2015/2016/17 London Employability Performance Ratings
1. Executive Summary

1.1 	The 2015/16 to 2016/17 London Employability Performance Ratings (EPR) have 	been published on the London Datastore: https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/employability-performance-rating-epr-annual-ratings.
[bookmark: _GoBack]1.2 	This will be the sixth year the ratings will have been published with a total 	of 97 	ratings	being allocated to 59 different organisations. 
1.3 	With an increase in the use of the EPR, with an extensive range of providers 	from multiple funders, a clearer picture of how well London’s employability 	programmes are performing is able to be obtained.
1.4	58% of submissions received a rating between one and three stars.
1.5 	A number of calculators not receiving a rating or receiving only one star would have 	been able to achieve a higher rating had they sufficiently completed the customer 	satisfaction tab. This requires 60% of all participants to have completed the 	questionnaire. 
2. Benefits of the Employability Performance Rating
2.1	There is anecdotal evidence as to the effectiveness of skills and employment 	delivery partners in London, but little transparent information outside of the 	EPR.
2.2	There remains a large number of providers in London that deliver services to 	support Londoners into work.  As funders commission larger contracts to 	deliver 	these services it is becoming increasingly important for prime providers (as well as 	funders) to be able to identify the most effective providers to join their supply 	chains.  The EPR is providing public information that means that providers can 	identify the top performing organisations.   
2.3	There is no other rating tool in use, which we are aware of, that measures 	supply chain performance using a transparent methodology.  The EPR puts London 	ahead of other UK regions in this respect.
2.4	Publishing of rating results supports the commissioning of effective services 	providing an element of security of purchase through use of its evidence.  
2.5	Providers are using the rating to benchmark their performance and previous analysis 	indicates that providers are motivated by the ratings and actively striving to become 	four star providers.

3. Background

3.1	The London Employability Performance Rating system was implemented in April 	2010 as a comprehensive tool to benchmark the achievements of employability in 	London. 
3.2	The ESF 2014-20 programme now has more funders, including the ESFA, HMPSS, 	Big Lottery, GLA and 	London Councils, all delivering employability projects to 	improve a range of Londoners all completing the Employability Performance 	Rating. 
3.3	The Star Rating is calculated from the assessment of performance in three key 	performance areas. Grant Performance, Quality and Grant Compliance. 
3.4	The EPR supports the GLA’s objective to benchmark the achievements of providers 	and our commitment to transparency and openness.
3.5	The calculator was created in 2008 and it was updated in 2015 to make it more user 	friendly but essentially it is the same.
3.6	All projects delivering within the ESF 2014-20 programme are contractually required 	to complete the EPRC.
3.7	An increase in funding organisations using the EPRC also means a broader picture 	of how well employability projects are delivering in London is captured.

4. 2016/17 EPR

4.1 	The 2015/16 – 2016/17 London Employability Performance Rating provides data on 	performance of 2014-20 ESF projects from April 2015 – March 2017 for 36 lead 	providers and 21 sub providers. 
4.2 	During this time 20,175 Londoners have started on a ESF funded project in the 2014	-20 programme. 
4.3	Bexley has been identified as the area where most of the projects are based with	 	Sutton, Bromley and Sutton being second. 21 of the projects are Pan London.
4.4	46 of the 96 submissions had achieved a score of over 8.4 on their diversity targets.

5. From 2015/16

5.1	Only five submissions, from HMPPS and City of London, were made for the 2015/16 	year. Many projects were not into grant by this stage and therefore had not been 	able to provide any information on their delivery progress.

6. Customer Satisfaction

6.1	Customer satisfaction was particularly low this year due to projects being 	unsuccessful in implementing their surveys into the exit strategy of their projects. 
6.2 	Some submissions were given a high one-star or a high two-star rating and if 	they had completed their customer satisfaction – this potentially would have 	advanced them onto the next rating. 
6.3	Delivery partners are instructed to implement the questionnaire as part of the exit 	strategy to make sure they receive points for this KPA.  
	
7. Conversion Rating

7.1	In order to receive a conversion rating, the project must be achieving a higher than 	contracted conversion rate of starts into the primary contract outcome. Delivery was 	delayed due to a lack of contracts being completed in time and so projects were 	setback. This meant that recruitment had to be postponed until this was finally 	confirmed. As projects begin to develop and more starts move onto the next target 	outcome, the points for the conversion rating should increase.


8. Interpreting the rating 
	Key Performance Area (KPA)
	Weighting
	Indicators (KPI)

	Contract Performance
	60%
	1. Delivery against grant targets

	
	
	2. Delivery against grant diversity targets

	Quality
	30%
	3. Conversion Factor

	
	
	4. Self-assessment of quality

	
	
	5. Customer Satisfaction

	Contract Compliance
	10%
	6. Contract compliance and contractor pro-activity in delivery



Table1: Structure of the Employability Performance Rating System















8.1	Performance data is assessed against annual targets that are agreed at the 	beginning of each financial year.
8.2	The table gives a good breakdown of each KPA within the calculator and how much 	each is worth when receiving points. 

9. Published data.

9.1	When sorted by grant name the Rating Table provides information on grant supply 	chains; it indicates which delivery partner is the lead grant holder and the ratings of 	each of the sub-delivery partners. 
9.2 	A number of delivery partners have received more than one rating; this may be 	where they are delivering a number of different projects or where they have 	received a rating for more than one year’s delivery. The Rating Table can be sorted 	by delivery partner name.

Chart 1: Rating Distribution from April 2015 to March 2017


Rating Distribution 2015/2017

Zero Stars	Submissions	40	One Stars	Submissions	38	Two Stars	Submissions	15	Three Stars	Submissions	4	
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