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(2008/09 Framework Dataset)

 Summary of Findings
a) Performance Indicators

i. Learner Views


There is no evidence of a need for further contextualisation but evidence that training providers have a much higher likelihood of obtaining high grades than other provider types.

ii. Learner Destinations


There is no strong case for contextualisation, but evidence of an inverse correlation with the proportion of part-time learners and the proportion of learners with a highest level of study below Level 2.

iii. Employer Views


There is no case for contextualisation as there are only weak correlations with external factors.

iv. Qualification Success Rates


Users of Framework outputs will need to be alerted to the strong correlation with Resource Efficiency, which uses QSRs in its formula. There is an inverse relationship, despite some contextualisation, between QSR and some key socio-demographic indicators. There is an argument for a contextual statement to accompany the indicator.

v. Financial Health


There is no case for contextualisation and only weak correlations with external factors.

vi. Financial Management and Control


There is no case for contextualisation as there are only weak correlations with external factors. Strong links to provider type and size but these may well reflect different statutory and governance contexts.

vii. Delivery as a Percentage of Funding Allocation or Contract Value


There is no case for contextualisation as there are only weak correlations with external factors. However, there are strong links to provider type and size and an inverse link to the proportion of adult learners. There is a need to re-examine the extent to which different operating contexts are determining grades.

viii. Resource Efficiency

Users of Framework outputs will need to be alerted to the strong correlation with Qualification Success Rates, as Resource Efficiency uses QSRs in its formula. There are also smaller correlations with three other performance indicators. There are strong links between the distribution of grades and provider type and an inverse link to the proportion of adult learners. There is a need to re-examine the extent to which different operating contexts are determining grades.
b) Other factors

ix. Female learners

The percentage of female learners is positively correlated with the Learner Views Performance Indicator and negatively correlated with Employer Views although both correlations are small. The strongest effect is a positive correlation with Learner Views.

x. Full-time learners

The percentage of full-time learners is positively correlated with Learner Destinations, Qualification Success Rates, Resource Efficiency, Financial Health and Financial Management and Control Performance Indicators. There are no negative correlations between the percentage of full-time learners and any of the Performance Indicators. The strongest effect is a large correlation with Learner Destinations although there is also a medium-sized correlation with Qualification Success Rates.

xi. Learners aged 19+

The percentage of learners aged 19+ is positively correlated with the Learner Views Performance Indicator and negatively correlated with Financial Health, Financial Management and Control, Learner Destinations, Delivery as a Percentage of Funding and Qualification Success Rates. All the correlations identified are small, the largest being the negative correlation with the Qualification Success Rates Performance Indicator.

xii. Learners with a highest aim below Level 2
The percentage of learners with a highest aim below Level 2 is positively correlated with the Financial Management and Control Performance Indicator and negatively correlated with Resource Efficiency, Learner Views and Learner Destinations. The strongest effect is a large negative correlation with Learner Destinations although the negative correlation with Learner Views is also a medium-sized.
xiii. Learners from densely populated areas

The percentage of learners from densely populated areas is positively correlated with the Resource Efficiency Performance Indicator and negatively correlated with Learner Views, Qualification Success Rates and Learner Destinations. The strongest effect is a small-sized negative correlation with Learner Destinations.

xiv. Learners from sparsely populated areas

The percentage of learners from sparsely populated areas is correlated with only one Performance Indicator which is Resource Efficiency. The correlation is negative and small-sized.

xv. Learners with a learning difficulty and/or disability

The percentage of learners with a learning difficulty and/or disability shows no positive correlations with any of the Performance Indicators but is negatively correlated with Learner Destinations and Employer Views. Both correlations are small, the strongest effect being the negative correlation with Employer Views.

xvi. Learners with ethnicity other than white
The percentage of learners with ethnicity other than white is positively correlated with the Employer Views Performance Indicator and negatively correlated with Financial Health, Qualification Success Rates, Learner Destinations and Learner Views. All correlations are small and the strongest effect is the negative correlation with Learner Views.
xvii. White other learners

The percentage of white other learners is positively correlated with the Resource Efficiency Performance Indicator and negatively correlated with Learner Views, Qualification Success Rates and Learner Destinations. All the correlations are small and the strongest effect is the negative correlation with Learner Destinations.

xviii. Average GCSE points score in learners' home area

The average GCSE points score in learners' home area is positively correlated with the Resource Efficiency Performance Indicator and negatively correlated with Employer Views although both correlations are small. The strongest effect is the positive correlation with Resource Efficiency.

xix. Average Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA) change

The average JSA change is positively correlated with the Qualification Success Rates Performance Indicator although the size of the correlation is very small and therefore the effect is relatively very weak. There are no Performance Indicators with which the average JSA change has a negative correlation.

xx. Degree of specialisation

The degree of specialisation is positively correlated with the Learner Views, Learner Destinations and Employer Views Performance Indicators and negatively correlated with Resource Efficiency, Delivery as a Percentage of Funding and Financial Management and Control. The strongest effects are the medium-sized positive correlation with Learner Views and the medium-sized negative correlation with Financial Management and Control.

xxi. Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) Score

The Index of Multiple Deprivation Score is negatively correlated with the Resource Efficiency, Learner Destinations and Qualification Success Rates Performance Indicators and there are no positive correlations with any of the PIs. The strongest effect is a small-sized negative correlation with Qualification Success Rates.
xxii. Size of provider

The size of provider is positively correlated with the Financial Management and Control Performance Indicator and negatively correlated with Learner Destinations, Employer Views and Learner Views. The strongest effect is a medium-sized positive correlation with Financial Management and Control.
