              EMPLOYER SURVEYS 2008/2009

SCOPE AND PURPOSE OF THE SURVEYS

The reasoning behind the surveys was to obtain feedback from our employer customers regarding their perception of the quality of the service they have received from us, thereby enabling us to assess our performance and maintain, and where appropriate improve, our standards. As a customer-focused organisation, quality is of interest to the entire team at The EDF, not just to the management.

Evidence of our diligence in obtaining customer feedback is also a contributory factor in our achieving accreditation under the aegis of the Training Quality Standard and Matrix Standard, both of which are recognised as proof of consistent high levels of quality in training provision. 

Regarding customer satisfaction, we asked these questions:

1) Did you receive an effective and efficient service from us?

2) Did our service meet your needs?

3) Was the information you received relevant to your needs?

4) Were you given the name of the EDF member you were dealing with?

5) Where necessary, were you given the name and contact details of another contact?

6) Did our written correspondence advise you about all methods of contacting The EDF?

7) Did you find our service easy to access?
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In addition to getting feedback in terms of general customer satisfaction, we have asked our customers to help us in assessing the impact  which the training we provide has had on their businesses.

For the 2008 survey, we asked these questions:

Q 1 : Do you use any method of quantifying or otherwise measuring the impact that training has had on aspects of your business?

Q 2 : Using a scale of 1-5 (5 high) what impact would you say that the training we provide has had on:

1) Productivity

2) Efficiency

3) Skills development

4) Contribution to quality processes  

For the 2009 survey, Question 4 (Contribution to quality processes) was replaced by ‘impact on profitability’

We needed to compare the results on a year by year basis; but also, if possible, against other training organisations. In the absence of any more recent national benchmarking, many FE Colleges continue to measure employer satisfaction against the LSC National Employer Skills Survey of 2003. 
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This is unlikely to be sufficiently up to date to provide an accurate base for comparison. However a more recent survey conducted in Sussex of Action for Business Colleges (A4BCs) indicated an average satisfaction index of 75%.
OUR OWN SURVEY RESULT

	Impact measures from the training : score 1-10 (10 high)
	

	Skill
	    7.6

	Efficiency
	    7.3

	Productivity
	    7.8

	Profitability
	    5.7

	MEAN AVERAGE SCORE
	    7.1


This compares directly with the Sussex A4BC survey referred to above, in which the score on training impact by employers in the engineering/manufacturing sector was 7.1.

Some useful indicators arise from this exercise. Factors to consider are:

a) The 2009 survey covered more employers (19 as against 10 previously)

b) The score scale was more accurate (1-10 as against 1-5)

c) The survey covered all training, not just apprenticeships

d) The order of questions was different (2008: Productivity, Efficiency, Skills, Quality. 2009: Skill, Efficiency, Productivity, Profitability)

e) Impact on profitability was included in the survey.

The mean average score is adversely affected by the lower figure recorded for Profitability (if the Profitability score is extracted, the mean average increases to 7.6). This reflects the fact that most employers surveyed stated that they could not make a direct measurable link between the training and the profitability of the company or the department in which the trainee(s) worked: although they recognised that there would ultimately be an effect on profitability, in most cases the link was sufficiently tenuous, indirect or delayed as to be difficult or even impossible to quantify. In our 2008 survey we enquired of employers whether they had any means of quantifying or measuring the impact of training on their businesses. None of them employed any such methods, and it is evident that this is still the case.

Other significant factors will affect the ratings, for example:

a) An employer’s perceived impact value regarding an apprentice’s contribution is likely to be low in the early stages of the apprentice’s training programme, and should improve as the apprenticeship progresses

b) Some aspects of the survey have little or no relevance to some employer’s operations – i.e. ‘profitability’ and ‘productivity’ would not be relevant in the case of some public sector organisations

c) The person contacted within the employer organisation may not be the same on each survey, so their perceptions may differ

Nonetheless the exercise will enable us to examine each individual response to evaluate any variations and act appropriately. We have now instituted a formal policy for evaluating the impact of our training provision, which compares the actual results with impact objectives agreed with the customer prior to the start of the training.

SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS

1. Comparison of the two successive surveys indicates that we have achieved a  

      modest but significant improvement in our levels of customer satisfaction

2. The improvements seems consistent despite the 2009 survey covering 

       almost twice the number of customers as the 2008

3. Evaluation of impact on customer’s businesses gives a far more useful insight into the value we provide

4.   We obviously don’t intend to rest on our laurels, and will be aiming for 

      continuous improvement in our satisfaction ratings

4. Involving our customers directly in our quality process is definitely of mutual 

      benefit

