assessment of practice placements (from NOS to PCF) will also have a significant impact. The designation of the ‘practice curriculum’ will be important. The clarification of the two placement levels (‘foundation’ and ‘final’) was generally welcomed, although there was still concern as to how ‘statutory interventions’ would be defined, and the impact of this on placement availability.

4. Use of the 30 days (at present it is expected this will carry funding through the Education Support Grant, to be administered by the College when the GSCC closes) needs to be planned carefully with agency/service user and carer partners, and staged progressively through the programme. The PCF may also ensure that skills development is progressive throughout SW’s careers rather than expecting qualifying social workers to know about and be able to practice high level skills.

5. Programmes not sure yet whether or not to change balance of ‘specialisms’/user group module provision/choice.

6. There was some initial discussion about the wider impact on curriculum design – for example orientation/introduction to the PCF during induction and early modules; during final modules at the end of the programme; links to assessment criteria, and links to students’ PDPs. 

7. There was confusion about which parts of the proposals would be ‘required’ and which were more optional, and how they would map onto the subject benchmarking requirements. 

8. Questions were asked about the timing of the changes and whether all HEIs would be required to present the new curriculum from 2013/14 or if some would be able to present a year later. It was not clear how such decisions would be taken and by whom. 

9. The role of the HPC was another source of uncertainty in terms of the role it might have in relation to curriculum content and/or other issues. It was felt that they would only be concerned with minimum requirements as applied across occupational/professional groups. 

10. Concern was expressed about the status of ‘knowledge’ as one of the nine capabilities when it clearly underpins ALL of the other capabilities and is a fundamental part of the delivery of any curriculum in any field. It was suggested that some way be found to reflect this fact in the design of the ‘fan’ of the curriculum plan. 

11. Whilst the fan design is appealing it gives few messages about the relative weighting of different elements. This is important if the capabilities are to be translated into discrete teaching and learning modules with learning outcomes that can be delivered and assessed appropriately.
Group 3: Admissions

Opportunities identified:

· can build upon and share good/best practice examples

· encourages/forces all to review and re-evaluate practices

· importance of public perception of entry requirements

· increases consistency regarding maths and English requirements and IELTS

· likely to increase transparency and accuracy of information available to potential applicants (as per Schwartz recommendations) although most HEIs already being clear about requirements according to those present

Concerns/issues requiring further information or guidance:

1. IT requirement – what will this be? A specific qualification or assumed abilities in respect of key areas such as word processing, email and internet use. Is this something HEIs will be required to assess and verify or not?

2. Participants noted the fact that the recommendation had on balance come down against having a national written test or other test. Some participants thought national test would help in terms of consistency of standards and robustness of process, whilst others felt strongly that HEIs should be free to develop processes that fitted with the rest of their selection strategy (i.e. thinking holistically) BUT that the sharing of such tools developed should be facilitated – this is something that the Guidance document can incorporate.

3. Discussion regarding Health Check requirements in the light of the DRC finding a year or two ago – uncertainty about what was now happening. Again, it was felt that guidance should be developed here.

4. Some participants expressed a concern that in the context of increased numbers of applicants, HEIs may lose the focus on WP issues and simply ‘take the cream’ – others did not think that was such a large issue. However, most were concerned to ensure WP issues remained important and it was recognised that the Browne review will have relevance here too.

5. In the documentation circulated, group exercises were detailed as being mandatory in the recommendation – this was not the case in original documentation and reading further, this is due to lack of clarity in the document. Many participants were concerned that lack of resources would compromise their ability to ensure applicants took part in both group and individual exercises, although we recognised that some HEIs already do this. The documentation needs to distinguish more clearly between absolute requirements and good/best practice in the recommendations. Indeed, the brevity of the OYO Report meant that the detail of workstream discussions was lost in places and it was suggested that Guidance clarified the fact that what is specified here are minimum requirements and HEIs are able and encouraged to use other tools that are fair, valid and reliable in their assessment of applicants.

6. M level applicants: participants had mixed views regarding the setting of a 2:1 as the minimum entry requirement and welcomed the addition of the word ‘normally’ to the details of this. Some already have this as their requirement whilst others do not and foresaw this as a significant concern.

7. Entry points for UG courses: recognition of the relatively small proportion of applicants applying with UCAS tariff bearing awards – mixed views about what level should be but no concern expressed about 240 being minimum.

8. Involvement of employers in selection: experience varied greatly: some HEIs needing to formalise agreements with employers regarding their involvement and others reporting no difficulty in securing employer engagement.

9. Service user and cHE_Forum_combinedarer participation: security of funding identified as a key issue here – hard to train and support groups to participate when we only know year to year what additional funding there will be for this. Indeed, the groups noted that HPC do not require such participation and so the future of funding for this needs further exploration if it is to remain a requirement.

10. Resource issues were major concerns for many participants, particularly given the external context at the present time and the desire not to be standing out too much from the rest of the host HEI in order not to make the programmes’ positions vulnerable when resources are stretched. 

Group 4:   Practice Learning (Ann Mcdonald/Jackie Rafferty)

1. Question about the meaning of ‘statutory’ – does it relate to role, task or setting? In the proposal this seems to be a broad definition of statutory in relation to task, but there was confusion as to whether this only related to local government employers rather than private and voluntary.  A curriculum needs to specify the components of statutory social work tasks – is this something HE could do?

2. PVI sector undervalued for placements and not engaged. We need to catch up with what has been happening in commissioning of services. 

3. Still a split between academics and employers? Employers say they want analysis/synthesis skills but also say students not fit for practice which appears to relate to process and systems familiarity. 

4. What are the common skills we need to develop in students? Unitary profession different from genericism/specialism. We need to get better at managing student expectations.  There seems to be a mismatch between what is reasonable to expect of students on day one – and capabilities – practice curriculum needs to fall out of that.

5. One view that learning and placements should be more tailored to individuals allowing them to specialise from early on in a course. Other views that it was getting very difficult to find any placement let alone give students a choice. False dichotomy as employers working towards generic teams and it has to be about deepening knowledge and skills over time. All students get some forms of specialism in that they learn ‘adult’ as well as ‘children’s’ law for instance.

6. Practice curriculum: broad ideas around how families function rather than the CWDC/S4C approach which tends to focus on statutory developments only.

7. 70/100 day split: rigidity around the length of the two placements could cause more competition for placements. Has to be able to be used flexibly. Concern that 100 day final placement would not be possible for final year students with all the other work required of them (Dissertation, IPL modules, etc). But others already running 85/90 concurrent placements, and one was runs a final 120 day placement (not finishing till August which causes problems in terms of assessment). Concern about too much pressure on students. Perspective that the quality of practice learning days was more important than the number of days.

8. Concern about the shortage of practice educators but most still wedded to 1:1 model. Discussion about the challenges of Practice Educator standards. Much concern about the ability to use long standing experienced practice educators who are not social work registered or have not met the PE standards proposed. Additional workload and resource required to ensure assessment done by an approved registered PE. Needs creative solutions: students units for instance. Particular issues with the proposal re interprofessional placements.

9. Not clear with the PQ framework going how Practice Educators are going to be able to evidence the benchmark 1 and 2 standards (what happens in the meantime – and will employers pay?)

10. Use of 30 days: could be used for development of core skills pre placements, or for specialist assessments in small groups depending on placement area. Should be locally rather than centrally defined. Whilst some seemed to welcome clear direction on its use, others could see potential for innovation or repackaging of existing skills training. Since 30 days does not equate to module sizes, can it be mapped to existing modules such as communications skills? Will there be outcomes for the 30 days? Possible to use 30 days more creatively e.g. during placements for reflection and intervention skills. All agreed the 30 days needs funding from the placement funding.  Need clarity as to whether there are expectations as to when the 30 days needs to happen – prior to first placement, throughout student learning?

11. What sanctions are there in relation to partnerships if placement educators/placements agreed in principle but not forthcoming?

Group 5: Partnerships (Ann Quinn/Jane McLenachan)

· Who should lead the development of partnerships? National perspective. Need pressure through SWRB for employers to take partnership development seriously. HEIs need to be proactive in engaging employers re partnership. Need for a partnership framework to promote stability. Lack of regulation to govern decisions about supply & demand has implications for partnership. 

· Partnership with whom?  General feeling that partnerships should not just be with LAs, but with PVI sector also. Implications for developing partnership of new types of employers emerging in social work.

· Partnerships at what level within partner organisations? Discussions usually at level of workforce development co-ordinators, needs to be at more senior level of directors/asst directors to enable decision-making. Difference between senior management agreement and operational managers enabling agreement and freeing up staff to engage. Reports of variable success in engaging senior staff. Some HEIs set up programme of visits with directors to discuss mutual interests; others have programme of regular formal meetings between senior staff. Lack of clarity regarding employer’s named strategic lead for SWRB agenda and fact that employers are all at different levels of engagement – implications for partnership development.

· Purpose:  should not just be focussed on placement provision. Discussion about what could encourage agencies to enter into meaningful partnerships. Partnership framework needs to focus on all aspects of career progression.

· Partnerships as reciprocal arrangements. Frequently partnerships rely on ‘swapping’ expertise – mutual exchange rather than financial transactions. Example of ways in which HEI & employer can work collaboratively: LA manager chairs HEI admissions & FtP panel and HEI chairs LA safeguarding panel. Current financial pressures and the push towards a more market-led approach within both HEIs and service agencies threaten this.

· Firmer contractual arrangements needed around placement provision and placement funding. Some had such contracts, and noted they did not necessarily work. If there is a formal agreement – what sanctions if agreement not kept? Partnership agreement needs to include time for practitioners & managers to engage in curriculum delivery, recruitment, meetings etc. some scepticism as to whether contracts would be successful. But a belief that they would at least clarify expectations on both sides. 

· Partnerships dependent on goodwill of key individuals. Impact of personal relationships on establishing & maintaining partnerships. Maintaining partnerships is not an element of anyone’s job description. Arrangements for employer involvement in suitability panels, admissions etc largely dependent on individual goodwill. 
· Multiple partnerships difficult for both agencies and HEIs. Costly in terms of time needed, and difficulty in balancing competition/partnerships with other HEIs.

· Multiple SW networks link HEIs and agencies. But partnerships often seen only in terms of placements and co-ordinator level. We need to think in marketing terms and to respond more swiftly and flexibly. But constraints from HEI regulations e.g. in relation to accrediting in house courses. 

· Regional groups/role of SfC/CWDC SWEGs. These regional and sub-regional groups seen by some as valuable space for partnership activity: but resource constraints in terms of time to attend, and some frustration with short-term nature of their decision-making. Competition between HEIs can be a potential barrier to regional partnership.  HEIs all had their own partnership activity parallel to that of the SWEGs. Potential for regional agreement/approach to practice learning, but implications of regional variability.

· Tension between a market-led and a partnership approach. It was noted that for CPD/PQ training, HEIs now in competition with private providers. Also noted that implementation of EU procurement legislation in April 2011 will require open tenders for most (?all) training activity. Opportunity as well as threat?
Group 6: ASYE (Ann Mcdonald/Jane McLenachan)

1. HE engagement: HEIs need to be involved in the consultation process. If they are involved will need resources to support ASYE; money / increased SSRs. At what academic level would ASYE be offered? Should build on feedback from NQSW cohorts. Preliminary feedback shows that they value HEI contact. What is the role of Partnership in “selling” ASYE support to HEIs, that may have other priorities? Who has ultimate responsibility for delivery, in a tendering economy?

2. Status of ASYE: ASYE is only meaningful if all other standards are in place – still not clear what the content will be. The Capabilities Framework facilitates ASYE as candidates are assessed against the same Capabilities as qualifying students but at a higher level. Concern at the demise of PQ. If no longer a national framework, difficult to maintain national standards. Status of the profession is important – those completing ASYE need clarity that SW is regarded as a valued/status profession.

3. Employer/agency issues: Clarity needed as to the definition of agencies able to deliver ASYE. Doubts about the ability/capability of all employers to deliver appropriate support and supervision. Need to address workforce issues before introducing ASYE. Need for training ‘modern’ managers in supervisory skills. Change of culture needed for employers. Will require guidance – will the college give this? Will have to be a regulatory marker, as NQSW has exposed problems of poor supervision. 


4. Impact: Difficulties in job market may impede completion. Not all employers will be able / willing to offer ASYE. Impact on job market should be considered. Employers may offer 1 year contract and lower salary. Implications in employment law need to be considered.


5. Issues for students/prospective ASYE people:

a. What is the timescale within which a graduate must complete ASYE? Three years? One year felt to be too short a timescale. 

b. What about graduates who have a family / go travelling? 

c. At what point do HEIs “sign people off”? After the degree, or after licence to practice?

d. Need flexibility for those who move to new area for work away from HEI base.

e. Workers in different settings will have different learning opportunities. Wide scope for appeals.

f. Implications of failure need to be thought through.

g. Will ‘refresher’ courses be required for those who have had a career break?

h. How will this affect Social Workers from Overseas? Well they need to complete ASYE before they come to the UK?

i. What about agency workers – will ASYE have to be costed in, or would we prohibit new graduates from seeking agency employment.

j. Implications regarding bursary payments. Noted that US model involves payment on completion of 1st year in employment rather than at degree level.

Group 7: CPD/PQ  (Hilary Tompsett/Danielle Turney)

a) What was the problem the CPD/PQ proposals were seeking to solve?

General Principles (as set out in the SWRB proposals) are agreed, but 
purposes of CPD/PQ also include:

· Remedial (gaps in knowledge, skills, concerns re practice)

· Enhancing writing skills, confidence in knowledge base, research awareness, practice/policy changes, bringing up to date

· Matching increasing demands in the workplace as job roles and expectations change

· Developing research-mindedness in the workforce (not just in qualifying courses)

· Making link with areas for development/practice placement experiences through the Personal Development Plans started while on qualifying courses

· Having a Transferable award system that is consistent and equivalent

· Separating CPD (activity) and qualifications (and acknowledged awards)


b) Key Drivers that currently operate but need also to be considered in and could influence new/future situations are identified as:

· Agency led/Employer needs (and to support retention/workforce development)

· Employee/professional led – we see this as a culture shift now going on - newer SWs want academic study/awards incorporated into CPD including opportunities up to Professional Doctorates for senior/experienced/able staff while improving their practice/organisations

· Regulator demands: for individual PRTL, re-registration and to meet CQC/Ofsted organisational inspection priorities

· Different for starting and finishing – motivation for completion can be dependent on both of the above

· For career development (i.e. not just for current role), and life long learning

· New roles/career pathways – these may be government led/initiated 

· Research or practice excellence, though we need evidence of CPD impact

· Pay systems, if  CPD/PQ is linked to LGA/LA/employer and career structures and promotion

· Finance considerations, which can be where economies of scale for HEIs could be helpful to provide CPD/PQ and assessment experience

· Sector led? SWRB could be very influential in its demands/proposals (e.g. rebirth of the Practice Educator role/qualification)

· Research or key developments shaping new requirements or innovations e.g. Munro Review, call for researcher practitioners

· Shortages – e.g. potential gaps in numbers of future social work academics

· Clear relationship, transfer and pathways between current systems and new, building on past PQ/CPD.

c) Who pays? This is also changing and needs to be included in hybrid thinking:

· SfC/CWDC: Current successful models of CPD needed priming funds to get going (e.g. NQSW, W. London and Midlands Alliance)

· Employers (see 4 below – these will be heavily constrained in near future to meet only organisationally justified activity)

· Professionals themselves – may do already either in part or whole especially when developing their careers

· Brokered through Partnerships (i.e. through exchange, minimal money) supported by organisations (cf PQ consortia)

· Will HEFCE support PQ in Universities in the future? (Some HEIs have accessed this currently to keep fees low)

· Dividing costs between employers and professionals, e.g. employers funding learning opportunities required for employees, SWs pay for assessment; employers assessing in the workplace alongside joint assessment with HEIs

d) Opportunities/challenges

· The separation of practice based (in house) and academic learning was thought to be unhelpful and suggestions were made as to other descriptions (such as ‘research based CPD’ as opposed to ‘qualifications’) to make it clear whether it is training to develop skills, policy awareness and practice performance, or education developing social worker’s knowledge, conceptual and analytical thinking to apply to practice contexts, or a combination where SWS are provided with learning opportunities in any of a number of places but can access  robust nationally recognized assessment (that may include shared assessment by employer and HEI staff).

· Mutual respect of the offering that employers and HEIs can offer – HEIs  can provide helpful research informed by practice for practice working alongside employers

· There is enthusiasm among HEIs for contributing to the new framework and want to build on what we have learnt

· CPD is relevant to all including HEI staff so opportunities for crossover between practice related and research orientated CPD is welcomed.

· Can we learn from other professional CPD arrangements?

e) Concerns and risks :

These particularly relate to potential confusion and uncertainties about levels of achievement possible for CPD, and questions contributing to the complexity and risks for CPD/PQ. While not wanting to undermine the SWRB proposals these do compromise any desire for simplicity:

· Current diversity of qualifying levels (undergraduate and Masters)

· Current diversity at post qualifying levels) (undergraduate and Masters)

· Transitions for SWs still holding DipSW/Dip HE

· ELQ affecting current HEFCE funding for post qualifying study at same levels

· What is currently meant by a Professional Masters? Not clear to all

· How does this relate to current PQ? 

· Who will do the mapping to help people make transitions from current PQ or achieved PQ? Concern re proper transfer when GSCC closes.

· Risk of losing HEI involvement in PQ/CPD unless there are clear ways HEI can contribute – welcome partnerships and Employer Standards statements but these will need to encouraged and nurtured. 

· HEI systems are different from each other but have been brought together by PQ – more alignment is possible but may need financial and inclusion incentives

· Commissioning and contract requirements for employers may prove cumbersome and unhelpful if seen as outside partnerships – implications of procurement legislation will impact on employers

· Risk of cost dictating options over quality - very cheap provision may not always be best – what will employers ‘value’?
· Issues of SWs who failed at PQ may well discourage a desire for assessment though this is important for the maintenance of standards
· Changing nature of ‘employers’/structures will have major impact
· Can social work be special in the context of the social care workforce?
f) Possible solutions

· ‘Chinese menu’ approach with set menus for awards (holistic, integrated, balanced, and incremental) or a choice of modules/component elements that could be freestanding or collectable to create a ‘meal’/generic award. HEIs would be best placed to provide these

· Creation of ‘shell’  modules, where HEIs accredit work based learning through minimal assessment base 

· APL agreements that recognize specific (national or regional) programmes

· Robust nationally recognised and agreed criteria for education/training provision that would be led by the College in association with HEIs and employer organizations (Approved provider/programmes that might be similar to the Approved placement providers list that CCETSW used to hold).

· Make a strong case for building on e.g. NQSW/Consolidation/Enabling Learning exemplars, jointly marked portfolios (HEIs/employers)

g) Who would/could accredit CPD/PQ?

· HEIs (individually or working together) for awards

· College (for modules, approved CPD for enhanced membership levels)

· National mapping needed for current PQ/new arrangements (developed jointly across  College/HEIs/Regulator)

· Linked to outcomes or inputs?

· Offering robust accreditation alongside flexibility is a challenge.

SWRB Questions (can be linked to comments above)

1. Improve ability of SWs to work effectively (across all groups) becoming more confident, competent practitioners?

2. Effective in all SW settings?

3. Support all individual needs, ambitions and learning styles, career stages?

How achievable at time of funding constraints for LAs, HEIs, delivery orgs?
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