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Executive Summary

This report provides an evaluation of the Bedfordshire and Luton LSC’s £5.2million ESF co-financing plan 3.

EPAS conducted the evaluation between August and October 2006 using triangulation techniques. This consisted of 26 project management face to face interviews, 309 beneficiary interviews and project documentation. 

Overall the plan has brought benefits to a large number of the 3581 beneficiaries and has been found to be highly successful.   Feedback was mostly positive and optimum use has been made of funds.  The plan delivered over six measures and spent £4.78 million with an underspend of only 6.25%. 

Despite the small underspend; the plan over delivered on beneficiary engaged targets by 4.83% although evaluators were unable to compare other outputs as they varied from project to project. Only one measure, 4.1 failed to engage the target number of beneficiaries by 3.92%.   This underachievement reflects the challenges experienced by providers in this measure  

Two measures, 2.1 and 3.2 slightly exceeded the 10% benchmark underspend.   Measure 4.2 spent all allocated funding.   These figures should be pleasing to the LSC and reflect tight financial management evidenced by a second mid term tendering round.   

Relationships with the LSC were generally seen as positive with 88% of providers reporting their relationship to be good or excellent.  Likewise, 90% of project managers also rated monitoring visits and communication/co-ordination good or excellent.   
Beneficiary feedback has on the whole been positive but has highlighted areas for improvement and some poor practice.   The majority of beneficiaries interviewed were very positive about both the quality of training delivery and materials used.   Almost all,  (82%) would recommend their training programme to a friend or colleague with 62% reporting  a positive impact on themselves with 32%  reporting the same on their business – (This figure is influenced by the fact that not all projects relate to business performance; many are directed at individuals).    88% of beneficiaries felt that everybody on the programme had been treated fairly and equally but this figure is reduced by the inclusion of beneficiaries in the sample who did not answer this question.

Overall these results are pleasing for such a large delivery plan. However, the figure of 27% additional support offered to the sample of beneficiaries was disappointing.   

Large projects have proven more challenged by quality monitoring and this  has highlighted the need for careful management of multi-partnership delivery.

A number of projects were found to have inadequacies relating to:  monitoring and feedback systems, initial assessment, exit procedures, post project follow up and the sharing of good practice

Significant challenges were identified relating to the SME/Company project delivery. The costs of recruitment and provision of training to this group were considerable.   There are implications for providers in relation to financial viability; and for the LSC in relation to unit costing and the pool of potential providers. 

SME and company engagement was enhanced when customised bespoke delivery, designed to meet real business need was offered.   This contrasted with providers offering mainstream ‘off the peg training delivery’, where engagement and impact was diminished.
From the results of this evaluation it is recommended that:

Providers consider the implications of ESF project delivery in relation to their overall business strategy.   Tender development needs to be achieved in conjunction with front line staff in order to assess targets, cost and viability of delivery.

Initial diagnosis within projects needs to include a face to face interview, appropriate tests and be focussed on subsequent training delivery.

Providers ensure that monitoring and feedback systems are in place and that analysis of data captured informs future training delivery.

Projects actively seek ESF beneficiary representation on project management and monitoring groups; and that these groups involve training delivery staff as well as managers.

Contracting processes include questions relating to management procedures on: Staff induction and appraisal, training needs assessment, MIS collation and partnership management.

The LSC looks more closely at project closure procedures and include ESF project archiving requirements as part of the process.

The LSC may wish to review prospectus development in terms of clarity of language around eligibility and entry levels of beneficiaries.   They may also wish to consider the additional costs of engagement of SMEs;  particularly evident in Measure 4.

1.   Introduction

The purpose of this report is to provide feedback on the final evaluation of the Bedfordshire and Luton LSC’ ESF co-financing plan 3.    The focus of the evaluation was the impact that ESF co-financing has had on the lives of beneficiaries.   The report also provides insights into the management and delivery of Plan 3, and makes recommendations on future delivery and management.
2.   Background

1. The Light Service Ltd; EPAS were awarded the contract to undertake the evaluation of the Learning and Skills Council’s Third ESF Co-financing plan in August 2006.   The aim of the evaluation was to identify the impact of ESF co-financing activities on the lives of beneficiaries supported under Plan 3 and to make recommendations for future delivery.
2. The LSCs ESF co-financing Plan 3 was submitted to Go-East in April 2003 and post approval; conducted two tendering rounds in June 2003 and April 2005.   23 projects were delivered under the first tranche of funding, and 3 in the second.   The plan is worth £5.2 million of ESF spread across six measures.
3. The evaluation team consisted of expertise in Economic Development, Education and Learning, Database and Web Design.   Optimum use was made of underpinning knowledge at all times in order to ensure that best use was made of expertise relating to individual projects in the plan.

3.   Methodology

1. The evaluation was conducted over the period of 10th August with final reporting at the end of October 2006.   In that period evaluators conducted face to face interviews with all 26 projects and 309 telephone / face to face interviews with beneficiaries.
2. Triangulation techniques were used by the evaluation team to ensure reliability and validity of results.   By interviewing project managers, reviewing project documents and interviewing a sample of beneficiaries the evaluation gained a complete picture of delivery.
3. The project started in August with baseline information being gathered from LSC staff.   A bespoke database was built in order to capture all aspects of the project evaluation including feedback from beneficiaries.   A sample of 5% of beneficiaries was interviewed by the first week of September, in order to test the structure and framework of the research.   Amendments were made in line with findings, and beneficiary interviews completed by mid October.

4. An online chat room was developed and tested and available to evaluators.   The purpose of the chat room was to engage sensitive/hard to reach groups but proved superfluous. 
5. Face to face interviews were held with project managers exploring Qualitative, Process Evaluation, Data Questions and Data Access issues with information captured through use of a structured questionnaire.  Prior to each visit, researchers consulted information and data provided by the LSC; including evaluation reports where available.  Each interview concluded with a detailed inspection of project records.  Prior to the evaluators visit, project managers were provided with an advance copy of the interview framework and documentation requirements– See Appendix 3.  Each interview was then written up and linked to beneficiary interview feedback to provide triangulation of data for each project.  See Appendix 1A for individual project feedback.
6. The LSC Project Manager, Tamsyn Hammond was kept appraised throughout the evaluation.   A formal interim review meeting was held with the LSC and an interim report provided to inform discussions.
7. A total of 309 interviews were held with beneficiaries using a structured framework committed to a purpose built database.   The framework covered sections on:  Beneficiary Perceptions, Impact of the Programme, Quality of Delivery and Overall Impressions.   The sample was developed using 5% or five individuals from each project, (Whichever was the greater).   Where beneficiaries were companies; 5 or 5% were sampled with a minimum of two individuals from each company.   This proved a challenge to evaluators, as in many cases, only single individuals were interviewed, due to the fact that many companies were either micros or sole traders.   The sample size was however adhered to overall to ensure that the volume of interviews, were conducted.  Questions posed to beneficiaries can be found under the graph analysis in paragraph 4A.
8. Where beneficiaries were companies it was originally planned to do additional interviews with training managers.   Contact information was unavailable so analysis within the report relates solely to individual experience of project delivery.
9. The database of beneficiary interviews was interrogated; information on results can be found in Section 4 for the whole plan, per measure and individual project. No comparison was made between project targets, with the exception of number of beneficiaries engaged, as project targets were too diverse.  The entire dataset, including project management interview records, was committed to CD and provided to the LSC for further use.  
4. Findings
The overall findings for the evaluation are presented in top down format starting at plan level and cascading down through measure to project and beneficiary impact.   
Overall Plan 
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At the time of writing, plan 3 indicated a 6.25% underspend against money allocated to delivery.  The 5% LSC administration fee will be drawn from the overall plan allocation. Beneficiary targets, including SMEs reached, overachieved by 4.83%. Several projects over delivered on target beneficiaries without further payment.   Evaluators were unable to compare other outputs as they varied from project to project
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The majority of beneficiaries interviewed were very positive about both the quality of training delivery and materials used.   Almost all,  (82%) would recommend their training programme to a friend or colleague with 62% reporting  a positive impact on themselves with 32%  reporting the same on their business – (This figure is influenced by the fact that not all projects relate to business performance; many are directed at individuals).    88% of beneficiaries felt that everybody on the programme had been treated fairly and equally but this figure is reduced by the inclusion of beneficiaries in the sample who did not answer this question.

Overall these results are pleasing for such a large delivery plan. However, the figure of 27% additional support offered to the sample of beneficiaries was disappointing.   

Findings By Measure

Measure 2.1
The LSC’s remit in this measure as identified in the overall Plan 3 proposals to Go-East were to:

· Increase participation, retention and achievement of adults in basic skills learning

· Provide vocational opportunities for 14-16 year olds at risk of dropping out of education

· Fund a wide range of targeted provision for post 16 learners with learning difficulties and/or disabilities and/or disadvantaged and/or disaffected young people, including life skills provision.
ESF Activities
· Development of literacy, numeracy and language training

· Develop models to enable intensive support programmes for disadvantaged 13-19 year olds including customised pathways to learning

· Support parents and carers of 13-19 year olds at risk of dropping out to develop their mentoring skills
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Two projects were supported under this measure which had an underspend of 10.66% and an overachievement on beneficiary targets of 5.83%.
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Beneficiaries trained under this measure reported a positive overall experience of the programme with 82% reporting a positive impact on themselves.   64% reported delivery of training and training materials as good or excellent and 82% knew that the projects were ESF funded.   Only 45% of sample beneficiaries reported being offered additional support.   This measure was not focussed on business or employed beneficiaries
Vocational opportunities and intensive support programmes for at risk young people were offered by two providers. One project offered vocational training whilst the other trained mentors to support at risk young people. Beneficiaries trained under this measure mostly returned to mainstream education and training with improved confidence and some moved on into employment.
Projects with outputs relating to supporting parents and carers of at risk 13-19 year olds were of varying quality.   One project, having a community base and strong leadership, provided an excellent impact on beneficiary mentors and mentees.   However the other project, with this same output, failed to make parent support/mentoring the central focus of delivery.

Neither of the projects run under measure 2.1 had a dedicated focus on literacy numeracy and language training.   This was provided through additional support and referrals.   The level of additional support reported by the sample of beneficiaries in this measure was low when considering the barriers facing this group. 
Measure 2.2
The LSC’s remit in this measure as identified in the overall Plan 3 proposals to Go-East were to:

· Raise participation and achievement by young people 

· Increase demand for learning by adults, particularly non-learners and under represented groups

· Equalise opportunities through better access to learning

· Extend participation and promote inclusive learning

ESF Activities 

· Capacity building projects for community and voluntary groups

· Accredited training for volunteers of community and voluntary groups

· Targeted interventions for 13-16 year olds who are at risk of dropping out or are in the NEET group

[image: image7.emf]Target & Actual Funding for Measure 2.2

£491,778.00

£40,050.00

£451,728.00

£0.00

£100,000.00

£200,000.00

£300,000.00

£400,000.00

£500,000.00

£600,000.00

Target Actual Underspend

Cost of Project

[image: image8.emf]Target & Actual Beneficiaries for Measure 2.2

317

344

300

305

310

315

320

325

330

335

340

345

350

Target Beneficiaries Actual Beneficiaries

Number of Beneficiaries


Three projects were supported under this measure which had an underspend of 8.14% and an overachievement on beneficiary targets of 8.51%.
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Beneficiaries trained under this measure experienced very good delivery but only half knew that their course was funded by ESF.   All reported that the training was as or better than expected with 94% rating the delivery of training as good or excellent.   Additional support was offered to more beneficiaries in this sample than for measure 2.1 and all were treated fairly and would recommend their course to a friend.
One project under this measure addressed capacity building for community and voluntary groups and also provided accreditation under PQASSO and ILM qualifications.   The legacy of the work is that the provider has now introduced mainstream provision at Level 2 to meet increased participation.
The other two projects engaged NEET and at risk 13-16 year olds.   One project worked with young people from a rural area of Bedfordshire, offering vocational training at a college outpost.   The project continues post ESF funding, with places paid for by participating schools.   The other project worked with Young people excluded/at risk of exclusion from Luton and its hinterland with basic skills needs. 
Although quality of delivery was good, some frontline project staff within this measure were not well supported by senior management.
Measure 3.1
The LSC’s remit in this measure as identified in the overall Plan 3 proposals to Go-East were to:

· Raise participation and achievement by young people

· Increase demand for learning by adults, particularly non-learners and under-represented groups

· Promote benefits of structured learning to individuals and employers
· Achieve national learning targets and raise skill levels for national competitiveness

ESF Activities:

· Targeted approaches to promoting learning among adults currently least engaged with the education system

· Upskilling those in the workforce with low skills, particularly those with low basic, key and ICT skills or who have no formal vocational qualifications.

· Reskilling for those who have recently been made redundant, are within six months of redundancy, those who are soon to be made redundant and those of risk of redundancy.

· Develop flexible and responsive learning programmes for adults in community based settings, improving access and piloting non-traditional learning models.

· Increase provider capacity to deliver basic skills provision for 16-24 year olds on work-based learning programmes – Including training trainers.

· Basic literacy and numeracy training resulting in a recognised qualification.

· Promote learning in the workplace by utilising existing trade’s union links.
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This measure was the largest in the plan and encompassed 9 projects.   The underspend represents 6.82% of the money allocated to the measure and there was an overachievement on beneficiary targets of 2.53%.
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Beneficiaries’ comments shown here reflect the varied nature of delivery quality across the nine projects within this measure.   Overall 83% reported their training as good as, or better than expected, with 70% reporting a positive impact. Delivery of training was rated as good or excellent by 84% of beneficiaries and the same number would recommend their course to a friend. Additional support was only offered to only 22% of beneficiaries questioned which is low when one aspect of this measure is to engage and support hard to reach groups. However, this figure hides some projects offering excellent and innovative additional support. Only 44% of beneficiaries trained in this measure knew their training was funded by the ESF.     
A number of projects were highly successful at engaging hard to reach adult learners through community based delivery.  One project offering taster sessions and using link workers had particular success in breaking down barriers for adult learners.   Programmes that were tutor led were more successful at recruiting and delivering qualifications around basic and ICT skills. Individual support and small groupings proved essential to beneficiaries.
It was difficult to differentiate upskilling and / or reskilling activities targeted at beneficiaries at risk of redundancy from the records and experiences of other beneficiaries.  Some projects focussing on the “at risk of redundancy” group did not appear to offer any significant additional support and guidance, or this was not reflected in project and beneficiary records.
One project that trained trainers in basic skills delivery had a significant impact and improved E2E delivery across Bedfordshire and Luton.

Those projects most successful at delivering basic skills were those that were community based and/or tutor led.   Basic skills materials used varied greatly between projects; some were excellent whilst others were wordy and inappropriate for adult users.  Where basic skills were delivered through distance learning mechanisms, project delivery was much weaker in terms of engagement and achievement.

A range of providers were successful at delivering recognised basic skills qualifications but a few beneficiaries were found to have been placed on inappropriate courses due to poor or inappropriate diagnostics.   Challenges relating to new ethnic mixes including Eastern European workers are emerging;   these include the need to work, cycles of literacy deprivation, languages spoken and learning cultures. 

Trades union supported workplace learning was well resourced, and in the main was well delivered.   It was noted that a high proportion of this activity took place within very large companies, for example 3M, Royal Mail and IBC.

Measure 3.2

The LSC’s remit in this measure as identified in the overall Plan 3 proposals to Go-East were to:
· To promote benefits of structured learning to individual and employers

· To engage more employers in workforce development

· To achieve national learning targets and raise skill levels for national competitiveness

· RDA/LSC Pilot

ESF Activities 
· Workforce development in the care sector

· Addressing skills shortages in the engineering sector

· Addressing skills shortages in the construction  sector

· Networking and mentoring support for the construction sector

· Support for individuals working in small organisations

· Develop employed members of the workforce to become assessors in areas where there are assessor shortages.

· Training of Deaf tutors to level 3 and 4
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Three  projects were supported under  measure 3.2 which had an underspend of 11.59% and an overachievement on beneficiary targets of 1.18%.
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Three projects were supported under this measure and all beneficiaries rated the training they received as good or excellent and would recommend it to a friend. 94% reported the training was as expected, or better than expected, and that the training had a positive impact. Disappointingly only 38% felt that the training had a positive impact on business performance and only 44% had been offered additional support.   The focus for this measure is improving employability in relation to meeting the needs of employers.


There was a bespoke project relating to the care sector training beneficiaries to levels 2 and 3.   The project failed to meet targets but was well received by beneficiaries who frequently reported high quality assessment and support.  A second project specifically related to deaf tutor training to Level 3 and 4 was exceptional with life changing impact for beneficiaries, some of whom have now moved into professional careers.

82 assessors were trained in the construction sector providing the beneficiaries with access to the newly required CSCS card as well as the assessors’ award.   This project also provided a network for the sector and assessors provided mentoring support for their beneficiaries.

The three projects funded under this measure have not fully provided all the activities envisaged for this measure under plan 3.

Measure 4.1

The LSC’s remit in this measure as identified in the overall Plan 3 proposals to Go-East were to:
· Promote benefits of structured learning to individuals and employers

· Promote Basic Skills in the workplace

· Engage more employers in workforce development

· Achieve National Learning Targets and raise skill levels for national competitiveness

· RDA/LSC Pilot
ESF Activities 
· Management Development and leadership development activities

· Mentoring activities to develop managers

· Training for first line managers and supervisors

· Training for employees within sectors facing industrial and structural change and to provide advice and guidance on re-training

· Equip individuals in small companies with the appropriate skills to run the business more effectively

· Work with employees who are susceptible to barriers to training

· Develop and manage employer networks

[image: image16.emf]Target & Actual Funding for Measure 4.1

£536,775.00

£518,973.00

£17,802.00

£0.00

£100,000.00

£200,000.00

£300,000.00

£400,000.00

£500,000.00

£600,000.00

Target Actual Underspend

Cost of Project

 [image: image17.emf]Target & Actual Beneficiaries for Measure 4.1

459

441

430

435

440

445

450

455

460

465

Target Beneficiaries Actual Beneficiaries

Number of Beneficiaries


Six projects were supported under this measure which had an underspend of 3.31% and was the only measure to under achieve on beneficiary targets at -3.92%.   This figure reflects the challenges experienced by providers delivering projects within this measure.
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Although 77% of beneficiaries knew that their training was funded by ESF, only 64% rated delivery of training as good or excellent, only 30% felt that the training/ network had a positive impact on them and only 34% felt it had impacted on their business. Additional support had only been offered to 21% of beneficiaries sampled, but since many beneficiaries in this sample were in employment/business, this figure would be expected to be low in comparison to other measures.  
There were three networks funded under this measure all of which provided quality events designed to inform management and worked with small companies to enhance business running and effectiveness.   All three networks still exist, post ESF funding proving sustainability.

The environmental project funded under this measure provided management development and leadership relating to waste management and other issues relating to supply chain and green business issues.   The project received two major awards and was seen as an exemplar in sustainability enabling businesses to be trained by and to meet with the regulators.   The partnership surrounding this project was robust and active and provided a solid framework for recruitment and delivery.

There was one Information advice and guidance project within this measure which engaged companies in skills audits.   Beneficiaries were universally critical of this project, as the skills and training needs analysis were not linked to further ongoing training resulting in disappointment.
One project successfully worked with SME managers to review, develop and affect a communication strategy for the business in order to cascade knowledge within teams.   Accelerated learning techniques were used and key business issues of delegation and effective succession planning were addressed using mentoring.   The project succeeded in meeting the requirements of this measure but at significant internal cost.
Employer engagement within this measure has proved highly costly and challenging for some of the providers.   There are two examples of projects that have actually lost money in delivering their projects and many others that have had to over deliver on targets to ensure that project revenues can be drawn down in full.   This issue of cost effectives of delivery will impact on future rounds and may well discourage bids from quality providers.
The impact of ESF funded free training for employers detracts from ensuring employers release their employees, when arranged, for training or assessment.   Providers have all reported difficulties in this area with trainers and assessors turning up to deliver, and beneficiaries being pulled off to meet business needs.   This adds unnecessary costs and provides additional challenges when allied to output related funding.
Measure 4.2

The LSC’s remit in this measure as identified in the overall Plan 3 proposals to Go-East were to

· Stimulate employer involvement and commitment to workforce development

· Engage more employers in workforce development

· Achieve national learning targets and raise skill levels for National Competitiveness

· RDA/LSC Pilot

ESF Activities

· Activities to improve the quality and capacity of managers to identify skill needs of the workforce

· Innovative training to meet identified skills gaps and shortages

· Employer networks to support businesses in key sectors
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Three projects were supported under measure 4.2. SME Targets were overachieved by 44.11%.  All allocated monies were spent in this measure but this may be amended with a potential financial clawback.
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More beneficiaries trained in this measure knew that their training or network was funded by ESF than in any other measure. 85% rated the delivery of their training as good or excellent and 88% would recommend it to a friend. Only 46% reported the training had a positive impact on them but 41%, the highest across all measures, reported that the training had had an impact on their business. Additional support was only offered to 27% of beneficiaries sampled which is low but may impart be explained by the fact that some beneficiaries in this measure are SME business men and women rather than disadvantaged beneficiaries.
There were three projects funded under this measure; two of which were delivering the same business planning workshops in different geographic areas linked to a network.   Beneficiaries on these workshops were required to produce their own business learning plan.   The third delivered language training to managers and supervisors.

Quality of delivery and materials in this measure were found to be excellent where they were part of a tutor led delivery mechanism.   Where distance learning tapes and disks were used impact was poor exacerbating early leavers.

Good Practice
Evaluators found a range of good practice reported by either project management/ beneficiary interviews or validated through project documentation.  In some cases this relates to beneficiary comments   which can be found in Appendix  2. 

Recruitment of hard to reach groups was significantly enhanced through the use of established community centres, networks and non traditional local venues.   Some projects were highly innovative and experiments included the use of church halls, supermarket car parks and crèches in an effort to engage   local   people. This approach; allied to the implementation of short taster sessions; helped several projects recruit beneficiaries who had not recently been engaged in learning.  

The use of community venues also provided added value through revenue from room hire and contributions to the wage bill of community centre staff offering additional support.   The additional support, often crucial to hard to reach groups, included such activities as; form completion, housing and benefit advice/ referral, education and child care advice.

Young NEET group learners were awarded stars for good work, improved behaviour and better attendance.   These mounted up and provided an incentive whereby stars could be traded for vouchers that could then be spent in Luton shops.

One project received two accolades in the form of awards at both national and regional levels.

Out of hours assessment was used to great effect and ensured that nightshift workers; particularly low paid workers on shift, had access to NVQ qualifications.   One project directly contrasted with another in the plan, in terms of beneficiary retention and meeting targets.   The project that failed to meet targets, did not offer any form of assessment out of working hours.

Timely assessment and flexibility of assessors was evident in some projects and was essential; particularly when relating to building trade tasks.   Assessors were praised for their support in several beneficiary interviews. 

Strong partnerships provided an extensive recruitment and delivery mechanism able to overcome the difficulties of engaging SMEs.    The use of legislators as trainers was particularly successful and broke down barriers relating to advice support and information from that of the “policing” role.

Beneficiaries across a range of projects reported on the excellence of tutors, speakers and assessors.

Informal screening for learners with dyslexia identified at least two beneficiaries who were tested and then given appropriate support.   Support in interpreting handouts was given and additional one to one support to enhance learning experiences.

Bespoke basic skills learning materials were developed by one project around specific needs of individual companies.   All these materials were committed to an IT system and made available to other basic skills tutors internally and externally.
Mentoring training resulted in the development of previously disengaged and unemployed adults gaining a qualification; going onto further training and gaining employment breaking cycles of learning deprivation.

Quality documentation procedures were developed, which were transferable across projects, reducing staff time in development and ensuring robust audit trails.   

There was re-establishment of delivery of level 2 qualifications within a university setting from the development and mainstreaming of an ILM centre.   This helps to break down barrier to higher education and supports the widening participation agenda 

Project support and proactive interventions from project managers enabled small care businesses to collaborate and share on site training.   This served to minimise staff downtime and the associated costs of training, and encouraged participation of care SMEs.  

Some poor practice was also identified:

Young NEET, and at risk learners, had been taken onto a programme without any risk assessments having been undertaken by the training provider.  

Front line staff working with NEET and at risk young people, who had not been trained in anger / aggression management.  Some had only limited knowledge of basic skills teaching and / or the core curriculum. 

Poorly supported front line staff, not involved in the bid writing/contracting process and delivering training with little senior management involvement. Some project staff interviewed had never had any staff induction, appraisal or training needs assessment.

Project objectives not in line with organisation’s underpinning strategy made targets difficult to achieve and put additional pressure on frontline staff.

Some providers experienced eligibility problems with postcode disputes and definitions of learners with NVQ2 and below.   Examples were found of disallowed groups of beneficiaries post training, some of which may have been avoidable with improved clarity.  Rigid implementation of Level 2 and below entry had also been found to detract from flexibility in the workforce – I.E Hairdressers changing career and non ICT literate learners with degrees being ineligible.   

Feedback from beneficiaries about training received was sometimes not collected.   Where feedback was collected, it was rarely designed to measure progress or return on investment.   In some cases providers failed to analyse the feedback they had collected resulting in poor training continuing, poor assessment practice and disengagement of hard won beneficiaries.

Evaluators found many examples of lack of or inappropriate initial skills diagnosis which resulted in beneficiaries being placed on inappropriate level courses. 

Some poor practice relating to tutors was highlighted by beneficiaries including:  tutors leaving vocational classes alone for long periods of time, losing work, poor advice resulting in the need to re-write portfolios and lack of knowledge. 

Sudden removal of beneficiaries from courses by employers to meet changes in business needs – I.E Customer inspections, increased production, offers of overtime and changed shifts had impacts on both costs and targets for providers 

Go-East visits, which could have been used to further develop and profile the project, receiving no formal feedback 

Two examples were found of beneficiaries being charged for delivery or training materials.
Horizontal Themes
Evaluators collated a range of evidence relating to the implementation of the three ESF horizontal themes.

ICT

· Use of  Supernova for speech impairment, Zoom text and screen reader for visual impairment

· USE of NVQ express ICT based evidence system allowing those with poor English or literacy skills to be assessed on equal footing.

· Use of audio contracts and assessments and action planning

· Use of  remote access for database information such as Jobcentre Plus 

· Use of quickstep photographic evidence in assessment which was submitted electronically 

· Use of online and distance learning materials (although this was not evidenced as successful amongst beneficiaries sampled). 

· Online testing of basic skills being increasing used by projects

· Use of websites with downloadable toolkits and materials for beneficiary use as required. 

· The mapping of a basic ICT skills course against level one literacy outcomes to enable beneficiaries to gain two qualifications from the course.  Another project linked basic ICT skills training with ESOL delivery.

· Electronic based communication between beneficiaries and project staff.   This was evident across a range of measures and also contributed towards the sustainability theme.   

Sustainable Development
· Continuation of a range of project work post ESF funding

· A bespoke project on environmental management training for SME managers.   

· Project managers taking cartridges home for recycling with a Charity.   It was noted that Bedford Borough Council have no process for industrial recycling.

· Use of Quick Print in the office for all staff including students as the norm

· Upskilling of the workforce in the care sector helping to stem high levels of staff turnover.   Beneficiaries STAY in the sector as they have qualifications to support job applications.   

· The commercialisation of products developed using ESF funding.

· Evidence was found of providers with high levels of recycling and thorough  implementation of  their sustainability policies

· Well developed documents and procedures being transferred between projects ensuring that experience and project development learning is not lost.

Equal Opportunities

· Use of NVQ express used to overcome language difficulties enabling projects to work with an extensive range of ethnic minorities; characteristic of the Care sector.

· Some qualifications for SME managers included modules relating to equality of opportunity and their implementation in training and development planning.

· Basic skills tutors undertook exercises to look for gender and cultural bias in learning materials and activities.   

· Group work within projects relating to:  Bullying, religion, culture, use of language and its implications. 

· Mentor training included challenging stereotypes, use of language and recognising religious/cultural bias. 

· A number of projects employed interpreters to provide one to one guidance, training and  assessment. 

· Training and assessments timed not to conflict with religious events or prayers.      

5.   Findings Relating to the LSC

Relationships
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Note:  The term Not Applicable in the above graph indicates where project managers were not involved in that element of the process.
Relationships with the LSC were generally seen as positive with 88% reporting their relationship to be good or excellent; and 90% of project managers also rating monitoring visits and communication/co-ordination likewise.   Only 15% of project managers rated feedback scoring& appraisal as good or excellent whilst only 38% rated the contracting process as this.   It however worth noting that between 40 and 45% of project managers were not involved in either of these processes.  
6.   LSC Considerations
LSC Prospectus Development, Tendering and Contracts 

Providers need to ensure that the total costs of project management are considered in project calculations.   This needs to include monthly monitoring meetings, audit, and evaluation requirements.  LMG presentations preceding bidding rounds could include reference to this specific point to ensure realistic costing is achieved at tendering stage.

Delivery mechanisms for training carry differing costs.   Training providers offering distance learning incur significantly less cost than those offering traditional tutor led learning.   Beneficiaries interviewed who had experienced distance learning within Plan 3, reported significant difficulties in learning, and high levels of drop out.  Consideration should given both to the increased costs and efficacy of face to face tutoring in comparison to distance and self paced learning styles.

The cost of engaging companies, particularly SMEs is significant and needs to be considered in project development and costing.   Providers are experiencing additional costs relating to both marketing and the unreliability of beneficiary attendance.   Output related funding further exacerbates this problem, as providers regularly incur costs for last minute non attendance and cancellation of appointments.  Changes in business need/production or offers of overtime, particularly for low paid workers regularly create this problem.  

Unit costs of delivery, particularly in Measure 4 need to be carefully considered by the LSC when developing prospectuses.    Certain providers have experienced significant financial losses delivering projects which may well detract them from their future participation.   The implications of this may be a reduction in the pool of potential providers willing to deliver Measure 4 which could detract from quality delivery in the long term. 

Providers linked to the education academic year, are challenged by existing contract awarding dates depending upon when these fall.  Timings of contracts closely linked to schoolchildren, (especially NEET) or academic college years are difficult to achieve as these are set well in advance. It is difficult to introduce specialist/vocational training and support part way through a school academic year.   Also there is a danger that children at risk of exclusion at the start of the academic year will already have been excluded and lost.   Timings of contract approvals can therefore impact on target achievability.

At some point during the contracting process it may benefit the LSC to enquire about providers’ management policies and procedures.   Issues such as risk assessment, ( particularly for frontline staff working with NEET, Disability, Mental Health and Ex-offenders); staff management and appraisal, communications and training needs assessments,  have all proven to impact on project delivery.  Examples have been found of frontline staff that are untrained and who have been threatened by beneficiaries; without the appropriate training and policy frameworks to support them, these staff are at risk.
Contract Management 

It has been suggested by providers that allocation of contract managers by the LSC needs to relate to their experience of the sector

Clearer payment advices would assist multiple project providers to identify where funds have been received into a project.   Providers with central finance departments find it difficult to trace payments that are often placed into holding accounts.   This problem could be overcome by duplicate advices being sent to project managers.

It had been evidenced that the effectiveness of the provider development programme has in some cases been diminished by not training front line staff and lack of cascading of information.   It is accepted that some issues relate to management staff of provider organisations; but experience has shown that it is often operational staff that need to understand LSC requirements in order to effectively comply with management information requests.   It may therefore be worth considering modules specifically targeted at front line staff within the provider development programme.
Particular note was made of the quality of the finance support given by the LSC.   Brenda was universally praised for her patience and ability to support project managers with queries.

A range of projects experienced queries with the LSC regarding exact definitions of achievement.   This was further exacerbated in relation to confusion about recruitment for beneficiaries at level 2 or below and the eligibility or not of large companies.

The LSC may wish to consider future implications of cross fertilisation of beneficiaries between multiple ESF funded programmes in relation to State Aid.
7.    Provider Considerations
Project Management Issues

In many cases distant bid writing has had an impact on both delivery and targets.   A range of examples have been found where frontline staff have had no involvement with the bid writing or target setting process (see graph in paragraph 5 where approximately 40% had no involvement in the contracting process).   In several cases, the result has been the need to revise targets part way through the project and one example had the potential to compromise the focus of the organisation.  It is of course up to the provider to ensure that project delivery is not in conflict with their organisation’s strategic objectives; but where this occurs, there is potential for conflicting interests potentially resulting in poor or under delivery.  

Provider quality procedures have been found to be variable with some exemplary practice where attempts have been made to measure impact on beneficiaries.  However some examples exist where poor practice has neither been identified nor corrected. This situation is further exacerbated where feedback is collected but is neither analysed nor acted upon.  This, impacts directly on the beneficiary’s experience.   Where a project is small this is less significant as staff are in daily contact with beneficiaries.   The distance between beneficiaries and management on large projects worsens the problem.

Evaluators have found mixed experiences of partnership working varying from the non existent to the exemplary.   Where partnership working is genuine; the benefits are obvious, particularly relating to recruitment strategies.   Other good examples include cross fertilisation of ideas and practices, and shared beneficiaries.    Poor partnership working can mask poor quality delivery, hidden because of the distance between delivery and management.  Partnerships without co-focus on delivery have not been found to work well.

Evaluators were unable to find universal usage of Service Level Agreement (SLAs) within partnerships.   In some cases, existing SLAs were inadequate and failed to focus on quality of delivery and associated feedback.  

There is evidence that the success of projects seeking to engage hard to reach groups tends to be is significantly improved if they are either based in, or strongly interfacing with local communities.   Experience has proven that recruitment and retention of beneficiaries is significantly enhanced by exploiting the respect and trust built up with community premises and networks. Education based delivery is less effective at engaging with these beneficiary groups.
The project closure process was seen by many project managers as lacking feedback and indistinct.   Some projects would like to see a formalised process and others did not appear to have had concluding contract management visits.   Overachievement of targets appeared to some to lack recognition. 
5. Beneficiary Impact 
The focus of the entire plan 3 was to engage beneficiaries. Beneficiaries were therefore at the centre of the evaluation.  Overall feedback was very positive and proved the value of this sort of funded intervention. The evaluation has identified a number of themes that have had an impact on the engagement, retention and progression of beneficiaries. Consideration of these may help future project development.  
Beneficiaries interviewed had experienced a range of training delivery mechanisms. Whilst those taught by traditional Tutor Led or presenter led methods mostly successfully completed their programme, those provided with distance learning delivery experienced difficulties and often left their programme early. Distance learning delivery is an accepted and often cost effective means of offering training provision. It is usually most successful when used with learners who have already had educational success, who have individually chosen to study further, whose learning style confirms this is an appropriate delivery mechanism and where tutor support is available, albeit at a distance. Many ESF beneficiaries had no recent engagement in education; some had literacy or numeracy needs, or were asked to do the training by their company rather than actively seeking their course themselves. Evaluators found no evidence of training providers using learning styles questionnaires to help identify which beneficiaries would be most suited to distance learning provision.  
The most successful projects seeking to engage with hard to reach groups interfaced closely with the community.   Beneficiaries reported being comfortable and supported when working in local venues surrounded by people they knew.   The same experience was evidenced by employed beneficiaries working at trades union training venues with their colleagues.  Customised training and materials designed to meet specific beneficiary/company need achieved best results.   It proves that one size does not fit all.
Few beneficiaries recognised that additional support had been available to them on their project.   Some exemplary good practice examples were reported but beneficiaries on many projects had neither been offered, nor were aware of, availability of this.   Where additional support had been offered; it was found on occasions to be inappropriate and not focussed on individual beneficiary need.    Visibility of additional support is critical to take up and would impact positively in some cases on beneficiaries experience.  
Both individual and company beneficiaries reported issues relating to initial diagnostics.   Some found themselves on unchallenging, boring programmes and other could not cope particularly in mixed ability groups.   Diagnostics offered in isolation of training delivery was very heavily criticised by beneficiaries whose expectations had been raised.  Some beneficiaries did not even recognise that they had experienced an initial diagnosis, as this was purely paper/disk based without feedback.

Some beneficiaries reported poor experiences when on programme that had potential to turn them off of future learning.   Some examples can be found in Appendix 2.   Newly re-engaged learners experiencing poor practice are more vulnerable and likely to give up than those who have recently received good quality education and training.
Projects need to ensure that beneficiaries are clear about the funding status and end dates of training delivery.   Some reported being surprised and disappointed about training suddenly ending, whilst others found their course continuing longer than originally envisaged.   Beneficiaries need clarity about length of commitment and project closure needs attention.

The most highly rated delivery for company employees and managers was that most focussed on business need.   Praise was given to examples of quality tutoring which allowed managers to explore and address real business issues.   This client group expects a cost benefit in return for their time investment making, them challenging beneficiaries.   Quality throughout such programmes is essential as managers tend to dip in and out depending on both interest and business need. 

Some beneficiaries did not complete their courses or had fragmented attendance owing to employers requiring overtime, shift changes and other business pressures.
It was noted that on several projects, some beneficiaries contacted did not remember, or had not, participated in the courses/networks for which they had been named.
9.   Conclusions
This report contains a large amount of detail relating to the findings for the £5.2 million plan.   The main conclusions relating to findings are listed below.
Overall the plan has brought benefits to a large number of the 3581 beneficiaries and has been highly successful.   Feedback has been mostly positive and optimum use has been made of funds.  The plan delivered over six measures and spent £4.78 million with an underspend of only 6.25%. 
Despite the small underspend; the plan over delivered on beneficiary engaged targets by 4.83%. Only one measure, 4.1 failed to engage the target number of beneficiaries by 3.92%.   This underachievement reflects the challenges experienced by providers in this measure  

Two measures, 2.1 and 3.2 slightly exceeded the 10% benchmark underspend.   Measure 4.2 spent all allocated funding.   These figures should be pleasing to the LSC and reflect tight financial management evidenced by a second mid term tendering round.   

Relationships with the LSC were generally seen as positive with 88% of providers reporting their relationship to be good or excellent.  Likewise, 90% of project managers also rated monitoring visits and communication/co-ordination good or excellent.   
Beneficiary feedback has on the whole been positive but has highlighted areas for improvement and some poor practice 
Large projects have proven more challenged by quality monitoring and this has highlighted the need for careful management of multi-partnership delivery.
A number of projects were found to have inadequacies relating to:  monitoring and feedback systems, initial assessment, exit procedures, post project follow up and the sharing of good practice

Significant challenges were identified relating to the SME/Company project delivery. The costs of recruitment and provision of training to this group were considerable.   There are implications for providers in relation to financial viability; and for the LSC in relation to unit costing and the pool of potential providers. 
SME and company engagement was enhanced when customised bespoke delivery, designed to meet real business need was offered.   This contrasted with providers offering mainstream ‘off the peg training delivery’, where engagement and impact was diminished.
10. Recommendations
From the results of this evaluation it is recommended that:

Providers consider the implications of ESF project delivery in relation to their overall business strategy.   Tender development needs to be achieved in conjunction with front line staff in order to assess targets, cost and viability of delivery.
Initial diagnosis within projects needs to include a face to face interview, appropriate tests and be focussed on subsequent training delivery.
Providers ensure that monitoring and feedback systems are in place and that analysis of data captured informs future training delivery.
Projects actively seek ESF beneficiary representation on project management and monitoring groups; and that these groups involve training delivery staff as well as managers.
Contracting processes include questions relating to management procedures on: Staff induction and appraisal, training needs assessment, MIS collation and partnership management.
The LSC looks more closely at project closure procedures and include ESF project archiving requirements as part of the process.
The LSC may wish to review prospectus development in terms of clarity of language around eligibility and entry levels of beneficiaries.   They may also wish to consider the additional costs of engagement of SMEs; particularly evident in Measure 4.
Appendix 1 Interesting Comments
Good
· There were 13 general comments around the fact that the training was “Good”

· This was a very well organised project and you were always well supported.

· Stays in touch even now

· Really liked whole thing.  Didn’t feel rushed, felt they were encouraged to support each other by using real life problems that one of them was experiencing and then working as a team to find solutions.
· One speaker was particularly inspirational.

· There was an element of finance on the course which was fantastic and she loved it. 

· It was really good working in a proper work type place.

· The course was well run
· The instructors were very friendly and approachable.  They were a good crack!
· All the staff at Bedford College were very welcoming, patient and didn't automatically see them as trouble makers.
· Liked construction of lesson, group at beginning of each evening, tutor reviewed where they all got too, pooled ideas for project, shared ideas etc.  Had thinking time to get ideas down for the next project & shared them at the beginning so they were inspiring.

· He did like the style of the speakers.

· Food!! It was all really good, the food was exceptional!

· The tutors ability to gauge the level of his group, and to communicate on that level.

· The way it was run was excellent.  The variety of people they had in terms of language skills, and experience (i.e. some people new to it, others with 30 years experience so a wide range).  They dealt with all of this without excluding anyone.

· It was all well done.

· All of it was excellent

· It was well structured

· Roll play was really good & helpful

· Communication was excellent

· Nothing special, although Jane, his current assessor has said that because they lost the work (see below) she will keep putting him through the tests until he passes rather than going with the official timescales.

· Tutors were great

· It was all very good

· All excellent – when he struggled with his assignment they offered to come & take dictation to help him get it done.

· Best thing was working at own pace, and tutors were good at helping.

· the actually delivery was done perfectly, just the content that was poor - not their fault though

· Given the time you need and not rushed into taking exams which was good.

· Designed around me!

· The one to one and lack of pressure – individual support

· All okay. " Quite honest & laid it down honestly but helped inspire all of us to achieve the most we could"

· Was good teaching delivery

· Training was very good

· Nothing exceptional seen but was a very good course

· Would like to emphasize the patience of the teacher who was very inclusive and never made anyone feel stupid

· everything was really good and the fact that they changed the hours to suit the Mothers needs was great

· the best thing was that it was run in the school opposite and anyone who couldn't come in on the day the course ran was offered another day at another very local school so it was convenient for everyone.

· The ease with which the tutor imparted knowledge

· Tutor was excellent at explaining concepts and how to teach them

· Really good and practical training - not just theory of plastering

· It was good training and should be funded again as it is difficult as an inexperienced computer person in full time work to learn about computers - this course really helped

· Very mixed ability group but teacher managed to engage everyone in conversation and tasks at their level

· Excellent teacher

· She felt good practice was Shirley giving her the opportunity to gain work experience at tutoring and arranging for her to sit in on the tutoring network group(when they meet monthly), as this helps her to develop as a tutor.

· He believes he got his job because of the tutor support he received through the project.

· Yes, especially covering of H&S issues and medication.  Felt it was really well handled.

· The programme is very good & useful partly because members get together to suggest the topics.  Crabtree then arrange the speakers & the quality of these speakers is always good.  A wide range of topics are covered to meet audience needs but you do not have to attend if you don’t want to.
· He’s enjoyed everything offered so far but particularly the gliding day when they met members of the other Crabtree Networks.
· Issue recognised by Crabtree that was picked up on - gap in training market
· Everything very good especially the training

· Quality of speakers

· One excellent event  - "you do not SELL products anymore"

· Quality of speakers

· Speakers were exceptional

· Leadership, website excellent

· Colleague offered a dyslexia test which was really helpful

· All round help - fantastic - from all academic abilities and still able to get point across - manual and graduates in one room - overcome fear

· The bespoke programme and flexibility of delivery to suit our needs.   The programme made me think!  Reflective on our organisation and the way it works

· It was all good - a lot of interesting stuff

· it was a really good course and I couldn't fault it

· it was all very good
· The delivery was very good
· This was a very well paced course, broken into manageable chunks so you could go away and work on actions and see immediate impact for the business.
· Presenter very good and very approachable

· The delivery of the training was extremely well done and very relevant. Mike Smith was an exceptional facilitator

· He was an excellent trainer, very knowledgeable and friendly.  Jenny has been on many training programmes and has never seen better training (Mike Smith).

· The fact it was free of charge and CD was excellent

· The teaching

· The learning tapes and material - excellent teachers

· Computer system and course work - The CD ROMs were excellent

· Accessibility of the tutors, they were fantastic and really encouraged them to learn.

· Quality of lecturing was excellent
· Tutor was very good

· Audio visual was excellent 
· All new to me - but good - structured on paper is new to me - could talk to those who were training you

Poor

· The lecturers disappeared for long periods, often leaving students working on their own.  It was frustrating to have to hang around waiting.

· Told they wouldn't be examined and then being told at last minute they were having an exam

· Changed 2/3 months into the programme and they had to start their folders again. (NVQ in Care Level 2)

· Too many learners for the number of computers available and very poor access to the facility.

· With no tutor interaction or explanation this was just a set of discs about computers and was inappropriate for most of us.

· Outside learning is good, but the support and the availability of help isn't.  At least working while training, but don't have much support.

· Teachers seemed a little apprehensive about what they teachings so sometimes they would have to go & ask for help, which wasn't very professional or comforting!!

· Not being reallocated with a tutor, not being given any support, not being able to get hold of any staff, having emails & letters ignored and then being told she couldn't complete because her time had lapsed.

· They didn't cover enough - a whole section of the exam was not covered at all in the course.

· Employees have to take qualifications at companies request, funded by EU & Government but the employees get no reward for taking this extra training which is done in their own time not work time.

· On one of the modules the college kept changing tutors which resulted in them losing Students work that was handed in.  As a result of this, plus him now working full time, he still hasn’t finished they key skills & this holds him back from getting his apprenticeship. 
· Learning materials not necessarily adequate for people new to learning

· Tutor telling her to do certain things, on for her to find out later they were wrong, and thus leading to her not completing

· Poor delivery by an under prepared, uninterested tutor that the training provider seemed unaware of.

· Poor communication with training provider staff and no continuity

· There were no tutors available of an evenings (IT course at college - could go in & use PC's whenever, only not of an evening which made it hard if you work in the week).

· Assessor could have helped more but didn't explain things very well.

· No backup guidance or follow up.  Still doesn't know how to get a license.

· content was poor

· Felt thrown in at deep end, not enough support for total beginners.  Advice on tackling programme, more verbal.  Too much jargon.

· The only comment would be that sometimes the courses seemed a bit too full so it was rather crowded to get a computer

· Course was not really what he needed & proved rather unchallenging suggesting poor initial assessment of needs

· He found it difficult to work with the tutors from the college who were resentful of being on the program, which tainted interactions between external training provider tutors and college employed tutors

· Maths very hard but tutor provided a lot of extra support - possibly some diagnostic assessment at induction would help tutor know standards of her tutors being trained.

· Tutor not arriving. College tried to bill her employer. She thinks he complained as is a European course

· It is not really poor practice but it would have been better if they had checked everyone’s level prior to starting.   The tutor did his best with very mixed abilities

· The mix up about the awarding body meant that the beneficiaries had an enormous amount of work to do just before Christmas, she had gotten married at this time as well, and she had seriously considered giving up, however, Shirley and Judy were very helpful

· Speakers speak a different language to me  - academics and the public sector

· No good have training needs identification if there is no funding to do follow on training or if the employer won't fund it. It just demoralises people

· Suitability - Lacked explanation about the grammar element and the differing skill levels of candidates - mixing of students – embarrassing

· Promising to send materials and then not sending them
· Targets put the cart before the horse!
Appendix 2 – Project Management Questionnaire

Qualitative

1. How successful in your view has your project been?

2. What is your perception of the impact of this project on your beneficiaries?

3. What is your view of the LSC support and management available to you and the quality of your relationship with them?

a. In terms of feedback from scoring and appraisal of your original tender

b. Contracting process

c. Provider Support Programme ( If you participated)

d. Monitoring Visits ( 2 way continuous improvement  inclusive)

e. Communication and co-ordination ( timeliness, changes notified, approachability and accessibility)

f. Finance and payments

g. Project closure

h. Score the quality of overall relationship with LSC
	LSC Activity
	1= Poor
	2= Unsatisfactory
	3= satisfactory
	4= Good
	5 =Excellent
	Comments

	Feedback scoring/Appraisal
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Contracting Process
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Provider Support Programme
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Monitoring Visits
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Communication and Co-ordination
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Finance/Payments
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Project closure
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Overall quality of Relationship
	
	
	
	
	
	


4. What in your project would you consider to be best practice and deserving celebration – Are you aware of any poor practice?

5. What does this programme offer the beneficiaries over and above your normal delivery? – Have you delivered above or below original contract

6. How did you implement and/or promote:

a. The use of ICT

b. Sustainable Development 

c. Equality of Opportunity and diversity

What challenges did you have in relation to the delivery of these? ( Cost, resistance, inability to deliver beneficiary expectations and changes to project working practices)

7. Have you done a self assessment and development action plan and how useful have these been?

8. Have you had any external or internal evaluation or inspection of this project?   If so could you tell me 

a. Who did it

b. What were the main findings

c. How have you taken these on board

Please may we see a copy – See Data Access
Process Evaluative Questions

9. How do you check eligibility of beneficiaries?

10. How do you monitor and record beneficiaries progress on project

11. How can individual beneficiaries change/influence the project

12. Has the project had any significant changes of direction – If so why, How were these managed and implemented?

Data Questions

13. How many beneficiaries have been through the project over the lifetime of the contract?

14. What have your retention rates been and how many early leavers have you had and do you know why they left?

15. Can you tell me the breakdown of beneficiaries who achieved 100% of their target outcomes, achieved full qualifications and those achieving units or elements of agreed outcomes.

16. Was the programme delivered in bespoke beneficiary groups or as part of the rest of your provision?

17. Was it a rolling programme of delivery or were there designated start dates for intakes?

18. What is it that is unique about this programme and how has it helped you to recruit from/target hard to reach groups
Data Access at Meeting

19. Please may we look at your beneficiary data and tracking systems, including individual learning/action plans ( If you have them)

20. Please may we look at your Project Management Meeting minutes and any other project management monitoring information you hold

A copy of any audit/evaluation reports
Documents Seen:

Evaluator Comments:
Appendix 3 – Beneficiary Questionnaire
	Measure
	Project Name
	Number
	Target Sample
	Code for interview

	     
	     
	     
	     
	     


1. Did you know that your project was European funded?


YES  FORMCHECKBOX 

NO  FORMCHECKBOX 

YOUR PERCEPTIONS OF THE PROGRAMME

2. Why did you want to go on this programme?

	A
	Referred 

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	B
	Employer Required 
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	C
	Qualification 

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	D
	Knowledge

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	E
	Wanting job

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	F
	Other 


 FORMCHECKBOX 



Comments      
3. Do you feel the programme met your expectations?
	Better Than 

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Same           

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Worse than 

 FORMCHECKBOX 



Comments      
4. What do you plan to do / have your done now that you’ve completed?

	Further Training

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Part-time job  

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Full-time job


 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Volunteer Work

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	School / learning/ FE
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Career progression

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Company development
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Nothing


 FORMCHECKBOX 



Comments      
IMPACT OF THE PROGRAMME

5. How has the programme benefited you?
	Promotion



 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Feel more able to do job

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Qualification (recognised)

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Business performance

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Self-Confidence


 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Friends/Contact/Networking
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Coping Strategies


 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Improved employability

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other




 FORMCHECKBOX 



Comments      
6. What has the impact been on friends/family/business or others?

	Business performance

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Managers



 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Family/friends/peers

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other




 FORMCHECKBOX 



Comments      
7. How, if at all, has your view of training / learning changed?

	Removed fear

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Desire to do more

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Recognise the value
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Encouraging others

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Hasn’t changed

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other



 FORMCHECKBOX 



Comments      
8. Did the programme impact the companies:


Profitability:
YES  FORMCHECKBOX 


NO  FORMCHECKBOX 


N/A  FORMCHECKBOX 

Efficiency:
YES  FORMCHECKBOX 


NO  FORMCHECKBOX 


N/A  FORMCHECKBOX 

Services:

YES  FORMCHECKBOX 


NO  FORMCHECKBOX 


N/A  FORMCHECKBOX 

Comments      
EXPERIENCE OF PROGRAMME DELIVERY

9. Part A
How would you rate the following aspects of programme delivery?

	
	Poor
	Not very good
	Satisfactory
	Good
	Excellent
	Comments

	Marketing materials sent out prior to signing on
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	Joining instructions maps and pre programme details
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	Introduction phase / induction for programme
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	Quality of delivery – teachers / mentors / facilitators
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	Quality of learning materials used on programme & their suitability for you
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	Flexibility of the programme to meet your needs ie timings/ access to buildings / class rooms / learning resources / staff / location
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	Communication with project staff
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	Co-ordination of delivery (rooms available, timings kept to etc)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	Preparation for leaving the programme
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	Follow up after the formal programme ended
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     


9.
Part B


Were you offered additional support?


	Basic Skills Diagnosis
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	ESOL



 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Childcare


 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Travel



 FORMCHECKBOX 


	1 : 1 guidance sessions
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other special support
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Poor
	Not very good
	Satisfactory
	Good
	Excellent
	Comments

	Quality of additional support offered over and above published programme e.g. travel help, counselling & guidance, contacts provided etc
	
	
	
	
	
	


Comments      
10. Did you see or experience anything on the programme that you think was exceptional and that we should know about?

Comments      
Was there anything bad that you saw or experienced that we should know about but not repeat?
Comments      
11. Would you recommend this programme to a friend or colleague – please give reasons for your answer?

YES  FORMCHECKBOX 

NO  FORMCHECKBOX 


Comments      

12. Finally, can you give us your overall impression, and was everybody, in your opinion, treated fairly?


Comments      
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