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Executive Summary
Background

The Scottish Union Learning (SUL) learning programme in Scotland 2008-2011 covers a range of projects and activities delivered through two separate funding streams: the Learning Fund (LF) and the Development Fund (DF). These programmes are funded by the European Social Fund and the Scottish Government through the Scottish Union Learning Fund (SULF).

The focus on lifelong learning through this programme is intentionally broad, ranging from the raising of adult literacy and numeracy skills to the acquisition of technical skills to continuing personal and professional development. In April 2010, Scottish Union Learning commissioned Stewart Research and the Scottish Centre for Employment Research at the University of Strathclyde to conduct an independent evaluation of the 2008-2011 learning programme.

The overarching objective of the evaluation was to provide an assessment of the consistency of the projects funded through the LF and DF with ESF priority objectives. The specific objectives were to evaluate: progress towards project aims and objectives; the effectiveness of the project management including monitoring systems, reporting mechanisms and financial processes; how the project has linked with SULF 7 activity and activity in Highlands and Islands (where applicable); what has been learned from the project activities and what best practice has been exemplified; the learning experience of participants who have been supported through the LF; and, how the projects addressed the 3 horizontal ESF themes – Equal Opportunities, Environmental Sustainability and Social Inclusion
Data Collection & Methodology

The evaluation required a broad research design. This involved different stages and included both qualitative and quantitative research. Within this research there was an analysis of SUL LF management output, SUL supplementary background materials and the collection of primary attitudinal data from individual Project Officers, learning participants and a selection of Union National/ Regional Officers (on more strategic issues. We also conducted a follow-up survey of learners.

There were four stages to the research:

Stage 1

Desk research involving a review of existing, relevant secondary 



material.

Stage 2

Interviews with Project Officers.

Stage 3

Survey of Learners.

Stage 4

Interviews with National/ Regional Officers.
Research Findings

The critical finding is that SUL is utilising ESF monies for their intended purpose: to deliver a spread and variety of workplace learning (additional to that which already exists) in a fashion that is consistent with the regulations of the funding. The learning activities were both job-related and non job-related, accredited and non-accredited, and successfully attracted non-traditional learners as well as traditional learners and provided opportunities for lifelong learning. The operational governance structures and arrangements to manage the learning programme were satisfactory and effective. The feedback from learners was particularly strong and demonstrated that the learning activities were associated with effective outcomes for learners. Finally, the projects did address the three ESF thematic priorities.
More specific findings are presented sequentially, starting with the details on ESF projects through to their operation and outcomes, governance arrangements including problems, best practice and lessons, followed by the experiences of learners and finally by looking at how projects addressed the ESF thematic priorities.

Project Aims & Objectives

The profile of courses funded by the LF was relatively wide ranging in content and level, and the funding resources were fully utilised. Around two-fifths of course were concerned with topics in new technologies and the overwhelming majority of courses attracted learners (i.e. were ‘active’). Activities generated on average seven individual participants per course. A third of all courses were accredited and the LF generated a total of 3,002 learning participants. A total of 492 participants attained qualifications through the LF. This represented 18% of all participants.

The DF supported project activities were wholly consistent with ESF regulations but most of these activities did not generate learning activities that met their original target numbers. This was due to a variety of reasons: over-ambitious target numbers and the lack of resources in the LF to enable every demand for learning. Only two of these projects exceeded or got very close to meeting their project targets.

There was a strong synergy between the ESF projects and those trade unions and activities that featured in SULF7 and other activities in the Highlands and Islands.

Governance & Management

There are a variety of clear, externally-approved (and audited) and transparent management structures in place to ensure that the current operational process is consistent with ESF guidelines and wider ‘best practice’ in project management. The procurement process is consistent with ESF guidelines and ‘best value’ requirements, and the system contains a number of necessary features that allow for the ongoing monitoring and validation of the progress of individual progress, finances and outputs. There were however, a number of minor operational issues that were highlighted by both project officers and by SUL. These issues however, were largely consistent with the view that this is a relatively new operational system which may need time to embed. The problems are soluble and not substantive.

Practice & Lessons

There were a number of ways in which the DF supported projects embodied and reflected ‘best practice’. The latter involved issues such as: a commitment to learners; an understanding that learning is a long-term process of financial investment and individual development; that DF supported projects reflected equalities in opportunity, were socially inclusive and involved relatively high standards of monitoring and governance; and provided attractive learning opportunities for learners that varied between personal development activities to the acquisition of ‘high-value’ labour market skills.

In terms of lessons for future ESF programmes these concerned issues of: setting targets by projects; the tendering process and developing specialised courses; managing LF resources and taking strategic decisions about what types of learning activities to fund; and on greater cross-union co-operation on sharing knowledge and activities.

Learner Experience

The evidence on learners and their experiences offered an interesting insight into the effectiveness of those learning activities supported by the LF and DF. In terms of their socio-demographic profile, the learners were similar in profile to those in previous evaluations of union-led learning activities: they were largely drawn from non-traditional learner groups. Interestingly, there were a higher proportion of non-members of trade unions involved in these learning activities suggesting that the programme as a whole was sufficiently inclusive and open to all.

The learner experience of DF and LF supported activities was especially positive and satisfactory. The course feedback from learners was uniformly very positive, which was consistent with the feedback provided by ULRs and others on the delivery of these learning activities. From the perspective of participants, the overall programme of learning was well delivered in terms of its content, length, structure and materials, and largely met people’s expectations. For participants the key outcomes for a significant proportion were both psychological and material: the extension of their knowledge and skills, the development of new skills and abilities in their current jobs and for a small proportion the ability to get a better job. In all of the above respects, both experiences and outcomes for participants can be described as largely highly satisfactory and positive.

ESF Thematic Priorities

The DF projects successfully addressed the three overarching ESF themes of equalities, sustainability and inclusion in a variety of ways. These themes were an integral part of the governance arrangements set up to guide the SUL programme at project inception and reporting. The output evidence provided by project managers, projects and learners, suggests that the DF projects were conducted in a fashion that was not only consistent with these strategic priorities but were successful in ensuring that they were delivered by projects.

1. INTRODUCTION
This report presents an evaluation of the Scottish Union Learning (SUL) programme of learning in Scotland 2008-2011. This learning programme covers a range of union-led learning projects and activities and is provided through two separate streams of activity: the Learning Fund (LF) and Development Fund (DF). These programmes are funded by the European Social Fund (ESF) and the Scottish Government through the Scottish Union Learning Fund (SULF). This evaluation provides an independent assessment of how effective and useful this funding has been to SUL in two key respects: firstly, in providing training and learning to enhance workforce skills and adaptability, particularly to people with low or no skills and qualifications, and secondly in improving trade union capacity to design and deliver programmes that widen access to post-school lifelong learning. The evaluation will consider how effectively the LF and DF deliver on their ESF priority themes, and constructively inform the future work of SUL in further promoting the wider union learning agenda in Scotland.
1.1 Background

SUL is an integral part of the Scottish Trades Union Congress (STUC). Over the last few years, the STUC developed SUL to produce a step change in union-led learning in Scotland. SUL brings together the work of the STUC Skills & Lifelong Learning Team and TUC Education in Scotland. It administers the Scottish Union Learning Fund (SULF) and mirrors the development of the TUC’s Unionlearn in England. Funding and governance structure for SUL are already in place and, working in partnership with unions, its aim is to drive forward union-led learning.
SUL is both union managed and led. This is achieved in part through the Scottish Union Learning Board that governs this structure by agreeing and monitoring its business, operational and financial plans. The Board, which is accountable to the STUC General Council, consists of 12 union representatives appointed by the General Council. The Board is supported by a Union Advisory Group and a Partners Advisory Group. The Union Advisory Group consists of representatives from STUC affiliated unions with an interest in union-led learning. The Partners Advisory Group is a body of external experts from key learning and skills organisations in Scotland committed to supporting union-led learning.
The Scottish Government’s substantial investment in establishing Scottish Union Learning is recognition of the contribution that unions have made to enhance the quality and quantity of learning in Scottish workplaces and the knowledge and skills of Scotland’s workers. Independent evaluation of union involvement in workplace learning has confirmed the unique and distinctive contribution unions can make to improving learning and skills (Findlay et al, 2006)
.
In 2008, the STUC secured ESF funding for three years to help deliver learning and to develop and embed an infrastructure to support lifelong learning in the workplace throughout Scotland. The funding will add leverage to the work already being done by SUL. It also supports the Scottish Government’s wider skills strategy. Although the activities and projects funded under the LF are separate from the mainstream Scottish Union Leaning Fund (SULF), which is managed by the STUC and funded by the Scottish Government, there are obvious synergies between these funding streams in supporting learners in the workplace. The DF is funded both by ESF and by SULF.
There are two types of ESF funded projects: one under Priority 3
 Improving Access to Lifelong Learning and a second project under Priority 2
 Progressing through Employment. Both projects ran until 31st March 2011 and operate in conjunction with parallel projects in the Highlands and Islands. The main aims of the ESF European funding are: to improve access to lifelong learning; and to improve the skills of the workforce. In order to meet these aims, SUL set up a development fund and a learning fund. In other words, one funding stream focuses on delivering learning for workers (LF), while the other focuses on developing the basis of, and assessing the demand for, learning (DF).
The Learning Fund (LF)
This stream directly finances collective learning provision to meet the demands for workplace learning. It supports people in employment and encourages them to get back into education to refresh or improve their existing skills, to gain qualifications and to develop new skills in subjects not directly related to their current job.

Trade unions must quantify the demand for learning within a particular workplace before applying to the learning fund. Applications are approved by an ESF Advisory Panel, made up of members of the SUL Board, before being put out to tender to a list of suitably qualified and approved training providers who are invited to submit a tender to deliver the course.
The LF can support courses on Everyday Skills, language courses, computing, some vocational training and personal development. Our understanding is that the LF comprises a number of activities and projects ongoing since 2008.

The Development Fund (DF)
The DF supports activity which improves the capacity of trade unions to deliver learning and skills development
. The key issue for these projects is that the development work undertaken must directly lead to training courses which can be supported by the Learning Fund. The activity can support:
· initiatives that widen access and support a greater number of learners;

· innovative activity that will establish learning in workforces with low or no previous learning activity;
· activity around Everyday Skills, including developing new innovative approaches for delivery; and

· the expansion of work already being carried out by trade unions in new geographical locations or workplaces or targeting new workers in existing sites.

An application process was put in place for unions to apply to the DF and total of 22 applications were submitted by the January 2010 deadline. Most activity started from 1st April 2010. Projects ran for a minimum of 3 months and a maximum of 12 months (to 31st March 2011) with funding for a full-time or part-time member of staff with a specific remit to embed learning within the workplace.
1.2 Evaluation Objectives

The overarching aim of the evaluation is to provide an independent assessment of the consistency of the projects funded through the LF and DF with ESF priority objectives. Within these parameters the specific aims are to evaluate:

· progress towards project aims and objectives;

· the effectiveness of the project management including monitoring systems, reporting mechanisms and financial processes;

· how the project has linked with SULF 7 activity;

· how the project complemented activity in Highlands and Islands (where applicable);

· what has been learned from the project activities and what best practice has been exemplified;

· the learning experience of participants who have been supported through the Learning Fund; and
· how the projects addressed the 3 horizontal themes – Equal Opportunities, Environmental Sustainability and Social Inclusion.
We now look at how these objectives were pursued in terms of the design of the research and the methods that were used to address these questions.
2. Methodology & Research design
2.1 Introduction

In this chapter we outline the methodology and the research design that underpinned this evaluation. To address the objectives specified in the brief, we adopted a flexible methodological approach based on the interrogation and analysis of SUL LF management output, SUL supplementary background materials and the collection of primary attitudinal data from individual Project Officers, learning participants and a selection of Union National/ Regional Officers (on more strategic issues). Using these multiple data sources required a broad research design with different stages and including both qualitative and quantitative research. Some of the data and tools for this evaluation already existed (e.g. the SUL data used to monitor each funded project), while others were specifically designed for the research. These methods and data, described below, provided descriptive and attitudinal data that enabled identification and assessment of individual projects against their targets.
2.2 Data Collection Stages

The data collection stages are listed below in Table 2.1, followed by a brief description outlining their rationale, focus, execution and the stakeholders included within those stages. The material for the surveys of learners was finalised in conjunction with the SUL project officer.
Table 2.1: Data Collection Stages

	Stage
	Task

	1
	Desk research

	2
	Interviews with Project Officers

	3
	Survey of Learners

	4
	Interviews with National/ Regional Officers


Stage 1: Desk Research

The first stage of the evaluation involved the identification and collation of relevant primary data materials from SUL. This included the following data sources:

· A comprehensive listing of all DF projects (project applications forms, the types of activity covered by each project, allocated funding levels and contact details for project officers in each union);
· Promotional material on the LF and DF used by SUL;

· Documentation on governance and monitoring arrangements for the LF and DF projects;

· Applications and Progress Reports for each DF project;
· Course management output documentation containing details on the numbers of learners (stratified by leaning activities and whether these activities were supported by the DF; and

· Course registration documentation containing details for those individual learners who participated in learning activities and their feedback on courses. Both of these sources involved the collation of returns to SUL by learning providers.
The above material also contributed to the design and administration of the research process, in particular the interviews with Project Officers and surveys of learners.

Stage 2: Interviews with Project Officers
Exit interviews were conducted with 12 Project Officers who were mainly responsible for managing the 19 DF projects. This number reflects the 19 DF projects funded by SUL. These Project Officers were responsible for projects operating across either the ‘Lowlands’
 or the Highlands & Islands (H & I).
The collation of structured project information provided by SUL was used to help develop items for the Project Officer interviews. This number of interviews is sufficient to provide a range of feedback on project performance and the issues that arose in the management of each DF project. However, even obtaining this number of interviews was time intensive and although some Project Officers were no longer in post, others could comment on the conduct of the project in sufficient depth and detail.
Stage 3: Survey of Learners
An EXCEL database was provided by SUL. This database was a compilation of all of those who had completed at least one learning activity funded by the LF and was based on all course registration forms returned by learning providers in August 2010. This database amounted to 380 individual learning participants and these individuals were used as the sample group for this survey.
The response for this survey was 23%; with some completed by telephone but most by post. There was a high attrition rate around the telephone contact details for respondents. It should be understood that there is no agreed minimum acceptable response rate for surveys, although it is important to receive at least a minimum 10% response rate in order to comment on the significance of findings.
 In attempts to maximize the response rate, each individual was contacted by letter (once). This was followed up by e-mail contact with those who had verifiable electronic addresses
. At this stage, attempts were also made to contact those who had also provided telephone contact details.

The final adjusted response rate for the learner’s survey was satisfactory for a number of reasons but primarily because it was conducted over a year after the course of learning of these participants had been completed. This allowed us to explore the longer-term impact of ESF learning activities on participants. Principally, we were interested in what impact (if any) these learning activities had on participants: not only in terms of issues such as confidence and self-esteem but also on their employability and whether participation had strengthened their labour market position by allowing them to make career changes with their current employer or with new employers. Given that many of the LF courses were unaccredited and short-term, our expectations of labour market shifts were relatively low. However, given that there is a dearth of such data in the wider literature on union learning, the availability of data in this study provided an opportunity to pursue this issue further.
Stage 4: Interviews with National/ Regional Officers
Attitudinal data was collected from a range of National/ Regional Officers from trade unions who had taken part in the LF activities. The aim was to have a more strategic input to the evaluation though the views of those in senior positions who could comment knowledgeably on some of the wider issues surrounding both the ESF projects and union-led learning and its relationship to broader policy initiatives and debates. These individuals were better placed than Project Officers to assess the implications of specific funded projects in relation to overall union strategies on learning and organisation. 

The sample was determined by suggestion and consultation within the research team. Around eight individuals were selected from a list representing differing workforce sections and interests.
3. Project Aims & Objectives
3.1 Introduction

In this Chapter we look at progress towards the LF programme aims and objectives and in particular the output for those projects supported by the DF. As already outlined in Chapter 1, the main aims of the ESF European funding are: to improve access to lifelong learning (ESF Priority 2); and to improve the skills of the workforce (ESF Priority 3). In order to meet these overarching funding aims, SUL set up a separate LF and DF. In other words, one funding stream focused on delivering access to learning activities for workforces (LF), while the other focused on developing the basis of, and assessing the demand for, learning (DF).
In this Chapter we begin by outlining the key elements of the LF in terms of what courses it funded, the numbers of participants who took part in the programme and what outcomes they achieved. We then focus specifically on the DF and provide an assessment of how successful these supports were in terms of generating their target number of learners. Finally, we look at the links between the LF and DF supported projects and other union-led such as SULF 7 and wider activities in the Highlands & Islands.
3.2 Learning Fund Courses, Learners & Outcomes
An outline of the types of courses that were funded by the LF and the overall efficacy of the LF is detailed in Table 3.1 below.
Table 3.1: Course Type and Efficacy of the LF (n, %)

	Course Type
	Number of Courses
	%


	British Sign Languate (BSL)
	66
	14

	Everyday Skills (e.g. CV’s, Learning, Communications, Literacy & Numeracy (including ESOL))
	40
	8

	Modern Languages
	84
	19

	New Technologies (Communications, IT & Digital Media)
	174
	39

	Workplace Skill Development
	60
	13

	European Computer Driving Licence (ECDL)
	12
	3

	Other
	15
	3

	Total (all LF)
	451
	99

	
	
	

	Withdrawn Courses
	35
	8

	Other Non-Active Courses

	30
	7

	Rejected Applications
	3
	>1

	Active Courses (all LF)
	385
	85

	Active Courses (DF Support Only)
	143
	87

	Accredited Courses (all LF)
	148
	33

	Accredited Courses (active only)
	122
	32

	Total
	451
	100


We can make a number of points from these figures:

· the profile of courses funded by the LF was relatively wide ranging in content and level. Not only was there no single type of ESF course that made up an overall majority of learning activity but there was a relatively wide spread of content that ranged by level from basic skills in numeracy and literacy to the advanced use of particular types of new technologies

· the level of courses ranged between basic level introductions to topics - such as the internet and web, modern languages and British Sign Language (BSL) - to intermediate and advanced level courses on topics such as Digital Editing processes;

· the LF mainly funded courses in new technologies. These were by far and away the largest proportion of LF courses and over twice as many as the second largest type of course. Almost two-fifths of all courses addressed a topic in new technologies (39%), reflecting the prominence of these technologies in modern labour markets and workforces;

· other prominent types of courses that were funded through the LF concerned introductions to and intermediate level courses on modern languages (19%), BSL (14%) and courses specifically aimed at improving workplace skills and knowledge (13%). The latter were typically very industry-specific and covered a diverse range of issues such as building skills, transport, finance and accounts, and industry-specific qualifications;
· these courses on the development of very specific workplace skills were distinct from other types of courses which were aimed at improving peoples’ everyday skills (e.g. basic communications, CV writing introducing participants to adult learning and literacy and numeracy) which constituted a relatively small proportion of courses (8%); and

· despite their relatively low proportion of courses, one particular course in everyday skills was the most popular in terms of attracting participants (i.e. 54)  Three modern language courses in Spanish were among the top ten courses in terms of the numbers of participants, compared to two in new technologies and workplace skills respectively.

Table 3.1 also shows that the LF was relatively successful in generating courses and activities that attracted learners (i.e. courses that were ‘active’). The overwhelming majority of courses can be defined as ‘active’ (84%). There were relatively low numbers of courses that had to either be ‘withdrawn’ or were ‘non-active’ because of a lack of interest among participants (8% and 7% respectively), and a very low number of ‘rejected’ applications. These figures largely demonstrate that the overwhelming majority of courses were attractive to their intended target audiences and that trade unions were largely successful in being able to mobilise suitable numbers of learners to participate in these activities. Although the number of participants who attended the LF courses had a reasonably wide range between 1 and 54 (as we would expect depending on the topic concerned), the average number of participants who completed these ESF learning activities was seven participants per course. Overall, this is a reasonably satisfactory number of participants per course
.

Just under a third of all ‘active’ LF courses were accredited and provided a recognised qualification upon successful completion (32%). Accredited courses covered a variety of topics largely in new technologies but also in modern languages, BSL, ECDL and various courses largely concerned with workforce skill development.
In terms of the relative contribution of the DF in terms of the overall numbers of individual participants who undertook learning activities, Table 3.2 shows how many learners took part in course activities arising from the supports provided by this ESF fund (n, %).

Table 3.2: The Contribution of ESF Support to Learners (n, %)

	Course
	Number

	%

	DF Supported Course
	1439
	48

	Non-DF Courses
	1563
	52

	Total
	3,002
	100


Overall, a total of 3,002 individual participants undertook learning activity as part of the ESF LF
. Of these nearly one half were from DF supported projects (48%). On the part of the DF, this represents a relatively sizeable return on the investment made by the fund and adequately demonstrates the ‘value’ of the DF supports in generating significant and appreciable numbers of learners through SUL. In financial terms it equates to a DF investment of £348 per participant
. In other words, every £348 of DF support was equivalent to generating one individual about to undertake a learning activity. In terms of the LF as a whole, the total cost investment was £222 per participant
.

A total of 1075 of the 3002 participants took part in accredited learning activities. This means that just over a third of all participants attained a formal qualification from the LF (36%).

Table 3.3 details the exit outcomes from learning activities for all LF participants in terms of the level of qualifications that they achieved
.

Table 3.3 Exit Qualifications of LF Participants (n, %)

	Exit Qualifications
	Part Qualification (n)
	Full Qualification (n)
	Total (n)
	%

	Unaccredited
	-
	-
	2293
	82

	No Qualifications
	-
	-
	2
	>1

	Lower Secondary, Access 1 or 2
	10
	0
	10
	>1

	Standard Grade, O Grade, Intermediate 1,2, Access 3, SVQ 1,2
	177
	230
	407
	15

	Upper Secondary, Higher, A Level, SVQ 3, Modern Apprenticeships
	46
	2
	48
	2

	Advanced Higher, HNC, Higher Education Access Courses
	17
	5
	22
	1

	HND, Degree, SVQ 4
	5
	0
	5
	>1

	Masters, Doctorate, SVQ 5
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Total
	255
	237
	2787
	100


As we can see from Table 3.3:
· a total of 492 participants attained qualifications through the LF. This represented 18% of all LF participants;
· 237 participants attained full qualifications and 255 attained part qualifications
. These figures represented 8% and 10% of all LF participants respectively; and
· The exit qualifications that were achieved by participants were all below the level of Masters, Doctorate, SVQ 5. They were mostly full qualifications at Standard Grade, O Grade, Intermediate 1,2, Access 3, SVQ 1,2 (83% of all qualifications); and

· Significantly lower proportions attained qualifications at Upper Secondary, Higher, A Level, SVQ 3, Modern Apprenticeships (10%) and mainly part qualifications at Advanced Higher, HNC, Higher Education Access Course (4%), but 1% did attain part qualifications at the HND, Degree, SVQ 4 level.
3.3 Progress & Outcomes of DF Supported Projects
In this section, we look specifically at the targeting and use of the DF. As we can see from Table 3.4, there were 19 DF supported projects (2 in the Highlands & Islands and 17 in the central belt)
. These were managed by a total of 13 separate trade unions (and 1 project managed by the STUC Youth Committee). 

Table 3.4: DF Projects and their Key Characteristics

	Project
	Target Group
	ESF Objectives
	DF Funding (£)
	Number of Partners
	Partner Funding (£)

	1
	Mainly Older Males (shift workers)
	√
	37,280
	1
	19,480

	2
	Self-Employed (Freelance)
	√
	44,830
	4
	3,250

	3
	Female and Shift Workers
	√
	44,200
	3
	2,500

	4
	No set criteria (shift workers)
	√
	36,400
	7
	-

	5
	Female and Night Shift Workers
	√
	8,000
	1
	8,000

	6
	Self-Employed (Freelance)
	√
	44,882
	1
	2,147

	7
	Civil Servants
	√
	22,483
	1
	-

	8
	Civil Servants
	√
	22,483
	1
	-

	9
	Civil Servants
	√
	20,455
	4
	1,800

	10
	Maternity Care Assistants
	√
	28.640
	2
	6,700

	11
	Mainly Older Males (Shift Workers)
	√
	14,750
	1
	600

	12
	Mainly Female Part-Time
	√
	9,779
	1
	-

	13
	Casual/ Temporary Staff 
	√
	25,077
	1
	7,000

	14
	Local Government & Health Workers
	√
	31,850
	5
	11,294

	15
	Local Government & Health Workers
	√
	31,850
	5
	11,294

	16
	Mainly Female Administrative staff Casual/ Temporary workers
	√
	11,780
	5
	-

	17
	Part-Time Female and Migrant Workers
	√
	36,180
	5
	19,800

	18
	Mainly Males in Transport Sector
	√
	22,180
	4
	-

	19
	Young Workers
	√
	7,200
	1
	-

	Total
	
	
	500,299
	53
	93,865


Supplementing the information presented in Table 3.3, the following points can be made:

· all of the DF projects were wholly consistent with the ESF priority objectives. They were all projects that either aimed to improve access to learning and/ or the skills of their target group. Twelve of these DF projects involved workforce target groups that were relatively ‘new’ in terms of access to learning programmes and sought to address obvious ‘gaps’ in establishing learning opportunities for these employees;

· others were also aimed at expanding employee access to learning in new sites and geographical locations, widening access to greater numbers of learners and focusing on ‘Everyday Skills’;

· a total of £500,299 was invested in the DF; and

· the DF projects involved an additional total of 53 project partners and levered £93,865 in additional project supports (mainly administrative and ‘in-kind supports through the use of facilities). In total, eighteen DF supported projects involved an ‘employer’ partner.

Table 3.5 details the expected and actual numbers of learners and courses that accessed the LF generated by the DF supported projects.

Table 3.5: DF Projects and their Expected and Achieved Numbers of Learners in the LF (n, %)
	Project
	Predicted Number of Learners
	Actual Number of Learners
	Actual Number of Courses
	% of Learners Achieved/ Predicted

	1
	140
	51
	8
	36

	2
	300
	184
	16
	61

	3
	450
	92
	14
	20

	4
	487
	32
	6
	7

	5
	230
	6
	2
	3

	6
	400
	151
	22
	38

	7
	244
	99
	14
	41

	8
	234
	324
	33
	138

	9
	70
	67
	7
	98

	10
	50
	0
	0
	0

	11
	180
	0
	0
	0

	12
	130
	0
	0
	0

	13
	150
	14
	3
	9

	14
	405
	13
	1
	3

	15
	264
	148
	11
	56

	16
	100
	63
	7
	63

	17
	275
	73
	11
	27

	18
	360
	11
	1
	3

	19
	75
	13
	1
	17

	Total
	4544
	1341
	157
	30


The main points arising from Table 3.4 are:

· most projects did not meet their targets for the numbers of learners that they predicted that they would achieve, though one project did significantly over-achieve their predicted numbers of learners and another just fell short. In total, just over a quarter of DF supported projects either achieved over 50% of their predicted numbers of learners, or generated less than 10% of their predicted number of learners respectively ;

· in total, the DF supported projects only generated 30% of their predicted numbers of learners; and

· over four-fifths of DF supported projects directly led to at least one learning activity (84%). Three projects however, did not lead directly to any learning activity. In one case, the main reason was attributed to fundamental difficulties with the project attracting any support within the target group. In the remaining two cases, the main problem was accessing the LF and the ability of this to resource any further learning activity.

Some discussion is necessary about the shortfall in targets for DF supported activities. In part ‘target shortfall’ will be strongly influenced by ambition and the tendency of many project applications to over-estimate their success in attracting learners: a factor which may have particularly negative consequences when so many of the workforce target groups and locations were relatively new, and when others such as migrant and night-shift workers can be classified as ‘hard to reach’. Beyond this, there is no doubt that this shortfall (in all projects but especially those which generated no LF activities) was strongly influenced by the lack of LF resources in August 2010. From interviews with DF Project Officers, this factor alone had a serious negative impact on the ability of the ESF LF programme to deliver learning. It clearly impacted on the ability of DF supported projects to deliver their predicted numbers of learners and had negative implications for the perceived credibility of some of the trade unions to deliver on their members expectations of accessing learning activities. The shortfall of the LF funding in this regard may be explained however, by a number of mitigating factors:

· there was an initial slow uptake among unions for DF supports, possibly because of the size of available resources accessible through this fund and the existence of already well established learning programmes in many trade unions. To address the problem of relatively slow DF uptake, SUL in agreement with the SG put in an additional £130k from unallocated Year 3 SULF funding to bring the total funds available in the DF to around £500k;

· while this additional financial input was perceived as successful in generating greater interest amongst trade unions for DF monies, over time this led to greater demand among some of the larger trade unions for access to the LF to support learning activities. Consequently, by successfully addressing uptake through an additional injection of funds into the DF, this created access problems to the limited set of LF funds at a later stage and a delay in learning opportunities after August 2010;

· this funding ‘gap’ in the LF was addressed as much as possible by SUL from existing budgets and they also obtained an additional £100k from the SG in December 2010. Also, some of the larger trade unions were able to meet the costs of learning though other routes and sources of funds.

Consequently, although the funding shortfall in the LF proved a major problem and resulted in fewer numbers of learners than otherwise would have been expected, the reasons for this situation arising are explicable and the problem was addressed before the end of the DF projects. On a more positive note and looking at this from another perspective, the shortfall was at least a sign that the SUL ESF programme was successful in attracting both unions and learners. There were also a number of successful attempts by SUL and individual unions to address the problem and shortfall was mitigated to an extent by the re-allocation of learners through other budgets by SUL and by individual unions who were able support learners through other funding streams
.
It is also important to appreciate that the lack of resources in the LF was not the only factor that negatively affected target shortfall. Other factors that feature in some of the DF Project Progress Reports and interviews also cite issues such as:

· Industrial disputes/ action in workplaces;

· Managerial structural changes and re-organisation in workplaces and services;

· Managers failing to provide employees with time off for workplace learning;

· The lack of suitable learning providers in some areas (e.g. Grampian);

· Time spent either negotiating or re-negotiating with employers to implement existing learning agreements;

· Delays in the delivery of courses at one stage of projects which then impact on the viability of learning activities at future stages;

· Time spent negotiating with employers in new workforces or locations for time off for employee learning activities, and progressing the development of a learning agreement;

· Generating levels of interest among the target workforce; and

· Scheduling learning activities around different and changing shift patterns, while at the same time trying to attract satisfactory levels of interest among prospective participants across shifts.

A similar picture of ‘shortfall’ emerges when we looked at the issue of DF supported projects that tried to recruit more Union Learning Representatives (ULRs) and to establish learning agreements with employers. Eight DF projects specifically listed ULR recruitment as part of their project aims, though only three of these gave quantifiable targets: a clear recognition that for most of these projects ULR recruitment would be a desirable but not a necessary outcome. Of these three projects, two recruited at least one additional ULR. One of these projects successfully recruited an additional 4 ULRs. The third project failed to deliver any ULRs, however, and as ULR recruitment was the main basis of their application this had serious consequences for the continued viability of the project overall.

A further two DF supported projects included making progress on establishing a learning agreement and re-activating existing agreements as part of their project aims. In both cases, some progress was made with employers.

In respect of targets to recruit ULRs and establish learning agreements with employers, it must be appreciated that these are particularly difficult targets to address within the lifespan of a short-term ESF project. Both require longer-term investment of time and resources and it should be appreciated that the ESF projects are either the first stage of this process of investment and ‘groundwork’, or that they are part of a continuing process of working with learners and employers. In this sense, the limited progress made by the DF supported projects in these regards can be better understood as ‘useful’.

A relatively wide range of channels were used in the DF supported projects to market learning to prospective participants. Table 3.6 outlines the media strands that were used by these projects.

Table 3.6: Marketing Channels Used by DF Projects
	
	Regional/ Branch Meetings
	PR Publications
	Learning Events/ Network
	Employer HR
	Workplace Visits
	Web PR
	Learning Needs Survey

	1
	√
	√
	√
	
	√
	√
	√

	2
	
	√
	√
	
	
	√
	√

	3
	√
	
	
	√
	√
	√
	√

	4
	√
	√
	√
	
	√
	√
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	√
	√
	√

	6
	
	√
	
	
	
	√
	

	7
	
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	

	8
	
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	

	9
	
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	

	10
	√
	√
	√
	
	√
	
	

	11
	√
	√
	
	
	
	
	√

	12
	√
	√
	√
	
	
	√
	√

	13
	√
	√
	√
	
	
	√
	√

	14
	√
	√
	√
	
	√
	
	

	15
	√
	√
	√
	
	√
	
	

	16
	
	√
	√
	√
	
	√
	√

	17
	√
	√
	
	
	√
	√
	√

	18
	√
	√
	
	√
	√
	
	√

	19
	
	√
	√
	
	
	√
	√


The following points can be made from the detail in Table 3.5:

· that there was sufficient coverage made by DF projects across different marketing routes and channels to ensure that learning activities were highlighted to prospective learners;

· that DF projects made good use of already existing media resources within their union to publicise learning, in particular the use of web technologies; and

· that the DF projects also used external media sources (i.e. learning events) to publicise learning.

3.4 Linkage with SULF and Other H&I Activities

There was a relatively strong linkage between the ESF LF and the DF supported activities and SULF 7 projects:

· 14 of the 18 unions (78%) who had learning activities supported by the ESF LF were involved in SULF 7; and

· 9 of the 12 unions (75%) who had DF supported projects were also involved in SULF 7 activities.

These links were reflected in the content and the types of courses offered to participants through the ESF LF. In some cases these were direct extensions of those offered though SULF 7, albeit that they were offered to new workforce groups or to those in new geographical locations, consistent with the use of these ESF funds. There is a strong argument that this linkage with SULF 7 has had positive benefits for individual unions and potential participants, mainly arising from the extension of well established and practiced learning activities across funding programmes, and ensuring that workforces who would be otherwise excluded from these programmes get an opportunity to participate in learning activities.

A similar point can be made for the two DF supported projects based in the Highland & Islands. Both of these projects were based in unions that were offering complimentary activities in the lowlands DF supported projects. They also mirrored other union-led learning activities in the Highlands & Islands and where possible they shared learning providers and venues with other unions through the Cross-Union Network. This network acts as a mutual exchange mechanism for unions in rural areas in the Highlands & Islands and tries to compensate for low population densities and geographical spread by ensuring that learning activities are more viable and able to generate sufficient numbers of participants for courses.

3.5 Summary

The profile of courses funded by the LF was relatively wide ranging in content and level. Around two-fifths of course were concerned with topics in new technologies and the overwhelming majority of courses were ‘active’.  LF activities generated, on average, seven individual participants per course. A third of all courses were accredited and the LF generated a total of 3,002 learning participants. A total of 492 participants attained qualifications through the LF. This represented 18% of all LF participants.
The DF supported project activities were wholly consistent with ESF regulations but most of these activities did not generate learning activities that met their original target numbers. This was due to a variety of reasons: over-ambitious target numbers and the lack of resources in the LF to enable learning. Only two of these projects exceeded or got very close to meeting their project targets.

There was a strong synergy between the ESF projects and those trade unions and activities that featured in SULF7 and other activities in the Highlands and Islands.
4. Management & Governance
4.1 Introduction

In this Chapter we look at the effectiveness of the project governance and management systems associated with the LF as a whole but primarily the DF across key areas such as monitoring, reporting mechanisms and financial processes. We start this Chapter by concentrating on the overall programme structure, governance and monitoring associated with the LF before looking at the linkage between this and the DF in more detail. We then look solely at what the main problems and issues were in this process for the trade unions who received DF supports and for SUL.
4.2 Learning Fund Management Structure
A mapped overview of the governance arrangements for the LF is presented in Figure 4.1 below.


[image: image1]
The main components of the LF management and governance process were as follows:

· All applications to the LF were submitted to SUL by trade unions, either working individually or in partnership arrangements with other trade unions;

· The guidance provided with applications covered the conditions of the ESF and the types of project areas covered by the funding;
· All of these applications were initially subjected to an internal review by SUL before they were then submitted to an overarching ESF Advisory Panel (comprised of members of the SUL Board) at their monthly meetings for approval. The aim of this internal review was to ensure that applications were consistent with the conditions of the ESF and that the proposed learning activities were not substituting for employer training (i.e. ‘deadweight’);

· Where these was some uncertainty about whether these conditions were being met, SUL sought clarification from the East of Scotland European Partnership (ESEP), who administer European Structural Funds on behalf of Scottish Government;
· Following approval, all applications were then developed into detailed learning specifications by SUL. SUL then invited a range of external learning providers to tender for delivery of courses. There were 15 learning providers ‘in-scope’ to bid for each tender. They were selected on the basis of an agreed and approved procurement strategy in line with their responses to a pre-qualification exercise (using a Scottish Government (SG) questionnaire recommended as an example of good practice and covering key areas such as their ability to deliver learning and their financial solvency);
· The application process ensures that all trade unions are fully aware of their responsibilities: these included acceptance of the outcome of tendering, ensuring learner attendance and release, and ongoing contact with SUL to raise delivery issues and problems;
· These external tenders from learning providers were evaluated on the principles of ‘best value’ on the basis of both price and quality. A weighting ratio of 40% and 60% was applied respectively to these criteria in each tender to achieve ‘best value’ and the most economically advantageous tender (MEAT) in the delivery of courses;

· On the basis of this SUL internal evaluation, recommendations for project approval were then submitted to the SUL ESF Advisory Panel at their next meeting;
· Formal learning contracts were then awarded to the successful learning provider and where necessary, introductory meetings arranged between representatives of SUL, the external learning provider and the applicant union;
· Once courses commenced, all learning providers were required to liaise directly with ULR and SUL should any matters arise in the delivery of each learning activity;
· All external learning providers were legally required to ensure course paperwork was completed by all individual learning participants. This included three sets of documentation for each participant: their course registration form (covering a range of basic socio-demographic and employment details for each learner), an attendance sheet and a participant evaluation form. This allowed the collation of information on the characteristics of those who participated in learning activities, the duration of their involvement and their feedback on the quality of each learning activity;
· All learning providers were contractually required to complete and submit all of these pieces of course paperwork and submit these along with an invoice to SUL within 10 working days following the completion of each course;
· Once this documentation was submitted by learning providers, the separate items were all checked by SUL and the course details (including participants) were recorded on a secure electronic database using Access software. This process allowed each invoice to be verified before approval;

· All course documentation were securely stored in ‘hard copy’ by SUL;

· Only once all the relevant documentation was checked and correct, and the invoice verified, was the invoice approved and passed to Finance for payment. When these invoices were passed to Finance, payment was withheld until all paperwork had been satisfactorily submitted.
· All relevant project documentation was open to external audit by the SG and by ESEP. Over the period 2008-2011, SUL was subject to a number of formal audits of expenditure and documentation by these organisations.  This included an Article 60b visit which involved a documentary and financial audit, and quarterly verification visits sampling a percentage of expenditure claimed.
.

Development Fund Management Structure
A mapped overview of the management process of the DF is presented in Figure 4.2 below.


[image: image2]
The main components of the DF management and governance process were as follows:
· An initial one-day workshop (Workshop 1) was held for all interested trade unions to explain the application process for the DF monies and to issue guidelines on applications to the DF, and on timescales for formal submissions to access this fund;
· Applications submitted by deadline and evaluated by assessment panel made up of representatives of the Scottish Government (SG), Skills Development Scotland (SDS) and the STUC. The aim of this review was to ensure that applications were consistent with the conditions of ESF funding and that they also met the set application criteria;
· All trade unions were informed of the outcome of their application and an offer of a financial grant was made to successful trade unions;
· An additional one-day workshop (Workshop 2) was held with successful trade unions to explain the requirements of the fund and to explain the conditions of the award; and

· The process then synchronised with the management structure for the LF in terms of trade unions bidding for money by applying to this fund.

Unlike the LF, the DF placed additional requirements on projects. These were:

· All DF projects were subject to quarterly monitoring visits from one of three SUL Development Officers. This involved a formal meeting with each Project Worker and the relevant Development Officer from each Trade Union to discuss progress and any issues;
· Formal Progress Reports were also submitted by all DF projects trade unions on a quarterly basis. Progress Reports were submitted with an invoice for payment.

· All quarterly Progress Reports were checked and verified by Project Development Officers and the SUL ESF Co-ordinator before they were signed off by the SUL Lifelong Learning Manager before being passed to Finance for payment.
4.3 Programme Governance & Monitoring

Programme governance had an appropriate and satisfactory level of transparency and accountability. The key points that support this view are:

· The process of internal review that was applied to all applications to the LF and the functional separation of decision-making on funding ensured that an appropriate level of scrutiny was applied to all applications;

· The use of an external tendering process for learning providers using a pre-qualification questionnaire from the SG, ensuring that this process was transparent;

· Consistent with the emphasis on ‘best value’ (and MEAT), SUL applied appropriate weighting criteria to all tenders. This ensures that tenders were evaluated on the same criteria and that these criteria were known to all learning providers in the bidding process;

· The use of formal learning contracts between SUL and each learning provider ensuring a suitable legal basis for the delivery of learning. This ensured that requirements for liaison and communication with SUL were transparent;

· The use of verifiable documentation and the requirement of learning providers to provide information on all participants undertaking learning. This ensures a high degree of transparency and accountability in terms of the outcomes of learning for participants: all participants could be identified (and verified) and their eligibility to undertake learning established;

· The use of feedback evaluation by participants on the quality of their learning activities. This also ensured that the views of users were a key component of the management process and that any substantive problems with the delivery from individual providers could be identified; and

· That all project documentation was internally checked against invoices by SUL ensured that all financial claims made by learning providers could be verified and that files were open to external audit by the SG and by ESEP.

In addition to the arrangements surrounding the LF, there were a number of additional mechanisms governing the management and monitoring of the DF. These concerned:

· The use of an application form that asked projects to specify: their aims and objectives, their target group and the numbers of learners that they expected to reach, linkage with SG policies and how the project would address the three ESF horizontal themes of Equal Opportunity, Environmental Sustainability and Social Inclusion;

· The process of ‘internal review’ also involved additional external stakeholders from the SG, SDS and the STUC;

· The use of workshops at key points in the initial bidding process to ensure that all trade unions interested in bidding for DF monies were aware of the requirements of the application process and what would be required of projects in terms of monitoring, progress and outcomes;

· The use of a formal system of face-to-face quarterly monitoring visits for each project that spanned the length of time that the funding was in operation;

· The use of a formal system of quarterly progress reporting that spanned the length of time that the funding was in operation;

· The quarterly progress reports were appropriately comprehensive and enabled projects to be tracked over time consistent with project outputs and spending; and

· As with the LF all project progress reports were internally checked against invoices by SUL, ensuring that all financial claims made by project staff could be verified.

In terms of quarterly progress reporting, each DF progress report covered four main themes. These provided sufficient coverage across those areas we would expect to be captured as part of a process of ongoing monitoring. The issues were as follows:

· A formal statement of progress made towards the aims of the project, including an outline of any difficulties being experienced and what actions were being taken to overcome these. This allowed progress to be tracked over time for each project, potentially ensuring that any problems that were being experienced by the projects could be identified in a timely fashion and allowing any risks to the project to the project outcomes to be fully outlined;
· Whether any applications to the LF were made in this quarter, ensuring that the key requirement of this fund (i.e. that projects generated actual learning activities for participants) could be established;
· Detail on outcomes regarding the number of learners expected in each quarter alongside the likely qualification levels that would be achieved by participants; and
· Detail on all project expenditure along with a requirement to complete a financial profile on the spending for the project. This covered expenditure across a number of key areas such as staff costs, administration costs, travel and expenses costs and any other relevant expenditure.

In summary, the management process and governance arrangements were consistent with a process that was fully transparent, accountable and reasonably robust. The feedback on this process from SUL suggests that this system was operationally effective. However, this is not to say that the process was wholly unproblematic. It should be recognised that this system was a relatively recent and ‘new’ way of working for SUL, while individual trade unions involved in the process were also open to a new process of working to obtain access to ESF project monies. The process was therefore not wholly unproblematic and it is to this issue that we now turn our attention to below.

4.4 LF Problems & Issues

We look at this issue from the perspective of the DF trade union Project Workers and SUL.
For trade unions there were three principal issues of concern. These were:

· The shortfall in the LF finances in August 2010 which severely restricted the availability of learning opportunities and affected their ability to meet and deliver their predicted numbers of learners;

· The lack of direct control over the use of learning provider. This was mentioned as an item of concern by many trade union DF project officers. Previously, trade unions would have used tried and trusted providers and the process exposed them to a degree of uncertainty about who would deliver learning. However, it was apparent from interviews with these Project Worker’s that the delivery of learning was largely unproblematic,  that those who raised these concerns were largely satisfied with the performance of learning providers and that few problems were raised by learners themselves (and see Chapter 5);

· DF Project Workers also thought that the SUL ESF process (from application to tender to course delivery) was time-consuming and bureaucratic. This however, may be a natural criticism of a system that exposed trade unions to a new system of working with SUL. It should be expected that any such criticisms would reduce over time as unions become more familiar with the process; and

· One DF Project Officer stressed the point that the delay between tendering and delivery resulted in a drop-off of interest among some learners.

For SUL the main problems associated with this management process were: 

· A lack of communication at an early stage from learning providers and trade unions on course issues such as attendance at courses. In some cases low attendance led to courses being withdrawn because of no interest among learners. It is important to appreciate however, that average attendance was generally satisfactory (See Chapter 3) across the LF activities as a whole and that SUL faces no unusual problems in this regard compared to any other organisation engaged in learning delivery;

· The quality of the paperwork that was returned to SUL by learning providers. The standard of the documentation was perceived by SUL to be often poor and incorrect. As a consequence, this resulted in significant delays in the payment of invoices; and

· The course documentation was only rarely submitted within those contractual timescales specified by SUL (i.e. 10 working days following the completion of courses).

Without over-emphasising the scale and nature of these problems which only concern a part of the overall management and administrative process, clearly these elements of the relationship between SUL and some learning providers may need to be practically re-assessed and re-aligned. Partly, these problems may have arisen because the relationship between SUL and learning providers is relatively recent and a learning process is required for both SUL and learning providers which specifically looks at practical solutions to improve this position and avoid an annual repeat of these problems. While the issues with learning providers in formal terms signalled incomplete compliance with the SUL contract,  in the short-term there may be some benefits arising from gaining a better understanding of the documentation process from the perspective of learning providers themselves, in order to either simplify the process or make small changes to suit what is practically possible from providers. Clearly however, SUL needs to have a more effective element of their management process in this respect which ensures that all learning providers are meeting all their contractual obligations and providing a service that matches their tender response. It may be an issue that is better resolved through discussions with providers, or through developing a set of specific performance indicators for providers, though it should be noted that the latter type of response may not resolve these issues per se.
It was also recognised above that the requirements of the DF in particular introduced some new ways of working by trade unions around progress reporting and recording of information, and that the poor quality of this information caused significant delays with submission and payment of invoices. As above, however, we may have expected this to arise given that this was a relatively new system of working and it would be expected that these problems will decline over time.
4.5 Summary
In summary, there are a variety of clear, externally-approved and transparent management structures in place to ensure that the process is consistent with ESF guidelines and wider ‘best practice’ in project management. The procurement process is consistent with ESF guidelines and ‘best value’ requirements, and the system contains a number of necessary features that allow for the ongoing monitoring and validation of the progress of individual progress, finances and outputs. There were however, a number of issues that were highlighted by both project officers and by SUL. These issues were unsurprising given how new the operational system is and time is needed for these systems to embed. The problems are soluble and not substantial.
5. practice & Lessons
5.1 Introduction

In this chapter we focus on what has been learned from the DF supported project activities and what best practice has been exemplified. We also draw upon interviews with project officers and the material from the strategic interviews with National/ Regional Officers to outline some lessons for the future operation of the ESF programme.
5.2 Best Practice

Project officers invariably highlighted that the Development Fund Projects were already based on well established practices of learning activities in trade unions and that ‘best practice’ was already reflected in the way that the Development Fund Projects were managed and conducted. In this respect, ‘best practice’ was based on the Development Fund Projects conforming to well established practices and management. They were keen to stress that:

· Learning among non-traditional groups is a part of a longer-term process that attempts to develop people through stages of development and that this is part of a process that has a momentum for individuals beyond the lifetime of any one project of learning activity;
· That ‘developing people’ involved a time consuming long-term investment and interest in their learning needs;
· That the DF projects provided opportunities for individual participants of a quality and level that would not be otherwise provided by their employers;

· That the projects provided equality of opportunity, that all members of their target groups were made aware of the opportunities provided by the project and that all who wanted to participate in these activities had the opportunity to do so;
· That the projects entailed targeting ‘neglected’ and ‘hard-to-reach’ workforces. In this respect the DF projects were explicitly socially inclusive;

· That the DF supported projects proactively established the learning needs of their target workforces and used these to determine the provision of a range of learning activities;
· That the ESF LF and DF programmes were managed to relatively high standards of governance, monitoring and audit; and

· That projects provided a range of attractive learning opportunities and that while there was provision for personal development types of activity, there was also an explicit focus in projects on the issue of skill development and addressing ‘gaps’ in, for example, people’s exposure to new and emerging technologies. This strategic emphasis was perceived as having important implications for employability and the ability of individuals to compete in changing and more competitive labour markets.
5.3 Lessons

The interviews with National Officials very much reflected and reinforced some of the above issues, as well as, those highlighted in Chapter 4 in the section on LF Problems & Issues. In this sense, there was a view that the ESF involved a different set of bureaucratic and governance issues for trade unions compared to other funding streams for learning in Scotland. For example:

“you know how it works and you’ve done it several times (i.e. learning projects). You can’t apply that mindset to ESF because it is different; you’ve got to answer to your internal auditors, the Scottish Government auditors, ultimately European auditors.. so..something that embraced a whole new set of questions..” (National Officer)
In this sense, there was an acknowledgement by some National and Project Officers that their participation in the SUL-managed ESF Programme involved a ‘steep learning curve’ for trade unions. There was also a concern in one case that the ESF programme was in some instances more concerned with the processes of management and governance at the expense of the quality of the training being delivered. However, as we shall see in Chapter 6, this was not an issue that featured in the course feedback from participants and nor did any project officers articulate this view.

Outside of the view that involvement in the SUL ESF programme involved too much administration and bureaucracy (which may be explained by their lack of familiarity with such programmes), there are a number of useful areas that may be looked at and addressed in future SUL programmes. These are:

· Target Setting by Projects;
· Tendering & Specialist Training;
· Managing LF Resources & Strategy; and
· Cross-Union Co-operation.

We now look at each of these aspects below.

Target Setting by Projects

We saw in Chapter 3 that many of the DF projects failed to meet their target numbers of learners. Not surprisingly, following the completion of learning activities it was acknowledged by four of the DF Project Officers that (irrespective of the problems with the LF resources) they had set target numbers of learners and ULRs that were over-ambitious. In part the failure to meet these targets may also be explained by targeting of the LF in some ‘hard-to-reach’ groups and also by changes in work organisations over the course of projects that could not have been anticipated beforehand. In this sense, it must be appreciated that the ESF only represents a ‘finite’ and ‘limited’ sum of resources and better performance outcomes in terms of meeting targets will arise if there is a better appreciation that targets must be realistic. While this is less of an issue in unions with well established and articulated learning operations which are offering ‘in demand’ courses, it will be more uncertain in workforces that are relatively ‘untouched’ by employer and other union-led learning programmes.
Tendering & Specialist Training

One aspect that seemed to be of particular concern for three National and Project Officers was the perceived lack of control over the tendering process for learning providers. Where this concerned generic courses (e.g. First Aid, BSL, ESOL, CV writing, etc) this was less of an issue because there was an acknowledgement that most learning providers could deliver these types of training to similar standards. It did however, become a very real issue when learning providers were being asked to deliver on specialised workforce training and leaning needs. In these cases, two of the National Officers wanted more control and involvement in the process of course delivery, although there should be a recognition that problems with the content of courses posed relatively minor problems overall.
There was also an appreciation by one of the Project Officers who cited this issue as a problem that they had negotiated with SUL (and their designated learning provider) that they could also use a representative of a trainer that they had previously used to deliver this type of training, it might be advantageous for all stakeholders if this issue could be identified as a potential problem in advance of the delivery of courses at the application stage. It would only arise in a relatively small number of specialist courses and a set of arrangements could be put in place that reassures the union requesting the training without infringing the integrity of the tender process itself.
Managing LF Resources & Strategy
This refers to the ‘shortfall’ in the LF in August 2010 and how SUL can learn from this issue. One National Officer summarised the problem and the potential solutions (of phased funding and alternative types of provision) in the following quote below. The quote also demonstrates the issue of whether we see the LF as successful because it actually utilised all of its available funds, or whether we can be critical of its failure to meet demands that simply became too high for the resources that were available. For example:
“..when the Learning Fund came in, as it was it was to fund specific courses. We then had the ESF funding of development projects linked to that funding and these projects were dependent on spending the Learning Fund money. And there’s a catch 22 that your project will fail unless you spend the money. And the Learning Fund fails if you don’t spend the money on the projects. And that’s what caused that kind of bottleneck of everyone’s rushing in, and then it’s a crisis because you’ve got..six months of a project left to go, you’ve no Learning Fund money left, so the project can’t do what it was meant to do .because it can’t access the money..we’ve learnt from that one .that if you have to phase the money..you have to process the money.. you have to access the money in the right way..that to me is a plus that’s come out..the meetings last year..demand (for access to the LF) had accelerated too, too quickly. Now, that then allows you to look back and say well, when folk are putting in for courses that they couldn’t get the funding for elsewhere, could they have gone to a college and a college might have funded because this is what we do in certain cases..that’s a learning process (for Trade Unions)
(National Officer)

The issue puts the onus on managing demand on trade unions at the very outset of the LF programme. It also feeds into a wider strategic discussion of how the LF is targeted and invests its limited training resources, and what unions and participants want to achieve from union-led learning. The following quotes from National Officers outline this issue by framing it in strategic terms. The quotes then make a broad distinction between investments in generic or personal development types of learning, and learning on more specialised ‘higher-value’ workplace skills.
“..it’s a bit bigger question, it’s about whether the labour movement really does have a role in skills development, is that something that’s a core union function, is it something that we should be doing more a blue skies thinking on; you know, where are those bigger questions being dealt with, if anywhere?”

(National Officer)

“I’m not saying it’s not good in itself that you go and get some people who had never really been engaged in learning who get bitten by the bug and say ‘Oh, this isn’t that bad, you know’..particularly the 45 and older group. No formal education, no qualifications, the first time for them they’re learning. They’re a bit frightened, a bit intimidated, they think it’s classroom-based and they get a wee bit worried about it. And they find out it’s not really as bad as I thought..So that side of it appeals to me, but 
what are the measurable outputs of that; what have they achieved, has it been a benefit to them?..you get people engaged in personal development. But I don’t know sometimes, how much of that (type of learning course) has actually expanded beyond it.

(National Officer)
“For a lot of unions, that’s what members are asking for (workplace skills development). The drive amongst the membership is not for a personal development issue, but’ it’s we need this skill to get a job or keep this job, or progress in this job’. I think there’s a growing awareness of people in terms of the current economic climate that in order to remain employable .is the issue of ‘I need’ to have certain skills sets’. And I think there’s a growing realisation amongst people now to say..‘My employer changes, new technology comes in, there’s new ways of working, there’s different concepts arriving here. I’ve really got to keep abreast of this’, because change is constant, as we know.”
(National Officer)

“Part of what we’re trying to do is to say well actually if we give the (workforce group) in Scotland these skills then the (employers)..will say well actually we’ve got a production next year that we could do in Scotland because they have the skills there and we’re working with the union and others here so we recognise that there are good quality people here. So to me it’s, you know, it’s partly about building the skills base so that we’re, we’re pulling work into Scotland as well.
(National Officer)

The latter two quotes highlight the utility of skills development and the wider issue of where learning investments should be made, and whether ‘higher value’ skills should be tackled more proactively through what is a limited learning budget.. For our purposes the limitations on this funding budget and questions about what types of skills should be targeted, puts the onus on more strategic issues that may require both SUL and individual trade unions to reflect more critically on what the ESF should deliver in terms of learning activities.
Cross-Union Co-operation

Two final issues that arose in the feedback from National and Project Officers was for:
· A forum for ESF Project Officers to discuss problems and issues at an early stage of projects; and

· For greater cross-union co-operation over course provision.

We outline both of these issues in more detail using the following quotes from Project Officers. In the first quote the respondent expresses a desire for more knowledge about how other project officers were dealing with project-related problems. In the second quote, the Project Officer makes a case for sharing learners across unions, in a similar way to how the Cross-Union Network operates in the Highlands & Islands.
“I see the concerns with all the other (ESF) project workers…the communication channels could be better, and I think that it isn’t a good idea to have that when you’re sitting round the table with 25, 30 people, which is what most of those (operational) group meetings are. That is not a perfect forum to raise your issues. Their forum is quarterly, they actually invite you in to smaller group sessions, break out sessions where maybe seven or eight people from different unions can sit down and say here…here’s the problems we’re having and that, that can feed into how you go forward. (We would want to do that with) a cross-section (of unions). That would be interesting..we share frustrations with a union like the NUJ who has similar kind of needs to us,, so in some ways sitting in a meeting with them every time wouldn’t necessarily reveal much more whereas sitting with some of the very different unions…I think whenever I talk to the other project workers more obscure their industry or sector or area is to me often the more interesting to learn from their problems. So I think it would be good to mix it up a bit”. (Project Officer)
“I don’t think there’s enough (cross-union co-operation) to be quite honest, in, in as much as if Scottish Union Learning could..publish a list of all the courses that everyone’s running, that kind of resource, I can sit there and go ‘Oh look (individual) over at (Union) ran a really interesting course on public speaking or something like that, you know. Quite a few people have come to me and said they’re interested in that. And, you know, we do get members who come to us and say ‘Oh I’m interested in learning more about Excel, and you go well that’s not really a course that (Union) is necessarily going to run, it’s not what we’re angling ourselves at, but if they’re running one over at another union wouldn’t it be great to get a couple of our members along, so yeah, there could be more of that I think.” (Project Officer)
Both of these areas appear to offer reasonable and realistic issues for SUL. The first issue focuses on the project management process and creating the conditions that will facilitate learning from the experience of others who are dealing with similar issues albeit in different circumstances and workforces. The second of these issues offers a practical means of addressing unmet demand among potential participants and of making particular types of generic courses even more viable by boosting numbers.
5.4 Summary

There were a number of ways in which the DF supported projects embodied and reflected ‘best practice’. The latter involved issues such as: a commitment to learners; an understanding that learning is a long-term process of financial investment and individual development; that DF supported projects reflected equalities in opportunity, were socially inclusive and involved relatively high standards of monitoring and governance; and provided attractive learning opportunities for learners that varied between personal development activities to the acquisition of ‘high-value’ labour market skills.
In terms of lessons for future ESF programmes these concerned issues of: setting targets by projects; the tendering process and developing specialised courses; managing LF resources and taking strategic decisions about what types of learning activities to fund; and on greater cross-union co-operation on sharing knowledge and activities.
6. participant Experiences of learning
6.1 Introduction
In this section we outline the findings from three primary data sources covering those who participated in the DF and LF programmes. The data sources cover:

· Socio-demographic data on 2787 individuals who participated in SUL programmes over 2008-2011
;

· The feedback provided by 247 of the above participants to learning providers once their course of learning was completed
; and

· A follow-up postal, e-mail and telephone survey of all 380 participants just over one year after they had completed their course of learning
.

We begin by looking at the socio-demographic data on participants. This gives an insight into the utility of the SUL learning programmes and activities for participants as a whole, and also provides an important measure of the extent to which these have managed to involve different types of participants (i.e. the extent to which these were socially inclusive and generated equal opportunities). We are able to look at these issues from the perspective of the LF and the DF respectively.

We then look more closely at the feedback on learning provided by a representative sample of participants. Such feedback is important for gauging opinion on the quality of learning provision provided by the ESF funded learning activities. Participant opinion is moreover also a critical outcome measure on the utility of the learning provision for individual learners. In this evaluation however, we are also extremely fortunate to have access to an additional source of primary data. Many evaluations rely principally on learner course feedback (the second data source listed above). In this evaluation however, we not only have feedback from learners at the point that they completed their course of learning, but also from a follow-up of these same individuals to identify whether their learning experience had any longer-term labour market benefits for individuals.

These sources provide reasonably strong data on the types of individuals involved in the SUL learning programme, the quality of these union-led learning activities for participants and on their utility for these individuals over time.

We now outline the main findings of each of these data sources below.

6.2 Socio-demographic Characteristics of Participants

The key characteristics of learners 2008-2011 by gender and age (Table 6.1) and their employment status (Table 6.2) are detailed below:

Table 6.1 Age, Gender and Ethnicity Characteristics of Learners (n, %)

	Gender
	Number (n)
	%

	Male
	1415
	51

	Female
	1372
	49

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Age (years)
	
	

	15-19
	29
	1

	20-24
	218
	8

	25-40
	970
	35

	41-50
	880
	32

	51-54
	317
	11

	55-64
	372
	13

	
	
	

	Education
	
	

	No Qualifications
	536
	19

	Lower Secondary, Access 1 or 2
	55
	2

	Standard Grade, O Grade, Intermediate 1,2, Access 3, SVQ 1,2
	616
	22

	Upper Secondary, Higher, A Level, SVQ 3, Modern Apprenticeships
	526
	19

	Advanced Higher, HNC, Higher Education Access Courses
	291
	10

	HND, Degree, SVQ 4
	610
	22

	Masters, Doctorate, SVQ 5
	151
	5

	
	
	

	Ethnicity
	
	

	White
	2681
	96

	Other
	104
	4

	
	
	

	Special Target Groups 

	
	

	Learners with disabilities
	57
	2

	Learners with family/ caring responsibilities
	114
	4

	Learners with Literacy/ Numeracy Issues
	128
	5

	EU Migrant Workers
	128
	5


From Table 6.1, there was an even gender split of participants, though slightly more than half were male (51%). In terms of the age spread, less than one in ten participants were under aged under 25 years (9%), while just over two-thirds of participants were aged between 25 and 50 years (67%): and most of these aged between 25 and 40 years who constituted just over a third of all learners (35%). These are both age bands with learners likely to be significantly ‘demographically’ distanced from formal learning activities and more likely to be coming from non-traditional learner groups.

In terms of their educational qualifications, just under a fifth had no qualifications (19%) and over two-fifths had relatively lower levels of qualifications at or below standard grade or SVQ 1 and 2 (43%). Over a quarter had higher level qualifications at Degree level or above (27%).

There was also strong variation in educational level by gender among females who tended to have a higher level of education: while 39% of females had lower levels of qualifications (in the first three categories), the corresponding figure for males was nearly one half (47%). Among those with no qualifications 75% of males and 82% of females were in age groups 41 years and above. Similarly, while just over two-fifths of females (42%) had higher levels of qualifications (in the top three categories) the corresponding figure for males was one third (33%). Most of those with higher levels of education were participants from those trade unions where we would expect those levels of education as a matter of course.

Finally, in terms of their ethnicity most participants described themselves as ‘white’ (96%). Although only 4% were from non-white ethnic groups, we know from 2001 Census data that this figure is twice the population of these groups in the wider population of Scotland as a whole (i.e. at around 2%). These learning activities were apparently successful in attracting higher numbers of participants from ethnic minority backgrounds than may otherwise have been expected from their typical population demographics.

From Table 5.2, most participants were in full-time employment (93%), and either in permanent employment (70%) or self-employed (29%)
, and were members of a trade union (78%). Nevertheless, that nearly a quarter of participants were not members of a trade union which shows that the learning programme as a whole was inclusive and attracted a significant and appreciable proportion of non-members. Interestingly, the proportion of non-member participants rose to almost a third (31%) in unions using DF support.

Table6.2 Employment Characteristics of Learners (n, %)

	Employment Status
	Number (n)
	%

	Full-Time
	376
	93

	Part-Time
	28
	7

	
	
	

	Permanent
	282
	70

	Self-Employed
	119
	29

	Temporary
	4
	1

	
	
	

	Trade Union Member
	
	

	Yes
	2160
	78

	No
	627
	22

	
	
	


The above figures on the demographic and employment characteristics of learners are all reasonably consistent with those reported by Findlay et al (2006) in their wider evaluation of the Scottish Union Learning Fund (SULF) 2000-2005. In contrast to this evaluation however, the 2008-2011 learner profile is different in the following respects:

· there was noticeably less of a trend towards male involvement and more of a gender balance among participants;

· a slightly older learner profile consistent with the involvement of those in non-traditional learning groups;

· a greater involvement of those in full-time employment and the self-employed;

· a slightly better educated profile of learners perhaps consistent with a greater emphasis on skill development, or improving levels of qualifications in the wider labour market; and
· significantly higher numbers of non-union members involved as participants with potential benefits in terms of capacity building for individual trade unions. As we noted above, this was particularly evident in DF supported learning activities.

In terms of the geographical spread of individuals who participated on LF courses, Table 6.3 outlines their place of residence by local authority area.

Table 6.3 Residential Location of LF Participants (n)

	Local Authority Area
	Number
	Local Authority Area
	Number

	Aberdeen City
	68
	Inverclyde
	26

	Aberdeenshire
	42
	Midlothian
	43

	Angus
	54
	Moray
	6

	Argyll & Bute
	24
	North Ayrshire
	24

	Clackmannanshire
	41
	North Lanarkshire
	284

	Dumfries & Galloway
	19
	Perth & Kinross
	44

	Dundee City
	78
	Renfrewshire
	122

	East Ayrshire
	26
	Borders
	6

	East Dunbartonshire
	28
	South Ayrshire
	36

	East Lothian
	32
	South Lanarkshire
	236

	East Renfrewshire
	15
	Stirling
	12

	Edinburgh City
	396
	West Dunbartonshire
	33

	Falkirk
	65
	West Lothian
	150

	Fife
	126
	Other
	14

	Glasgow City
	730
	
	

	Highlands & Islands
	2
	Missing
	5

	Total
	
	
	2787


The distribution of LF participants largely reflects population densities across lowland areas of Scotland and the coverage of the LF. Hence the largest number of participants was in the City of Glasgow and area and there were only very small numbers of participants who lived in the Highlands & Islands area, and from other areas outside of Scotland
.
We now look at the feedback provided by participants on LF courses.

6.3 Participant Course Feedback

The results of the course feedback of 247 learners are presented below. The feedback covered a range of issues on the quality and quantity of learning provision (e.g. length of course, tutor performance, materials and location, and enjoyment). The figures we present provide strong evidence of the mainly positive learning outcomes experienced by participants on ESF funded courses. It is also important to stress that these learning experiences were overwhelmingly positive: irrespective of sample differences in terms of gender, age, employment status, the starting level of education of the participants, the type of learning that they were undertaking and which union organised the course. Interestingly, there were also no differences in terms of whether learning was delivered at the workplace of off-site
. In other words, the vast majority of the feedback provided was positive and a testament to the general satisfactory to high quality of the learning provision. This data is also wholly consistent with the feedback we obtained on courses from the individual Union Project Officers who all identified these types of positive outcomes for participants and a lack of negative feedback from participants following their course of learning.

The results of the feedback were:

· All (100%) respondents thought their course tutor explained what they would learn at the beginning of each course;

· Nearly all (99%) were confident about what they had learned at the end of their course;

· Nearly all (99%) thought that the course materials provided during learning were relatively easy to understand;

· The overwhelming majority (i.e. 90%) thought the length of the course was about right. Only one in ten participants (10%) thought it was too short;

· Nearly all (99%) thought the content of the course was explained in an interesting way by their tutor;

· Nearly all (99%) thought that their tutor gave enough assistance/ help during the course, answered questions about the issues covered during the course and allowed discussion in learning sessions;

· The overwhelming majority (85%) described the facilities as either ‘Good’ or ‘Excellent’. Interestingly, in total, just over a third (35%) described the facilities as ‘Excellent’ indicating a relatively high level of satisfaction with the venue and provision;

· A further 14% described the facilities as ‘Adequate’, while only five respondents in total (i.e. less than 1% of the sample) described the facilities as ‘Poor’;

· The overwhelming majority (89%) described the standard of equipment used on their course as either ‘Good’ or ‘Excellent’. Interestingly, in total, nearly four out of ten respondents (39%) described the facilities as ‘Excellent’ indicating a relatively high level of satisfaction with the standard of equipment that was provided;

· A further 9% described the facilities as ‘Adequate’, while only six respondents in total (i.e. 2%) described the equipment as ‘Poor’;

· Nearly all (99%) felt the course was consistent with their initial expectations about what was to be covered; and

· Nearly all (99%) reported that they had enjoyed their course of learning.

The final section of the participant evaluation questionnaire also asked participants (in an open-ended format) about the main things that they had learned and gained from the course of learning. Nearly three-fifths of all respondents (58% or 143 participants) provided a response. It was striking that in just over a quarter of the responses (26% or 10% of the sample as a whole) participants mentioned that taking part in a course had given them greater confidence in their own ability to learn. This is a strikingly significant finding, suggesting that for these respondents union-led learning was a powerful psychological means of positively re-engaging with adult learning experiences. The largest section of responses however, reiterated that the course they had undertaken had met their needs and improved their knowledge. This was mentioned by 108 participants (or 75% of all responses and 44% of all participants), reinforcing the view that for many engaging in union-led learning was a positive and individual capacity building experience.
A final question was asked of all respondents about whether they had any other comments to make on their learning experience. Reponses to this question were only recorded by 74 respondents (or 30% of the sample as a whole). In this case, the largest proportion of responses concerned the view that their learning experience had given people a positive incentive to continue learning and greater confidence in their own ability to do so (37 responses, or 15% of the sample as a whole). Given that respondents did not duplicate their responses with those in the previous question, it suggests that we can add this 15% to the 10% above and tentatively suggest that greater confidence was a reported outcome for around a quarter of the sample overall. 

The remaining responses to this question largely concerned that view that the course of learning had met their needs.

The data listed above simple concentrate on the short-term outcomes of learning. We conducted a follow-up survey of 380 participants for whom we had a postal address, a telephone contact number or an e-mail address. The key results of this survey are outlined below.

6.4 Follow-Up Survey of Learners

We issued survey questionnaires by post, telephone and e-mail to a total of 380 learners in late 2010 using contact details provided by SUL. This elicited a final response rate of 23% and total of 75 responses. The key finding from this short survey is summarised in Table 6.4 below.

Table 6.4 Longer-Term Learning Outcomes for Learners (n, %)

	Main Outcomes

	Number (n)
	%

	Nothing/ Very Little
	1
	>1

	Refreshed skills/ knowledge
	24
	13

	Learned more/ extended knowledge/ skills
	39
	21

	Developed new skill/ capability
	32
	18

	More able to do job
	21
	11

	More able to apply for better job
	11
	6

	More confidence to learn
	26
	14

	More interest to undertake learning
	22
	12

	Got a better job
	7
	4


The main findings were that:

· The majority of responses focused on the extension of skills and knowledge (21%) and the development of new skills and capabilities (18%);
· Appreciable numbers also mentioned that they had greater confidence in learning (14%) and more interest in learning activities (12%); and
· That 6% felt more able to apply for better jobs as a result of their learning activities and that a further 4% claimed that they had actually got a better job as a direct result of leaning activity.
These figures reinforce those in the previous section on the psychological benefits of learning. They also provide an insight into the material benefits for those respondents who claimed that they had got a better job as a result of their learning activities. Although the base numbers are small and we would be very cautious about extrapolating too much from these figures, they do equate to 9% of this particular survey sample respondents. In other words, if these respondents were seen as representative of learners as a whole, they would apply to almost one in ten of all learners. At most however, they offer tangible evidence that for some learners, participation in union-led activities does have meaningful labour market benefits.
6.5 Summary

In summary the evidence on learners and their experiences offers an interesting insight into the effectiveness of those learning activities supported by the LF and DF. In terms of their socio-demographic profile, the learners were similar in profile to those in previous evaluations of union-led learning activities and were largely drawn from non-traditional learner groups. Interestingly, there were a higher proportion of non-members of trade unions involved in these learning activities suggesting that the programme as a whole was sufficiently inclusive and open to all.

Furthermore, the learner experience of DF and LF supported activities was especially satisfactory. The course feedback from learners was uniformly very positive, which was consistent with the feedback provided by ULRs and others on the delivery of these learning activities. From the perspective of participants, the overall programme of learning was well delivered in terms of its content, length, structure and materials, and largely met people’s expectations. For participants the key outcomes for a significant proportion appeared to be both psychological and material: the extension of their knowledge and skills, the development of new skills and abilities in their current jobs and for a small proportion the ability to get a better job. In all of the above respects, both experiences and outcomes for participants can be described as largely highly satisfactory and positive.
7. ESF Thematic priorities
7.1 Introduction

In this Chapter we look at how the SUL DF projects addressed the three horizontal themes that underpin the ESF learning programme: Equal Opportunities, Social Inclusion and Environmental Sustainability. These are defined in the context of union-led learning programmes as follows:
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Looking at each of the above definitions it is clear that each theme is sufficiently broad to include a relatively wide and diverse category of potential project indicators. The problem however is that there is not any agreed overarching framework in place which allows us to specify what these indicators are in advance, or one which can be applied retrospectively. Consequently, there is neither one indicator looked at in isolation or collection of indicators that allows us to measure and quantify the extent to which each theme was objectively addressed as part of the DF projects. For our purposes it is simply sufficient that there is sufficient evidence that exists that shows that each of these themes was addressed, as far as practically possible, as part of the project set-up, the management processes and output from both individual DF projects. This allows us to identify a number of distinct contributions made by the projects towards each theme. In addition, this information can be supplemented by material from earlier Chapters where this is appropriate and relevant. This will provide a comprehensive view of how these themes were realised in practice.

7.2 Thematic Contributions

In terms of the contributions by projects towards these themes, this was formally addressed by SUL as part of the management process and programme governance in two very distinct ways: as part of the initial application and tender process before each DF award and as part of the required reporting at the completion of each project.

The application process required all funded projects to formally specify how they would address each of these three themes. This was a part of the initial briefing process for all Trade Unions interested in bidding for DF and a formal component of their tender bid. As part of the project management process at the completion of each project, a final report was also required asking all project managers to detail how these themes had been addressed as part of their individual project. A total of 13 of the 19 DF supported projects provided a final report detailing how each of these individual themes was addressed in the course of the project. The evidence presented in this section is taken from both of the above sources of information, alongside any relevant outcome measures from the projects.

Equal Opportunities

The focus of this theme was addressed by DF projects in a number of ways. This primarily concerned projects actively providing and ensuring that an ‘open’ recruitment process for potential participants was applied as a key element of the project. This meant that all participants who were eligible (as part of the target group) to undertake learning activities were provided with an opportunity to do so. This is a basic (and essential) aspect of any equal opportunities theme and this was reflected in each and every project.

Equal opportunities were also reflected in terms of the workforce groups being targeted by DF projects, though for the purposes of layout in this Chapter, these groups are more fully discussed below in the section on Social Inclusion. It is important to stress however, that this aspect may be considered just as relevant as part of the theme of Equal Opportunities.

Equality issues were also applied in a wider sense by projects through aspects such as the marketing and promotion of projects in the workplace, and in the structure and delivery of learning activities. In terms of the marketing and promotion of projects, the emphasis was on ensuring that learning activities were publicised to as wide an audience of potential learners as possible through a variety of channels (see Chapter 3 for a full summary list of the marketing channels used by projects). These reflected a desire among all projects to ensure the creation of an awareness of these learning activities and that the ‘opportunity’ to learn was publicised among each target group. In terms of the structure and delivery of courses, there was an emphasis on flexible models of delivery that were appropriate for target groups among the workforce (e.g. shift workers). This was reflected in the timing, delivery and location of learning activities.

A summary of the responses provided by project workers about how their project had addressed this particular theme is provided below.
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In terms of the relevant outcome measures that are available to confirm how issues in this theme were addressed, we would highlight the following:

· That DF projects were largely successful in recruiting their target workforce groups and opening up opportunities to those who wanted to access learning opportunities (See Chapter 3) and that learning activities also attracted a reasonably high proportion of non-Trade Union members (See Chapter 6);

· That DF projects adopted a range of marketing strands to publicise their project to participants (See Chapter 3); and

· That the courses offered were appropriately flexible in their delivery and adapted to the characteristics of their target workforce (See Chapter 3).

Environmental Sustainability

In terms of this theme there was a formal emphasis among all projects that they would attempt to minimise as far as possible the carbon ‘footprint’ of each project. This was achieved in a variety of ways but principally through the ‘local’ workplace delivery of projects (reducing travel to learning venues for respondents) and other mechanisms aimed at reducing the use of, or need for, ‘hard copy’ project material (either for promotion of learning activities, to determine workforce learning needs and as part of course delivery).

A summary of the responses provided by project workers about how their project had addressed this particular theme is provided below.
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In terms of the relevant outcome measures that are available to confirm how issues in this theme were addressed, we would highlight the following:

· That DF projects largely offered ‘on-site’ workplace learning. We know from the figures in Chapter 5 that two-thirds of those who provided feedback had their course delivered in the workplace; and

· The DF projects used the web and the internet resources to identify learning needs and also that delivery of courses used these technologies (See Chapter 3).

Social Inclusion

Social inclusion was a key component of each and every DF project. This was largely reflected in the types of participants being targeted by projects, who as we have already outlined in Chapter 3, were from what may be described as non-traditional learner groups and those who were actively marginalised (through their employment status or work patterns) by a lack of training and learning opportunity. Nevertheless, it should be stressed that even within the definition and outline of their formal target group (e.g. female shift workers, older workers, etc), many of the DF projects also recognised other additional forms social exclusion (e.g. those in ethnic minority groups) that could be addressed though their project. This effectively meant that not only were the projects looking to promote better social inclusion through their targeted learning activities, they also recognised that their projects could potentially help address other (and multiple) forms of labour market exclusion.

A summary of the responses provided by project workers about how their project had addressed this particular theme is provided below. This largely summarises the types of participants targeting by the projects as a whole.
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In terms of the relevant outcome measures that are available to confirm how issues in this theme were addressed, we would highlight the following:

· Reiterating the point above, that DF projects were largely successful in recruiting their target workforce groups and opening up opportunities to those who wanted to access learning opportunities (See Chapter 3) and that learning activities also attracted a reasonably high proportion of non-Trade Union members (See Chapter 6);

· That projects were successful in generating a balance of male and female participants and in attracting those in older age groups, consistent with the focus of these projects on non-traditional learners (See Chapter 6);

· That projects successfully recruited higher than expected numbers of those in ethnic minority groups (See Chapter 6); and

· That some projects explicitly dealt with levels of literacy and numeracy, and those for whom English was a second language (i.e. EU migrant workers). We know from Chapter 5 that 5% of all learners were from both of these groups respectively.

7.3 Summary

The evidence suggests that the DF projects successfully addressed the three overarching ESF themes of equalities, sustainability and inclusion in a variety of ways. These themes were an integral part of the governance arrangements set up to guide the SUL programme at project inception and reporting. The output evidence provided by project managers and from the earlier Chapters on projects and learners, suggests that the DF projects were conducted in a fashion that was not only consistent with these strategic priorities but was successful in ensuring that they were delivered by projects.
8. Summary
In this Chapter we summarise the evidence from the previous sections.
The profile of courses funded by the LF was relatively wide ranging in content and level, and the funding resources were fully utilised. Around two-fifths of course were concerned with topics in new technologies and the overwhelming majority of courses were ‘active’. LF activities generated on average seven individual participants per course. A third of all courses were accredited and the LF generated a total of 3,002 learning participants. A total of 492 participants attained qualifications through the LF. This represented 18% of all LF participants.

The DF supported project activities were wholly consistent with ESF regulations but most of these activities did not generate learning activities that met their original target numbers. This was due to a variety of reasons: over-ambitious target numbers and the lack of resources in the LF to enable learning. Only two of these projects exceeded or got very close to meeting their project targets.

There was a strong synergy between the ESF projects and those trade unions and activities that featured in SULF7 and other activities in the Highlands and Islands.
There are a variety of clear, externally-approved (and audited) and transparent management structures in place to ensure that the operational process is consistent with ESF guidelines and wider ‘best practice’ in project management. The procurement process is consistent with ESF guidelines and ‘best value’ requirements, and the system contains a number of necessary features that allow for the ongoing monitoring and validation of the progress of individual progress, finances and outputs. There were however, a number of issues that were highlighted by both project officers and by SUL. These issues however, were largely consistent with the view that this is a relatively new operational system which may need time to embed. The problems are soluble and not substantive.
There were a number of ways in which the DF supported projects embodied and reflected ‘best practice’. The latter involved issues such as: a commitment to learners; an understanding that learning is a long-term process of financial investment and individual development; that DF supported projects reflected equalities in opportunity, were socially inclusive and involved relatively high standards of monitoring and governance; and provided attractive learning opportunities for learners that varied between personal development activities to the acquisition of ‘high-value’ labour market skills.

In terms of lessons for future ESF programmes these concerned issues of: setting targets by projects; the tendering process and developing specialised courses; managing LF resources and taking strategic decisions about what types of learning activities to fund; and on greater cross-union co-operation on sharing knowledge and activities.

The evidence on learners and their experiences offers an interesting insight into the effectiveness of those learning activities supported by the LF and DF. In terms of their socio-demographic profile, the learners were similar in profile to those in previous evaluations of union-led learning activities and were largely drawn from non-traditional learner groups. Interestingly, there were a higher proportion of non-members of trade unions involved in these learning activities suggesting that the programme as a whole was sufficiently inclusive and open to all.
The learner experience of DF and LF supported activities was especially satisfactory. The course feedback from learners was uniformly very positive, which was consistent with the feedback provided by ULRs and others on the delivery of these learning activities. From the perspective of participants, the overall programme of learning was well delivered in terms of its content, length, structure and materials, and largely met people’s expectations. For participants the key outcomes for a significant proportion appeared to be both psychological and material: the extension of their knowledge and skills, the development of new skills and abilities in their current jobs and for a small proportion the ability to get a better job. In all of the above respects, both experiences and outcomes for participants can be described as largely highly satisfactory and positive.

The evidence suggests that the DF projects successfully addressed the three overarching ESF themes of equalities, sustainability and inclusion in a variety of ways. These themes were an integral part of the governance arrangements set up to guide the SUL programme at project inception and reporting. The output evidence provided by project managers and from the earlier Chapters on projects and learners, suggests that the DF projects were conducted in a fashion that was not only consistent with these strategic priorities but were successful in ensuring that they were delivered by projects.
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Figure 4.2: Overview of DF Management Process
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Equal Opportunity refers to a process of ‘open and fair’ access to learning with prospective participants having equal chances to take up opportunities to access these union-led learning activities.





Environmental Sustainability refers to how each project has made a contribution towards reducing its potential impact on the environment in terms of its ‘carbon footprint’.





Social Inclusion is primarily defined in terms of an explicit and formal effort to include those in otherwise excluded or marginalised labour market groups and workforces. This is typically used to address structural inequalities in access to learning opportunities.





Having an ‘open’ recruitment process in which all potential participants in the workforce target group who wanted to undertake learning activities were given the opportunity to do so.





The process of how the project recruited their project worker.





The use of different and distinct marketing strands to publicise each project.





Courses which were suitably flexible in their delivery and adapted to a range of workforce employment characteristics (e.g. shift workers, part-time employees).





The specific employment on one project of a multi-lingual project worker: an individual who could provide support for participants who did not speak English as their first language and a necessity on projects targeting these groups.





Using existing workplace resources (e.g. computers and laptops) to deliver learning courses, or providing use of these learning resources as part of course delivery.





Other family members were invited to attend courses and trying to compensate for ‘domestic’ barriers to attending learning activities (e.g. the need for childcare).





Learning courses provided ‘on-site’ in the workplace where learning providers travelled to workplaces to deliver courses so minimising multiple travel journeys by participants.





Encouraging the use of public transport for all learning that was conducted ‘off-site’.





The project only used existing ‘hard copy’ promotional outlets to publicise their learning activities among prospective groups of learners.





Developing no ‘hard copy’ promotional materials and instead using the web and social media to promote projects and to contact prospective learners.





Using recycled materials for project correspondence.





Using the web and internet to identify the training and learning needs of target groups in the workforce.





Projects used the web and internet to deliver learning activities.





Provision of USB memory sticks to learners to minimise the use of ‘hard copy’ paper and printed materials.





Targeting particular groups of non-traditional learners by recognising that some workforce groups had pronounced ‘gaps’ in their learning and training needs. This was especially identified with the following workforce groups and those who were in:





female workforce groups;


older age groups;


manual skilled and unskilled workforce groups;


LGBT groups;


ethnic minority backgrounds;


workforces in rural areas outwith the Central Belt of Scotland;


younger age groups;


casual and temporary workforces;


employment with no contractual ‘right’ of access to standard employee sick-pay, pension schemes, employer training or development programmes or continued employment;


migrant workforce groups;


vulnerable industries with either no permanent employment or in sectors such as finance who were vulnerable to redundancy;


labour markets where there was a defined and identifiable need for participants to improve their job-related skills and knowledge which would not be otherwise explicitly addressed through employers . This would allow participants to better compete for jobs in competitive labour markets; and


workers who had relatively poorer levels of literacy and numeracy.








� Findlay, P. Stewart, R., Dutton, E. and Warhurst, C. (2006) Evaluation of the Scottish Union Learning Fund (SULF) (2000-2005), Glasgow: Scottish Executive.





� Priority 3 focuses on delivering what the participants who have been drawn into learning and training require, where and when they can most easily access it. To achieve this, learning providers must identify new ways of designing, delivering and evaluating learning which meets the needs of those people who have, to date, felt excluded, alienated or threatened by learning, and for those who face barriers in accessing learning.


� Priority 2 resources are specifically focused on people in the workforce who lack basic skills or good qualifications. In particular, it focuses on those who are least likely to receive training. It also supports training for managers and employees in small firms. Priority 2 aims to help people gain relevant skills and qualifications needed for their career progression and for business growth and innovation in the knowledge economy.


� We use capacity to refer to the ability of trade unions to deliver additional workplace learning that is distinct from employer-funded training. This capacity has both strategic and operational dimensions: union priorities and policies may enshrine learning as a core union activity; union practice may support learning both as a member service and as part of member/activist development; union structures may encourage a culture of learning and union personnel may be involved, both directly and indirectly, in designing, securing funding for and delivering learning and training. 


� Covering largely the Central belt but also the Scottish Borders and the Aberdeenshire and Moray areas in the North-East of Scotland.


� Saunders et al (2000).


� Around a third of all e-mail addresses were found to be ‘inactive’.


� Rounding up means that %’s do not always add up to 100%.


� Defined as courses for which there was no recorded attendance but which cannot be classified as ‘withdrawn’.


� The average cost per course was £1624.


� These numbers are based on the available figures at the time of writing. Our understanding is that while these numbers have increased slightly to 3,300 individual learners in the final management output, the variation would be unlikely to skew the percentage figures to any unreasonable extent.


� This figure excludes the numbers of learners who undertook more than one course. 38% of the ESF funds were invested in the DF and this generated 48% of all learners.


� This figure is based on the overall numbers of learners against the £500,299 invested in the DF.


� This figure is based on the total number of learners overall against the £732,301 invested in the LF and based on a final total figure of 3,300 individual learners.


� This analysis is limited to 2787 participants who took part in one LF activity only.


� Part qualifications are defined as the achievement of recognised milestones that lead to a full accredited qualification.


� This figure excludes two projects that were withdrawn because of subsequent problems in the recruitment and retention of project officers.


� These learners however, cannot be treated as being funded through the LF and as a consequence, their numbers cannot be counted against DF supported projects and LF activities.


� This number is based on actual registration returns and details sent to SUL by learning providers. The numbers of learners cover all those who participated in one LF activity only.


� This constitutes a 9% sample of all learners.


� The follow-up latter survey was solely restricted to those who had provided their contact details as part of completing their course feedback. 


� It should be noted that base numbers do not always add up to 2787 because of missing data and that %’s do not always add up to 100% because of rounding figures up or down.


� The base for these % calculations was 2785.


� This data is based on a 15% sample of all learners provided at the early stage of the project. It was not possible to provide these figures from the overall sample of all learners because of changes in the way the data was collated.


� It should be borne in mind that these participants all worked in the relevant programme area.


� The majority of learning for these respondents was delivered on-site in the workplace for over two-thirds of respondents (68%), while nearly a third experienced learning in off-site locations.


� This was a multiple response question and % is based on the number of responses and not respondents.
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