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Executive Summary 

 

Key recommendations 

1. Oxford Economics does not recommend publishing a ranking of London apprenticeship 

providers at this time. Data limitations mean that only a small subset of providers could be 

included in such a ranking, and it is not possible to generate a meaningful ranking for individual 

subject areas.  

2. In light of this, the LEP should consider how to best engage with BIS to improve data coverage.  

3. If it is essential to publish something at this time, it is strongly recommended that it takes the 

form of a broader star rating, which would have more credibility than a ranking given current 

data limitations (though once again, it is not possible to rate providers for individual subject 

areas under this approach). 

4. The LEP should undertake further engagement with stakeholders before publishing any form of 

work in this space. 

 

Current feasibility of developing a London Apprenticeship Guide 

This study assesses the feasibility of developing a London Apprenticeship Guide to support 

individuals, parents and employers in their choice of apprenticeship provider and course. Such a 

guide could be similar in form and content to the university league tables produced by The Times 

and The Guardian.  

Based on a review of existing educational rankings and apprenticeships literature, and input from 

stakeholders, it is suggested that a London Apprenticeship Guide could incorporate the following 

information: 

 Employment rates (the percentage of learners who found work, got a better job or 

improved their employment prospects)  

 Learning rates (the percentage of learners who went into further or higher education) 

 Employer and learner feedback ratings 

 Success rates (the percentage of learners who successfully completed their course) 

 Ofsted ratings 

Stakeholders highlighted the desirability of developing rankings for individual subject areas rather 

than providers overall, since an individual or firm wishing to research providers or courses will 

primarily be interested in the provider‟s performance in a specific subject. There may also be a 

systematic tendency for providers specialising in certain types of course to achieve higher or lower 

scores on certain indicators.  

However, at present the scope for developing a London Apprenticeship Guide is severely 

constrained by data availability. It is possible to create a ranking based on the indicators above for 

around only one quarter of providers with a London address for which success rates are available. 

If information on learners‟ destinations after completing an apprenticeship is excluded, a ranking 

could be created for just under half of providers. It is not currently possible to derive meaningful 

and robust rankings for individual subjects. 

Publishing a ranking at this time could carry significant risks. Even if one considers the composition 

of the proposed ranking to be appropriate, it is not necessarily the case that the providers for which 

data are available are the strongest performers. The top ranking provider would not necessarily be 
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the best provider in London – it would simply be the best amongst a subset of providers for which 

data are available. For this reason we would advise against publishing such a ranking. 

If there is a strong desire to publish a London Apprenticeship Guide at this time, a more viable 

alternative could be to produce broader star ratings, rather than precise rankings. This could be 

achieved by allocating stars based on a provider‟s position in the ranking. For example, those in 

the top third of providers for which data are available could be allocated three stars, those in the 

middle third could be allocated two stars, and one star could be allocated to those in the lowest 

third. A London Apprenticeship Guide in this format would have more credibility than a ranking 

given the data limitations. Nonetheless, in common with the ranking approach, a star rating could 

still only be calculated for a relatively small proportion of providers and could not be generated for 

individual subject areas. 

On balance, the rating option has advantages over more precise rankings, but there is a strong 

need to improve data coverage before either approach could be developed in a way that is both 

robust and able to generate results for a large proportion of London apprenticeship providers. It is 

recommended that further consultation with stakeholders should be undertaken before publishing 

any form of results. 

Illustrative apprenticeship ranking and rating tool 

Alongside this report, the project has developed an illustrative ranking and rating tool in Excel to 

demonstrate what is currently feasible using publically available datasets. This tool combines the 

information outlined above to calculate a ranking of providers in London and, optionally, 

surrounding areas. Although the tool is fully functioning, it is not recommended that it is used to 

draw conclusions about the relative performance of apprenticeship providers at this time, for the 

reasons outlined above. 

The tool also incorporates functionality to generate star ratings, based on a provider‟s position in 

the rankings. Whilst this functionality suffers from the same data limitations as the ranking option, 

the star ratings illustrate approximate relativities, about which we can be more certain with the 

limited data available. 

The main features of the tool are as follows: 

 Results can be filtered to display only those for providers that have recorded success rates 

in a specific tier 1 sector subject area. Whilst it is not possible to generate subject-specific 

rankings, it is possible for a user to limit the list of providers shown to those who have a 

track record in their subject of interest, and to review success rates specific to that subject. 

 Results can be filtered to show those relating to all learners or those aged 16-18 or 19-

plus. This reflects stakeholders‟ observation that decisions on courses for those aged 16-

18 are more likely to be taken by individuals and parents, whereas employers may be the 

main target audience for information on courses aimed at those aged 19-plus. It is not 

possible to obtain values for some of the indicators in the tool split by age group, so the 

age group rankings rely on information relating to the provider‟s overall performance in 

some cases. 

 Users can adjust the weight accorded to each of the variables used to calculate the 

ranking. The default setting in the tool is to allocate weights evenly across each group of 

variables. This approach was considered prudent in the absence of independent evidence 

on which factors are most important to those selecting apprenticeships, and in light of 

concerns about the underlying data which mean it is not desirable to place too much 

importance on any single indicator. 

 A user can filter results to look only at providers in a specific borough or district. The user 

can also choose whether to include or exclude providers in areas adjoining London. 
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Options for taking the work forward 

If there was a strong desire to present results for a larger number of providers based on current 

datasets, a variation on the rating option could be developed. This could award stars based on 

individual indicators, without calculating an overall score for each provider. An important advantage 

of this approach is that a provider would not need data for all of the indicators to be included. All 

London providers could be included – where no data are available they would simply receive a „not 

available‟ rating for that indicator. A stylised example of this approach is shown below.  

Provider  
Shown in 
alphabetical order  

Learner 
outcomes 

Employer 
feedback 

Learner 
feedback 

Success rates Ofsted ratings 

Provider 1     Not available 

Provider 2  Not available    

Etc.      

 

To develop an apprenticeship ranking similar to the Times or Guardian university guides would 

require significant improvements in the coverage of apprenticeship datasets. Given the forthcoming 

changes that will mean employers decide how apprenticeship funding is allocated, it could be 

argued that efforts should be made at the national level to strengthen data on the performance of 

apprenticeship providers and courses so that employers can make funding decisions based on 

robust evidence. But even if such a national initiative is not possible, the London Enterprise 

Partnership (LEP) may wish to explore with BIS whether data coverage could be boosted in 

London. To develop a more robust version of the ranking tables described in this report, it would be 

necessary to: 

 obtain learner and employer survey results for much larger samples to enable conclusions 

to be drawn by both provider and subject; 

 increase the number of variables for which it is possible to obtain apprenticeship-specific 

data, for example to include learner and employer feedback scores. It would also be helpful 

to increase sample sizes for the learner destinations information; 

 obtain unpublished historical FE Choices datasets to increase the feasibility of using 

multiple years of data to increase the robustness of results. Specifically, detailed historical 

results for the learner and employer satisfaction surveys have not previously been 

published. It is also not currently possible to obtain historical information on learners‟ 

destinations with a split by subject area; and 

 obtain accurate data on the number of leavers by provider and subject to enable the 

calculation of subject-weighted success rates (these numbers need not be published, but it 

would be helpful to have them available for use in calculations). 

The LEP may also wish to explore whether additional questions could be incorporated within 

existing surveys to gather quantitative evidence of the factors that are most important to individuals 

and employers when selecting an apprenticeship course and provider. This would enable a more 

sophisticated, evidence-based approach to weighting in future. 

Potential further enhancements proposed by stakeholders 

A number of other ideas were proposed by stakeholders. In most cases these relate to additional 

functionality that the LEP may wish to consider incorporating in any future guide. Stakeholders saw 

most value in adding features that reduce the emphasis on ranking providers and courses, and 

increase the Guide‟s value as an information source. Specific suggestions include: 

 designing the tool to enable employers and individuals to quickly identify which providers 

run courses in their subject of interest. This could include hyperlinks directly to providers‟ 
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websites, or the provider‟s page on FE Choices. Stakeholders also suggested developing 

an identifier to indicate which providers offer courses that can start at any point during the 

year; 

 developing an indicator to show the extent to which courses are delivered in the workplace 

or at a college; 

 a Trip Advisor –style rating system so that apprentices and employers could provide 

feedback on courses and providers in real-time. It was suggested that any such system 

would require careful and active management and monitoring to ensure it does not simply 

become a receptacle for hostile feedback. We understand that 

www.ratemyapprenticeship.com will incorporate some kind of provider rating functionality 

along these lines from September 2014; 

 developing a value-added measure for apprentice performance, similar to that used in the 

Guardian university guide; 

 incorporating information on which employers offer apprenticeships in particular sector 

subject areas, as well as providers; and 

 including pricing information to support employers in their new role as the main allocators 

of apprenticeship funding. 

http://www.ratemyapprenticeship.com/
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Objectives 

The aim of this project is to assess the feasibility of developing a London Apprenticeship Guide 

that: 

 supports individuals (and parents) in their choice of apprenticeship, by making it easy to 

compare and contrast the quality of courses and providers, and judge how a particular 

course or provider might impact on employment prospects; and 

 provides clear information to employers to help them decide which providers and courses 

to engage with. 

As well as benefitting individuals and firms, a London Apprenticeship Guide could convey wider 

benefits for education in London. In particular, a guide could help to raise the profile and prestige of 

apprenticeships, encouraging greater demand from learners and employers. The Guide may also 

help to foster greater competition and drive up quality amongst providers. Universities closely 

monitor, and strive to improve, their position in league tables such as those produced by The Times 

and The Guardian, reflecting that they have come to represent an important measure of success 

for universities and an important influencing factor in students‟ decision process. Research by the 

University of Bristol
1
 has also confirmed the positive impact of publishing performance information 

on the effectiveness of schools. By comparing school outcomes in England and Wales, before and 

after league tables were abolished in Wales, Burgess et al. found “significant and robust evidence 

that this reform markedly reduced school effectiveness in Wales”. 

The project specification envisages a London Apprenticeship Guide that is similar in form and 

content to the university league tables produced by The Times and The Guardian. Alongside this 

report, the project has developed an illustrative Excel-based ranking and rating tool to demonstrate 

what is currently feasible in this regard using publically available datasets. 

The work has been commissioned by the GLA on behalf of the London Enterprise Panel (LEP). It is 

anticipated that this study will contribute to the broader programme of work that the LEP is 

undertaking to promote and develop apprenticeships in London, which is funded through the LEP‟s 

2014-2020 European Social Fund allocation. 

1.2 Who would a London Apprenticeship Guide be for? 

Data from the BIS Apprenticeship Pay Survey
2
 suggest that 70 per cent of apprentices already 

work for their employer before their apprenticeship. Of the remainder, 17 per cent were undertaking 

another type of course at school or college, 8 per cent worked for a different employer, 4 per cent 

were unemployed and one per cent were doing something else (Figure 1.2, below). 

                                                      

1
 Burgess, S., Wilson, D. and Worth, J. (2010) A natural experiment in school accountability: the impact of school 

performance information on pupil progress and sorting, Centre for Market and Public Organisation working paper number 
10/246, available at: http://www.bristol.ac.uk/cmpo/publications/papers/2010/wp246.pdf 

2
 Department for Business Innovation and Skills (2012) Apprenticeship pay survey, BIS Research Paper number 64, 

available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/32286/12-p137-apprenticeship-
pay-survey-2011.pdf   

http://www.bristol.ac.uk/cmpo/publications/papers/2010/wp246.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/32286/12-p137-apprenticeship-pay-survey-2011.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/32286/12-p137-apprenticeship-pay-survey-2011.pdf
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Stakeholders, consulted in the course of this research, informed us that in most cases where an 

apprentice is already working for their employer, the choice of provider and course will have been 

made by the employer and there may be little opportunity for the individual to influence this 

decision. In some cases, employers may have a well-established relationship with a particular 

provider. In other cases, apprenticeship providers may contact employers to offer their services as 

a training provider.  

Figure 1.2: Routes to apprenticeships 

 

The largest group of potential users for a London Apprenticeship Guide could therefore be 

employers, who may benefit from information that allows them to quickly gauge the performance of 

an apprenticeship provider. It is worth noting at this point that the „Holt Tool‟
3
 has already been 

developed to enable employers to quickly find an apprenticeship provider in their area. This tool 

enables a user to search for a provider by job title, level and postcode, and returns a list of 

providers and subject-specific success rates. The proposed London Apprenticeship Guide would 

differ from the Holt Tool in that it would rank or rate the relative performance of providers, based on 

a broader range of performance information. Providing additional information to employers could be 

particularly valuable under the new apprenticeship system, due to be gradually introduced from 

2015/16, under which employers will control funding.  

However, it is not only firms that could benefit from a guide. Stakeholders reported that some 

individuals (or their parents) may approach their local college to seek advice on apprenticeships. 

Some individuals may start a traineeship, and the college may subsequently play a role in matching 

the individual with an employer to undertake an apprenticeship. Stakeholders suggested that at 

present the individual (or their parents) may simply approach their closest provider, rather than 

                                                      

3
 http://www.apprenticeships.org.uk/employers/find-an-apprenticeship-training-organisation.aspx  

Worked for their 
employer

70%
Doing a course 

in school or college
17%

Working for a 
different employer

8%

Unemployed
4%

Other
1%

Did not work for 
their employer

30%

Source: BIS Apprenticeship Pay Survey 2011

http://www.apprenticeships.org.uk/employers/find-an-apprenticeship-training-organisation.aspx
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making a selection based on performance information. By allowing individuals and parents to easily 

compare and contrast the performance of providers and courses, a London Apprenticeship Guide 

could enable and encourage the consideration of providers and courses over a wider geographical 

area. 

The final group of potential users for a London Apprenticeship Guide is providers themselves. Any 

well-managed organisation should be seeking to continuously improve its performance. By 

providing simple and accessible information on peers and competitors, it would help providers to 

quickly benchmark their organisation and understand their strengths and weaknesses. 

1.3 Project approach and report structure 

The project has been based on a combination of desk-based research and analysis, and 

stakeholder engagement. The six stages of work are summarised in the table below. The final 

column of the table identifies the section of the report where the findings from each stage of work 

are discussed. 

Table 1.3: Stages of work, objectives and report structure 

Stage Objectives 
Section of report 

where discussed 

1 Literature review 
Establish the characteristics of a good 
apprenticeship course and provider 

2 

2 Review of other 
educational rankings 

Identify potential indicators, weightings and 
statistical techniques for the London 
Apprenticeship Guide 

3 

3 Initial data collection 
Gather publically available information for use in 
the London Apprenticeship Guide 

4 

4 Stakeholder 
workshops 

Discuss initial findings and gather ideas from 
apprenticeship providers, employers, London 
boroughs 

4, 5, 6 

5 Additional data 
collection 

Additional information gathered following 
discussion at the workshops 

4 

6 Development of 
ranking tables 

 5 

 

For stage 4, two stakeholder workshops were held, and the project team also led a discussion at a 

meeting of the London Councils Apprenticeships Sub Group. Workshop invitees were identified 

through initial discussions with the Association of Colleges (AOC), the GLA, the Skills Funding 

Agency (SFA) and members of the London Enterprise Panel Skills and Employment Working 

Group. Those consulted included representatives from apprenticeship providers, employers, 

London boroughs and organisations such as the AOC, SFA and the London Work-based Learning 

Alliance. A full list of participants is included in the Acknowledgements section at the end of the 

report.  

The discussions gathered stakeholders‟ views on the following questions: 

 What are the characteristics of a good apprenticeship course and provider? 

 What do users need from a London Apprenticeship Guide? 

 What information should be included in the Guide, and at what level of detail? 

 Which providers should be included? 
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2 What is a „good ‟ apprenticeship? 

In considering the kinds of information that could be included in a London Apprenticeship Guide it 

is informative to start by considering which factors have been identified by previous research as 

being indicative of a good quality apprenticeship course or provider. In a perfect world, in which 

there were no data constraints, the Guide would measure the extent to which apprenticeship 

providers and courses in London meet these characteristics. 

This section of the report summarises the findings of the literature review undertaken as part of this 

study. The papers reviewed were identified through online research, and consultation with 

stakeholders. They encompass government reports and evaluations, funding statements, and 

studies of international best practice. A full list of the articles reviewed is at Annex A. The findings 

from the literature review were discussed at the stakeholder workshops and the main points of 

stakeholder feedback from those discussions are also incorporated into the sections below, which 

are structured around the main themes that emerge from the articles reviewed. 

2.1 A focus on outcomes 

Perhaps the most important indicator of the quality of an apprenticeship for an employer is what the 

learner is able to do upon completion of the course, and particularly whether they are ready to do a 

job in a real-world setting.  

The papers reviewed place a strong emphasis on measuring course outcomes. For example, the 

Richard Review of Apprenticeships suggests that qualifications should clearly set out “what an 

apprentice should be able to do and know at the end of their apprenticeship”.
4
 Richard also 

emphasises that the skills gained should be transferable across and recognised by all firms in a 

sector, and not be specific to the apprentice‟s current firm. He suggests qualifications should be 

linked to any existing certification processes that operate in a sector or profession. 

Building on these recommendations, the government‟s „Future of apprenticeships in England 

implementation plan‟
5
 confirms that in future priority will be placed on setting out concise 

statements of the standards employers expect in a given occupation. Standards should have 

sector-wide support and be linked to professional registration in those sectors where such schemes 

operate. 

The focus on outcomes is also reflected in the Skills Funding Agency (SFA) statement on 

apprenticeship quality.
6
 This affirms that the focus of an apprenticeship should be on equipping 

individuals with the skills and learning they need for both their current job and to enable future 

progression.  

                                                      

4
 Richard, D. (2012) The Richard Review of Apprenticeships, available at: http://www.schoolforstartups.co.uk/richard-

review/richard-review-full.pdf  

5
 HM Government (2013) The future of apprenticeships in England: implementation plan, available at: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/253073/bis-13-1175-future-of-
apprenticeships-in-england-implementation-plan.pdf  

6
 Skills Funding Agency (2013) Statement on apprenticeship quality, available at: 

http://www.apprenticeships.org.uk/~/media/Documents/Statement-on-Apprenticeship-QualityV1.ashx  

http://www.schoolforstartups.co.uk/richard-review/richard-review-full.pdf
http://www.schoolforstartups.co.uk/richard-review/richard-review-full.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/253073/bis-13-1175-future-of-apprenticeships-in-england-implementation-plan.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/253073/bis-13-1175-future-of-apprenticeships-in-england-implementation-plan.pdf
http://www.apprenticeships.org.uk/~/media/Documents/Statement-on-Apprenticeship-QualityV1.ashx
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2.2 Responsiveness to employers‟ needs 

A number of the articles reviewed note the fundamental importance of making apprenticeships 

relevant to firms, and ensuring firms are involved in decision making. Research for the Federation 

for Industry Sector Skills and Standards
7
 looks at the experience in five countries and finds there is 

value in engaging with employers and other stakeholders at the industry level to develop best 

practice examples and identify future needs. Different countries achieve this in different ways. The 

government leads engagement with stakeholders in Canada and Ireland; industry leads 

engagement in Australia; and in parts of the US engagement takes place at the individual firm 

level.  

The Richard Review emphasises that employers should have a much greater say in deciding the 

content of apprenticeship courses to ensure that individuals are truly equipped to enter the world of 

work at the end of their course. The Review suggests that a successful course will have „buy-in‟ 

from both large and small employers from across the respective sector. To strengthen the link 

between the standards expected and the needs of employers, Richard suggests qualifications 

should be set by employers going forward. This suggestion is reflected in the DfE and BIS „Rigour 

and Responsiveness in Skills‟ paper.
8
  

Richard also recommends that employers should be given much greater power as consumers of 

apprenticeships by allowing them to decide where funding is allocated. Richard argues that 

“employers are best placed to judge the quality and relevance of training and demand the highest 

possible standards from training organisations”. 

BIS and DfE report that the government has accepted these recommendations, stating that “the 

approach to quality and rigour should in future be underpinned by enabling employers to be 

effective purchasers and owners of training.” It is believed that this will help ensure investment is 

prioritised towards training that is most valuable to firms. The paper also suggests firms should 

take the lead in setting the standards that apprentices are expected to meet by the end of their 

course. 

At a more detailed level, the SFA notes that training providers should work closely with employers 

to ensure training meets their requirements. Holt
9
 supports this approach, noting that closer 

relationships between training providers and firms will help the former to develop a detailed 

understanding of the latter‟s needs, and tailor a training programme to meet those needs. Holt 

highlights that this could benefit firms by ensuring a ready supply of young workers with appropriate 

skills, and who may be willing to commit to a long period of employment with the company. The 

Holt paper also suggests employers should be able to act as “informed and discerning consumers” 

of training, and that they should have easy access to information to identify which providers can 

best meet their requirements.  

                                                      

7
 Federation for Industry Sector Skills and Standards (2013) 21

st
 century apprenticeships, available at: http://fisss.org/wp-

content/uploads/2013/12/FISSS-international-report.pdf  

8
 Department for Education and Department for Business Innovation and Skills (2013) Rigour and responsiveness in skills, 

available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/186830/13-960-rigour-and-
responsiveness-in-skills-amended.pdf  

9
 Holt, J. (2012) Making apprenticeships more accessible to small and medium-sized enterprises, available at: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/34731/12-891-making-apprenticeships-more-
accessible-to-smes-holt-review.pdf  

http://fisss.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/FISSS-international-report.pdf
http://fisss.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/FISSS-international-report.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/186830/13-960-rigour-and-responsiveness-in-skills-amended.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/186830/13-960-rigour-and-responsiveness-in-skills-amended.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/34731/12-891-making-apprenticeships-more-accessible-to-smes-holt-review.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/34731/12-891-making-apprenticeships-more-accessible-to-smes-holt-review.pdf
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2.3 High quality training 

One of the most fundamental determinants of the outcomes of an apprenticeship, and a course‟s 

ability to meet employers‟ needs, is the quality of training. Stakeholder workshop attendees 

highlighted this as one of the most important considerations for employers when selecting a 

provider. 

However, it is not always easy to identify where training is of a high quality. Survey responses 

reported in the government‟s implementation plan note that there could be a role for increasing the 

amount of information available to give recognition to the best providers, and possibly to set up Trip 

Advisor –style feedback systems to gather feedback from learners and employers. The latter was 

also suggested at the stakeholder workshops undertaken for this project.  

A further complication highlighted by stakeholder workshop participants is that a large amount of 

apprenticeship training is undertaken by sub-contractors, and the quality of training may vary 

across different sub-contractors working for the same prime provider. Ofsted
10

 suggests providers 

should take responsibility for the training received by all learners, “including those receiving training 

from subcontracted providers”.  

The Richard Review suggests that while an apprentice should meet an agreed standard in order to 

complete their course, employers should be allowed flexibility in deciding the actual type of training 

needed to get the individual to that standard. Richard also reports stakeholder evidence 

emphasising the need for flexibility in apprenticeship frameworks so that they are responsive to 

changes in technology and other business processes. These thoughts were echoed at the 

stakeholder workshops. 

2.4 Assessment is trusted and the accreditation has currency among employers 

An important component of the renewed focus on employer needs and apprenticeship outcomes is 

the quality of assessment. High quality assessment is crucial to demonstrating to employers that 

apprentices have the skills they need to succeed in the workplace. At present, assessment should 

be independent of training provision, but there is a need for a more formal approach to ensuring 

apprenticeships are completed to the requisite standard.  

The study commissioned by the Federation for Industry Sector Skills and Standards suggests a 

move away from the current occupational competency standards and apprenticeship frameworks 

towards testing at the end of a course. It notes that testing at the end of an apprenticeship is a 

good way enabling participants to benchmark the standard they have achieved. A report by the 

OECD and the UKCES
11

 suggests that improved assessment and testing could ultimately help 

increase completion rates. 

The Richard Review recommends that assessment should be designed to ensure learners can 

apply the skills they have developed in a real-world context. This is echoed by the SFA, which 

notes that at the end of an apprenticeship the learner “must be able to undertake the full range of 

duties competently and confidently to the standard set by the industry”. 

                                                      

10
 Ofsted (2012) Ensuring quality in apprenticeships, available at: http://www.ofsted.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/surveys-and-

good-practice/e/Ensuring%20quality%20in%20apprenticeships.pdf  

11
 OECD, UK Commission for Employment and Skills (2012) Apprenticeships in London: boosting skills in a city economy, 

available at: http://www.oecd.org/cfe/leed/London_final.pdf  

http://www.ofsted.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/surveys-and-good-practice/e/Ensuring%20quality%20in%20apprenticeships.pdf
http://www.ofsted.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/surveys-and-good-practice/e/Ensuring%20quality%20in%20apprenticeships.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/cfe/leed/London_final.pdf
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The quality and consistency of assessment are also highlighted in the government‟s 

implementation plan. This suggests that at least two thirds of assessment should take place at the 

end of a course, and that New Apprenticeships should be graded, so that apprentices receive a 

pass, merit or distinction. Consistent with the discussion above, it is proposed that employers have 

a large say in the timing and type of assessments used.  

The Richard Review notes that good providers should ensure assessments are consistent and that 

the standards specified in qualifications are met. The Review also highlights a suggestion from the 

TUC that providers should introduce graduation ceremonies where apprentices are awarded with a 

certificate of achievement. 

2.5 Support and communication 

The BIS evaluation (learners)
12

 identifies that dissatisfaction with an apprenticeship provider is 

often associated with a lack of support, organisation and communication from the provider. Ofsted 

notes that communication with regard to the aims and objectives of a course is particularly 

important.  

In its employer evaluation paper
13

, BIS reports that poorer providers may be characterised by a 

lack of support to the apprentice; poor communication with the apprentice and the employer; and a 

general lack of transparency. BIS reports that some employers had received little communication 

from providers, leading them to believe that there was little role for them to help tailor courses to 

their needs. Employers highlighted that better engagement and communication would enable the 

training provider to ensure training meets the specific requirements of their firm. 

Stakeholders at the workshops for this study described how employers‟ experiences of providers 

are often shaped by the quality of interaction they have with the provider. Seemingly minor 

considerations, such as administrative procedures, can play an important role in shaping 

employers‟ views of a provider‟s effectiveness.  

The Richard Review reports that apprentices value the mentoring provided by some training 

providers to help them through their course. This is particularly important where training is provided 

away from the workplace.  

2.6 Increasing emphasis on core English and maths skills (including through final 

assessment) 

There are mixed opinions in the literature concerning the extent to which English and maths skills 

should be incorporated into apprenticeship courses and assessment. BIS notes that employers 

have often been unhappy with the balance of teaching within an apprenticeship course. For 

example, one employer suggested that “a lot of irrelevant stuff taught such as Maths and English 

are not necessary for our needs. The delivery was poor. There’s not enough focus on the practical 

element.” 

                                                      

12
 BIS (2013) Review of Apprenticeships: Learners, available at: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/229998/bis-13-1126-apprenticeship-
evaluation-learners.pdf  

13
 BIS (2012) Review of Apprenticeships: Employers, available at: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/32305/12-813-evaluation-of-apprenticeships-
employers.pdf  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/229998/bis-13-1126-apprenticeship-evaluation-learners.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/229998/bis-13-1126-apprenticeship-evaluation-learners.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/32305/12-813-evaluation-of-apprenticeships-employers.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/32305/12-813-evaluation-of-apprenticeships-employers.pdf
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Overall, however, the direction of travel is clearly in favour of ensuring English and maths skills are 

enhanced through apprenticeships. The Richard Review recommends that achieving a good level 

of maths and English should be a condition for successful completion of an apprenticeship. Richard 

notes that these skills “predicate success in modern society”.  

In response to this, the BIS and DfE implementation plan
14

 describes how English and maths 

requirements in apprenticeships will be gradually increased. From September 2014, any individual 

undertaking an intermediate (Level 2) apprenticeship who has only achieved Level 1 in English and 

maths will have to study towards Level 2 in those subjects. Those on New Apprenticeships at Level 

2 will have to study and be assessed for Level 2 English and maths if they have not already 

reached this level. To complete a higher or advanced level apprenticeship it will become mandatory 

to have achieved Level 2 in English and maths. 

2.7 Appropriate balance between on and off the job training 

The Richard Review notes that apprentices benefit from having a good balance between on- and 

off-site learning. It is important to have the opportunity to put skills into practice in the workplace 

and time at work to accumulate experience. But there are also benefits from training away from the 

workplace. It can provide dedicated time for an apprentice to focus on learning, interact with other 

apprentices and gain a wider perspective on their profession. Richard recommends that all 

apprenticeships should include some element of off-site learning.  

The Ofsted report on ensuring quality in apprenticeships supports Richard‟s view. It finds that the 

highest levels of satisfaction tend to be associated with more challenging programmes that place a 

greater emphasis on off-the-job training (e.g. construction). Some of the lowest levels of 

satisfaction were recorded for courses where much of the training takes place in the workplace, 

such as care; leisure, travel and tourism; and supporting teaching and learning in schools. The 

international comparative review commissioned by the Federation for Industry Sector Skills & 

Standards emphasises how a mix of workplace and classroom –based learning can help “smooth 

the transition for youth from school to work”.  

Building on these recommendations, the SFA‟s statement on apprenticeship quality explains that 

intermediate and advanced level apprenticeship frameworks specify a minimum number of guided 

learning hours. 

2.8 An appropriate duration to ensure the apprenticeship is a worthwhile 

investment for both employee and employer 

The evidence reviewed suggests that the duration of an apprenticeship can have a significant 

influence on employer and learner satisfaction, and skills development. For example the BIS 

evaluation of learners reported that those undertaking particularly short courses of less than six 

months were less satisfied on average. Employers tend to take the view that an apprenticeship 

should last long enough to ensure the skills required are developed. By way of example, one 

employer reported that “They are signed off too quickly which means we can never put them on the 

                                                      

14
 HM Government, Department for Business, Innovation and Skills and Department for Education (2013) „Future of 

apprenticeships in England: implementation plan‟ and „Rigour and Responsiveness in Skills‟ 

15
 A standard deviation measures the degree of variability in a dataset. More specifically, it measures by how much, on 
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client floor. From the standard given by the apprenticeship we always need to provide further 

training to bring them up to our standard.”  

The Specification of Apprenticeship Standards for England (SASE) guidelines state that 

apprenticeships should last at least 12 months, although there are exemptions where learners 

already possess certain skills. The BIS evaluation of learners found that the average length of an 

apprenticeship was 14 months, and around half (49 per cent) of survey respondents reported that 

their apprenticeship was due to last for more than 12 months. The average does vary, however, 

with the level of apprenticeship. The average length of a Level 2 apprenticeship was just under 12 

months, but it was almost 18 months for a Level 3 apprenticeship. 81 per cent of learners in 

London regarded the length of their course as „about right‟. 

Ofsted notes that apprenticeships should be long enough to ensure the intended technical and 

employment skills are developed. Stakeholder workshop attendees explained that it is often difficult 

to specify a standard length for an apprenticeship course because it will depend on the subject 

area, an apprentice‟s existing skills, and the speed at which they are able to learn. 

In its statement on apprenticeship quality, the SFA explains that the duration of an apprenticeship 

should be specified by employers in the framework document, subject to the following minimum 

requirements: 

 apprenticeships for those aged 16 – 18 must last at least 12 months; and 

 for those aged 19 or over an apprenticeship should last at least 12 months, unless the 

apprentice has undertaken relevant prior learning. If prior learning has been undertaken, 

the apprenticeship should still last for at least six months. 
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3 Existing educational rankings 

3.1 Rankings reviewed 

A primary objective of the project specification is to develop a ranking table of apprenticeship 

providers and courses. To consider how such a ranking might be developed, this section of the 

report reviews existing educational rankings, with a particular focus on the types of indicators that 

are included, and the statistical techniques used to combine them into a ranking. 

The most well-established educational rankings are for universities. The study has reviewed the 

three best-known UK university ranking systems and the three best-known global university ranking 

systems. The individual rankings are as follows: 

 The Complete University Guide (UK) 

 The Guardian University Guide (UK) 

 The Sunday Times and The Times Good University Guide (UK) 

 Academic Ranking of World Universities (international) 

 QS World University Rankings (international) 

 The Times Higher Education World University Rankings (international). 

3.2 Indicators used in university rankings 

The Complete University Guide and the Times Good University Guide are compiled by the same 

company and incorporate an identical set of indicators. Slightly different indicators are used in the 

Guardian University Guide but there is, nonetheless, a large degree of consistency with the types 

of information used in the Complete University Guide and Times rankings (Table 3.2a). 

Table 3.2a: Indicators included in UK university rankings 

Indicator themes Indicators 
Complete 

University Guide 

Sunday Times 
and Times Good 
University Guide 

Guardian 
University Guide 

Student 
experience 

NSS overall 
satisfaction 

   

NSS assessment & 
feedback 

   

NSS quality of 
teaching 

   

Student : staff ratio    

Student 
achievement (pre 
and post 
university) 

Entry standards    

Completion rates    

Firsts and 2:1s    

Value added    

Future prospects Career prospects    

Quality of 
facilities 

Services and 
facilities spend 

   

Quality of 
research 

Research rating    

 

The first type of information included in the UK university rankings is results from the National 

Student Survey (NSS). All three rankings include the overall student satisfaction score, but the 
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Guardian also includes individual scores for teaching, and assessment and feedback. All three 

rankings include an estimated student:staff ratio for each institution. 

The second type of information relates to student achievement. The Complete University Guide 

and Times Good University Guide measure this through completion rates, and the proportion of 

students achieving a first or 2:1. The Guardian takes a more sophisticated „value-added‟ approach, 

based on an individual‟s qualifications at entry and the class of degree awarded at the end of the 

course. 

Future employment prospects are an important consideration for those considering investing in a 

degree course, and all three rankings incorporate a measure of the proportion of graduates that are 

in graduate-type employment six months after completing their course. The rankings also include a 

measure of expenditure per student to provide an indication of the quality of the learning 

environment and other facilities that prospective students might expect. The Complete University 

Guide and the Times Good University Guide include universities‟ research ratings. 

The mix of indicators used in international university rankings is slightly different to that in the UK 

rankings. This may partly reflect that international rankings are, arguably, less targeted at 

supporting individuals in their choice of institution and more focused on the global benchmarking of 

institutions. The difference in emphasis can also be explained by the fact that university rankings 

require data that are internationally consistent and comparable. 

The indicators used in the international university rankings are shown in Table 3.2b. Whilst some of 

the themes are consistent with the UK rankings, survey evidence tends to be based on 

international surveys of academics and employers, rather than students. Other internationally 

comparable measures used include research citations, student:staff ratios, and income from 

industry. The Academic Ranking of World Universities also includes a „per capita performance‟ 

indicator to assess an institution‟s score relative to the number of full-time equivalent academic 

staff. 

Table 3.2b: Indicators included in international university rankings 

Indicator themes Indicators 
Academic 

Ranking of World 
Universities 

QS World 
University 
Rankings 

The Times 
Higher Education 
World University 

Rankings  

Student 
experience 

Quality of teaching    

Student 
achievement  

Quality of education    

Quality of faculty    

University 
reputation 

Academic reputation    

Employer reputation    

International 
engagement 

International outlook    

Quality of 
research 

Quality of research    

Citations    

Industry income    

Other 
Per capita 
performance 
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3.3 Statistical techniques to develop rankings 

Once data have been collected and compiled, each of the ranking systems standardises scores 

across indicators into a common format to allow fair comparisons to be made between different 

types of data. Five of the six rankings reviewed standardise the data using z-scores. These 

measure the difference between a data point and its respective average, measured in terms of 

standard deviations.
15

 

The Guardian Good University Guide caps z-scores to ensure that valid but extreme data points do 

not exert an influence that far exceeds that of all other measures. The cap is set at three standard 

deviations. In the case of the Times Higher Education World University Rankings, the z-scores 

undergo statistical transformation to create „cumulative probability‟ scores. If a university has a 

cumulative probability score of 98, say, another university drawn at random from the same sample 

should fall below that institution 98 per cent of the time. 

The z-scores (or cumulative probability scores) are combined with weightings to compute an 

overall score for each university. Several of the indices transform final scores onto a scale with a 

number such as 1000 or 100 attributed to the top score, with other universities then scored relative 

to the top scoring university. This enhances the intuitive appeal of the scoring system and ensures 

that no university obtains a negative overall score.  

The only ranking reviewed that does not use z-scores is the Academic Ranking of World 

Universities. This awards a score of 100 to the highest scorer in each category, and scores for 

other institutions are calculated as a percentage of the top score. An institution‟s scores for each 

category are combined with weightings to create an overall score. The final score is again set to 

100 for the highest scoring institution, and other universities are presented as a proportion of the 

highest overall top scorer. 

3.4 Approach to weighting 

None of the university rankings reviewed publish details of how weightings were determined, 

possibly reflecting that a degree of judgement is required in any exercise of this type. The Times 

and Complete University guides use identical weights and assign greater importance to student 

satisfaction and quality of research. All other indicators are weighted equally.  

The Guardian places less weight on the headline student satisfaction score, but compensates for 

this by including other evidence from the National Student Survey on the quality of teaching, and 

assessment and feedback. Overall, 40 per cent of the index is based on indicators of student 

experience, compared to 28 per cent for the Times and Complete University guides. All other 

indicators are weighted equally. 

 

                                                      

15
 A standard deviation measures the degree of variability in a dataset. More specifically, it measures by how much, on 

average, individual values vary from the average 
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Table 3.4a: Weightings used in UK university rankings 

  
The Complete 

University Guide 

The Sunday 
Times and Times 
Good University 

Guide 

The Guardian 
University Guide 

Student 
experience 

Quality of teaching  
 

10% 

Student satisfaction 17% 17% 5% 

Assessment and 
feedback 

 
 

10% 

Student-staff ratio 11% 11% 15% 

Student 
achievement 
(including 
pre-
university) 

Entry standards 11% 11% 15% 

Firsts and 2:1s 11% 11% 
 

Value added  
 

15% 

Completion rates 11% 11% 
 

Future 
prospects 

Graduate prospects 11% 11% 15% 

Quality of 
facilities 

Services and facilities 
spend 

11% 11% 15% 

University 
research 

Quality of research 17% 17% 
 

 

There are fewer clear patterns in the international university rankings (Table 3.4b). Indicators of 

research quality typically attract high weightings, as do the quality of teaching and faculties. The 

QS ranking allocates half of the weight available to measures of a university‟s reputation. 

Table 3.4b: Weightings used in international university rankings 

Indicator themes Indicators 
Academic 

Ranking of World 
Universities 

QS World 
University 
Rankings 

The Times 
Higher Education 
World University 

Rankings  

Student 
experience 

Quality of teaching  20% 30% 

Student 
achievement  

Quality of education 10%   

Quality of faculty 40%   

University 
reputation 

Academic reputation  40%  

Employer reputation  10%  

International 
engagement 

International outlook  10% 7.5% 

Quality of 
research 

Quality of research 40%  30% 

Citations  20% 30% 

Industry income   2.5% 

Other 
Per capita 
performance 

10%   
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3.5 Limitations of existing rankings 

It is important to recognise that no system of this type will be perfect, and can only be as good as 

the quality of the underlying data. One specific consideration is the timeliness of the data used. 

Many indicators are not updated annually and, even where they are, there may be a lag between 

data collection and it becoming available for use in analysis. For example, the latest Times and 

Guardian university guides include data from the 2011-12 Destination and Leavers Survey from the 

Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) and scores from the most recent Research 

Assessment Exercise in 2008. 

Missing data are another challenge faced when compiling rankings of this type. Out of all the 

rankings reviewed, only the Guardian sets out in detail how it treats missing data. If a variable is 

missing for a particular institution, a previous year‟s value is used. If a value is not available from 

the previous year for a particular subject, the institution-wide score may be applied. A final option is 

to allocate a standardised score of zero, which effectively assumes the institution performs in line 

with the sector average for that indicator. 

Despite significant data limitations, these university rankings are valued by prospective students, 

and represent a succinct compilation of the best available data on universities‟ relative merits. In 

striving to undertake a similar exercise for apprenticeship providers it is important to bear this in 

mind. 
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4 Sources of data on Apprenticeships 

4.1 FE Choices 

The main source of data on apprenticeships is the Skills Funding Agency‟s “FE Choices” website, 

which enables a comparison of up to ten providers. The underlying Excel spread sheets are also 

published by the Skills Funding Agency (SFA), and these are much better suited to developing a 

ranking for a large number of providers. 

The main types of information in the FE Choices dataset are: 

 success rates - the proportion of learners who successfully complete their course with a 

passing grade. Timely success rates add the condition that the course is completed 

within 90 days of the planned end date; 

 

 learner destinations - what learners are doing in the academic year following completion 

of their apprenticeship, based on a combination of data matching and telephone surveys of 

a sample of learners at each institution. This information is used to calculate employment 

rates (the proportion of learners who completed a course who found work, got a better job, 

or improved their prospects), and learning rates (the proportion of learners who completed 

a course that went on to further or higher education); 

 

 learner satisfaction scores, based on the Learner Satisfaction Survey. All eligible 

learners are entitled to take part in the survey, but training providers are free to decide 

whether to census all learners or to attempt to achieve a representative sample; and 

 

 employer satisfaction scores, based on a sample of employers that receive publicly 

funded training. The survey captures employers‟ perceptions of the quality of the training 

provided and the responsiveness of the training provider to the employer‟s needs. 

Within the FE Choices dataset, types of apprenticeship are identified using two categorisations: 

 sector subject areas (SSA) – a two-tier educational categorisation system managed by 

Ofqual
16

. The Tier 1 categorisation (SSA1) identifies 15 broad categories of subject (e.g. 

“health, public services and care”). The more detailed Tier 2 categorisation (SSA2) 

identifies 48 detailed subject categories that nest within the SSA1 categories (e.g. 

medicine and dentistry, nursing, child development and wellbeing, etc).; and 

 frameworks, which specify the content that should be included in an apprenticeship for a 

particular occupation. The FE Choices dataset uses a categorisation based on 203 

occupations.  

The variables available within the FE Choices dataset are summarised in Table 4.1. The four 

columns on the right-hand side indicate the detail level at which each indicator is available, at least 

in theory. All variables are available at provider level. At Sector Subject Area tier 1 (SSA1) a much 

smaller number of variables is available: success rates, three responses from the learner 

satisfaction survey, and two responses from the employer satisfaction survey. The same 

                                                      

16
 Office of Qualifications and Examinations Regulation. The current categorisation is available at: http://ofqual.gov.uk/how-

we-regulate/becoming-a-recognised-awarding-organisation/applying-for-recognition/sector-subject-areas/  

http://ofqual.gov.uk/how-we-regulate/becoming-a-recognised-awarding-organisation/applying-for-recognition/sector-subject-areas/
http://ofqual.gov.uk/how-we-regulate/becoming-a-recognised-awarding-organisation/applying-for-recognition/sector-subject-areas/
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information is available at SSA2 level with the exception of the employer satisfaction variables. The 

most detailed way of looking at the data is by the 203 detailed frameworks. At this level of detail 

only success rates are available.  

Table 4.1: Variables available in the FE Choices dataset  

 By provider By tier 1 Sector 
Subject Area 

(15 categories) 

By tier 2 Sector 
Subject Area 

(48 Categories) 

By detailed 
framework (203 

categories) 

Overall success rates     

Timely success rates     

Learner destinations     

Employment rates     

Learning rates     

Learner satisfaction     

Overall     

Information     

Staff help in early stages     

Teaching     

Respect from staff     

Careers advice     

Support     

Listening to feedback     

Acting on feedback     

Employer satisfaction     

Overall     

Understanding of needs     

Flexibility     

Communication     

Efficiency in dealings     

Staff professionalism     

Training reflects up-to-date 
practices 

    

Benefits to organisation     

Overall quality of 
training/assessment 

    

Recommend?     

 

Whilst Table 4.1 provides a theoretical representation of the coverage of the FE Choices database, 

inspection of the data reveals that some variables are not available for all providers. In some cases 

this may be for a legitimate reason, for example if a particular provider does not run a course in a 

particular subject. In other cases there may have been insufficient survey responses to enable the 

publication of scores for a particular provider. But even where data are available in the 

spreadsheets, sample sizes for the survey-based variables are often very small when viewing the 

data by both provider and SSA1 (in some cases results may be based on survey responses from 

only one or two individuals).  

Despite these limitations, stakeholders recognised that the FE Choices dataset is the best available 

for the purposes of this project. Nonetheless, they also highlighted a number of other perceived 

limitations. 
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i. Many of the provider-level variables in the FE Choices dataset reflect performance across 

all types of course offered by a provider, not just apprenticeships. Using these data in an 

apprenticeships guide could therefore be misleading if there are large differences between 

a provider‟s overall performance and its performance in terms of apprenticeships. This 

limitation does not affect success rates, for which it is possible to obtain apprenticeship-

specific scores. It is theoretically also possible to obtain apprenticeship-specific data for 

learner destinations, but these data cannot be used to draw robust conclusions because 

there are many missing values, and where values are provided they tend to be based on 

very small sample sizes. Ideally a ranking of apprenticeships would be based only on 

apprenticeship-specific data and the LEP may wish to explore the feasibility of enhancing 

apprenticeship datasets to enable this. In the absence of better information, however, it 

would seem reasonable to assume that data relating to a provider‟s overall performance 

are not entirely without value when comparing apprenticeship providers. 

 

ii. The most recent FE Choices data relate to 2012-13 (2011-12 in the case of learner 

destinations), and so may not provide an up-to-date guide to a provider‟s performance. 

Given the breadth and complexity of the dataset it is inevitable that there will be a lag whilst 

data are collated, and it is difficult to see how this situation could be improved. Indeed, all 

such rankings are forced to use historical data. As noted earlier in the report, the latest 

Times and Guardian university guides include data from the 2011-12 Destination and 

Leavers Survey from the Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) and scores from the 

most recent Research Assessment Exercise in 2008. In common with the university 

rankings, a London Apprenticeship Guide should be based on the latest available 

published datasets. 

 

iii. A related point on timeliness is that providers may frequently change the types of 

apprenticeship course they offer. Scores from two years ago may relate to very different 

courses to those currently available. Nonetheless, it seems reasonable to assume that 

scores from two years ago should provide some degree of information about the quality of 

learning at an institution, even if they do not perfectly reflect the current reality. 

 

iv. Apprenticeships are often delivered through sub-contractors, and the quality of courses 

may vary between the different sub-contractors used by a prime provider. However, it 

seems reasonable to assume that the prime provider should take responsibility for the 

quality of sub-contractors they employ. If there are differences in the quality of provision 

between sub-contractors affiliated to a particular prime provider, this should, on average, 

be reflected in the score for the prime provider. Moreover, it could be argued that since the 

performance of sub-contractors would be implicitly incorporated in the overall ranking or 

rating for a prime provider, the publication of such information could strengthen incentives 

to monitor and quality assure sub-contractors.  

 

v. Success rates should be interpreted with caution. Stakeholders reported that the strongest 

apprentices are in highest demand from employers and may be offered a full-time job with 

another employer to start before their apprenticeship is complete. The strongest 

apprentices may therefore be the least likely to complete their course, so there could be an 

inverse relationship between the quality of candidates and providers and „success‟. To our 

knowledge no information is available to assess the extent to which this issue may distort 

success rate data. Stakeholders also recognised in discussion that success rate 

information is the most comprehensive dataset available for apprenticeships and, on 

balance, there seemed to be support for its inclusion in the ranking exercise.  
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4.2 Ofsted ratings 

Provider Ofsted ratings are presented on the FE Choices website, but are not part of the core FE 

Choices dataset. These data have therefore been collected separately for this project. A number of 

ratings are available from Ofsted, but of most relevance to this work are the: 

 overall effectiveness rating 

 apprenticeship-specific effectiveness rating 

 effectiveness of leadership and management rating. 

The apprenticeship rating is a relatively new innovation and is only available for 67 of the 439 

apprenticeship providers with a primary or secondary address in London. Nonetheless, it is clearly 

the indicator with the greatest relevance to this project. The overall effectiveness rating is available 

for 218 of the 439 providers with a London address. Stakeholders reported that they commonly 

also refer to the leadership and management score to get a sense of how well run an institution is. 

4.3 Other sources reviewed and discounted 

The project team reviewed a number of other data sources as part of the research, but these did 

not provide sufficient detail for use in a London Apprenticeship Guide. The datasets reviewed are 

listed below: 

 Apprenticeship Pay Survey (BIS) 

 Apprenticeships, Skills, Children and Learning (ASCL) Act of 2009 

 Evaluation of apprenticeships (BIS) 

 National Careers Service 

 Statistical First Release: „Further Education & Skills: Learner Participation, Outcomes and 

Level of Highest Qualification Held‟ 

 UKCES open access labour market tool 

 UK Employer Perspectives Survey (2012), UK Commission for Employment & Skills 
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5 Developing a London Apprenticeship Guide 

5.1 Potential scope of a London Apprenticeship Guide 

5.1.1 Definition of an apprenticeship 

Training providers offer a wide range of courses and it is not always clear to learners and 

employers which ones are an apprenticeship.
17

 The following working definition of an 

apprenticeship was proposed by stakeholders: 

“A job with training attached, where that training is publically-funded and takes place within an 

apprenticeship framework.” 

A more detailed definition is set out in the National Apprenticeship Service „Statement on 

Apprenticeship Quality‟: 

“An Apprenticeship is a job with an accompanying skills development programme designed by 

employers in the sector. It allows the apprentice to gain technical knowledge and real practical 

experience, along with functional and personal skills, required for their immediate job and future 

career. These are acquired through a mix of learning in the workplace, formal off the job training 

and the opportunity to practice and embed new skills in a real work context. This broader mix 

differentiates the Apprenticeship experience from training delivered to meet narrowly focused job 

needs… On completion of the Apprenticeship the apprentice must be able to undertake the full 

range of duties, in the range of circumstances appropriate to the job, confidently and competently 

to the standard set by the industry.” 

For computational convenience the illustrative London Apprenticeship Guide that accompanies this 

report includes those courses which are considered apprenticeships within the FE Choices dataset.  

5.1.2 Geography 

Within the FE Choices dataset it is possible to identify providers with a London address. 

Stakeholders suggested that it may also be helpful to include providers that deliver courses in 

London, even if they do not have a London address.
18

 This group is less easy to identify within the 

data, but the „Holt Tool‟, which has been set up to help employers identify apprenticeship providers 

in their area, does return results based on the location of delivery.
19

 A further suggestion from 

stakeholders was that it may be helpful to include providers in areas adjoining London, since 

individuals and employers based in outer London are unlikely to restrict their choice of provider to 

those that fall within the administrative boundaries of London. 

Following discussion with the GLA, it was decided that the illustrative ranking and rating tool 

developed for the feasibility study would only include providers with a London address,
20

 plus those 

                                                      

17
 For example, in the BIS apprenticeship evaluation survey, 12 per cent of respondents did not know whether their course 

was part of an apprenticeship. 

18
 For example, the SFA highlighted that national providers make a significant contribution to the delivery of apprenticeships 

to Londoners. 

19
 http://www.apprenticeships.org.uk/employers/find-an-apprenticeship-training-organisation.aspx  

20
 The FE Choices dataset identifies a main correspondence address for each provider and other addresses associated with 

that provider. The illustrative ranking and rating tool includes a provider if any one of the addresses shown in the FE 
Choices dataset is within London or one of the adjoining local authority districts. 

http://www.apprenticeships.org.uk/employers/find-an-apprenticeship-training-organisation.aspx
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in adjoining areas. For computational convenience, the latter have been defined as those which fall 

within a local authority district that shares a border with London, but more sophisticated 

approaches based on distances or driving times would also be possible should a full London 

Apprenticeship Guide be developed.  

5.2 Potential structure of a London Apprenticeship Guide 

The brief for this project is to assess the feasibility of developing a ranking or league table of 

apprenticeship courses and providers, similar to the Times or Guardian university guides. The latter 

provide an overall ranking of universities, and sub-rankings for subject groups. A similar approach 

could be applied to a London Apprenticeship Guide, by providing an overall ranking by provider, 

and a series of sub-rankings by sector subject area.  

Stakeholders questioned the value of an overall ranking of providers for two reasons. Firstly, it may 

not be helpful to make comparisons across all apprenticeship providers as a single group given the 

diverse range of organisations delivering different types of apprenticeship. Stakeholders suggested 

that there may be a systematic tendency for providers specialising in certain types of course to 

score higher or lower scores on certain indicators. Secondly, stakeholders questioned the 

usefulness of a single ranking by provider on the basis that an individual or firm wishing to research 

providers or courses will primarily be interested in the provider‟s performance in a specific subject. 

To the extent that a provider‟s performance varies across subjects, an overall rating may not 

provide sufficient detail. 

An overall ranking table is a core part of the project specification, and an illustrative version has 

been developed alongside this report. Nonetheless, we have also investigated the feasibility of 

developing separate ranking tables for each subject area and calculating subject-weighted success 

rates in response to the concerns outlined above. These options are discussed further in the 

following sections. 

Stakeholders suggested that it may be possible to maximise the value of the tool by incorporating 

functionality to allow a user to manipulate the ranking according to their needs, for example by 

limiting the results to include courses in a particular subject area. Another option could be to filter 

results for courses aimed at 16-18 year-olds, and those aimed at those who are 19-plus. 

Stakeholders highlighted that decisions on courses for those aged 16-18 are more likely to be 

taken by individuals and parents, whereas employers may be the main target audience for 

information on courses aimed at those aged 19-plus. In response, we have investigated the 

feasibility of incorporating this type of „drill down‟ functionality within a London Apprenticeship 

Guide, and this is discussed further below. 

To summarise, we have investigated three possible formats for a London Apprenticeship Guide: 

1. a single ranking of all apprenticeship providers 

2. separate ranking tables by each sector subject area 

3. an interactive tool that enables users to filter results by sector subject area and one or 

more other criteria. 

These three options are not alternatives. They draw from the same underlying datasets and could 

together form a package of outputs to meet the needs of different types of user. The feasibility and 

robustness of each option will, however, depend on the quality of the underlying data.  
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5.3 Choice of indicators 

One initial consideration is whether a London Apprenticeship Guide should only include indicators 

that are available specifically for apprenticeships, or whether it could also include indicators at 

provider level that reflect performance across all types of course offered by a provider. 

Success rates are currently the only apprenticeship-specific indicator available for all providers. 

Apprenticeship-specific results are recorded for a small number of other indicators (e.g. the 

proportion of learners that improve their employment prospects, or that go on to further or higher 

education), but sample sizes are too small to use this information in a ranking table. On this basis, 

it was decided that it would be too restrictive to limit a Guide to only include apprenticeship-specific 

indicators at present, though the LEP may wish to consider whether the range of apprenticeship-

specific indicators could be increased in London. A starting point could be to assess whether 

sample sizes for indicators such as the learner destinations information could be increased for 

providers included in a London Apprenticeship Guide. 

Having established that a guide could include data that are not apprenticeship-specific, the next 

step is to identify possible indicators. One approach could be to try and measure those factors 

identified in the literature review as being representative of a good apprenticeship course and 

provider. While the limited range of variables available means that it would not be possible to 

perfectly reflect all of the factors identified in the literature review, it is informative to analyse where 

a close match may be possible. The results of this exercise are shown in Table 5.3a. 

Table 5.3a: Closest possible match between literature review findings and available data on 

apprenticeships  

Literature review findings on what constitutes a 

good apprenticeship course and provider 
Closest match amongst apprenticeships data 

Focus on outcomes 

Employment rates (the percentage of learners who 

found work, got a better job or improved their 

employment prospects)  

Learning rates (the percentage of learners who 

went into further or higher education) 

Responsiveness to employer needs Employer perceptions of flexibility 

High quality training 

Effective and credible assessment 

Meets recognised industry standards 

Employer perceptions of overall 

training/assessment 

Effectiveness of communication and support 

Employer perceptions of communication 

Learner satisfaction (information, staff help, 

support) 

Balance between on and off the job training 
No direct measure, but Ofsted scores should reflect 

overall quality of training 

Appropriate duration 

No direct measure, but may be indirectly reflected in 

employment and learning rates, or employer 

perceptions of overall training/assessment 

Increasing emphasis on English and Maths No indicator available 

 

An alternative, though similar, approach could be to test the extent to which it would be possible to 

recreate the UK university rankings for London apprenticeships. The results of this exercise are 

shown in Table 5.3b 
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Table 5.3b: Closest possible match between variables in UK university rankings and 

available data on apprenticeships 

Type of variable used in university ranking tables Closest match amongst apprenticeships data 

Quality of teaching 
Ofsted ratings 

Learner satisfaction (quality of teaching) 

Student satisfaction Learner satisfaction (overall) 

Completion rates Success rates 

Graduate prospects 

Employment rates (the percentage of learners who 

found work, got a better job or improved their 

employment prospects)  

Learning rates (the percentage of learners who 

went into further or higher education) 

Student-staff ratio 

Entry standard 

Firsts and 2:1s 

Value added 

Quality of facilities 

No equivalent indicators available for 

apprenticeships 

Quality of research Not applicable 

 

There is a large degree of consistency between the two tables above. The apprenticeship 

indicators identified in these tables are also consistent with stakeholders‟ suggestions for the most 

appropriate variables to include. Taken together, therefore, the analysis above and stakeholder 

feedback suggest that the most appropriate variables to include in a London Apprenticeship Guide 

could be: 

 Employment and learning rates 

 Employer feedback (it is suggested that a guide could use the sub-scores for the overall 

quality of training/assessment and employer recommendation, which are available by 

sector subject area, as well as provider) 

 Learner feedback (a guide could use the overall learner satisfaction score, to enable a 

breakdown by sector subject area)  

 Success rates (stakeholders suggested using both the overall success rate, and the timely 

success rate which can be important to employers) 

 Ofsted ratings. The overall effectiveness score has been used in the illustrative ranking 

and rating tool created for this feasibility study since it was possible to obtain this in a 

single spreadsheet for a large number of providers. Stakeholders reported that they 

commonly refer to leadership and management ratings, and these could be captured 

manually if a guide were taken forward, although a spot check suggests that the overall 

effectiveness and leadership and management ratings are the same in around 90 per cent 

of cases. The apprenticeships rating will be displayed in the illustrative tool, but is available 

for too few providers to be used in the calculation of rankings and ratings. 

Stakeholders also suggested that there could be significant benefit in developing an indicator of 

value added for apprenticeships, similar to that used in the Guardian university guide. This would 

take into account that certain apprenticeship providers may orientate their provision towards 

learners who tend to be more or less able at the start of their course. Developing such a value 

added measure is beyond the scope of the current study, but the LEP may wish to consider further 

research in this area.  
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5.4 Approach to aggregating variables 

To create a single ranking table using the variables identified above it is necessary to convert data 

into a „common currency‟ so that they can be added together on a consistent basis. In line with 

most of the university ranking tables reviewed, this standardisation is achieved by converting the 

scores for individual variables into z-scores which measure the difference between a data point and 

its respective average, measured in terms of standard deviations.
21

 Consistent with the Guardian 

University Guide, z-scores have been capped at three standard deviations above or below the 

average to avoid any distortions that might otherwise be caused by extreme results. The cap also 

means that a provider would need to achieve high scores across a number of indicators to obtain a 

high overall ranking, i.e. it would not be sufficient to be very strong in one area but average in all 

others. Given the concerns about the underlying data, it seems prudent to have a cap so that a 

provider cannot achieve an extremely high or low ranking based on a single data point. 

In theory it should be possible to calculate subject-weighted success rates for each apprenticeship 

provider to control for any systematic differences across different subjects. However, calculating 

such an average requires a weighting to be determined for each subject. The variable most 

suitable for this purpose is the number of leavers in each subject. Unfortunately, the latest FE 

Choices dataset rounds the number of leavers to the nearest 10, and does not report success rates 

at all where there are less than 25 leavers in a tier 1 SSA at a particular provider. In total, leaver 

numbers are not reported in around half of all cases when viewing data by provider and SSA1. This 

means it is not possible to derive accurate weights for use in the calculation of subject-weighted 

success rates at this time. The LEP may wish to explore with SFA whether this information could 

be provided in future. 

Stakeholders commented on the importance of taking learner volumes, which can vary 

substantially across providers, into account. There is likely to be more volatility in results for a 

provider with a small number of learners, than for a provider training large numbers of apprentices. 

At the same time, however, it might be considered unfair to systematically reduce the ranking 

position of a provider purely on the basis that they have a small number of learners. High (or low) 

success rates could very well be a reflection of genuine excellent (or poor) performance, even if 

sustained over only a small number of learners. Nonetheless, it is recognised that it may be helpful 

for users to have an indication of the volume of leavers in each subject at each institution and it is 

proposed that this information should be presented alongside the rankings. 

5.5 Approach to missing values and small sample sizes 

As noted above, the FE Choices dataset has a large number of missing values. In some cases it 

has been possible to fill gaps using information from the previous year, or the year before that. 

Only when there is no value for any of the last three years is a provider excluded from the ranking. 

This approach makes it possible to include a larger number of providers than if only the most 

recent year‟s data were used. Although it introduces some older data into the ranking and rating 

exercise, it remains the case that results are based on the latest available data for each institution. 

This approach is similar to that described for the Guardian university guide in Section 3.5. 

                                                      

21
 A standard deviation measures the extent of variability in a dataset. More specifically, it measures by how much, on 

average, individual values vary from the average 
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When looking at data by tier 1 sector subject area, sample sizes can become very small for a large 

number of institutions. In some cases an institution‟s score could be determined by just one or two 

survey responses. This means that it is not be possible to develop a sufficiently robust ranking by 

subject area based purely on the latest year‟s results. At the same time, both stakeholders and the 

project brief have highlighted the importance of having a ranking by subject.  

We have therefore investigated the feasibility of developing a ranking by institution and course type 

based on average scores over the last three years. However, the SFA has informed us that 

historical data for learner and employer satisfaction scores for years prior to 2012/13 have not 

previously been published, and so they would fall outside of the scope of the project, which is to 

investigate the feasibility of developing a guide using publically available datasets. 

5.6 Approach to weighting 

The most difficult and contentious part of developing any ranking is the choice of weights. The 

weights chosen can have a significant impact on final results and so will be subject to close 

scrutiny by stakeholders. Any perceived unfairness in the rankings could significantly damage the 

overall credibility of the ranking. A number of approaches have been considered, and these are 

discussed below. 

5.6.1 Allocation of weights based on independent evidence 

To reduce the potential for any perceived unfairness, weights would ideally be based on 

independent evidence of which factors are most important to individuals and employers when 

selecting an apprenticeship course and provider. The BIS apprenticeship evaluation survey 

includes questions on why an individual chose an apprenticeship, but does not contain any 

information to suggest why individuals chose a particular course or provider. Similarly, the 

employer survey undertaken for the BIS evaluation does not include any questions to identify why 

employers chose a particular provider. While the other articles included in the literature review 

include extensive discussion of the factors indicative of good apprenticeships and providers, none 

include any quantitative evidence that could be used as a basis for allocating weights. 

In the absence of any such information, it is not possible to adopt a purely evidence-based 

approach to the choice of weightings for a London Apprenticeship Guide.  

5.6.2 Adopt similar weightings to the UK university ranking tables 

None of the UK university rankings reviewed publish details of how weightings were determined, 

reflecting that a degree of judgement is required in any exercise of this type. Nonetheless, to the 

extent that expert judgement has been factored in to the choice of weights, and that the weights in 

established rankings have been broadly accepted by stakeholders, they may prove informative in 

considering the types of factors that could be given greater weight in a London Apprenticeship 

Guide. 

The Times and Complete University guides use identical weights and assign greater importance to 

student satisfaction and the quality of research (Table 5.6.2). All other indicators are weighted 

equally.  

The Guardian places less weight on the headline student satisfaction score, but compensates for 

this by including other evidence from the National Student Survey on the quality of teaching, and 

assessment and feedback. Overall, 40 per cent of the index is based on indicators of student 
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experience, compared to 28 per cent for the Times and Complete University guides. All other 

indicators are weighted equally. 

Table 5.6.2: Weightings used in UK university rankings 

  
The Complete 

University Guide 

The Sunday 
Times and Times 
Good University 

Guide 

The Guardian 
University Guide 

Student 
experience 

Quality of teaching  
 

10% 

Student satisfaction 17% 17% 5% 

Assessment and 
feedback 

 
 

10% 

Student-staff ratio 11% 11% 15% 

Student 
achievement 
(including 
pre-
university) 

Entry standards 11% 11% 15% 

Firsts and 2:1s 11% 11% 
 

Value added  
 

15% 

Completion rates 11% 11% 
 

Future 
prospects 

Graduate prospects 11% 11% 15% 

Quality of 
facilities 

Services and facilities 
spend 

11% 11% 15% 

University 
research 

Quality of research 17% 17% 
 

 

The reasons for applying slightly higher weights to the student experience –type indicators are not 

explained in the materials that accompany the university guides, but it seems reasonable to 

assume that students applying to an institution may place more importance on feedback from other 

students, than on some of the other measures which may seem a little more „abstract‟. By similar 

logic there may be a case for allocating slightly higher weights to the student and employer 

feedback scores in an apprenticeship guide. It is also interesting to note that the university guides 

reviewed apply equal weights across most other indicators, suggesting that simplicity may be the 

best approach in the absence of other evidence. 

5.6.3 Other approaches to allocating weights 

Recognising the challenge of selecting weights, some stakeholders suggested that the best 

solution may be to apply all variables equally. This has the attraction of simplicity and transparency, 

and avoids the need to introduce judgement into a potentially controversial process. This also 

avoids placing too much importance on any one type of data, which could be beneficial given the 

concerns expressed about the robustness of the datasets. 

Another option would be to leave the question of weighting to the user. Users could be asked a 

series of simple questions to identify which factors are most important to them, perhaps with the 

option of a set of on-screen sliders to allow more advanced users to select precise weightings. This 

option is an attractive in that it allows the user to build a ranking that is closely tailored to their 

needs. It is very likely, for example, that individuals and employers may have different priorities 

when comparing apprenticeship providers and courses. 

However, the brief for this project specifies that an illustrative table of results should be provided, 

and it is therefore necessary to specify an initial set of default weights.  
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5.6.4 Conclusions on weighting 

In the absence of independent evidence, the illustrative London Apprenticeship Guide model will 

apply equal weightings across each of five groups of variables: learner outcomes, employer 

feedback, learner feedback, success rates and Ofsted ratings. Where there is more than one 

variable within a group, the weight for the group will be shared equally amongst the individual 

variables in that group, as shown in the table below. 

It may be desirable, in future, to weight certain factors higher than others (such as the learner and 

employer feedback scores, following the approach in the university guides). However, in light of the 

concerns raised about the quality of the underlying data, it could be risky to place too much 

emphasis on one or two variables at this time.  

The illustrative ranking and rating tool will incorporate functionality to enable a user to adjust 

weightings if they so wish. 

The LEP may wish to consider whether survey evidence could be extended in future to capture 

quantitative evidence of the factors which are most important to individuals and employers. This 

would enable a more sophisticated approach to be taken to the allocation of default weights in a 

London Apprenticeship Guide. 

Table 5.6.4: Initial weightings to be used in the illustrative London Apprenticeship Guide 

ranking and rating tool 

Variable group Individual variable Weight 

Learner outcomes 

Employment rate  

(% of learners who found work, got a better job or improved their 

prospects) 

10% 

Learning rate 

(% of learners who went into further or higher education) 
10% 

Employer feedback 
Overall quality of training/assessment 10% 

Likelihood to recommend the course 10% 

Learner feedback Overall learner satisfaction 20% 

Success rates 

Success rate 

(% of learners who successfully complete course with a passing 

grade) 

10% 

Timely success rate 

(% of learners who successfully complete their course within 90 

days of the planned end date) 

10% 

Ofsted ratings 
Overall effectiveness (to be replaced with effectiveness of 

leadership and management in next iteration of rankings) 
20% 
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5.7 Coverage of the London Apprenticeship Guide under alternative approaches 

An illustrative London Apprenticeship Guide ranking and rating tool has been developed based on 

the principles set out above and has been provided to the LEP alongside this report. A striking 

feature of the results generated by the tool is the large number of providers that are excluded due 

to missing data, even after using historical data to fill missing data points wherever possible.  

Table 5.7a summarises the coverage of the ranking table under alternative approaches to filtering 

the data, for providers with an address in London. The third column identifies the total number of 

providers for which success rates are available under each version of the rankings. The success 

rates dataset is the most comprehensive set of information available for apprenticeships, and so 

can be considered indicative of the number of providers that could be included in a ranking if there 

was good coverage across all variables.  

The table highlights that rankings can be calculated for just 24 per cent of the 184 providers for 

which success rates are available. This proportion can be almost doubled if the learner outcome 

variables are excluded, though in that case the ranking would be based only on success rates, 

learner feedback and employer feedback scores. 

Table 5.7a: Number of apprenticeship providers for which it is possible to calculate 

rankings under alternative approaches (providers with a London address) 

Version of ranking 
table 

Number of 
providers with 
an address in 

London 

Total number of 
providers for which 
success rates are 

available
22

 

Number of 
providers that 
can be ranked 

(as % of those for 
which success 
rates available) 

Notes 

Providers 
All ages 
No subject 
breakdown 

389 184 44 (24%)  

Providers 
16-18 year-olds 
No subject 
breakdown 

389 157 32 (20%) 

Employer satisfaction and 
learner outcomes not 
available by age group, so 
values for all ages are 
used 

Providers 
19 years old -plus 
No subject 
breakdown 

389 169 42 (25%) 

Employer satisfaction and 
learner outcomes not 
available by age group, so 
values for all ages are 
used 

Providers 
All ages 
No subject 
breakdown 
Excluding learner 
outcome variables 

389 184 87 (47%)  

 

Table 5.7b presents the same information for the version of the ranking that also includes providers 

with an address in a district that borders London (439 providers in total). The proportion of 

providers that can be included in the ranking is very similar to that shown in Table 5.7a. 
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Table 5.7b: Number of apprenticeship providers for which it is possible to calculate 

rankings under alternative approaches (providers with an address in London or an 

adjoining local authority district) 

Version of ranking 
table 

Number of 
providers with 
an address in 
London or an 

adjoining local 
authority 
district 

Total number of 
providers for which 
success rates are 

available
23

 

Number of 
providers that 
can be ranked 

(as % of those for 
which success 
rates available) 

Notes 

Providers 
All ages 
No subject 
breakdown 

439 209 52 (25%)  

Providers 
16-18 year-olds 
No subject 
breakdown 

439 181 40 (22%) 

Employer satisfaction and 
learner outcomes not 
available by age group, so 
values for all ages are 
used 

Providers 
19 years old -plus 
No subject 
breakdown 

439 191 50 (26%) 

Employer satisfaction and 
learner outcomes not 
available by age group, so 
values for all ages are 
used 

Providers 
All ages 
No subject 
breakdown 
Excluding learner 
outcome variables 

439 209 101 (48%)  

 

An earlier iteration of the tool was used to investigate the potential coverage of rankings for 

individual tier 1 Sector Subject Areas, and the results are summarised in Table 5.7c. In contrast to 

Table 5.7a (which includes the 389 providers shown in the FE Choices dataset as having any 

address in London), these results are only for the 358 providers with a main correspondence 

address in London.  

Success rates are available for a total of 450 combinations of providers and subjects. It is possible 

to determine rankings for 91 (or 20 per cent) of these combinations, if employer satisfaction survey 

results are regarded as robust when they are based on at least 5 responses. However, if a more 

stringent sample size criterion is used and employer satisfaction survey results are regarded as 

robust if they are based on at least 15 responses, then only 20 provider/subject combinations can 

be included in a ranking (4 per cent of those for which success rates are available). 
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Table 5.7c: Number of apprenticeship providers for which it is possible to calculate 

rankings with a breakdown by SSA tier 1 (providers with a main correspondence address in 

London only) 

Version of ranking 
table 

Number of 
providers with a 

main 
correspondence 

address in 
London 

Number of provider 
and subject 

combinations for 
which success 

rates are available 

Number of 
providers that 
can be ranked 
(as % of those 

for which 
success rates 

available) 

Number of 
providers that can 
be ranked robustly 
(as % of those for 

which success 
rates available) 

Providers 
All ages 
Split by SSA1 

358 
450 combinations of 
providers and 
subjects 

91 combinations 
for which there are 
employer 
satisfaction survey 
results based on 
at least 5 
responses (20%) 

20 combinations for 
which there are 
survey results based 
on more than 15 
responses (4%) 

 

These findings suggest that it is not possible to derive meaningful and robust rankings for individual 

subjects using the data currently available. However, the GLA and other stakeholders have 

highlighted the importance of enabling users to rank by subject. For the purposes of the illustrative 

ranking and rating tool, a compromise solution has been suggested whereby the ranking of 

providers will be based on overall provider-level information, but the list of providers can be filtered 

to only show those who have recorded success rates in a specific subject. The subject-specific 

success rates will also be displayed when this option is selected. So whilst it is not possible to 

generate subject-specific rankings, it will be possible for a user to limit the list of providers shown to 

those which have a track record in their subject of interest, and to review success rates in that 

subject. 
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5.8 Illustrative ranking and rating tool 

5.8.1 Intended use of the illustrative ranking and rating tool 

An Excel-based ranking and rating tool has been provided to the LEP alongside this report to 

illustrate the type of ranking and rating system that is feasible using current datasets. The tool 

incorporates the principles set out in Section 5 of the report and is fully functioning. However, given 

the limitations of current datasets outlined throughout the report Oxford Economics does not 

recommend using the tool in its current form to draw conclusions about the relative performance of 

apprenticeship providers.  

A more credible approach to displaying the data may be in the form of a star rating, which has the 

advantage of illustrating the approximate relative performance of providers, about which we can be 

more certain given the data available. Providers are allocated between one and three stars, 

depending whether they fall within the top, middle or bottom third of providers, based on the same 

score that is used to calculate the ranking.  

5.8.2 Customisation options 

The tool allows the user to customise the ranking in three ways, as indicated by the numbers in red 

circles in the screenshot below. 

Figure 5.8.2: User customisation functionality in the illustrative ranking and rating tool 

 

1. The user may choose to filter the results by a particular tier 1 sector subject area, or view 

results based on all subjects. As discussed above, the ranking cannot be re-calculated 

based on subject-specific information, but selecting a subject does hide information for 

those providers who have not recorded a success rate in that subject. It also displays the 

subject-specific success rate. 

 

Customise the ranking

Choose subject sector area (SSA): Choose age band

All subjects All

Indicator name
 (click on the names below for more information on each indicator)

Weighting

Learning rate
(% of learners w ho w ent into further or higher education)

10%

Employment rate
(% of learners w ho found w ork, got a better job or improved their prospects)

10%

Overall learner satisfaction
(Learner satsifaction survey - Overall, how  good or bad you think the college/learning 

provider/training programme is?) 

20%

Overall employer satisfaction
(How  satisfied or dissatisfied w ere you w ith the overall quality of the 

training/assessment?)

10%

Employer recommendation
(How  likely w ould you be to recommend the training provider to another employer 

seeking similar training?)

10%

Overall success rate
(% of qualif ications successfully achieved)

10%

Timely success rate
(% of qualif ications successfully achieved by the planned end date (or w ithin 90 

days of the planned end date)

10%

OFSTED overall effectiveness rating 20%

Check (w eightings should sum to 100%) 100%

1 2

3
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2. The user may choose to view the ranking based on data for all age groups, based on data 

for 16 to 18 year olds, or for those aged 19-plus. When one of the two latter options is 

selected, the ranking is recalculated based on learner satisfaction and success rate 

information specific to that age group (other indicators are not available with this age 

breakdown and so continue to be based on results for all age groups).  

 

3. The user may adjust the weights applied to each of the variables in the ranking. By default, 

weights are spread evenly across each category of indicators, as discussed in Section 5.6. 

The weights should sum to 100 per cent, and the total displayed in the “Check” row will be 

highlighted in red if this is not the case. 

 

5.8.3 Presentation of results 

The screenshot on the next page shows how results are presented in the illustrative tool. The tool 

itself contains real data from the FE Choices database, but the version shown below has been 

anonymised since the objective here is simply to demonstrate the functionality of the tool. 

The main features are again indicated by the numbers in red circles and are as follows: 

1. The rank of the provider. As discussed above, this does not change if the user selects a 

specific subject, but the results for a row are hidden if the provider has not recorded a 

success rate in that subject. 

2. The provider‟s name. 

3. The borough or local authority of the provider. The user can filter results to look only at 

results for specific boroughs or districts. 

4. Geographic coverage. The user can filter the results to show providers based in London 

boroughs, or to also include those in adjoining areas. 

5. The provider‟s star rating. A provider is allocated three stars if it falls within the top third of 

the ranking, two stars if it falls within the middle third, and one star if it is in the bottom third.  

6. The provider‟s success rate. When the user has requested results for a specific subject, 

the success rate for that subject is shown. 

7. The number of apprenticeship leavers for the provider. When a user has selected a 

specific subject, the number of leavers in that subject is shown. 

8. The Ofsted overall effectiveness ratings for the provider as a whole and for apprenticeships 

(where available). The apprenticeship rating is shown only for information and is not used 

in the calculation of rankings. 

9. The provider‟s scores on the other variables used to calculate the overall rankings. 

 

 

 

Customise the ranking

Choose subject sector area (SSA): Choose age band

All subjects All

Indicator name
 (click on the names below for more information on each indicator)

Weighting

Learning rate
(% of learners w ho w ent into further or higher education)

10%

Employment rate
(% of learners w ho found w ork, got a better job or improved their prospects)

10%

Overall learner satisfaction
(Learner satsifaction survey - Overall, how  good or bad you think the college/learning 

provider/training programme is?) 

20%

Overall employer satisfaction
(How  satisfied or dissatisfied w ere you w ith the overall quality of the 

training/assessment?)

10%

Employer recommendation
(How  likely w ould you be to recommend the training provider to another employer 

seeking similar training?)

10%

Overall success rate
(% of qualif ications successfully achieved)

10%

Timely success rate
(% of qualif ications successfully achieved by the planned end date (or w ithin 90 

days of the planned end date)

10%

OFSTED overall effectiveness rating 20%

Check (w eightings should sum to 100%) 100%
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Figure 5.8.3a: Presentation of ranking results in the illustrative ranking and rating tool 

 

To the right of the weighting box are buttons allowing the user to view results either as rankings or ratings (highlighted in green in Figure 5.8.3b). When 

the ranking option is chosen, providers are displayed in the results table in rank order as illustrated in Figure 5.8.3a, above. When the ratings option is 

selected, the user is taken to the rating results table. This looks almost identical to the ranking results table, but providers are displayed in alphabetical 

order and a provider‟s broad level of performance can be gauged from the number of stars displayed in the rating column. 

Figure 5.8.3b: Ranking and rating options 

Rank Provider Borough 

or local 

authority 

district

Geographic 

coverage

Star 

rating

All 

subjects

 Success 

Rate

All 

subjects

 Leavers

OFSTED overall 

effectiveness rating 

(Provider)

OFSTED overall 

effectiveness rating

 (Apprenticeships)

Learning rate

(% of learners who 

went into further or 

higher education)

Employment rate

(% of learners who 

found work, got a better 

job or improved their 

prospects)

Learner overall 

satisfaction

(Learner satsifaction 

survey - Overall, how 

good or bad you think 

the college/learning 

provider/training 

programme is?) 

Employer overall 

satisfaction

(Employer satisfaction 

survey - How satisfied 

or dissatisfied were you 

with the overall quality 

of the 

training/assessment?)

Employer 

recommendation

(Employer satisfaction 

survey - How likely 

would you be to 

recommend the 

training provider to 

another employer 

seeking similar 

training?)

Provider overall 

success rate

(% of qualifications 

successfully achieved)

Provider timely success 

rate

(% of qualifications 

successfully achieved 

by the planned end 

date (or within 90 days 

of the planned end 

date)

1 Name Borough London YYY x% # Outstanding - x% x% # # # x% x%

2 Name Borough London YYY x% # Outstanding - x% x% # # # x% x%

3 Name Borough London YYY x% # Good - x% x% # # # x% x%

etc. etc. etc. London YYY etc. etc. etc. etc. etc. etc. etc. etc. etc. etc. etc.

1 9 9 9 999988765432

Weighting Default weightings

10% 10%

10% 10%

20% 20%

10% 10%

10% 10%

10% 10%

the screen before reviewing results

Go to ranking results

Go to rating results
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6 Conclusions and potential future developments 

6.1 Conclusions on the viability of ranking London apprenticeship providers and 

courses 

The discussion in Section 5 highlighted the challenges faced when trying to develop a ranking of 

apprenticeship providers and courses in London based on a wider range of variables than simple 

success rates. What can be achieved is severely constrained by the data available to the extent 

that publishing rankings at this time could carry significant risks.  

Stakeholders strongly questioned the value of an overall ranking of providers. They suggested that 

a ranking by subject would be much more relevant to the choices faced by employers and 

individuals. Although the study has attempted to create a ranking by subject, the small sample 

sizes in the dataset mean that results are not sufficiently robust to develop a meaningful ranking by 

subject at this time. 

It is possible to create an overall provider ranking based on learner destination information, 

employer and learner feedback scores, success rates and Ofsted ratings for around one quarter of 

providers with a London address, and for which success rates are available. By excluding 

information on learners‟ destinations after completing an apprenticeship it is possible to increase 

this to just under half of providers. However, if this ranking were published, it could be used by 

employers and individuals to inform their choice of apprenticeship provider. Even if one considers 

the composition of the ranking table to be appropriate, it is not necessarily the case that providers 

for which data are available are the strongest performers. Put another way, the top ranking provider 

is not necessarily the best provider in London – it is simply the best amongst a subset of providers 

for which data are available. For this reason we would advise against publishing such a ranking at 

this time. 

Any ranking based on current datasets could prove controversial since it would allocate each 

provider to a precise position amongst their peers and competitors (at least for those for which 

sufficient data are available). This could be particularly problematic given the actual and perceived 

limitations of the underlying data.  

It may be possible to mitigate this risk, to an extent, by allocating broader star ratings, rather than a 

precise ranking. This could be achieved by allocating stars based on a provider‟s position in the 

ranking. For example, those in the top third of providers for which data are available could be 

allocated three stars, those in the middle third could be allocated two stars, and one star could be 

allocated to those in the lowest third. A London Apprenticeship Guide in this format would have 

more credibility than a ranking given the data limitations. Nonetheless, in common with the ranking 

approach, a star rating could still only be calculated for a relatively small proportion of providers 

and could not be generated for individual subject areas. 

An alternative approach to rating could be to award stars based on individual indicators. A provider 

could be allocated between one and three stars based on their performance against each indicator. 

The potential for controversy could be further reduced by not calculating an overall score by 

provider (which in any case could be misleading given differences in data availability across 

indicators and providers). An important advantage of this approach is that a provider would not 

need data for all of the indicators to be included. In fact, all London providers could be included – 

where no data are available a provider would simply receive a „not available‟ rating for that indicator 

(which may create an incentive for providers to help improve data provision in future). A stylised 

example of this type of approach is shown below. 
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Table 6.1: Stylised example of a star rating system 

Provider  
Shown in 
alphabetical order  

Learner 
outcomes 

Employer 
feedback 

Learner 
feedback 

Success rates Ofsted ratings 

Provider 1     Not available 

Provider 2  Not available    

Etc.      

 

Careful consideration would need to be given to the criteria used to allocate stars. This could be 

based on absolute thresholds (i.e. a provider achieving a given score on an indicator receives a 

given number of stars), or on relative performance (i.e. a provider in the top third of London 

providers on a particular indicator would receive three stars). Under the latter option a provider‟s 

rating could change from year to year, even if their absolute performance does not change, but a 

relative rating could provide a greater incentive for continuous improvement than if ratings were 

allocated based on thresholds.  

6.2 Enhancing data coverage to enable the development of a robust ranking by 

provider and course 

If there is a strong desire to develop an apprenticeship ranking that is similar in form to the Times 

or Guardian university guides, there is an urgent need to improve the coverage of existing 

datasets. Given the forthcoming changes that will mean employers decide how apprenticeship 

funding is allocated, it could be argued that efforts should be made at the national level to 

strengthen data on the performance of apprenticeship providers and courses so that employers 

can make funding decisions based on robust evidence. But even if such a national initiative is not 

possible, the LEP may wish to explore with the Department for Business Innovation and Skills 

(BIS), perhaps in the context of discussions on the Growth Deal, whether data coverage could be 

boosted in London. In particular, to develop a more robust version of the ranking tables described 

in this report, it would be necessary to: 

 obtain learner and employer survey results for much larger samples to enable conclusions 

to be drawn by both provider and subject; 

 increase the number of variables for which it is possible to obtain apprenticeship-specific 

data, for example to include learner and employer feedback scores. It would also be helpful 

to increase sample sizes for the learner destinations information; 

 obtain unpublished historical FE Choices datasets to increase the feasibility of using 

multiple years of data to increase the robustness of results. Specifically, detailed historical 

results for the learner and employer satisfaction surveys have not previously been 

published.
24

 It is also not currently possible to obtain historical information on learners‟ 

destinations with a split by subject area; and 

 obtain accurate data on the number of leavers by provider and subject to enable the 

calculation of subject-weighted success rates (these numbers need not be published, but it 

would be helpful to have them available for use in calculations). 

                                                      

24
 Although some historical data from the learner and employer satisfaction surveys have been published, this is not the 

detailed “question-level” information used to calculate the rankings and ratings outlined in this report. 
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The LEP may also wish to explore whether additional questions could be incorporated within 

existing surveys to gather quantitative evidence of the factors that are most important to individuals 

and employers when selecting an apprenticeship course and provider. This would enable a more 

sophisticated, evidence-based approach to weighting in future.  

6.3 Potential future enhancements to the London Apprenticeship Guide 

A number of ideas were proposed by stakeholders during the consultation sessions with the aim of 

maximising the value of the London Apprenticeship Guide. In most cases these relate to additional 

functionality that the LEP may wish to consider incorporating in any future guide. At a broad level, 

stakeholders saw most value in adding features that reduce the emphasis of the Guide on ranking 

providers and courses, and increase the guide‟s value as an information source. Specific 

suggestions are described below. 

 There was support for a tool that employers and individuals could use to quickly identify which 

providers run courses in their subject of interest. This could include hyperlinks directly to 

providers‟ websites, or the provider‟s page on FE Choices. Apprenticeship provision can 

change rapidly, from month to month in some cases, so this would require the development of 

a database of courses and providers that is constantly updated to reflect providers‟ current 

offer. Stakeholders also suggested developing an identifier to indicate which providers offer 

courses that can start at any point during the year, which can be an important consideration for 

some employers and individuals. 

 

 It was noted that there may be differences in the information needs of individuals/parents and 

employers. The former may benefit from a „friendly‟ and informative approach, whereas the 

latter are likely to place greatest value on the simple presentation of data. 

 

 Stakeholders suggested developing an indicator to show the extent to which courses are 

delivered in the workplace or at a college. It was suggested that some young people do not 

wish to participate in a course that has even a small amount of college-based provision. 

 

 A Trip Advisor –style rating system was proposed so that apprentices and employers could 

provide feedback on courses and providers in real-time, thus avoiding delays in the publication 

of formal survey results. It was suggested that any such system would require careful and 

active management and monitoring to ensure it does not simply become a receptacle for 

hostile feedback. The website www.ratemyapprenticeship.com already incorporates user rating 

functionality for employers. We understand it will incorporate new functionality to enable users 

to provide feedback and rate providers from September 2014. Any such website is dependent 

on input from users to develop ratings, and so there will be a tendency for coverage to be 

stronger for larger employers or providers, for which there is a larger pool of potential 

reviewers. 

 

 Some stakeholders saw value in developing a value-added measure for apprentice 

performance, similar to that used in the Guardian university guide. 

 

 Stakeholders suggested that the tool should incorporate information on which employers offer 

apprenticeships in particular sector subject areas, as well as providers. 

 

 In light of the forthcoming changes to the apprenticeships system, whereby employers will be 

empowered to allocate funding, a number of stakeholders suggested that pricing will become 

http://www.ratemyapprenticeship.com/
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an important influence on employers‟ choice of provider. It could therefore be helpful for a 

guide to include price information in future. 
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