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Membership, Competencies and Assessment Framework

Consultation Comments – May 2010

Many thanks to the 12 people who responded to the consultation and in a few cases provided very thoughtful, lengthy comments and suggestions. 
Number of responses  :


12  plus one invalid and one 






consisting of 
comments only 
Statistical summary 


Yes
No
Mainly













1.   Does the membership section 

adequately cover the potential 

breadth of membership of the 

Institute ?




6
1
5

Uncertain
2.  Do the four areas provide an 

appropriate way of organising 

competencies?



2
3
5

3. Does the list of items for each 

of the four areas provide an 

appropriate amount of detail?

1
2
6

Too much
4.Do the four columns provide 

an appropriate method for members

 to summarise evidence about their

 level of expertise?



3
3
4

5.  Is the proposed assessment 

process an appropriate approach 

for the Institute?



6
2
2

6.  Is the range of forms of evidence

suitable for the assessment process?
2
2
5

Uncertain

7.Do you wish to make any other 

comments or suggestions? 

8
2

A few major points from the comments and suggestions
· Membership is too broad - anyone could join.
· Requirements for accreditation are onerous, especially for basic membership. Make it simpler.
· Standards are overly detailed, fragmented and bureaucratic.
· 50 word response format lacks clarity and could present problems
· Some evidence is not measurable.  
· Many judgements are subjective.
· Standards need to be clearer about performable outcomes.
· Guidance and examples are needed.
· Have a code of practice, conduct and ethics for all members. 
· Concern about linking equality and diversity with human rights.

· Three levels feels about right, but what do they mean?
· More transparency needed about assessment.
· Level one and three are high - maybe too high.
· Alternative routes for accreditation are needed for accessibility to all disabled people eg BSL. 
Full list of comments 

1.   Does the membership section adequately cover the potential breadth of    membership of the Institute ?


· Competencies only achievable by full-time E&D person – May form basis of future CPD.

· Membership definition too broad. Many not able to meet competencies.

· Anyone can join – what is the point?

· Membership weighed too much to public sector.

· Too broad – anyone could be a member.

· Membership too tightly tied to roles and functions in organisations.

2.  Do the four areas provide an appropriate way of organising competencies?
· Not sure that influence, impact and making a difference is measurable.

· Disabled people may lack qualifications due to previous exclusion.

· Knowledge and skills could be grouped.

· Behaviour subjective – See CIPD 3 areas.

· ECU use Effective Practice & Evidence Base.

· Someone new may have commitment but not evidence.

· Need to be more robust and in-depth – performable outcomes.

· Lack of clarity and problems re 50 word format.

· Needs explanation in guidance.

· Onerous for basic membership. Make it easier and more inclusive.

· Overlap between competencies needs reducing.

· List is daunting.

· Needs to be clearer about performable outcomes.

· All law / all sectors?

3.  Does the list of items for each of the four areas provide an appropriate amount of detail?
· Overly detailed and bureaucratic.

· Fragmented approach. Better to have overall approach with specialism’s.

· Would like code of practice, conduct, ethics, and commitment to keep up to date.

· Some easier than others. Some easier to quantify.

· Too lengthy, too detailed.

· Query inclusion of HR as well as E&D.

· 50 word requirement unclear.

· Very subjective.

· Suggest more holistic approach linked to an essay.

· Links to other evidence also useful (See portfolio)

· Added recruitment, bullying and harassment.

· Make it easier to complete for Level ! membership.

· Lack of clarity re 50 words.

· Too much ground, certainly for basic and intermediate level.
4.  Do the four columns provide an appropriate method for members to summarise evidence about their level of expertise?
· Examples of evidence would be useful.

· Might be difficult to break down the evidence.

· What contributes advanced knowledge? Guidance needed.

· 3 levels feel appropriate.

· How do people assess their level? Guidance?

· 50 words may be short for some areas.

· Subjective. Maybe a pilot.

5.     Is the proposed assessment process an appropriate approach for the Institute?
· Capacity of Board. Edge Hill? OU?

· Need protocols re protecting portfolio of evidence.

· Pro-forma for evidence.

· People often nervous at interviews.

· How was Board membership arrived at?

· Appeals by senior group.

· More transparency about assessment. Scoring?

· Alternative routes not paper based. BSL.

· Self reporting needs guidance.

· Multiple choice would need clear Yes/No answers.

· Interviews / presentations are resource heavy.

· Costly especially appeals.

· Maybe feedback to close gaps. More collaborative.

· How will scoring be done? Need guidance.



· What do 3 levels really mean?





· CPD requirement is too detailed.





6.   Is the range of forms of evidence suitable for the assessment process?
· Level 3 only achievable by dedicated E&D practitioners.

· Need preset criteria.

· Alternative routes to accreditation.

· Basic bar for level 1 is too high.

· May CV, supporting statement and reference.

· Added extra references instead of evidence for level 2.

· List of qualifications – there are others not included in the list of examples. 
7.   Do you wish to make any other comments or suggestions?
· Needs to be clear why membership is required.

· Will there be some form of award or accreditation?

· How will assessment interact with existing qualifications?
· If membership is too complex it becomes costly.

· Checklist across a spectrum might be quicker.

· Is assessment linked to path for growth?

· Does HR need to be linked to E&D?

· Concern about HR being integrated. Should not be a requirement for E&D practitioners.

· Different levels corporate, individual, associate.

· Processes must be accessible to all disabled people.

· Framework needs to be proportionate and well respected.

· Consultation inadequate for this.

· Concerns about link between IEDP and private sector - transparency about finance is suggested.
· Links with EHRC and professional bodies would be reassuring.

· Employers should not require membership of IEDP for some years.

· Guidance for employers is needed.

· Accredit mainstream staff who take E&D seriously but do not have time for work re levels 2 & 3.

· Synchronise level 1 with organisational competencies.

· Why have different levels of membership?

· People could pass other tests / courses.

· Make links to other monitoring processes .
· Some areas not easily measured.

· Raising the bar needs a different approach. What?

Response of the Board
The Standards Working Group has already made significant changes to the proposals in response to the comments and suggestions. The reworked version will be considered by the Board and the resulting document will be put to members at the Annual General Meeting. 
