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Executive Summary 

The Education and Training Foundation (ETF) was established in October 2013. It is sector 
owned, funded via a grant from the Department of Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) and 
supplemented by commercial income. The ETF works with teachers, leaders and businesses to 
help them deliver excellent Further and Vocational education and training.  
 
The Self-Assessment process forms part of the Foundation’s Quality Framework, which aims 
to make quality improvement central to all areas of the Foundation’s work, keeping processes 
simple while ensuring that they are robust, measurable, and achieve sustainable and 
continuous quality improvements. Our annual Self-Assessment Process Report draws on four 
sources of information: Peer Assessments undertaken by paired teams, assessing team 
performance in four key areas; a comprehensive and confidential online Staff Survey conducted 
with all permanent and contracted employees; a Contractors’ Survey allowing suppliers to give 
feedback on the ETF’s tendering and contract management; and a Perceptions Survey gauging 
the FE sector’s awareness, understanding of, and views on the full range of our programmes 
and services. Findings from the latter two, external parts of the process are set out in this 
report. 
 
The Self-Assessment process is supported by: 

 A contract management dashboard; 

 Quality handbooks for staff, suppliers and Programme Assessors; 

 A Quality Improvement and Risk Plan (QuIRP); 

 Risk registers and action plans for Equality, Diversity & Inclusion and membership 
services; 

 Regular internal meetings of programme teams, an Operational Management Group 
and the Senior Management Team (SMT). 
 

All issues, areas for improvement and recommendations raised by the Self-Assessment Report 
will be integrated into the QuIRP. 
 
Actions and next steps will be undertaken as set out in the completed QuIRP. In addition to 
the feedback from our two internal surveys, issues and recommendations from the Contractors’ 
Survey will be acted upon during the next quality improvement phase, sharing knowledge and 
lessons learned and agreeing common approaches with Programme Managers through the 
Operational Management Group. The Head of Strategic Communications will work with 
individual programme teams to take forward the results of the Perceptions Survey and 
formulate an action plan to address relevant concerns or areas for improvement. 
 
Feedback from all four surveys will inform the next round of Self-Assessment and the process 
will be further developed to include questions or themes that were not present or applicable for 
inclusion in the 2015-16 cycle, one example being the ETF’s approach to its new commercial 
activities.  
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Introduction 

The Foundation’s vision is for our country to be recognised as a world leader in Further and 
Vocational education and training.  The Foundation’s role and mission is to work with 
teachers, leaders and businesses to help them achieve consistent excellence.   
 
The Foundation’s policy-driven priorities are to: 
 

 Boost our national capacity to teach maths and English excellently post-16; 

 Support leaders across the system at all levels, helping them successfully lead change 
through the challenges ahead; 

 Develop a top quality vocational education and training (VET) system which meets 
the needs of industry and supports rapid growth in apprenticeships; 

 Support practitioners with our individual professional membership service, the 
Society for Education and Training; 

 Champion and build the capacity for evidence based education and innovation in the 
sector and ensuring that our own work and thinking is evidence based. 

 
In order to achieve our priorities, we are fully committed to ensuring that the programmes we 
commission and manage are consistently delivered to the highest possible standard and are 
continuously improved to achieve the best outcome for learners, employers, providers and the 
wider communities they serve. 
 
Self-assessment is an important element of the Foundation’s Quality Framework. The process 
comprises activities to assess how well we are performing as an employer, commissioning body 
and collaborative player in the sector.  These activities are all interlinked and over the past 
year, this quality process has enabled us to deliver the Foundation’s key outcomes[5], 
including: 

 Delivering relevant, impactful Continued Professional Development (CPD) for 3,970 
teachers on our Maths and English Enhancement Programmes, as well as 253 new 
graduate specialists in these subjects; 

 Publishing our Making Maths and English Work for All report, which laid out the 
path for being commissioned by the government to take forward the reform of 
Functional Skills; 

 Receiving excellent feedback for our leadership and governance support programme, 
which is equipping colleges to face the challenges of change;  

 Providing the sharing of effective practice through our Apprenticeship and Traineeship 
Staff Support programmes;  

 Supporting innovation in the use of learning technology in the sector through our 
ground-breaking Learning Futures programme;  

 Launching the Society for Education and Training (SET), with over 13,000 current 
members,and increasing the uptake of QTLS accreditation;  

 Supporting practitioners working in Offender Learning;  

 Commissioning practitioner-led research, as exemplified by the first general purpose 
pedagogical textbook publication Reflective Teaching in Further, Adult and Vocational 
Education. 

                                                 
[5] Numbers correct as of November 2015. 
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This report sets out the findings from the external elements of the Self-Assessment Process 
Report: the Perceptions Survey and the Contractors’ Survey. Areas for improvement identified 
and key actions and recommendations will inform the Quality Improvement and Risk Plan 
(QuIRP) – which will be actively monitored via the Operational Group (consisting mainly of 
programme leads) and overseen by the Senior Management Team at dedicated quality 
meetings.  
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Contractors’ Survey 

Overview 

Foundation contractors (and organisations that had recently bid for a Foundation tender) were 
given the opportunity to respond to an online survey from 8 to 26 June 2015. The invitation 
list comprised 96 organisations – all of which were either current contractors, or had 
submitted one or more tender bids for Foundation work. Foundation contract managers were 
also prompted to contact their contractors directly to ask them to respond. 

The survey was split into three sections covering tendering, contract management and 
contract variations. Respondents were routed through the questionnaire so they would only 
answer questions relevant to their organisation. For instance, only contract holders were 
asked questions on contract management. Questions were designed to help us identify areas 
for improvement. Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement with a series of 
statements, and after each statement invited to give an open-ended response to the question, 
“how can we improve?” 

A similar survey with many of the same questions was conducted in August 2014. Results are 
compared to last year’s survey throughout this report. 

32 organisations completed the survey. Of these, 27 had submitted a bid for a Foundation 
tender, 18 were current contract holders and 5 had been involved in a contract variation.  
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Tender Process 

The survey began with a set of questions on the Foundation tendering process. We aimed to 
assess respondents’ experience of the process as well as the quality of our communication and 
documentation, especially in terms of how well we communicate required outcomes in our 
Invitation To Tender (ITT) documents. 

Positive Feedback 

The Foundation uses an online tender portal (mytenders) to distribute tender documents, 
answer questions and collect tender responses. A full 89% of respondents agreed or strongly 
agreed that the tender portal is easy to use, a similar result to last year’s survey. 82% of 
respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the tendering process is open, fair and transparent 
(see below). This is a marked improvement on last year’s 67% result. One respondent 
remarked, “I think the Foundation is a model for other public sector funded bodies here.” 

Our Invitation To Tender documents are a crucial source of information for tenderers. 81% of 
respondents agreed or strongly agreed that ITTs clearly show the key requirements of the 
work we wish to contract, and 85% that outcomes required by our commissioned projects are 
communicated clearly in our ITTs. (Both results are a marginal improvement on last year’s: 
78% and 80%.) Equality and diversity was seen as a strong area in ITTs, though some want 
more clarity: “Measurement and reporting are becoming clearer, but the impact requirements 
are very vague” (see below). 
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Areas for Improvement 

While respondents gave generally positive responses to the quantitative questions (agreeing 
or strongly agreeing to key statements) their open-ended responses identified areas for 
improvement: 

 “ITT wording can be ambiguous. ITT's are very text heavy - simplified ITT 
documents would be helpful.” 

 “It's not always possible to respond to each area of the ITT because word counts are far 
too restrictive.” 

 “Timings of tenders/returns have been inappropriate e.g. over Public holiday periods 
Christmas/Easter, and return deadlines often appear very short. It often appears that 
where ETF have outsourced the management of programmes different approaches are 
applied.” 

 “Sometimes I feel the Foundation could be clearer in the outcomes they want, rather 
than leave it to the suppliers to suggest outcomes. Fine to leave it to the suppliers to 
suggest solutions - that's our job - but I think Outcomes should arrive in ITTs more 
closely defined. A key challenge here as well is the timescales of these projects. The 
(necessary) short term nature of the contracts due to the financing of the Foundation 
make long term impact and outcomes much harder to evaluate.” 

 
There were several suggestions on how we could improve tender feedback and communication 
(see below): 
 

 “Provide more detail please. If we don't receive detailed feedback it can be off-putting 
for future ITTs that come our way.” 

 “It would be good to know how we scored in each section, as well as getting the overall 
comment. If there is one section we repeatedly do badly in this would help us improve.” 

 “Greater written detail feedback on unsuccessful bids” 

 “The feedback we had did not help us understand why we had not been successful” 
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Contract Management 

This section contained a set of questions about the process of establishing and managing a 
contract with the Foundation. The survey was structured so that questions regarding 
contracting were only presented to respondents who currently have a contract with the 
Foundation (18 total) and questions regarding contract variation were only presented to 
respondents who had been through the variation process (5 total). 

Positive Feedback 

89% agreed or strongly agreed that the Foundation's contracted projects are well monitored 
and managed, an improvement on last year’s result of 79%. 

 
This section also aimed to assess how well we measure reach and impact through the life of a 
project. 72% agreed or strongly agreed that the Foundation gathers information on reach, 
impact, continuous improvement ideas and contractor views in interim and end-of-project 
evaluation – a positive result but a decrease from last year’s result of 79%. 

 
Contract variation was also seen as a strength, although only a handful of respondents (5) were 
eligible to complete this section (i.e. having been through a contract variation). Respondents 
uniformly agreed that: 

 The Foundation change control process is always supported by relevant documentation 

/ information 

 Any Foundation change control forms are issued in a timely manner 

 The Foundation make sure the contractor is informed in writing of changes to contract 
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One opportunity for improvement identified in last year’s survey was the observation that the 
point of contact we provide often changes. Whereas in last year’s survey 79% agreed or 
strongly agreed that the Foundation had provided them with a clear point of contact, the 
figure for this year’s survey is 89%, and furthermore the issue of changing points of contact did 
not appear in any of the open ended responses. 
 
Respondents were also positive about communication with the Foundation, with 90% agreeing 
or strongly agreeing that the Foundation provides effective ongoing communication with 
successful tenderers, including feedback. (The result from last year’s survey was 79%). 
 

 

 

Areas for Improvement 

While respondents gave generally positive responses to the quantitative questions (agreeing 
or strongly agreeing to key statements) their open ended responses identified areas for 
improvement: 

 “[Contract management] does vary from team to team within the foundation. I believe 
you could make better use of the expert advisers to monitor contract performance” 

 “You might consider a common format for managing and monitoring your projects to 
give you a clearer view across the organisation of all of your current work. You may do 
this already though.” 
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Recommendations from Contractors 

At the end of the survey, respondents were asked, “would you like to make any 
recommendations which you have not been able to include earlier?” Some of the responses 
were particularly insightful: 

 “A key question that could be asked during the process of developing the ITT is where 

does the ITT create uncertainty for providers? Where there is uncertainty as to the 

costs for a given area of activity providers will need to assume the worst and cover the 

potential costs - this leads to less value for the Foundation. The clearer they can be in 

setting requirements the better - and the cheaper. One area the Foundation may want 

to consider is supplier workshops before tenders are issued. I've been a part of these 

with DfE and NCTL and I wouldn't say they've been perfect, but they have been a 

useful opportunity to input into programmes before they're inked in the ITT. 

Generally this has been a productive process, but there might be concerns about 

reinforcing a cabal of suppliers that regularly win work from the Foundation. Could be 

something to try on a future ITT - particularly one that has more open objectives?” 

 “It might be useful if the Foundation monitored the tendering process of the portal. For 

example - which organisations are sent alerts about Foundation tenders, how alerts are 

sent out and the reasons for selecting specific organisations to receive alerts from the 

Foundation. For example, my organisation has in the past received alerts from the 

portal which are not linked to the Foundation.” 

 “You will need to redefine your relationship with local improvement organisations as 

you move into a more cost-recovery, not-for-profit mode of intervention.” 

 “As a consultant, I would like to see all significant opportunities to work with the 

Foundation directly, for example supporting contract managers or providing other 

services, put out to mini-tender. I would also like to see follow-up to the meeting which 

programme assessors had with David Russell and others in the senior team early in 

2015.” 

Next Steps 

Questions were designed to help us identify issues and recommendations for improvement, 
which have since been included in the QuIRP and will be acted upon during the next quality 
improvement  cycle. It is intended to use the feedback from this survey to agree common 
approaches within the Operations Management Group so that programme leads can 
strengthen their approach to tendering and contracting with suppliers which will, in turn, be 
reflected positively on the contract dashboard, a tool used to monitor contract quality, 
progress and relationships. 
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Perceptions Survey 

Background 

This latest, of what is an annual stakeholders survey went live from 28 September to 23 
October 2015.  It was promoted via the Foundation’s various communications channels and 
was open to anyone with connections with the sector to respond. It was administered online 
and was hosted by an external research contractor in order to be independent of the 
Foundation and to reassure respondents of their anonymity.  Following the survey, the 
research company undertook follow-up telephone interviews with a small number of 
respondents to the online survey in order to explore some of the survey results in more depth. 
 
The survey investigated: 
 

 Awareness of the Foundation and its role; 

 The level and quality of contact and engagement with the Foundation; 

 Views on the Foundation’s current communication channels; 

 Awareness of current initiatives within the education and training sector; and 

 Views on aspects of the education and training sector within the Foundation’s role and 
remit. 

 

The Respondents 

The online survey attracted 241 respondents from a wide range of roles and types of 
organisations from across the sector.  A quarter of respondents (24%) were Principals, CEOs, 
Senior Managers or Governors/Trustees.  Well over a third (41%) were Teachers, Examiners 
or Assessors. 
 
Just over a third (36%) were members of the Society for Education and Training (SET) and 
38% held Qualified Teacher Learning and Skills (QTLS) status. 
 
There was a good geographical spread of responses, with all regions represented. 
 

Key Results 

Awareness and Understanding: 
 
Well over four fifths (86%) of respondents were aware of the Foundation prior to undertaking 
the survey.6  Of these, the vast majority (84%) were aware of ETF’s role and remit (35% very 
aware). This latter is an increase from 79% in 2014. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
6 A number of subsequent results contained in this report have as their base the 207 (or 86%) of respondents who 
reported they were already aware of The Foundation prior to undertaking the survey (rather than the 100%, or 
241, of all respondents).  These rebased results are indicated with an asterisk (*) 
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Engagement; satisfaction, repeat custom, and preparedness to recommend: 
 
Just under two-thirds (63%)* of those who were aware of the Foundation reported that their 
organisation had communicated or engaged with the Foundation within the last six months. 
Over three quarters (79%)* of those whose organisation had some form of contact with the 
Foundation during this period rated their experience as good or very good. 
 
However, the following chart breaks this down by role of respondent, and shows that 20% of 
Principal/CEO/MD/ED respondents gave negative responses to this question, and of whom 
15% gave the most negative rating available.  There were only 20 respondents in this category 
of role so 20% only constitutes 4 respondents.  However, as this group also had the lowest % of 
any role who opted for the “very good” rating (at 20%), the satisfaction levels among this 
group requires further consideration and examination by the Foundation. 
 

Views on Contact or Engagement with The Foundation (Base = 130) 

 
 
Two thirds (64%) of respondents agreed that they valued the Foundation and the services it 
provides. Three quarters (75%) said they were likely to use Foundation services in the future 
(this result mirrors that achieved in 2014). 
 
Over three quarters (77%) rated their contact/engagement with the Foundation positively 
(this is an increase from 72% in 2014). Of these, 30% rated it as very good and 47% as good. 
 
Almost three quarters (72%) said they were likely to recommend the Foundation to their 
colleagues and over half (57%) had already have done so. 
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Almost two thirds (60%) were likely to recommend the Foundation to other organisations and 
a third (33%) had already done so. 

 
Specific Programmes and Services; awareness and feedback: 
 

 The Excellence Gateway had been visited by over two-thirds (68%) of respondents and 
around 40% had visited the SET (42%) and Prevent (39%) websites.  All the websites were 
rated as good or very good by at least three-quarters of visitors. Highest rated was the 
Prevent website with 86% of its visitors responding positively. 

 Half of respondents (50%)* were aware of its campaign to recruit more teachers into the 
education and training sector. 

 The services most frequently recognised by respondents were the “QTLS status and 
professional formation process” (75%) and the “Development of 2014 professional 
standards and supporting guidance” (63%). 

 Almost two thirds (61%)* had heard of the “Maths recruitment incentive scheme” and 
(60%)* of the Bursaries for graduates who choose to teach in the sector. 

 Other services that more than half the respondents were aware of were the Maths Pipeline 
and maths enhancement programme (53%)* and the English Pipeline and English 
enhancement programme (52%)*. 

 Only 13% had heard of EdTechAssess (the Learning Technologies Self Assessment tool) 
and only 9% had heard of Two-way Street Local Leadership Exchanges. 

 Only a fifth of respondents indicated that they were aware of the Premium Graduate 
Scheme. 

 Respondents were asked to rate any of the Foundation’s services they were aware of or had 
experienced. Half the 24 services listed were rated as good or very good by at least 80% of 
those who responded. None of the remaining 12 services had less than 70% of respondents 
giving a positive rating. Highest rated overall was the “Practitioner research programme” 
which was regarded as good or very good by nine out of ten of those who gave a rating (56 
respondents). The “English Pipeline and English enhancement programme” (70 
respondents) and “Maths Pipeline and maths enhancement programme” (71 respondents) 
were both given positive ratings by 87% of the respondents. 

 The open-ended questions have been used as an opportunity by a number of respondents to 
comment and give feedback on QTLS and SET. 

 
At the time of the survey, less than a quarter (22%)* were aware that the Foundation is 
expanding the range of courses that it will charge for. A third of Principals/Chief 
Executives/Managing Directors knew this was happening.  Respondents from Charity/Third 
Sector organisations (29%) and Independent Training Providers (22%) were also more likely 
than those from General FE Colleges (13%) to be aware of the expanded charges. 
 
The initial results indicate that for a number of areas of delivery, there is scope to improve 
awareness and understanding; for example: 

 Only half (50%) were aware of the Foundation’s work to recruit more teachers into the 
education and training sector. 

 A quarter (24%) were unaware of the opportunities to apply for QTLS. 

 Three quarters (77%) were not aware that the Foundation is expanding the range of 
courses that it will charge for. 
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Positive messages: 
 
A number of measures of awareness and satisfaction have performed well, and are showing a 
steady increase when tracked over time. 
 
Levels of awareness and understanding of the role and remit of the Foundation are good and 
increasing steadily over time.   
 
Satisfaction with the Foundation amongst those who have had contact with us is positive, with 
over three quarters of those who have had some form of contact with the Foundation rating 
their experience as good or very good. 
 
Other measures of satisfaction with the Foundation and its programmes and services have also 
scored highly.  For example intentions to use the Foundation’s services again, preparedness to 
recommend the Foundation to others, and having already recommended the Foundation to 
others. 
 
Key areas for investigation or improvement: 
 
Although constituting a small sub-sample of respondents, a level of negative feedback from 
Principal/CEO/MD/ED respondents requires further consideration and investigation. 
 
The detailed feedback on specific programmes and services highlights specific areas that 
clearly require improved communications, or where feedback from participants is less positive 
than in other areas and where further investigation is required. 
 

Next Steps 

The full report of the survey results and follow-up interviews provide a significant amount of 
detailed feedback on the Foundation as a whole and on individual programmes and services, 
and on  SET and QTLS. The Head of Strategic Communications will work with individual 
Directors and their teams to formulate an action plan to address relevant concerns or areas for 
improvement that arise from the survey feedback. 
 


