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Glossary

EYFS EYFS is the Early Years Foundation Stage which sets
standards for the learning, development and care of
children from birth to 5 years old in England. All schools
and Ofsted-registered early years providers must follow
the EYFS".

Industry placement An industry placement describes the 45-60 day
experience with an employer that all learners will have
when T Level programmes are introduced.

The same term is applied to placements in the pilot
phase, although these were of 40+ day duration.

Work experience Work experience may be delivered in schools in the pre-
16 phase, and by all types of post-16 provider. Typically
work experience comprises learners spending 1 or 2
weeks with an employer gaining a taste of the workplace
and developing soft skills and employability attributes.

Work experience In the pilot the providers continued the use of established

coordinator terminology, referring to work experience coordinators
rather than industry placement coordinators. This
terminology is used throughout the report to reflect their
conceptualisation.

CDF The Capacity and Delivery Fund is supporting more
providers to test industry placements ahead of full roll-out
within T Level programmes.

T UK Government website, accessed 215t November 2018 https://www.gov.uk/early-years-foundation-stage
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Summary

The Industry Placements Pilot Programme was introduced as part of government aims to
reform and strengthen technical education in England. Industry placements will be an
integral part of the new T Level programmes which will help learners taking classroom-
based qualifications gain demonstrable technical and vocational expertise. Within the T
Level programmes, placements will be of 45-60 working day duration and will offer a
structured learning experience. The Department for Education (DfE) commissioned 21
providers to test a set of new placement design dimensions:

e The model — block release, day release, or a mixture of block and day release
e The preparation of the learner — by pilot providers or a national level organisation

e The monitoring and management of placements — by providers or through national
level brokerage and/or project management.

The aim of this research project was to provide independent external, process evaluation
of the Industry Placements Pilot Programme. The primary research took place over 3
waves, with a 4th phase dedicated to detailed thematic analysis of the data captured and
dissemination of the lessons that could be learned. The aim of the evaluation was to:

e Assess the effectiveness of different placement and support models in different
contexts

e Provide evidence on implementation highlighting lessons for full, national roll-out.

The research was based on qualitative interviews with key stakeholders in the Pilot
Programme. This included interviews across 3 waves with a range of staff in all 21
providers and staff at the national brokerage and support organisation. Employers and
learners were also interviewed. In addition, management information was analysed and a
survey of learners undertaken. Providers were also engaged in a series of webinars,
online forums and learning events throughout all waves.

There are some implications of the research approach. Qualitative research draws out
deep insights however, because questions are not asked systematically and consistently
of all interviewees, it is not possible to provide a quantification of views. Moreover,
findings are based on the various respondents’ perceptions and experiences and cannot
be taken as representative of all providers, employers and learners. As such, it is not
possible to make definitive statements about, for example, which placement models
worked best for different industries, although it is possible to discuss the factors that
meant some of the models worked well in particular settings.



High level themes

Resources and infrastructure

The evidence showed that, throughout the pilot, providers adapted existing work
experience resourcing to support the placements, and further changes were planned in
preparation for operating placements with the Capacity and Delivery Fund (CDF) years.
Adaptations to existing resources included introducing new roles, expanding the number
and types of staff with responsibilities for placements, focusing on brokerage and learner
support; all of which were intended to respond to challenges encountered.

Some aspects of work that were strengthened as time went on included ensuring work
experience coordinators? were available in all curriculum areas and setting in place
committees to share and disseminate learning across the institution.

Nonetheless, there were demands from employers and learners for increased support.
Employers wanted clear communications throughout the process, including more contact
on learner progress and support. Employers also needed time and/or support to ensure
their resources were set in place appropriately. Learners indicated that they would
welcome more consistent monitoring and follow-up particularly on the content of
placements and skills being gained.

Providers believed intensifying monitoring requirements on their staff would not be
sustainable but believed technology-facilitated solutions including customer relationship
management (CRM) packages would be part of the solution.

Employer engagement and brokerage

Placements were sourced by providers, the external brokers (the national brokerage and
support organisation and by external brokers commissioned by a local solutions pilot
providers) and in some cases, by learners themselves. Various challenges were
encountered determined by traditions of placements within different industries, employer
size and peak periods in the business cycle.

The evidence suggested that brokerage messages should be tailored to the employer.
Large employers responded positively to messages about ‘giving something back’ to
young people. Smaller employers liked the concept of an additional resource to create

2 The providers continued the use of established roles, and referred to work experience coordinators rather
than industry placement coordinators. Their terminology is used throughout the report to reflect their
conceptualisation.
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additional capacity in their businesses. In industries with skills gaps, such as catering,
the opportunity to develop a ‘talent pipeline’ was a pertinent message.

While attributable to the pilot phase and short implementation timeframe, employers often
found the recruitment and selection procedures to be rushed. For future operations,
many said they would prefer to have early insight into the learner they would work with
and their course curriculum. Similarly, providers thought an earlier start would be
valuable and allow time to get to know about the work environment to ensure appropriate
matching, in particular for SEND learners.

Models

As noted, the pilot aimed to test 3 placement models: day release, block release and
mixed days and blocks. Providers increasingly moved to delivering multiple models of
placements to meet employers’ and learners’ needs. There was also a significant shift
towards mixed models by the end of the pilot, in response to employers’ needs,
combined with the demands of the curriculum - including course work and
assessment/examination timetables. In addition, some providers and employers worked
together to create placements based on ‘live briefs’.

Block placements were, overall, difficult for providers to operationalise. However, when
day release occurred on different days even within the same course this led to disruption
to curriculum planning, although the need for learners to attend maths and English resits
was also an influence on this.

The employers made the models of placements that were offered to them ‘work’ and they
could see both the benefit of immersive experiences as part of a block, and the
development over time gained through day release. It was harder to discern learner
preferences for particular models, but their feedback indicated that placements should be
scheduled to respond to their course requirements — including course work and
assessment schedules — as well as paid work and/or caring commitments.

While the research approach means it is not possible to state categorically which models
worked best in which industries, employers and providers indicated some factors that
affected preferences.

e Agriculture, animal care and the environment. Some agricultural employers
preferred learners to be available at busy times e.g. harvest; for these, block or
mixed models worked well. In some animal care settings, employers preferred day
release and mixed models. Some employers wanted the flexibility to permit
placements to continue into evenings and weekends.

11



Business and administration. Many employers found a mixed model with an
opening block to cover induction and set the learners’ expectations worked well.
Block models suited project-based placements. Day release allowed learners to
hone technical skills through repeated tasks.

Catering and hospitality. As catering involves similar tasks on any given day,
both block and day release models proved workable. Flexible timings were
essential including evenings and weekend shifts and to cover the Christmas/New
Year and summer peaks.

Education and Childcare. Work experience is embedded in existing
qualifications and day release was familiar and allowed a well-structured
placement. Some employers preferred a block model as learners gained a realistic
picture of physical, ‘full-on’ work.

Construction. Initial blocks allowed learners to ‘settle in’. Two consecutive days
release provided continuity and skills development. Where tasks required training,
block models reduced the need for refreshers. Placements timed for the autumn-
to-spring period worked well.

Creative and design. Project-based work lent itself to blocks, but repeated tasks
aligned better with a day release model. Due to the high proportion of micro
employers, there was a need for flexible timings and some employers were
reluctant to offer placements of more than 20 days.

Digital. Mixed models with an opening block worked well for digital freelancers
renting desk space on specific days. Employers delivering projects preferred
learners to work on a block model although some small employers said hosting
learners on blocks was too time-consuming.

Engineering and manufacturing. Block models were preferred for projects but
small employers found supervising learners on blocks reduced productivity. Day
release worked well when skills could be repeatedly practised. For complex tasks
a 1-day release model was not well matched.

Hair and beauty. Mixed models with an opening block worked well. Day release
was suitable for frequently repeated activities. Two- days’ release, following
classroom sessions allowed learners to build links between learning and practice.
Flexibility needed to cover evenings, weekends, and the busy periods.

Health and science. In the science and health pathways blocks enabled learners
to contribute to long-running tasks, but shorter repeated tasks suited day release.
Flexible timings were important for health employers who wanted learners to be
available during the busy winter season.

Legal, finance and accountancy. Some micro employers said blocks were
unfeasible due to insufficient work over longer periods. Small employers found it
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too demanding to have learners on site for 2 days, but other employers thought 2
days was the minimum needed to develop industry insights and technical skills.

Routes and pathways

The technical education routes can be grouped into: those that have a track record of
delivering work experience (including longer term placements), where the pilot did better
in respect of sourcing - agriculture, environment and animal care, catering and

hospitality, Education and Childcare, and hair and beauty; and those where prevalence of
self-employment or freelancers made it tricky to operate industry placements —
construction, creative and design, and digital.

Other routes where it proved difficult to source placements of a suitable quality included
some pathways in health and science, and legal, finance and accounting. For the
engineering and manufacturing route the picture is mixed, with some health and safety
concerns leading to difficulty in delivering technical content. The business and
administration route was mostly straightforward due to the range of potential employers
where placements could be sourced, although because of the breadth of industrial
settings in this route learners did not always have clear occupational aspirations, which
sometimes made matching difficult.

Pilot funding was used to help learners to access their placements, including transport
during unsociable hours, and providing specialist clothing and equipment. Equipment and
clothing were particular issues in specific occupations e.g. catering, and construction.

Learner preparation and experience

Learner preparation activities led by providers and the national support organisation
focused on: building learner motivation and commitment to the placement; developing
workplace and soft skills; developing technical skills and knowledge to ensure learners’
expectations were aligned with the realities of workplaces; and developing job-searching
skills by practicing CVs, application forms and interviews.

This preparation could be generic across routes and pathways but providers believed
there was value to tailoring the technical skills preparation to particular work contexts.
This could involve using scenarios based on work in the industry of the placement, and in
some cases, employers came in to lead aspects of preparation. Providers’ learner
preparation as critical to ensure that learners understood the benefits of placement as
well as their responsibilities in respect of attendance and workplace behaviours.

Industry-tailored preparation covered the types of activities that learners could be
expected to undertake in the workplace as well as the sorts of situations they might face,
and in some cases, input on what tasks were appropriate for someone of their age to
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undertake. There was also value to clarifying during preparation who learners should
contact if they could not attend the placement or if something happened on placement
that they needed support on.

Before they started their placements, some learners were concerned that the industry
placement could affect their college work, paid work and personal commitments. They
also indicated that they wanted to understand the relevance of the placement to their
future ambitions. Despite these initial concerns, many learners recalled positively the
placement preparation activities, which included support to apply to the placements.

Delivery and content

There were differences in the balance between technical and soft skill development in the
pilot placements which could reflect what employers believed was possible within the
timeframe of the placement and the extent to which health and safety or data protection
limited the opportunity for learners to get involved in more technical aspects of work.
Learners felt frustrated if there were restrictions on the activities they could do, or if
activities continued at low skill levels and became repetitive. However, overall, the
evaluation findings indicated high levels of satisfaction with placement content amongst
learners.

Some provider staff reported positive impacts for learners who developed additional
technical skills while on placement and were able to reflect and share these in the
classroom. Learners too saw technical and soft skill gains deriving from their placements
which they viewed as valuable. This tended to be the case where placements where
structured, and progressive in respect of learning content.

On placement support

On placement support largely took the form of learner and employer monitoring (by
phone and/or by email). When learners were in the classroom curriculum staff often took
the opportunity to explore and review activities that had been completed on placement to
understand the progress learners were making.

The mid and end point learner reviews did not feature greatly in the commentary of the
various stakeholders to the pilot. The employer and learner evidence suggested that
greater use of these, as well as more consistent on placement monitoring, would be
appreciated.

Additional on-placement support was provided to learners with SEND or additional
support needs and existing support arrangements were continued in the workplace
where possible. For example, learning support assistants could accompany these
learners to their placements initially, until learners felt confident.
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The evidence showed that to ensure learners benefit from the positive effects of
placements, providers should provider support on: the costs and time involved in travel;
and consider how placements interact with learners’ part-time work and other personal
commitments as well as coursework and assessment periods. The T Level programmes
will be designed with industry placements as an integral part of the curriculum which is
likely to mean many of these challenges will be minimised in the future.

Placement non-completion in the pilot

The non-completion of placements became an issue during the pilot although for a range
of reasons, not all of which related to the pilot or placements. Placement-related reasons
for non-completion tended to focus on learner dissatisfaction with placement content.
Other reasons for non-completion were unrelated to the placement and included learners’
concerns over balancing coursework and re-sits with the commitment to the placement,
and changes in learners’ personal circumstances - including dropping out of their course
- that led to the placement ending prematurely. Looking forward, once the industry
placements are embedded in T levels programmes, learners will be aware of the
placements from the time of enrolment and providers will have more opportunity to
generate appropriate placement content. This is likely to improve the placement
experience for the learners and reduce non-completions.

Employers were often understanding about the placements’ impacts on learners’ time
and some were willing to reschedule the placement to better accommodate the learners’
other commitments, but this did not always prevent placements ending before
completion. Employers said that they were not always informed of learners’ decisions to
stop attending their placements whereas they expected that providers would be in touch.
Where providers kept them closing informed, employers felt well supported.

Impacts

The evidence suggested that employers and learners perceived the placements as
having an impact on various factors, and generally impacts were not differentiated by
route.

Broadly, employers saw the value of placements from understanding the skills and
potential of learners at this level. It encouraged them to think more widely about their
recruitment strategies and the talent pipeline. However, there were sometimes factors
that impeded impact in employers’ eyes: when employers struggled to find appropriate
level tasks, where industry or work structures led to restrictions on the learner’s activity,
or when an employer was dissatisfied with the individual learner’s performance, it
appeared that the challenges predominated over perceptions of positive outcomes.
However, employers’ overall perceptions of benefits appeared to outweigh those of cost.
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Many learners acquired and/or honed strong technical and employability skills and had
the opportunity to practice and develop these. In addition, learners made wider gains
which included industry and occupational insights, contacts for the future and in some
cases, jobs and apprenticeships. Some learners also demonstrated increased confidence
as a result of the placement, as well as a greater focus on achieving a good outcome
from their course and on future career entry.

Key challenges and emerging solutions

The challenges encountered in implementing placements in existing qualifications, as
well as the solutions that providers tested are discussed through the research report.
They key points from each of the themes explored are summarised in this section.

Resources were used most intensively for the sourcing and brokerage of placements as
well as getting learners ready to start on placement. While employers were sourced at
volume, questions remain over achieving the right ‘match’ between employer and learner,
with a consensus emerging that greater effectiveness on this would in turn lead to more
successful placements.

Challenges around the models included: finding flexibility in the system to meet the
needs of curriculum delivery including resits, learners’ existing commitments such as
caring and part-time work, and employers’ needs. Over the academic year, providers
(often for pragmatic reasons) increasingly adopted mixed models of placements that
combined small blocks with day release. Many providers believed that mixed models will
be more sustainable in future, given lessons from the pilot.

The quality of the placements in respect of the technical skills that can be acquired and
practised varied across routes/pathways, sometimes due to restriction by health and
safety, productivity and data protection concerns. Each route and associated pathway(s)
presented unique challenges with a key message being that adaptability and flexibility
alongside good communications helps to bring placement content and learners’ and
employers’ needs into alignment.

Learner preparation included both skill development in becoming ready for the jobs
market (CVs, interview skills), preparation to be active in the industry placement by
having relevant certificates (health and safety, DBS? for example), equipment and
clothing. In future, providers are aiming to embed learner preparation activities earlier on
in courses to allow time to deliver suitable activities. There were concerns from providers

3 Disclosure Barring Service
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for economically disadvantaged learners, and some are considering if local charities can
help with suitable clothing for regular working days.

In respect of the content of the placements, findings suggest that, under pilot conditions,
the balance edged towards soft skills rather than technical skills on many placements
although in some industries particular soft skills are seen as part of the requisite
occupational skill set (e.g. networking in digital freelancing). Increasing the effectiveness
of the match between employer and learner should lead to a greater emphasis on
technical skills development. Employers reported that they would like more
communication about the expectations for placement and how they can link to course
content. While they would not wish to receive lengthy document on curriculum content, a
more detailed understanding would help them to design the placement more closely to
learners’ college-based experiences. Learners too would like the placements to link more
closely with their courses and career ambitions.
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1. Introduction

The Post-16 Skills Plan (DfE 2016) set in place plans to reform and strengthen technical
education in England through the introduction of new T Level programmes. The
government’s key aim is to ensure technical education equips young people with the
knowledge, skills and behaviours required by employers to provide a strong underpinning
to their successful transitions to the labour market.

T Levels will offer a classroom-based alternative to Apprenticeships. There is recognition
that learners need to develop the fullest understanding of their chosen occupation in
order to enter skilled employment at the end of their course and become productive as
quickly as possible*. Apprenticeships offer this through on-the-job training; T Level
programmes will offer this through a 45-60 working day structured industry placement
alongside classroom-based technical education. These industry placements are intended
to be very different from the work experience ‘tasters’ that have previously been available
in the 16-19 phase which aimed to develop soft skills and employability. As part of
industry placements, learners will be expected to gain demonstrable technical and
vocational expertise, develop and hone their technical skills, and demonstrate expected
behaviours and soft skills.

25 T Level programmes will be offered across 11 broad occupational routes.
Apprenticeships will be offered alongside T Levels in these 11 routes, and will provide the
means to qualify for 4 additional occupational routes. The routes and the means to
achieve T Levels within them are set out in Table 1 below.

4 The intention is that T levels will also lead into higher education.
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Table 1: Technical Education Routes

T Levels and Apprenticeship Routes

Apprenticeship-only Routes

Agriculture, Environment and Animal Care

Protective Services

Business and Administration

Sales, Marketing and Procurement

Catering and Hospitality

Care Services

Construction

Transport and Logistics

Creative and Design

Digital

Education and Childcare

Engineering and Manufacturing

Hair and Beauty

Health and Science

Legal, Finance and Accounting

Source: DfE Post-16 technical education reforms: T level action plan 2017

The Department conducted a consultation between November 2017 and February 2018
on the subject of the T Levels reforms. The consultation sought views on how best to
implement the reforms. Employers, schools and colleges, other education providers,
teacher and head teacher organisations and bodies, along with other interested parties
were able to respond to the consultation. DfE held consultation events alongside the
digital consultation, to allow contributions in other formats. In parallel, the occupational
maps, upon which the routes and pathways are based, were consulted on by the Institute
for Apprenticeships (which also oversees technical education).® Responses to both
consultations were published on 27" May 2018.

1.1. About the pilot

Introducing industry placements represents a major change for all key stakeholders
engaged in technical education: education and training providers, learners and
employers. Given the scale and complexity of this challenge (for example, understanding
what effective placements look like for different routes and pathways, for different types
of provider, different employers, and for different sub-groups of learners), the DfE

5 https://consult.education.gov.uk/technical-education/implementation-of-t-level-programmes/ (accessed
14/05/18)

8 https://consult.education.gov.uk/apprenticeships/institute-for-apprenticeships-occupational-maps/
(accessed 14/05/18)
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commissioned 21 providers to test an agreed set of new placement models and
understand what the implementation challenges were across the different routes. All
received funding to support them in their endeavours to embed 40-60 working day
industry placements into the 2017/18 academic year (although at full roll-out, the policy
aim is for placements to be of a minimum of 45 working days duration). As T Level
programmes are still in design, the providers were required to implement the placements
within existing technical qualifications that corresponded to the technical education
routes.

The Department worked with a contractor to deliver the national T Level consultation and
as a result the contractor developed a set of ‘design dimensions’ for the pilot
organisations to test. These centred on:

e The model — block release, day release, or a mixture of block and day release

e The preparation of the learner — by pilot providers or through a nationally-supplied
programme

e The monitoring and management of the placement — by providers or through
national level brokerage and/or project management.

As such, the majority of the providers (15 in number; known as the ‘national support pilot
group’) were allocated support from an external national brokerage and support
organisation in order to understand whether added value would arise from providing such
services at a national level when the T Levels are fully implemented. However, the
national brokerage and support organisation’s performance during the pilot was outside
the scope of this evaluation (see section 1.3 for details of the evaluation). The support
available to these national support pilot providers included: the sourcing of a proportion of
their placements, project management and/or a learner preparation programme although
not all 15 of the providers received all forms of support.

The remaining 6 providers, the local solutions pilot group did not receive support from the
national brokerage and support organisation. Instead, they had autonomy to individually
arrange any brokerage or other support they required. The Department’s team led
communications with this group and managed directly, for example, their returns of
management information (Ml).

Both types of provider received grant funding to support their work, with their allocations
varying depending on their implementation plans and the level of support they would
receive from the national brokerage and support organisation. Grant funding was set at a
maximum of £550 per learner, with some providers in rural, coastal or remote locations
receiving an additional uplift to a maximum of £200 per learner.
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The Department, in partnership with the national brokerage and support organisation, led
negotiations with providers to establish which placement model(s) each would pilot, and
in which existing qualifications. This was informed by mapping the existing qualifications
offered by pilot providers to the routes shown in Table 1. Once this was established, the
providers and the national brokerage and support organisation started work to implement
the placements from autumn 2017.

The Department is planning for the first T Level programmes to be introduced in 2020
and recognises there needs to be further testing of the delivery of placements in the run
up to this date. Hence, it has provided a new Capacity and Delivery Fund (CDF), which
will support a larger group of providers to start (or continue in the case of the pilot
providers) to develop capacity and capability to deliver the industry placements’. The first
tranche of funding will cover the period between April 2018 and July 2019, and further
funding will be available in academic year 2019/20.

1.2. Pilot set-up in respect of routes and pathways

As noted, the Industry Placements Pilot was based around the 11 classroom-based
technical routes, sub-divided into different pathways, and proxied by existing courses. In
practice, the pilot covered all 11 routes, although not all the 25 T Level pathways that
were configured when the pilot was commissioned?. Those not covered by the pilot are
shown using red text in Table 2 below.

7 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/work-placements-capacity-and-delivery-fund-from-april-2018-to-july-2019
8 Since the Institute for Apprenticeship’s consultation, some pathways proxied in the pilot have been
confirmed for apprenticeship-only delivery, such as Sports Science.

21


https://www.gov.uk/guidance/work-placements-capacity-and-delivery-fund-from-april-2018-to-july-2019

Table 2: Routes and Pathways

Routes

Pathways

Agriculture, Environment and Animal Care

Agriculture, Land Management
and Production

Animal Care and Management

Catering and Hospitality

Catering

Education and Childcare

Education

Construction

Building Services Engineering

Design, Surveying, and Planning

Onsite Construction

Creative and Design

Craft and Design

Cultural Heritage and Visitor
Attractions

Media, Broadcast and Production

Digital

Data and Digital Business
Services

Digital Support and Services

Digital Production, Design and
Development

Engineering and Manufacturing

Design, Development and Control

Manufacturing and Process

Maintenance, Installation and
Repair

Hair and Beauty

Hair, Beauty and Aesthetics

Health and Science

Community Exercise, Fitness and
Health?®

Health

Healthcare Science

Science

Legal, Finance and Accounting

Legal

Financial

Accounting

Business and Administration

Human Resources

Management and Administration

Key: Those in red were not tested in the pilot

9 Sports science route was used in the pilot, but has subsequently confirmed as an apprenticeship-only

route




Source: Institute for Apprenticeships, Occupational Maps Consultation, December 2017

1.3. About the evaluation

In autumn 2017, the Department commissioned the Institute for Employment Studies
(IES) in partnership with the International Centre for Guidance Studies (iCeGS) to
undertake a process evaluation of the industry placements pilot. The Department
required the evaluation to: a) assess the effectiveness of different industry placement and
support models in different contexts; and b) to provide evidence on implementation
highlighting lessons for a full, national roll-out.

The Department set out a series of associated research questions which were spread
across 4 domains: models, placement support, providers and employers, and learners. In
each, there was a focus on eliciting what was effective and why, including how this was
achieved and value added, the challenges experienced and ways of overcoming these,
and identification of good practice in how different learners can best be supported (with
considerations around social mobility and overcoming gender and other occupational
stereotyping). To provide context to the research, aid research tool design, and ensure
the research approach was fully aligned with policy interests, an interview with DfE policy
officials was completed.

To address the aims and research questions, IES designed a largely qualitative
evaluation study comprising:

¢ Interviews with 8 national stakeholders, covering provider bodies, technical
education advocates, and strategic level contacts - including the national
brokerage and support organisation.

¢ Interviews with a range of staff in all 21 providers as part of 3 waves of primary
research over the 2017/18 academic year. These involved strategic level staff,
placement coordinators, and staff involved in curriculum and placement delivery.

¢ In the first wave of research, those providers with autumn starts were
prioritised for more detailed research. All 21 providers took part in the
research and 47 staff were interviewed. In this wave, all interviews took place
by telephone.

e In wave 2, the sampling strategy focused on providing a depth of insight in 2-3
pathways within each provider, ensuring coverage of all pathways. Again, all
21 providers took part in the research. Over 111 staff were interviewed in
wave 2. The bulk of interviews took place as part of case study visits,
although a few mop-ups were conducted by telephone.

e In wave 3, the wave 2 approach was replicated. 20 of the 21 providers
participated in the primary research. 100 staff were interviewed. In most
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cases, a visit was undertaken with telephone mop-ups as appropriate
although in a couple of cases, all interviews were conducted by telephone.

Interviews with project managers and placement brokerage staff in the national
brokerage organisation across 3 rounds of research. In the first round, 7 of these
staff were interviewed; in the second, 11; and, in the third, 5 staff took part in the
research. This reflected the resourcing model for the national solutions pilot group.

Interviews with employers: 160 were planned over the duration of the evaluation.
Interviews commenced early in spring 2018 and continued until the end of the
evaluation period. A total of 152 employer interviews were completed, with 32 of
these constituting follow-up interviews.

The employers do not constitute a representative sample of the total population of
employers participating in the pilot, but covered all 21 providers and all 11 routes.
Almost all employers interviewed had hosted or were continuing to host learners.

The research team also attempted to engage employers who had expressed initial
interest in the pilot but had decided not to go ahead but they proved hard to reach.
As anticipated, this group did not respond to approaches about the research.

Interviews with learners: 160 were planned over the spring and summer terms.
The research team achieved 100 of these interviews. This under-achievement
could be attributed to non-completions (as learners were to be interviewed as they
neared completion of their placement) as well as GDPR concerns that led to
providers either not releasing sample or releasing a sample frame that was too
small to enable learner recruitment at any scale.

The learner interviews covered 52 females and 48 males and were spread over 18
of the 21 providers. All of the 11 technical routes were covered by these
interviews. Most of these learners undertook a mixed model industry placement
and within this, the majority experienced an opening block followed by day
release.

The pilot Ml did not provide information on the number of learners taking part who
had special educational needs or disabilities (SEND) although during interviews
provider staff the number of SEND learners was very limited, in part due to the
requirement for learners to be on Level 2 or Level 3 courses. In addition, although
all learners on courses in the pilot routes and pathways were in scope for the pilot,
some providers did not send their full course cohort out to placement during the
pilot and prioritised those learners without SEND for participation. In the qualitative
research with learners, 10 declared that they had some form of SEND,
representing 10% of the sample. Amongst this group, learning
disabilities/difficulties and mental health conditions were most prevalent (4
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learners in each of these categories), while 2 other learners had other health
conditions that impacted their day-to-day lives.

e Areview of learning logs. As part of their placements, learners had to keep a
record of their activities and log the types of skills they believed they were
developing as part of their placement. A small sample of these was reviewed by
the evaluation — depending on permissions to release from learners and providers.
In total 21 logs were reviewed.

e Webinars and online forums for providers in each term. All pilot providers were
invited to take part in webinars and online forums facilitated by the evaluation
team which provided an action research component to the evaluation. These
online events were held in spring and summer terms and aimed to share:

¢ In the webinars: findings from the previous phase of evaluation, including
lessons learned, to check the evaluation team’s understanding aligned with
the lived experience of providers

¢ In the forum: the emerging issues through discussions amongst the providers
and surveys in differing formats, to enable providers to share lessons
between themselves as well as with the evaluation team and Department.

Webinars and online forums were very well attended by providers who actively
engaged in the activities within the forum.

e Learning events for providers in spring and summer terms. These events were
organised and delivered in collaboration with the Department and their purpose
was focused on supporting pilot delivery, ensuring lessons for delivery emerging
from the national support group and local solutions group were fully understood
and for providers to share lessons between themselves. The events involved
presentations from the national support organisation and evaluation team, as well
as providers themselves. All 3 events were well attended by providers, the policy
team, the national support organisation and evaluation team members.

e Online forums and webinars for providers in the CDF year. While not a formal part
of the pilot evaluation, a series of 2 online forums and webinars were held to
engage providers involved in the CDF year with lessons learned from the pilot.

e Dissemination webinar planned for autumn 2018'°. Once the findings contained in
this synthesis report and the associated routes reports were signed off by
policymakers, providers taking part in the pilot will be invited to a final webinar in

0 Some aspects of these plans are still in discussion and have not been fully agreed
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order that the evaluation could share the lessons that could be derived across the
piece.

In addition, the evaluation involved some quantitative elements, covering:

A survey of learners: online, census survey in spring and summer terms. The
evaluation intended that all participating learners would be invited to take part in
the survey towards the end of their placement experience. Again, due to GDPR
issues, providers chose different approaches to sending survey invitations to
learners with some disclosing the full sample frame, and other providers choosing
to send invitations and promote the survey themselves.

In total, 177 learners responded to the survey, drawn from 15 of the providers.
These learners covered all 11 routes, although numbers in each varied
considerably and, due to low cell counts, it is not possible to route survey findings
quantitatively at the route level.

In terms of demographics:

e 57% of the responding learners were female and 40% were male; the
remainder declined to give this information

e 78% were of white ethnic origin

e 14% declared that they had some form of disability

e 46% had gained between 5 and 10 GCSEs graded A*-C.

e The vast majority (91%) lived at home with family

e 86% were located in urban or built up areas

e Close to half (45%) had paid part-time jobs, 16% undertook voluntary work,
and 6% were in unpaid work — the remainder either did not work or declined
to say.

Half of the learner sample (50%) experienced a mixed placement model, 38%
experienced day release and 12% experienced a block model placement.

An analysis of the individualised learner record (ILR) to understand more the
sector’'s engagement in work experience prior to the pilot’s introduction. These
data are not reported as there was not consistent use of the work experience
marker across providers, which meant it was not possible to assess the extent of
work experience pre-pilot.

An analysis of the Grant Funding Agreements (GFA) set in place for pilot providers
and a review of their quarterly financial submissions in relation to the grant funding
they received. These data are not reported because it would be necessary to
identify providers and attribute grant value and spending to them. In addition, grant
funding levels were determined by a range of factors including differing
infrastructures, different scales of pilot activity as well as differing levels of pre-pilot
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experience on employer engagement that mean comparative judgements are of
limited value.

¢ An analysis of pilot management information covering learners’ and employers’
experiences. The final figures available - supplied and validated by the
Department - are included as relevant within this synthesis report.

1.4. Implications of the selected method

There are some implications to the research being largely qualitative in approach.
Qualitative approaches draw out deep insights from a range of individuals, in this case
providers’, employers’ and learners’ experiences of implementing the pilot. However,
because questions in qualitative research are not asked systematically and consistently
of all interviewees, responses are not representative of all providers, employers or
learners, and it is not possible to provide a quantification of, in this case, the number of
providers, employers and learners holding particular views or having particular
experiences. However, where necessary for understanding, some indication of scale is
provided. Scale statements include: some, many and most, and statements such as
‘around half’. For the most part, however, in reporting the qualitative evaluation data, the
concern is to present the range of views and experiences, and explore the factors that
drive these perspectives such as being part of the national support or local solutions pilot
groups, or starting placements in autumn rather than spring or summer terms.

1.5. About the report

This report synthesises the evaluation evidence, building on a series of 3 interim, in-
house reports supplied to the Department and taking into account findings from the
thematic research into each of the 11 routes.

Chapter 2 focusses on the configuration of providers’ and employers’ resources and
infrastructure to support the placements. Chapter 3 highlights the findings regarding
employer engagement and the brokerage of the industry placements and chapter 4
explores how placements were set up.

The report then goes on to consider industry placement models and how these have
evolved during the pilot (chapter 5). This leads on to chapter 6 learner preparation and
emerging issues in relation to equality and diversity as well as safeguarding.

Chapter 7 explores placement content while chapter 7 focuses on delivery issues and on-
placement support. Chapter 9 gathers together evidence on perceived impact from
employers and learners and suggests some next steps for the CDF phase of work, with
chapter 10 providing concluding thoughts.
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2. Resources and infrastructure

This chapter reviews staff roles and responsibilities for the pilot, the infrastructure that
underpinned it, and the relationship to existing staff structures and activities. It also
explores providers’ views on project management offered by the national brokerage and
support organisation, and examines how far providers further developed resources and
infrastructure as the pilot progressed. Finally, the lessons providers derived for
resourcing — as part of the CDF and full roll-out of T Levels are captured, along with the
key challenges and emerging solutions that were tested or were planned in light of these.

2.1. Staff roles and existing infrastructure

The roles providers used in the pilots could be categorised as:

e Project co-ordinator: a strategic role co-ordinating the project

¢ Industry placement roles: sourcing and organising placements, including employer
liaison before and during placements

e Learner support roles: directly supporting learners on placement, including regular
visits.

Providers took into account how the above roles fitted within their existing work-based
learning infrastructure. Intuitively, they aimed to build on existing employer engagement
and apprenticeships activity during the pilot, but there were contrasting approaches in
doing so.

Some providers that offered apprenticeships allocated placement staff into
apprenticeship teams, in order to build on the existing infrastructure and warm employer
contacts. Others believed that these two aspects of their work should be kept separate,
as relationships with employers for apprenticeship were too valuable to risk with a pilot
project. While a best way forward did not emerge, it was apparent to providers that there
needed to be some coordination internally to avoid employers being approached
unknowingly by staff from different departments in their organisation. For example, a
provider sited its industry placement staff within its existing business development team
and allocated a single business development key contact to speak to each employer
about all types of placement, to ensure strong relationships and clear communications. In
another provider, a committee oversaw placements (including industry placements and
work experience) across the curriculum areas, monitoring the numbers placed and the
numbers outstanding, and providing a space to share intelligence, good practice and
leads.

Internal coordination of employer contacts was a lesson that many providers were taking
forward from the pilot into future planning. For example, a strategic lead, inspired by an
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apprenticeship delivery model used by another pilot provider, hoped to use a centralised
team to operate future industry placements.

2.2. Staff resourcing

Providers focused the pilot financial resources on addressing particular challenges
including generating placements in sufficient numbers and supporting learners to sign up
for and complete the placements.

Most providers used pilot resources to fund staff to lead sourcing and/or placement
brokerage and matching. Different approaches were taken to this challenge: some asked
curriculum staff to perform this role, which had mixed results — either it was not effective
or where it was effective was judged to be unduly resource intensive given that
curriculum staff tend to have higher salaries than, for example, industry placement
coordinators. This led onto decisions to embed work experience coordinators in all
curriculum areas or on all sites. For example, a provider used most of its pilot funding to
recruit 7 ‘work placement coordinator’ posts, overseen by a ‘work placement manager’.
Each coordinator had prior industry expertise, and was placed in the curriculum
department for their subject. The coordinators and manager also met regularly as a
cross-faculty team.

Other providers used work experience coordinators to lead the tasks from sourcing and
brokering through to learner monitoring and support. As many work experience
coordinators’ roles were part time and/or term time only, they could lack the time to
provide effective support across the whole curriculum. Again, while not fully tested, this
led to new thinking on resourcing models for the future. For example, a provider who
trialled using resources to support 2 roles: employer-facing industry placement staff and
learner-facing support staff, found that unless those with employer-facing roles had
industry-specific knowledge, they could struggle. This provider was moving towards the
appointment of dedicated industry tutors with strong knowledge of particular industries,
located in a single vocational area. These tutors would take responsibility for generating
industry placements for learners from Level 1 onwards.

2.3. Developments in resourcing as the pilot progressed

As the pilot progressed, providers had greater opportunity to consider the impacts of their
organisational approaches, as well as their long-term prospects. Some recruited
new/additional staff in the later stages of the pilot, including specialist industry placement
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staff to cover various industries or to locate on each of their sites'’. Others focused on
providing an infrastructure that would allow sharing of practice across the institution such
as the introduction of a placements and work experience committee, to which work
experience coordinators in all subject areas/departments were invited. More broadly,
providers believed that a customer relationship management (CRM) system would further
facilitate a more joined-up position.

2.4. Project management for the national support group

The national brokerage and support organisation delivered project management support
to the 15 providers in the national support pilot group. During the autumn and winter
period this focused on leading sourcing of a percentage of placements (see chapter 3),
advising providers about best practice for learner matching, and capacity building for
business development. By spring and into summer, most industry placements were
established and the national organisation’s project management focused on: monitoring
completion; performance management and advice; and producing guidance materials,
including curriculum planning, employer engagement and learner preparation.

Providers working with the national brokerage and support organisation were divided on
the added value of the latter’s involvement in project management. Some welcomed the
provision of materials during the brokerage phase to ‘sell’ the placements to employers
(as most shared some of this responsibility with the national organisation) and thought
that, without the organisation’s support, they would have found it more difficult to
coordinate the pilots’ activities with employers, learners and the Department. Having the
national support organisation in place allowed providers to focus on the deeper level
engagement of employers and making matches between them and the learners. Others
saw limited added strategic value from having an external national project management
organisation and believed that they had the infrastructure and resources to carry out this
function themselves. This suggested that the extent of providers’ experience in employer
engagement and their confidence that existing infrastructure would be able to deliver the
requisite number of placements would be crucial factors in targeting any future support of
this kind.

2.5. Scaling up and internal resources

A key concern for providers was how far the infrastructure developed as part of the pilot
could be implemented at a larger scale for mainstream delivery. There was growing

" |t was intended that these roles support the industry placement, although providers continued to use the
terminology of work experience in job titles
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confidence by later stages of the evaluation that the infrastructure that the providers had
invested in during the pilot would ensure continued success in delivering the T Levels.

Some providers confidently reported their plans for CDF and/or T Levels roll-out. Most
planned to increase staffing and some planned to free up curriculum staff to deliver
aspects of the placements. Examples included ensuring each route had an allocated
industry placement coordinator, and plans to allocate tutors ‘teaching remission’ to
enable them to liaise more fully with coordinators. Many providers believed that adding
more coordinators would help solve the problem of the early stress the pilot had placed
on resources. Alongside this, however, there was some uncertainty about whether the T
Levels funding model would support these roles long term, which was 1 of several factors
that led to consideration of technology-driven solutions and particularly customer
relationship management (CRM) packages and efforts to source these.

A small number of providers held the view that staff resourcing would need to change
because they were not sustainable under future funding models. For example, a provider
said that they expected tutors and administrative staff to take on the tasks performed by
the work experience coordinator during the pilot.

2.6. Scaling up, geography and context

Providers were aware that as industry placements became common place, sourcing
could become more challenging as they and other providers covering the same
geography started to ‘fish in the same pool’ of employers. This could be a particular
concern where providers and learners sourced placements beyond usual catchment
boundaries as was necessary for some industries.

While many providers were considering how to deal with this risk, a few were considering
collaborations with other local providers. This included some in the national support
group, where the national brokerage had sourced placement employers that they shared
with other pilot providers. These providers were content to continue in these sharing
arrangements although they did not necessarily foresee setting up sharing arrangements
more generally. Another group of providers said they were open to collaboration with
other local providers, however that they did not know how to effectively establish this.
Others had made more progress: a pilot provider was taking steps to address the
reluctance of large local employers, inundated by approaches from several providers, to
engage with industry placements. In the future, local providers would work together to
nominate key account holders who would coordinate local providers’ approaches to
specific large local employers, sharing the resultant placements amongst the participating
providers. These key account roles would be carried out by staff from the participating
providers to share the administrative load. The provider hoped that the key account roles
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would reduce the risk of large employers being approached multiple times, and persuade
more large employers to offer placements in the future.

Some additional considerations related to the rural location of some providers as well as
the employers they worked with. This particularly affected the agriculture, environment
and animal care route. With learners taking part in placements across wide geographies,
the staff resource for monitoring and reviews was intensified — although solutions, such
as using video-call technology for monitoring purposes, were tested and proved effective
in reducing the time used on travel to placement locations. Despite the benefits of the
technology, providers held the view that face-to-face meetings on employers’ premises
were still required.

2.7. Employer placement resourcing

During their research interviews, employers reflected on the staff time, pay, expenses
and other resources they had invested in the placement versus the potential benefits they
would gain. Responses indicated that employers were hoping that their investment would
be rewarded by gaining an additional — and helpful — staff resource, or the satisfaction of
furthering a young person’s learning and career.

‘We want them to get the maximum value when they come to us. We invest time in
them, they invest their time in them [placements], and that’s got to be to help them,
you know, the whole point of the placement is to give that valuable experience and
knowledge to move them forward, to complement the course work they’re doing.’

Employer

Before the placement, most employers devoted considerable resources to setting up the
placement. Prior to the placement, large employers sometimes had to invest time to ‘sell’
the placement to other departments or senior leaders. Small employers were particularly
concerned about planning placement content to give the learner enough to do over the
40+ days. Employers had to plan desk space and IT resources, which could be difficult
for freelancers, but sometimes flexible solutions were found. In an example, a freelancer
persuaded the enterprise incubator where she was based to release 3 additional desks at
no extra cost for her placement learners. Similarly, a small video production company
could accommodate 2 learners on placement, provided they attended on alternate days
as there was only 1 free desk.

Once the placement was underway, other cost-generating tasks included inducting,
supervising and appraising the learner, creating training resources, and monitoring and
amending the learner’s work.
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The resourcing that employers devoted to the placement varied. ‘Highly experienced’
employers generally had established processes for working with young people and found
the placements less demanding to resource than ‘less experienced’ employers. This is
further discussed in chapter 3. Those with less experience could find the experience
resource intensive: for example an employer in this position calculated that ‘mentoring’
the learner had taken 60 hours, which they saw as a drain on their personal time.
Freelancers were particularly concerned about the time taken away from their own work.

The individual learner’s capacity also affected the resources the employers had to put in.
Employers hoped that the learners would be autonomous and ready to start work.
However, some employers perceived the learner(s) to be less ‘job ready’ or proactive
than they had hoped, meaning that they had to devote more of their own time to coach
them and to amend their output. For example, the owner-manager of a DJ and events
agency underestimated how long it would take to transform the learner into a productive
member of staff and found it had an impact on his level of productivity. In contrast, other
employers had more positive experiences when the learners became quickly
independent and contributed to businesses’ outputs. A catering and hospitality employer
was delighted when a female learner fitted in quickly amongst her predominantly male
colleagues. The employer was impressed by the learner’s positive attitude, that she
asked relevant questions and ‘just got on’ with the tasks she was given.

2.8. Resources and infrastructure: challenges and solutions

Many providers could see the rationale for some external support and coordination on
sourcing and brokerage. This could be due to particular challenges of sourcing for
specific industries and/or the make-up of some industries, and particularly the prevalence
of large or very small organisations. Some providers believed an element of external co-
ordination could be useful, particularly in view of anticipated competition among
providers. While there was no emerging consensus on these points and how such a
function could be provided, ideas include regional level coordination through the Local
Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) or informal partnerships through building networks with
other local providers. The Department has aimed to support this work by setting
arrangements in place with the National Apprenticeship Service.

Coordination on sourcing placements within institutions and combining placement
sourcing with apprenticeship sourcing could simplify the process for employers: the same
employer liaison teams could approach the employer about the full range of the
providers’ needs. In an example of this, a provider suggested co-ordinating placements
across different courses, with a T Level learner going out to an employer to do the work
normally carried out by an apprentice, on the day that the apprentice attends the college.
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There was some uncertainty about the level of funding that will be available when T
Levels roll out and some concern that staff needed to be supported by systems in leading
this work. For these reasons, and to better manage and monitor placements, by the end
of the pilot, providers were considering technology-driven solutions and particularly CRM
systems. It is likely that several of these will be tested during the CDF phase.

The pilot experiences revealed that placements were resource intensive for employers
too — particularly those with limited experience of hosting learners, and for small
employers across all routes. This highlighted the need for providers to support employers
to have realistic expectations of learners, to achieve a good match between learner and
placement and to design appropriate content.
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3. Employer engagement and brokerage

This chapter presents the evidence on the experiences of providers and brokers in
sourcing and securing industry placements. While much of the brokerage activity was
concentrated in the initial months of the pilot, providers and brokerage staff continued to
try to source placements for spring and summer placements, and for routes and
pathways that had been initially challenging.

The chapter first summarises the approaches to sourcing placements and then presents
the approaches that were found in the pilot with regard to effective messaging, setting up
the placements and matching employer and learner. Challenges and solutions related to
employer engagement with the placements are described at the end of the chapter.

Placement figures

In total, 2,628 learners were in scope for the pilot - which meant they were registered on
courses that providers had agreed to source placements for in the pilot, although it was
recognised that in the pilot, because it was testing approaches, not all these learners
would be placed. In practice, providers and brokers secured placements for 1,551
learners. The number of placements in scope and the proportion achieved for each route
are shown in Table 3 below.

The proportions of learners in scope of placements, who went onto start placements
varied considerably by route. For example, in the agriculture, environment and animal
care route, almost all of the learners in scope gained placements, whereas those
sourcing managed to provide placements for far fewer learners in scope in the legal,
finance and accounting route. The reasons for non-starting placements included factors
unrelated to the placement itself, such as learners dropping out of their course, or
provider’s internal organisational issues. However, evidence from the qualitative research
suggested the variation in learners who started on placement by route also reflected how
easy or difficult it was to source appropriate placements for particular routes.

Table 3: Learners in scope and placed

N. learners in |N. learners starting | % learners in scope
scope placements starting placements
Agriculture,
environment and
animal care 433 419 97%
Business and
administration 289 182 63%
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N. learners in  |N. learners starting | % learners in scope
scope placements starting placements

Catering and

hospitality 134 88 66%

Education and

Childcare 149 133 89%

Construction 224 98 44%

Creative & design 202 97 48%

Digital 228 80 35%

Engineering and

manufacturing 267 117 44%

Hair and beauty 199 106 53%

Health and science 397 200 50%

Legal, finance and

accounting 106 31 29%

Total 2,628 1,551 59%

Source: DfE MI, 2018

3.1. Approaches to sourcing placements

Of the 2,628 learners originally in scope for the pilot, around three-quarters were due to
have placements sourced by providers, their commissioned broker in the case of the
local solutions group and just over a quarter by the national brokerage and support
organisation'2. Within the number of placements allotted for providers to source, some
providers involved learners in sourcing their own placements.

3.2. Specialist staff

As discussed in chapter 2, staff in a range of job roles supported the sourcing of
placements, including work experience/industry placement coordinators, course tutors
and curriculum leads. During the pilot, a small number of providers developed or
recruited industry or curriculum-specific placement coordinators. This was a reaction to

12 This figure is based on management information
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some of the challenges that generalist industry placement coordinators faced for certain
routes and pathways. In an example, in the animal care and management pathway,
small, niche employers expected providers to be knowledgeable about their business.

‘I can talk the talk when dealing with equine-related employers as I've been working
in the equine industry for 25 years, but when conducting a set-up visit at a kennels
the owner started talking about different dog breeds and implied that it was
embarrassing that | didn’t know what | was talking about. People in industry like you
to know what you’re talking about.’

Work experience coordinator

These providers hoped that by narrowing the focus of newly introduced industry
placement coordinators, they would develop a better understanding of industry cultures,
norms and working practices, which would enable them to communicate more effectively
with employers and establish the most suitable way of involving them in the provision of
placements. For example, the practice of many employers in the construction route is to
recruit by word-of-mouth. Providers and brokerage staff, and those learners self-
sourcing, found these employers placed less reliance on CVs and formal approaches.

Providers indicated that having staff specialise in particular industries worked well.

3.3. Following warm leads
Existing contacts

Providers started the pilot with varying degrees of experience of sourcing and brokering
employer placements, and varying established employer relationships in their selected
industry routes. Providers found engaging employers with whom they had an established
relationship worked well and facilitated a high conversion rate from contact to placement,
although these connections alone were insufficient to recruit the volume of placements
required. The ‘warm leads’ they relied upon could be the contacts of the curriculum and
other staff, or employers that had supported activities such as curriculum design and
technical demonstrations, work experience opportunities or apprenticeships. Generally,
providers believed that approaching employers with whom they had an established
relationship was effective and most believed they could work effectively across the
institution e.g. apprenticeship development teams, to cross-sell and co-ordinate the
placements and other work-based training opportunities for learners.

Industry familiarity with work experience and placements

Provider and brokerage staff described the different successes in sourcing placements
by route and attributed some of this to industry familiarity with work-based learning
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approaches including work experience, apprenticeships and placements. Routes with
established traditions included agriculture, environment and animal care, Education and
Childcare, health and science and some hair and beauty employers. For these, and other
routes in similar situations, work-based learning is seen as an essential part of
qualifications as the practical nature of the industry means that certain skills can only be
learnt in ‘real work’ situations. This provided a platform to build on for the pilot. As such,
the transition to offering industry placements was relatively straightforward.

In contrast, it was very difficult for providers and brokers to source placements across the
legal, finance and accounting route. However, a provider with long standing experience
of offering an accounting course with a substantial industry placement element noted that
placements were easily sourced through existing contacts, and curriculum leads
indicated that the task would have been far harder without pre-established relationships.

However, overall, providers noted that, while employers may be familiar with other work-
based learning formats including work experience and apprenticeships, brokerage staff
still had to take care to provide detailed information to explain what was different about
industry placements (for example, their duration and how they would be monitored
through mid and end point reviews) and the forthcoming changes to technical education.

Employer engagement in education

Most employers interviewed for the evaluation had prior experience of hosting young
people on work experience i.e. they were warm leads. Their prior experience covered
undergraduates, Year 10 and 11 learners, and apprentices. Some had hosted volunteers
or been involved with work experience for unemployed adults. This knowledge, along
with their agreement to host a pilot placement characterised these employers as
‘engaged’ early ‘innovators’'3. These ‘engaged’ ‘innovator’ employers can be further
segmented into:

¢ ‘Highly experienced’ employers. These had previously provided extended work
experience of 40+ days for FE learners', as well as apprenticeships, part time
work or other types of work experience at level 3 and below. For example, a long-
term work placement is integral to some level 3 accountancy and childcare
qualifications. Some were familiar with using extended work experience to test
individuals’ suitability for apprenticeship. These ‘highly experienced’ employers
usually had strong existing relationships with their local provider(s) and were
concentrated in: agriculture, environment and animal care route; Education and

3 G. Moore (1991), Crossing the Chasm; technology adoption life cycle
4 This was a requirement embedded in existing qualifications
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Childcare route; catering and hospitality route; hair and beauty route's; and less
prevalently in the health, sports science'® and accountancy pathways.

e ‘Moderately experienced’ employers had some experience of offering
apprenticeships, work experience and part time work to Level 2 or 3 learners. This
group often included employers from construction, engineering and manufacturing,
and business and administration routes.

e ‘Less experienced’ employers were in routes with no tradition of offering Level 2
or 3 apprenticeships, work experience, or entry-level part time work. These tended
to be the least ‘pilot-ready’. This included micro and small businesses across all
routes, the creative and design, and digital routes, as well as science, legal, and
finance pathways. Employers in these industries typically had a preference for
graduate entrants.

Self-sourcing

Some providers encouraged learners to source their own placements using their own
networks and contacts, for example if they worked part-time in an industry related to their
course. While self-sourcing was not widespread, it appeared common in the agricultural,
environment and animal care route, Education and Childcare, hair and beauty and - to a
lesser degree — in construction, and engineering and manufacturing routes. Provider staff
believed that learners who had greater involvement in securing their own placement took
more ownership of their placements, and found that self-sourcing gave learners a real
taste of the working world and increased their resilience.

Although providers reported that self-sourcing worked well for learners with existing
contacts, there were potential issues regarding equality of access to high quality
placements from learner sourcing (as was seen in work experience for younger age
groups). These result from learners having different extents of social capital to rely upon
for sourcing depending on the socio-economic status of their parents/carers, family and
friends. Some of the learners interviewed who had self-sourced indicated that they would
have liked more support from their provider to help them to identify an employer and set
up the placement.

Providers similarly found that learners without industry contacts needed extra support to
enable them to self-source, such as a list of employers to contact. In the future, providers
proposed more intensive support in the preparation phase to ensure learners are

5 With the exception of theatrical and media makeup employers, who were predominantly freelancers and
had less experience in offering placements.

6 Sports science route was used in the pilot, but has subsequently been confirmed as an apprenticeship-
only route
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equipped to make employer contacts, and to monitor their sourcing activity. In addition,
where a provider did not have an existing relationship with an employer who had been
sourced by a learner, they needed to ensure sufficient resource was available to lead full,
first-time due diligence checks in the run up to placements.

3.4. ‘Cold calling’

Providers and brokers used ‘cold calling’ alongside approaches to warm contacts. For
example, while sourcing pilot placements, a provider sent emails or ‘cold called’ new
employer contacts, while also reaching out to employers that already provided
apprenticeships. The national support provider reported success in using cold calling to
source some placements, particularly in the business and administration route. However,
generally providers and brokers viewed ‘cold calling’ as the least successful method of
engaging employers, as it had a low hit rate and was time intensive. For instance, a
provider used pilot funding to enable their ‘Campaign Centre’ (a team that usually phoned
learners to find out their post-college destinations) to cold call employers. Despite the
additional resource, cold calling by non-sales specialists proved to be ineffective, time-
consuming and demotivating. Providers also pointed out the shortcomings of using
business databases for cold calling, which they related to a lack of local coordination. In
geographies where multiple providers operated, employers could be contacted by
multiple providers which was off-putting for them and could lead to disengagement.
Providers saw increasing risks of this as industry placement activity scaled up to support
full T Level roll-out.

Despite the challenges encountered, the pilot generated some lessons about cold calling.
When an employer was reached through ‘cold calling’, on-going contact was required to
fulfil their information needs ahead of securing the placement. Expertise in cold calling
was also seen to be of value. For example, a provider recruited an ‘Employability
Coordinator’ to cold call employers and to keep in touch with them while a suitable
learner was being matched.

3.5. External brokerage support

The national brokerage and support organisation worked with 15 providers (the national
support pilot group) with a target to source 700 placements for these providers. Their
staff reported that they approached over 10,000 leads to achieve this number of
placements. During the pilot, the national brokers refined their placement sourcing
methods to work more effectively and strategically. For example, they became more
selective in the employers approached, trying to better match employers to courses, and
opted for smaller caseloads for brokers recruiting for fewer providers; they also changed
the catchment areas, taking into account what was a reasonable distance for learners to
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travel. They varied their mode of contact, depending on how industries operate e.g.
providing telephone contact for businesses in industries where use of email is limited.
They increasingly recognised the importance of keeping employers ‘engaged’ and were
using a ‘30 days - 10 touches’ lead management strategy so that employers were kept
‘warm’ with regular contact demonstrating their importance to success.

More broadly, the national broker provided a coordination role for large organisations
where providers’ footprints overlapped, for example placing learners from multiple
providers in some of these employers.

3.6. Collaborative sourcing

During the pilot, there was limited evidence of collaboration between providers, although
some expressed willingness to collaborate in future — to smooth the process for
employers. Others, however, were concerned to maintain their own contacts and could
not see a position where they would share employer leads with other local providers.
Others still were considering collaboration but were unsure how it could be achieved.
Some providers indicated that some national, local or regional coordination would be
valuable however this would depend on how far head offices in such employers made
decisions about being involved rather than local managers. To support this, the
Department worked with the National Apprenticeship Service to take forward a
coordination role in the CDF phase.

3.7. Effective messages

Providers and the national brokerage organisation reported using several general
messages to try to engage employers with the pilot. Some of these focused on business
benefits, whilst others focused on the benefits for learners or for society. These
messages were believed to be most effective when they were tailored to the size and/or
the industry of the employer. For example, larger employers were reported to be more
likely to respond to messages about corporate social responsibility (CSR), whereas
smaller organisations were more attracted by having an additional resource available. In
addition to provider and broker views, interviews examined employers’ motivations for
getting involved with the placements and their expectations about the benefits. Typically,
their reasons were a blend of business considerations and altruism and mirrored the
findings from providers and brokers.

Altruistic messages

The altruistic messages used to engage (large) employers included that the industry
placements offered an opportunity to shape the technical education and skills system. In
addition, placements provided the chance for young people to gain practical insight into
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industries and to improve technical skills supply for the future (addressing skills needs in
particular industries). Employers also saw placements as a useful way to feed their
diversity initiatives. For example, this was effective in the creative pathway where a
sound engineer was keen to support more female learners into the recording industry
since he recognised that women were under-represented. In the agriculture, environment
and animal care route, brokers found that an ‘opportunity to give something back’
resonated with employers who had participated in longer duration work experience as
part of their own career preparation and entry route.

Some employers emphasised that their motivation to help learners was congruent with
their wider organisational ethos. For instance, a charity thought the pilot’s aims fitted its
own focus on investing in people, while a legal firm thought the pilot chimed well with its
own meritocratic approach. In the construction route, large employers also appreciated
the contribution to their CSR activities and their reputation amongst customers and
communities.

‘We have always been a firm that’s prepared to invest in people, to give people an
opportunity to shine.’

Employer

We recognise our responsibilities in the local cities we serve and we want to deliver
something back to the community.’

Employer

Business benefit

‘Business benefit’ messaging included that the learner could be the additional resource
that learners would offer that could help the employer achieve some non-core goals
within the business. This was reported to resonate particularly with employers in
industries such as childcare; agriculture; with small employers or small teams, and in
organisations operating within limited resources.

Organisations with tight budgets, such as charities or public sector employers, often
wanted learners to help their over-stretched teams or make projects more achievable by
providing extra resource. For example, a local authority’s marketing and communications
department took on learners to help with tasks they did not have time for, such as
creating a marketing database. Other organisations, such as catering and hospitality
employers, found that an extra person could be useful to handle peak times and could
learn a lot about the industry in these periods.

Employers in routes or pathways where job entry is normally at the graduate level
sometimes doubted that FE learners could benefit their business. This was true of some
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digital, legal, science and engineering employers, for example. More nuanced messages
about FE learners’ contributions to projects, new ways of working, and filling skills gaps
and shortages were sometimes effective for such employers.

Although SMEs with skills shortages were responsive to messages about acquiring
valuable skills for their business, freelancers across all routes worried that they would not
have enough work for learners needing 40+ days’ placements. This was particularly
noticeable in the creative and design sector. Brokers and providers had to work hard to
convince freelancers of the business benefits of offering a placement. Different delivery
modes such as offering a client-commissioned product or service to an SME were
successful in securing placements for some learners in the creative route. Providers were
able to offer some SMEs a free product delivered by learners such as a corporate video.
Some providers thought this delivery model could be adapted in other routes in the
future.

Talent pipeline

A general message that worked across industries emphasised that by offering a
placement, employers could ‘test drive their future workforce’, and see how learners
responded to the workplace as a form of recruitment pipeline for jobs and
apprenticeships. Employers reported that this messaging resonated with them:
placements could reduce the risk and cost of hiring unsuitable candidates and potentially
gave them access to valuable future talent. In the construction route, messages around
creating a talent pipeline and using industry placements acting as a feeder into
apprenticeships appealed to many employers and in the words of a science-pathway
employer: ‘you never know when you’re going to find a gem’.

‘The industry placement would be a very good prelude to getting an apprentice in at
the end of the industry placement scheme...we could assess the calibre of the
workplace candidates with a view to taking them on as apprentices in the summer.’

‘It appeals because you can take someone at a fairly raw stage in their development
at 16 or 17 who maybe has an idea of what they want to do but it’s largely unformed
and unfinished, and bring them on board and give them the opportunity to look at
what we do, but also hopefully influence and show to them what we can do and
what we can offer.’

Employers

The placements were also framed as an opportunity to develop the whole ‘talent
pipeline’, making links and developing the future workforce from Level 3 through to
graduate level. Brokers suggested this was more resonant with legal, finance and
accounting employers than other messages. Employers provided some potentially
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confirmatory evidence; for example, a manager in a large law firm pointed out the
scarcity of good candidates for paralegal positions. Similarly, a health employer installed
learners as trainee health care assistants, with hopes that they would consider this role
following completion of their FE courses.

Selling the industry

Placements could be framed as an opportunity to ‘sell the industry’ and to increase the
awareness and understanding of young people about the available roles and types of
work. For example, a pharmacy offering a placement hoped to expand learners’
knowledge about the range of work within pharmacies. An employer in the agriculture,
land management and production pathway hoped the placement would boost their
industry’s reputation amongst prospective future staff.

T'm hoping they [learners]ll stay in the industry as well and look at it [and see] that
there is a future. The thing that | really do believe in, one thing | would like to come
out of it, is that the big picture of things changes as well, that we have a better
recognition... | feel | want to make us an industry look more professional.’

Employer
Opportunities for staff development

Some providers and employers also stressed the opportunity placements could provide
for wider staff in the business, in terms of their development (e.g. devising a programme
of work, and supervising a young person in their workplace). Placement learners could
also add energy to boost staff morale or add a fresh perspective.

‘[Hosting a learner on an industry placement is] something different, it keeps me on
the ball and helps me to reflect on why | do things.’

Employer

3.8. Information on the pilot/T levels policy

Employers were generally unaware of the difference between industry placements and
other workplace opportunities for young people, and specifically work experience. This
sometimes contributed to a reluctance to offer placements. For example, some ‘highly
experienced’ employers were reluctant to change their existing mode of engaging with
young people, although could be persuaded to trial the new approach.

Practical issues that employers needed to be addressed or advised on pre-placement
included the need to have liability insurance to cover the learner, and the potential
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burden of learner supervision. Employers also needed advice about the sorts of tasks
learners could do.

Nonetheless, the length of the placements was a welcome policy development for many
of the employers who were interviewed. They expected that having the learners doing
live business tasks’ over a longer period would make them more competent and more
valuable to their business. For example, a livery stable manager in the animal care and
management pathway was delighted that the longer duration would allow their learners to
gain stable yard management experience, in addition to animal care, something that had
not been possible in shorter placements.

‘When we get extended programmes we prefer those purely because it benefits the
person who is coming on board a hell of a lot more. No day is ever the same here,
so you have to have the routine to gain the experience that you need to do certain
tasks. [...] The longer they’re here, the better really.’

Employer

3.9. Regional and industry dimensions and solutions

Sourcing a sufficient number of placements of the quality and relevance necessary for
the pilot, and for these to be well matched to the pilot learner population, was a
significant challenge for providers and the national brokerage organisation. Sourcing
placements was more difficult for some routes and pathways than others, but often there
were common themes to the challenges that employers in those industries presented,
namely: health and safety concerns; availability of roles in the local labour market; fit with
their business cycle; prevalence of SMEs and freelancers in the industry and/or local
area; and the specialised nature of the roles.

Finding the approaches that work within each route/pathway is crucial — although,
tellingly, no single solutions seemingly exist and needs vary considerably and require
flexibility on all sides and good communications between providers and employers to
ensure that both sides’ needs can be met.

Health and safety concerns

Across all routes, it was important for providers and brokerage staff to advise employers
— particularly SMEs and other employers that lacked experience in providing industry
placements - on safety, insurance and the types of tasks that learners could successfully
undertake. Data protection was a concern for employers in the legal pathway and in
pharmacy placements in the science pathway in particular. There were several other
routes where health and safety concerns were prevalent. In the construction industry
these concerned having young people on site. In the engineering and manufacturing
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route employers cited health and safety as a key concern when placing learners in their
workplaces due to hazardous workplaces and equipment, including legal constraints on
the machines that under-18s could use.

Employer size

Across many of the routes, the size of businesses that made up the industry in the
providers’ local area was influential in how well they could source and match placements.
Freelancers, micros and SMEs could face a range of barriers to providing placements.

e Safeguarding: providers questioned the appropriateness of placing learners with
one-man bands and tended to replicate the position in apprenticeships where this
is deemed unsuitable for safeguarding reasons.

e Productivity: for the smallest businesses the supervision and overhead costs of
hosting a learner were often deemed as too great when compared to the benefits
that might result.

e Contracts: some freelancers, such as those in theatrical make-up, worked on the
basis of short-term contracts. They were unable to guarantee or support work
opportunities over a longer duration.

Industries particularly dominated by smaller employers were: creative and design;
construction; agriculture; theatrical make-up; and digital. However, freelancers, micro
employers and SMEs were represented in all routes and pathways. A range of solutions
were tested and lessons were learned.

There was some opportunity to set-up situations for learners to work on client
commissioned projects or briefs although balancing this were concerns about the level of
employer input they would receive in these opportunities. However, sometimes providers
found solutions to enable placements with sole traders to go ahead. For example, a
freelancer who normally worked from home came into college to supervise the learner on
placement tasks. Another provider was considering setting up a ‘creative hub’ using
cheap local office space for learners to work alongside freelancers to complete their
placements.

Unlike SMEs and freelancers, large employers were often better placed to provide
placement activities and staff to supervise the learner(s). However, brokerage staff
sometimes found it difficult to identify the right person to speak to when sourcing.

The contrasting influences of employer size could also be seen in the legal pathway.
Where placements were sourced, providers said that larger law firms provided a better
experience than small local firms. In larger firms there was a greater availability of work
at a suitable level whereas smaller firms found it more difficult to offer meaningful
placements. This suggested that small legal, financial and accounting employers may
require additional support to help identify suitable placement activities.
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Systematically engaging large national employers was an issue where providers believed
there should be some regional or national co-ordination and national oversight. While
large employers have the infrastructure and systems that can make accommodating
learners on placements and different models far easier, it may take more time for
providers and brokerage organisations to find the right gatekeeper in a bigger company.
Large employers would welcome support and resources to help them sell placements
internally and to help with their CSR messages. The Department has responded to this
by extending the remit of the National Apprenticeship Service to provide brokerage
support for large national employers, as well as to provide general industry placement
support and guidance to all employers.

Local labour market

Regional variation in the presence of relevant employers in the labour market was a
significant issue, and particularly for the creative and design, and engineering and
manufacturing routes. Where relevant employers were not readily operating in the local
labour market, brokers sought to broaden their criteria for recruitment into organisations
that would be partially relevant and/or expanded their search areas.

Learners on the creative and design route, for example, often wanted opportunities to
practise niche skills, but employers requiring those skills were few, outside London and
other major cities. The lack of local labour market opportunities was particularly acute in
rural areas. Providers and brokers showed ingenuity in devising flexible solutions to
sourcing issues. For example, the national brokerage organisation noted that local
authorities often obliged employers that have a local authority contract to offer jobs to
local people or to support the local community. Brokers could persuade such employers
that offering a placement would enable them to fulfil their contractual obligations.
Providers and brokers also recognised the opportunities to find hard-to-source specialist
placements within non-specialist employers. Schools and other local authority employers
were found to be fruitful sources of digital placements, for example.

Sourcing for the engineering and manufacturing route was predominantly determined by
regional variations in the presence of this industry. Some providers reported a 6%
success rate in terms of enquiries made to employers. However, there was variation at
the pathway level: aeronautic engineering was highlighted by providers and brokers as
particularly difficult to source, electrical engineering opportunities were somewhat easier
to identify, while garages offered plentiful openings for automotive maintenance and
repair.

Understanding the diversity of roles and employers

Some providers started to use industry specialists to gain depth of knowledge about
ways of working in the industry (e.g. peaks/troughs in workload, relative concern of health
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and safety issues etc.), and tailoring the mode of contact to the ways of working in the
sector (e.g. telephone/email). Specialists came to understand more about the demands
of the business cycles in different industries.

For example, in the construction industry, providers and employers had to consider the
difficulty of predicting work and the fit, for example, of the cycle of builds with learners’
skills and availability.

Some providers offering applied science and/or engineering found it difficult to broker
relevant placements due to the breadth of careers in the route and the diversity of
specialisms covered, in addition to these industries typically demanding graduate level
skills; as well as the specific health and safety concerns of employers. In the science
pathway, relevant placements were sourced from, for example, pharmacies, laboratories
and manufacturing. Balancing this were mixed views of other science placements,
notably within pharmacies which for some learners ended up focusing on retail and
customer service skills because of concerns around health and safety and data
protection concerns meaning the employer was not comfortable with them issuing
medicines or dealing with prescriptions.

In the business and administration route, there were a wide array of relevant employers
offering business and administration occupations and providers report that placements
been relatively easy to source. The employers and job roles found in the pilot included
marketing, accounting, forecasting, and Human Resources.

Developing employer relationships

The pilot suggested that employers require multiple small interactions over a period of
time, not just at the point of initial recruitment. This requires investing a significant
amount of time, and can be challenging where staff have other responsibilities (such as
preparing learners), so sufficient resource needs to be put in place to support this.

Several providers discussed that a national awareness raising campaign would support
their grassroots brokerage activities by raising understanding and awareness among
employers about industry placements.

Lack of entry-level roles

A mismatch between the skills of FE learners and employers expectations could be an
issue. For example, employers in the digital industry regularly take in graduate interns
and struggled to see how they could productively use FE placements. This was also the
case for employers in the engineering and manufacturing route, and prevalent in the
legal, finance and accounting route. For this latter route, providers were considering
widening their horizons and approaching employers who were likely to have legal
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departments as part of their structure; this was influenced by the lessons shared by the
national brokerage organisation that tested this approach during the pilot.

Providing an opportunity to trial learners in short ‘tester’ blocks could also help address
large employers’ concerns, particularly where these centred on a skills mismatch. A short
duration testing period could be persuasive of the contribution FE learners can make and
could encourage employers to keep them on for longer.
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4. Setting up the placements

Once employers had agreed to provide an industry placement, for some providers in the
national support group there followed a handover process of warm employers from
national brokerage and support organisation to the provider, and then - for all placements
- a process of matching learners to the placements. This chapter explore the processes
of handover and of matching learners to placements, however they were sourced.

4.1. Communication and handovers

The national brokerage and support organisation helped providers in the national support
group to achieve placement volumes for the pilot. For the large part this process worked
well, however, the extra step of handover in the brokerage process did, on occasion,
create misunderstandings and miscommunications. For example, providers reflected that
there was either a long period of time, or insufficient time, between the handover from the
broker organisation until the placement started. Both situations caused challenges: too
long and providers needed to keep the employer warm with a risk that they would retract
their offer of a placement; too soon and providers lacked time to undertake due diligence
checks and detailed learner matching.

For example, a provider reported that the national brokers’ lack of knowledge of the local
area and travel times by public transport meant that some sourced placements were not
suitable. Others reported that employers could have differing expectations of the
placements than themselves, for example regarding days of the week, or degree of
flexibility that could be embedded. Once the handover had taken place, the role of the
work experience co-ordinator was therefore important to maintain contact with employers
— to re-confirm their commitment and requirements (e.g. days) and understand what they
had been promised (e.g. the level of learner and skills and course content).

The evidence suggested that to ensure placements are appropriate and realistically
matched to the learners, both in terms of level and course match, it is important that
communications with employers outline course content and the likelihood of flexibility in
terms of the placement model. These points need to be raised early during brokerage
and re-emphasised as the placements are established.

4.2. Due diligence and setting employers’ expectations

Providers noted that due diligence and setting employer expectations were important
issues for them to address as placements moved towards being confirmed and matched.
The speed at which the pilot was implemented necessitated placements being sourced
very rapidly, which impacted on the time available for due diligence and interactions with
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employers. The involvement of brokers, as an additional third party in discussions with
employers, also affected the time taken for employer liaison. Providers’ experiences
indicated that employers would engage only in a limited number of meetings pre-
placement and it was best to use any meeting to give information as well as undertake
due diligence. Where national brokers had already visited employers to give information,
providers could encounter reluctance for them to visit to undertake due diligence, which
was a critical precursor to placements.

While due diligence should not be minimised, neither should information giving. The
evaluation evidence pointed to a need to set employers’ expectations of the capabilities
of FE learners appropriately and guidance on the nature of tasks that learners can
complete in the different industries. Some employers also required input on safeguarding
including situations that are/are not appropriate for placement learners. Providers must
be assured that employers understand the nature and types of tasks that learners can
do. It was important for pilot staff to explain clearly to employers the different
requirements of the pilot placements, such as how to set work targets and objectives,
how to design content that reflected the curriculum, and how to undertake monitoring and
evaluation. Optimally, providers also encouraged employers to help set expectations for
work environments during the learner preparation phase. With more lead in time than
was available in the pilot, a greater focus on these activities should be possible.

4.3. Matching

How meaningful placements were depended on the match between learners’ goals and
the employers’ business, the range and nature of tasks learners could get involved in,
and the support and feedback they received in the workplace. Providers had varied
approaches to match learners to placements which were influenced by the amount of
elapsed time between the employer expressing interest and the placement start date,
employer preferences for having a stake in the recruitment process, and a desire to
secure the best ‘match’ to learners’ skills, abilities, and career ambitions. The process
also varied between employers, based on the way in which they have wanted to work,
which had led to the process varying between and within curriculum areas for the pilot.
Accordingly, a range of approaches to the matching process emerged that spanned from
no or little learner involvement to a substantial role for learners.

Pragmatic vs. individualised matching approaches

Some work experience coordinators matched learners to placements based on practical
aspects such as travel time and location. In other instances, they sought advice from
course tutors or curriculum leads in order to match placements and learners. Providers
reported that in undertaking that process they considered the learner’s skills and abilities
as well as commitment to the course; attitude and the likelihood of attending a
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placement; and commitment to the technical area in terms of a career choice; as well as
their potential ability to manage both the demands of their course and industry
placement.

Learners did not necessarily have clear career aspirations which led to some challenges
in the matching process. For example, this was seen amongst several learners in the
business and management route. There were some instances of placement non-
completion where learners did not feel that the activities in their placement related
sufficiently to their career interests or course. Given the emphasis on matching within
providers’ accounts, and the number of them noting lessons to take forward to CDF in
this regard, individualised ‘matching’ of learner to employer was seen as an important
determinant of a successful placement. However, providers recognised that, once
placements were delivered at scale, it might be hard to achieve individualised matching.

Selection and interviews

Providers’ intentions in offering selection and interview approaches were to achieve a
better match. They indicated that the expectation for a selection process and interviews
was often employer-specific rather than coalescing around particular industries and
routes. The inclusion of selection processes tended to reflect employers’ desire to have a
stake in the placement, potentially indicating their level of expectation as well as
commitment to it. It was not always possible to meet this requirement, although some
employers anticipated that selection would feature more in the future. Some providers
drew contrasts based on practice that emerged in their institutions, for example that
employers in construction and hair and beauty were less concerned about this, than
those in engineering. Nevertheless, several employers reported during research
interviews that a more rigorous matching process would be desirable.

Most employers interviewed were happy for providers to select learners because they did
not have time to do it themselves or assumed the provider would know the learners best.
However, they often still wanted a vetting meeting with the shortlisted candidate before
placement started, to gauge the learner’s personality, interests, career goals and
organisational fit.

[ would like to] have a chat with them about what their aspirations are for their
career, and get a general overview of their personality.’

‘The right individual in the right placement. As much knowledge in advance of what
the learner wants to gain from the placement and what they want to develop to.’

Employers

The ‘selecting’ employers were drawn from a broad range of routes, although several
were concentrated in the creative and design route. This might suggest that employers in
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this competitive industry with its many sub-specialisms were particularly discerning in
searching for a learner with the appropriate skills.

Where learners were required to apply for placements, they needed support, preparation
and guidance about how to present themselves and to do this effectively (see Chapter 6).

Some providers questioned whether funding would allow them to continue with
recruitment/selection processes as placements roll-out given what they saw as the
unsustainable level of resources involved. However, most providers were planning to
focus on this more in the future, as they hoped it would underpin higher quality
placements.

Active learner roles

Some provider and brokerage staff encouraged learners to take an active role in the
matching process. Examples included:

e Providers supplying matched learners with employer contact details in order that
learners arranged any (non-selective) interviews or induction days as well as
made the arrangements for the main-stage of placement. Providers believed this
built rapport between learners and employers as well as commitment on both
sides which could improve the quality of the placement. They also noted some
problems when learners did not take forward the communication with the
employer, and also did not inform the provider that they had not done so. This
risked damaging their ‘hard won’ relationships with employers. For this practice to
become effective, learners need sufficient preparation as well as monitoring to
ensure they do make the approach as planned.

e Providers using a recruitment process whereby employers exercised an element
of choice about which learner to host, and with learners choosing which
placement(s) to apply for. According to employers’ accounts, the approach varied
from learners attending employers’ premises to employers coming to the providers
on a selected day to lead interviews, either with individuals or groups of learners.
Providers using a selection process generally believed that it would produce a
greater degree of commitment and motivation from employers and learners, as
well as develop the job application skills of the learner. Providers noted that while
delivery remains at a small scale, an element of selection is possible, but
inevitably results in some learners who want to have a particular placement not
securing it.

e The pilot gave providers the opportunity to test whether it was feasible to place all
the learners who were ‘in scope’ within the 11 routes. Some providers chose not to
place all learners from ‘in scope’ courses and generated a limited number of
placement opportunities. Due to this, there were often limited implications for
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learners in shortlists who were not selected for placements. Where learners were
not successful in competing for placements or their placement ended early, some
were returned to the full-time college curriculum - an option that will not be
available once T Level programmes are implemented. However, some providers
were able to offer alternative placements or alternative shortlists to join to those
learners who wanted to continue. At a personal level there could be consequences
to learners not succeeding at gaining their placement in competitive processes;
these could include denting learners’ confidence and learners choosing to
withdraw from the pilot. This could occur with high achieving students who
presented well at interviews where employers’ expectations were mismatched to
FE skill levels.

Future lessons for matching

There was a hope amongst some providers to involve learners and employers to a
greater degree in matching process in future years with an intention that this would boost
commitment on both sides and that the placement could be tailored, therefore leading to
better quality of experience. This would involve an increased element of learner
preparation focused on employability skills including how to handle job interviews and
applications, to include CVs being in place early on to feed into matching and
encouraging some form of interview or meeting (even if this is not selective) between
employer and learner before placement commences. Employers would, in turn, be asked
to be specific about the level of skills they are seeking (having been briefed by providers
about FE level skills to set expectations appropriately) as well as asked to host induction
days, pre placement visits and/or interviews.

For matching purposes, it also implied that all or the majority of placements are available
at the same time point; achieving this requires significant lead-in time and a set of well
established relationships with employers. When placements came on stream on a drip
feed basis, provider staff became aware that learners matched earlier on might have
been better suited to placements that became available later in the process.
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5. Industry placement models

This chapter explores the models that were introduced as part of the pilot, responses to
them and how they developed over time. The merits and drawbacks of the different
approaches are considered from the perspective of providers, employers and learners.
This provides an overview of how the placement models are considered with regard to
timetabling and curriculum, and in workplaces, across different routes and pathways.

5.1. Overview of industry placement models and providers

The pre-pilot consultation led by the Department and the national brokerage and support
organisation resulted in a proposal for 3 main placements models for the pilot: day
release, block release and mixed. The models were complex, as within each broad
category there were sub-categories. This included 1- or 2-day release, single or multiple
blocks, and variations according to the term in which placements were due to start and
end including whether blocks were completed upfront or at a later stage of the
placement.

During the pilot, the providers adapted their models. Initially, around half of the providers
were testing a single model across the curriculum areas involved in the pilot, whereas the
other half (including 4 of the 6 the local solutions pilot group) were operating a mix of
models depending on the curriculum area and predicted ease of placing learners.
However, over the course of the pilot, more providers moved to offering mixed models
(day release followed by a block(s), or a block followed by day release).

Providers using multiple models based their choices on existing practices and knowledge
of how different industries operated, such as seasonal work in agriculture and animal
care, and existing experience of offering long-term placements, such as in childcare.
Where providers had less experience on which to base their expectations, a steep
learning curve emerged.

5.2. Changes to the models

At the outset of the pilot, providers agreed with the Department the models they would
test. Their considerations included the fit of the model in respect with curriculum, and
brokerage approach. The eventual factors informing the selection of models covered:
coursework deadlines; revision sessions; maths and English re-sit classes (in some
cases, the pilot has necessitated separate timetables for these subjects); course content
delivery; existing commitments such as attendance at events; learner preparation;
anticipated employer engagement; and examination periods. These factors then
continued to influence delivery.
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During the autumn term, providers agreed with the Department some adaptations and
flexibilities to their original choices, typically for pragmatic reasons. Additional changes to
the models were made that were contrary to policy intentions, such as split placements,
as discussed in section 5.3. For example, a few providers permitted learners to
undertake ‘split placements’ of 20 days with one employer and 20 with another. Reasons
to change often were a result of the provider's engagement with employers and their
recommendations for appropriate placement models, which influenced the ease of
sourcing placements, the time this entailed which had the impact of truncating the
available time for the placement as well as — to a slightly lesser degree — employer
preferences and for reasons of fit with timetables. Appendix 1 shows the final models and
pathways at the end of the pilot.

5.3. Responding to employers’ requests for flexibility

Changes as pilot delivery progressed included, for example, employers’ changing work
requirements by season, needing to allow more time for learners to meet coursework
deadlines thereby allowing placements to run over holiday periods, and adding block
periods towards the end of day release placements to ensure learners would have
chance to complete sufficient days. In the creative and design route providers adjusted
the models, in order to make the placements more feasible for freelance employers with
uncertain workflows, or configured remote working placements. In other routes, including
digital, engineering and manufacturing, and legal, finance and accounting, providers,
employers and brokers stressed the need for flexibility on models. The flexibilities agreed
varied from employer to employer.

Flexibility in timing was particularly important for smaller employers. For example, an
agriculture, environment and animal care route employer hosting 3 learners agreed with
the provider that each learner would do their placement in a different format, in order to
generate enough work for all of them. As part of this arrangement, 1 learner was placed
for day release on Saturdays, another undertook day release on Fridays and the other
did an initial block followed by a day release. The employer reported that they and the
learners were happy with this approach.

Flexibilities

There was both evidence of, and a developing consensus that in future providers would
need to offer a range of models to suit the needs of employers in different industries.
Providers reported that they intended to trial this in the CDF year with work experience
coordinators working more closely with curriculum leads to plan the block element of
placements in particular.
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Some pilot providers and employers questioned the necessity for a 45+ working days
placement with a single employer. By the end of the pilot, there were examples of split
placement models, although these did not align with policy. In the creative and design
route, which was characterised by micro businesses, employers were unable to
accommodate learners for 40 days but were prepared to agree 20 days block placements
that fitted into their business cycle and project-based working approach. Learners in the
Education and Childcare route spent 2 days a week with different employers. Split
placements were also used as a solution for engineering and manufacturing employers
who found it difficult to identify suitable tasks because of health and safety restrictions.
Similarly, split placements were adopted by small employers in the legal, finance and
accounting route, because data confidentiality concerns restricted the duties they could
offer learners. However, T Level policy at this point still envisages that placements will be
with a single employer.

5.4. Implementing the models

Some providers reported that employers’ model preference could vary by the size of
organisation with larger organisations more able to accommodate block models, and
small organisations showing a strong preference for day release models. Balancing this
was the apparent ability of employers to host the model that was offered to them.

When selecting models, providers were informed by whether employers had engaged
with similar programmes. Nurseries in the Education and Childcare route and hair salons
in the hair and beauty route historically had run work experience using a day release
model. However, in the pilot all hair employers were offered the mixed model, so it was
not possible to test whether the historical use of day release was preferred by the pilot
employers. Employers and learners reported that they liked the day-release element of
the mixed model due to a perception that they could practice new skills acquired as part
of classroom-based learning in the workplace. The Education and Childcare route was
offered as a 2 day release model by 1 provider and as a mixed model by other providers.
While day release was familiar and suited employers’ ways of working, some Education
and Childcare route employers responded well to the block model.

Employers generally perceived that they had not been given much choice in the
designated model. However, most still found the model put forward by the provider was
workable and cooperated flexibly with providers to accommodate the curriculum and the
individual learners'”.

7 Again, these employers represent those that found the models workable. The non-engaged employers
are likely to include more employers that did not find the models workable.
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Employers in the catering and hospitality route were responsive to both block and day
release models, but prioritised the requirement for learners to be able to work flexibly to
meet their need for seasonal, weekend and evening working. This pattern of attendance
that involved evening and late shifts had implications for the safeguarding of learners and
therefore it was important to clarify the shift patterns and travel commitments with
employers and learners during placement sourcing and matching.

More generally, the evaluation findings suggested that employers preferred models that
fitted in with demand in their business cycle or supported the completion of tasks during
the time available. Providers reported that feedback from employers suggested
preferences were driven by seasonal work patterns and the preponderance of weekend
and evenings shifts in some industries. This included construction (which can be quiet
over winter; agricultural where the harvest period is one of the busiest points of the year;
and hospitality, catering and some sports science settings where evening and weekend
work is the norm) although, this latter preference raised concerns in respect of learner
safeguarding amongst some affected providers.

There were variations in the perceived efficacy of different models between routes but
also at pathway level. For example, day release models were judged suitable in health
and sports science settings, while block and mixed models had some advantages in
science settings. Health employers often welcomed autumn start placements in order to
prepare learners ahead of the winter rush. Given the set-up of the pilot and specifically
that not all placement models were tested in all contexts, it is not possible to say what
worked best in any route or pathway.

Block models

Block release models were perceived by providers to be challenging to operationalise,
mainly because of the impacts that blocks had on curricula and assessment timetabling.
Particular concerns that providers expressed related to provision of English and maths
retakes, which were not only a core outcome required by learners but, as attainment in
these subjects is a crucial factor in league table performance, it was also a critical
consideration for providers.

In presenting block options to employers, some providers reported that different
preferences emerged based on organisation size, with larger organisations seemingly
more able to operate block models than smaller ones.

Employers that operated a block model felt this worked well where learners were
undertaking a project-based task, since this allowed full immersion and for end-to-end
experiences of tasks. This was the case for some employers in the business and
administration route, creative and design, digital and health and science, for the latter
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employers they felt that learners benefitted from being able to witness patient journeys
from beginning to end. Other examples included:

¢ A university science laboratory (health and science route), where the employer
needed the learner to run an experiment over a compressed period i.e. number of
days.

¢ In a school setting (Education and Childcare route), the head teacher noted that a
block made it easier for the learner to experience a ‘teaching cycle’ from the
introduction of a class topic to its completion.

e In a pharmacy (health and science route), where the learner was dispensing under
supervision, the manager disliked the 1 day release model since they sometimes
had to re-train the learner in processes they had forgotten since being trained in
previous weeks and thought that a block would embed skills better.

e Again in the health and science route, providers reflected that multiple blocks
would allow learners to more easily accommodate part-time work and private
study commitments, which in turn would make the placement more ‘learner
centred’.

Some employers believed that block release models gave learners a more realistic
picture of working life and enabling them to decide if they were ‘cut out’ for a career in
that particular industry. However, this is not a one-size-fits-all rule and it is important to
emphasise that other employers in those routes preferred day release or mixed models.

Nonetheless, blocks in some industries could be more challenging. For example,
providers mentioned that hair salons often have closure days (frequently Mondays) which
made full week long blocks unsuitable. There were also peaks and troughs in the
business cycle that should be considered. In the construction industry, for example,
typically employers were less busy and had less work to offer learners over the winter.
The reverse was true for catering employers, who were keen to secure learners over the
Christmas and New Year season.

Learners in the agriculture, environment and animal care route who were undertaking a
block release model reported that tasks could get repetitive and that the block could
interfere with coursework and independent study. Overall the block model could prove
quite tiring when combined with college, independent study and in many cases part time
work. In terms of what would have improved their placement experience, the learners in
the survey would have liked to change the timing and model of their placements™® .

8 As this was a closed response survey question, learners did not state how they would have liked their
model to have changed.
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Day release models

There were particular challenges to embedding day release into the curriculum across
the routes as some awarding bodies require synoptic assessments in specified periods of
the academic year — a challenge that should be minimised within the T Level
programmes as they should be designed to accommodate placements alongside
curriculum assessments. In addition, the day release model could conflict with timetabling
for English and maths GCSEs retakes — both in respect of teaching inputs and
examination periods. This was viewed as more problematic. That said, learners of
different levels attend these subjects on different days which offered some opportunities
to vary placement day(s) for employers.

It was notable that where providers offered a day release model, it did not mean that all
learners on a particular course were on placement on the same day(s)'®. This was due to
the need to work around employer preferences as well as the maths and English re-sit
curriculum. The evidence on this varied, but working in this way appeared to have
presented challenges and caused a lot of work in respect of timetabling to minimise
disruption to the curriculum. There were indications that timetabling issues were
influenced by the lack of lead in time for the pilot. Reassuringly, the providers were
confident that, with more lead in time, they could better support this level of variation.

Day release models of a single day per week over 40+ weeks?° appeared as more
challenging for providers than 2-day release. This was because it was harder to provide
learner preparation at the outset and ensure there were enough weeks in the year to
allow the 40 days to be achieved. This was a challenge particular to the pilot and would
dissipate as providers using day release anticipate embedding learner preparation in the
last term of year 1, once the T Level programmes roll-out.

Many employers across all routes valued the day release model, since they thought a
longer calendar period would enable the learners to experience varied tasks and to
develop their skills more. For example, an agriculture, land management and production
employer who was managing an outdoor attraction pointed out that the learners studying
landscape management would benefit from experiencing different tasks during different
seasons. In some workplaces, key tasks were only conducted on certain days of the
week and employers took care to synchronise the placement so that learners could take
on a specific role in those core activities. The majority of employers who used the day
release model preferred to have the placement on fixed days to facilitate work planning.

9 Day release models include 1 day release per week as well as 2 days release per week.
20 The pilot operated 40 day placements although the T Levels intend to embed 45+ day placements
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‘It’s quite good to know that you’ve got somebody on a particular day on a regular
basis, if you know what | mean. It’s quite good for, like, if we’re doing activities and,
you know, we can arrange larger activities if we've got, like, an extra pair of hands.
So it is quite good for our planning really.’

Employer

The day release model worked well for employers and in roles where end-to-end
experience of tasks can either be achieved within 1 or 2 days or where tasks are
repeated sufficiently often to allow an insight into the end-to-end experience to emerge.
This was the case for the agriculture, land management and production pathway,
Education and Childcare route, catering and hospitality route and the hair and beauty
route. For digital placements, providers favoured consecutive 2 days release since it
blended the benefits of an immersive experience while also allowing the learner time to
engage with the curriculum and theoretical side of their work.

Small employers in particular thought that day release was easier to manage, since costs
of supervising learners would be spread out over time, reducing the resultant drop in
productivity for staff supervising learners. Employers who used the single day release
model sometimes concluded that doing 2 consecutive days would have provided better
continuity and more opportunity for learners’ skill development.

Mixed models

Mixed models covered a far larger proportion of providers than other models — which
may, in itself, form a finding. In addition, more routes/pathways were covered by these
models than day or block alone.

Providers saw benefits in a mixed model that allowed for an immersive, induction period
at the start of the placement for the learner. This combination of attendance at the
workplace was also relatively straightforward for providers to accommodate in their
timetables. Where there were issues with timetabling, providers believed the solution
would derive from starting work earlier to establish suitable placements for learners and,
as a result of this, being able to start the placement for all learners at the specified time.

Providers reported that industries with traditions of day release could accommodate
some aspect of blocks with sufficient time and planning. The use of day release in
addition to blocks also corresponded with views from providers at the consultation stage,
that this would be the most viable model for them.

A provider offering 2 day release placements in the health and science route initially
aimed to split their cohort and had half starting the placement in autumn term and the
other half in spring term. The first 15 learners did 2 days a week, but for the 15 who
started placement in spring, the provider changed to a mixed model, with an initial block
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and then 2 days per week, which they felt worked better. The block was found useful to
help the learners to get to know the settings, staff, expectations, and built rapport with
service users more quickly than was the case with the autumn start learners doing day
release.

The mixed model was also popular with many employers across all routes. During the
block, the employers would usually lead an induction, often replicating that used with
other new starters. Employers noted that the opening block allowed learners ‘to get their
teeth into’ the organisation, allowed them to ‘spoon feed’ the learners and helped the
learner to experience what it was like to work full-time. By the end of the block the
learners had reached a ‘productive’ state, while the subsequent day release allowed
them to juggle their placement with their studies. For example, a school science
technician taught the learner all safety aspects relating to chemicals they would be using
during this initial block, preparing the learner to work 2 days a week thereafter.
Employers in the legal pathway and in the digital and the creative and design routes also
found the mixed model easy to manage.

Generally mixed and day-release offered advantages for employers, learners and
providers, although block models were sometimes preferred when learners were
undertaking highly complex tasks over a sustained period of time.

Timings of the placement models

In addition to the mode of attendance, the timing of placements and their commencement
in respect of the academic or calendar year was also tested in the pilot.

In some cases timing was determined by the characteristics of the routes and industries.
Seasonality in the business cycle appeared to be a particular issue in the agriculture,
animal care, placements in the environment industry, construction, catering and
hospitality, and hair and beauty industries. Harvest time is particularly busy for
agriculture, land management and production pathway employers, while the construction
trade is quieter over winter compared to other times of the year. Hair and beauty can
experience busy times around Christmas as well as from spring when weddings are more
popular. In addition, the hospitality and catering industries can have peaks for similar
reasons. In light of this, some providers that trialled spring start placements during the
pilot were planning to change to autumn starts.

Where placements commenced in autumn it appeared easier for providers to
accommodate them from the perspective of timetabling; where placements commenced
in spring they clashed with mock exam periods and were far harder to accommodate.
Providers also reported that leaving the block too late, so that it clashed with the main
examination period in summer was also problematic.

62



5.5. Factors underpinning model preferences

While the evaluation data do not enable categorical statements to be made about which
models worked best in different industries, they did provide information about why
particular models were (or might be) effective. These can be summarised as follows:

e Agriculture, animal care and the environment. All 3 models were tested. Some
employers preferred learners to be available at busy times such as harvest, and
the block or mixed models worked well in this scenario. In some animal care
settings such as veterinary practices, employers preferred day release and mixed
models because they suited the business cycle and allowed learners to repeat and
master activities. Some employers wanted the flexibility to permit evening and
weekend working.

e Business and administration. Again, all 3 models were tested. Employers who
experienced a mixed model often preferred an opening block to cover induction
and set the learners’ expectations. The block model suited project-based
placements, enabling the learners to be fully immersed in the project, from start to
end. When project-based work was not the norm, employers sometimes preferred
day release as it allowed learners to develop technical skills through repeated
tasks.

e Catering and hospitality. Day release and mixed models were tested in this
route, although most providers used the mixed model. There were no clear
employer preferences for specific models. As catering involves similar tasks on
any given day, both block and day release models proved workable. However,
flexible timings were essential, as employers required learners to work evenings
and weekend shifts and to cover the Christmas/New Year and summer peaks.

e Education and Childcare. Again, day release and mixed models were tested in
this route. Employers were experienced in offering placements and often found
day release (on its own or within a mixed model) a familiar and preferred option. It
gave them space to reflect on learners’ activity, provide feedback and design
activity; it also mirrored industry shift patterns and the apprenticeship model.
However, a minority of employers found the block model better they felt it gave a
realistic picture of physical, ‘full-on’ work in the industry.

e Construction. Block and mixed models were tested in this route, with mixed
models being used by most providers. There was no one-size-fits-all model. Day
release allowed learners to acquire and practice skills over time, while the mixed
model’s initial block allowed learners to ‘settle in’. Employers preferred day release
to be worked over 2 consecutive days to provide continuity. When learners were
engaged in complex tasks that required training, block models reduced the need
for refresher training. Some employers would prefer learners to do placements
during spring and autumn, avoiding winter when less work is available.
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e Creative and design. All 3 models were tested, but the majority experienced the
mixed model which usually proved workable. Project-based work lent itself to
blocks, but repeated tasks aligned better with a day release model. Due to the
high proportion of micro employers, there was a need for flexible timings and
some employers were reluctant to offer placements of more than 20 days. Some
micro employers wanted learners’ placement to take place on the days they had
booked office space. Others had no desk space and commissioned the learners
to work on projects while based in college premises.

e Digital. Only the mixed and block models were tested?'. Micro employers were
common and this influenced the choice of models. Day release worked well for
digital freelancers renting desk space on specific days although some saw the
value of an opening block for induction. Employers delivering projects preferred
learners to work on a block model, giving the project their full attention and
delivering results quickly. However, other small employers found managing
learners on a block was too time-consuming. Given the range of employer types in
the industry, flexible models were essential.

e Engineering and manufacturing. All 3 models were tested in this route. As with
other routes, block models were preferred for projects. In contrast, some small
employers found the time required to supervise learners on a block reduced their
own productivity. Day release worked well when skills could be repeatedly
practised and the employer could provide supervisory support 1 or 2 days per
week. Where tasks were highly complex, employers felt that a 1 day release
model would not give learners enough time to get to grips with tasks.

e Hair and beauty. Only mixed models were tested in this route. These worked well
and employers could see the benefit of an opening block followed by regular
attendance. The day release component of the mixed model was suitable for
salons’ frequently repeated activities. Some employers would prefer 2 days
release, timed to follow classroom sessions so that learners can build links
between learning and practice. Employers thought that a block model would be
problematic as hair salons often close 1 day a week. Employers appreciated
flexible timings to cover evenings and weekends, and the busy Christmas period
and spring to summer wedding season.

¢ Health and science. All 3 models were tested in this route, although mixed
models were the majority choice. As in other routes, there no clear preferences for
a particular model. For example, in the science pathway blocks enabled some
learners to contribute to long-running laboratory experiments, but shorter repeated
experiments suited the day release model. There were similar contrasts in the
health pathway with some employers preferring block models and others

21 A provider which had planned to run the day release model added blocks to the placements in order to
achieve 40 days’ duration.

64



5.6.

preferring day release. Flexible timings were important in this route, notably for
health employers who wanted learners to be available during the busy winter
season.

Legal, finance and accounting. Only mixed models were tested in this route and
these were feasible for most employers. However, employers’ responses to the
models varied greatly, depending on their size and business activities. Some
micro employers did not believe blocks were feasible as there was insufficient
work for learners over longer periods. Small employers found it too demanding to
have learners on site for 2 days, but other employers thought that 2 days was the
minimum needed for learners to develop industry insights and hone technical
skills.

Models: challenges and solutions

The pilot did not test every model in each route, but there are indications from the
research about lessons that can be be drawn with regards to modes of attendance. The
convergence towards mixed models has to be noted and accepted, across pathways and
routes.

As a pilot embedded in existing courses, all models placed difficult demands on
the timetable and curriculum delivery. Providers expected that they would be able
to build in more learner preparation as the placement policy moves forward
towards T Level roll out. Moving learner preparation activities to year 1 of a 2-year
course would help to reduce some timetabling pressure. In their planning for the
CDF year, work experience coordinators were working more closely with
curriculum leads to align models and programme delivery so there would be fewer
deadline clashes — for example block placements due to take place during exam
periods or around UCAS deadlines.

Day release could accommodate flexible working arrangements such as having
office space available only on certain days of the week, or work commitments that
were associated with particular days; multiple blocks offered potential solution to
the challenge of learners needing to work part-time alongside the contact and
independent study time expected for college. Where block-only models were used,
the start term was a crucial factor in how well the model worked in
pathways/routes; autumn term was seen as the better starting point as it avoided
clashes with exam periods although it also implied that brokerage, learner
preparation and matching would need to start in the year prior to the industry
placement.

The term in which placements started impacted on employers’ availability to host
and to support learners through busy periods on placement. Employers would like
to get learners up to speed during the autumn term so that they are ready to
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support them during peak periods, for example over Christmas and New Year in
hair and beauty, and hospitality and catering routes, and also the health pathway.
For some roles, including those in the health pathway and in the agriculture, land
management and production providers intended to bring forward certain elements
of technical training and skills or work with employers to get these in place early
on in the academic year so that learners would be ready to start placements — in
these example chainsaw operations and moving and handling in the care industry.

The shift towards mixed and more flexible models reflected both the challenges
encountered and solutions reached. There appear few, if any, routes/pathways
where a single approach is seen as the best solution. The extent of movement
towards mixed models is telling. While this is a pragmatic response to wider issues
associated with the pilot, providers also believe these models represent a better
compromise between the needs of the curriculum employers, and facilitate a
better integration of theory and practice.

Employers of all types were looking for placement models with more flexibility and
responsiveness to their needs. They wanted more notice of placements, and
asked for more flexibility in timings, such as allowing split placements of 20 days,
or responding to seasonal peaks. Placement duration was a particular concern for
small employers, particularly in the creative and design route.
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6. Learner preparation and factors affecting their
placement experience

This chapter draws together the evidence on the preparation of learners for placements
and examines strategies and approaches for learner preparation. It commences with
learners’ reactions to undertaken placements including initial expectations and
challenges, and then turns to the types of preparation they were engaged in.

6.1. Learners’ motivations and concerns for placements

Almost all of the learners interviewed for the research had previously undertaken short-
term work experience and some expected that they would have to do work experience as
part of their Level 3 course. Many were completing courses in subjects where work
experience is an established part of vocational training (e.g. hair and beauty, and
agriculture, environment and animal care routes, and some health and science
pathways). The learners interviewed were generally open to the idea of gaining further
experience in the workplace as part of their studies. For some learners, particularly those
on animal management courses and health and social care, shorter work experience was
already an integral part of their course. Learners with previous work experience
welcomed industry placements as an extension of this although some were concerned
about the extra time that had to be spent on placement, when combined with their course
and part time job commitments.

Learners were keen to have experience to include in their CVs and many knew of the
importance that employers in their industry placed on relevant work experience. Some
were hopeful that they would get a permanent job or apprenticeship as a result of
undertaking the placement. Many learners were excited to be able to spend time in a
professional environment.

‘I thought that if | could show my initiative and all my skills, and show that I'm a good
worker and | get on with anyone, hopefully, they will offer me an apprenticeship.’

Building services engineering learner

In general, the learners’ initial concerns about placements centred on the potential impact
on their course work and other personal commitments. Some with existing commitments
thought that the day release model would fit better as block placements would leave less
time for part time work, course work and caring responsibilities. Some learners also
discussed their thoughts on the timing of the placement in the academic year. There was
no clear consensus about what they thought would work best, though providers and
learners acknowledged there were challenges when placements were scheduled for busy
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exam or coursework periods. There was a clear need to take account of coursework
deadlines and examination periods when deciding about the timing of placements.

6.2. Learner preparation activities focused on employability

The learner preparation that providers devised aimed to develop employability skills and
attributes including soft skills, as well as to provide input on route or industry specific
issues. These programmes were largely based on existing provision, but additional route-
specific preparation was added in some cases, as detailed in section 6.3. The
preparation programme offered by the national support organisation was not intended to
be route-specific and focused on employment preparation and employability skills and
attributes. It also contained an option for a short spell of volunteering. At a broad level,
preparati