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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

THE HUB PROGRAMME IN OUTLINE 
 
THE LEEDS CITY REGION ENTERPRISE PARTNERSHIP (THE ‘LEP’) LAUNCHED THE CITY DEAL APPRENTICESHIP 
PROGRAMME IN JANUARY 2013.  IT SECURED £4.6M OF FUNDING FROM THE SKILLS FUNDING AGENCY (SFA) 
AND BECAME THE FIRST OPERATIONAL PROJECT FOR THE LEP TO DELIVER, WITH ITS LOCAL PARTNERS.  THE 
PROGRAMME CONSISTED OF A CENTRAL LEP TEAM AND EIGHT LOCAL APPRENTICESHIP HUBS – IN BARNSLEY, 
BRADFORD, CALDERDALE, KIRKLEES, LEEDS, NORTH YORKSHIRE (CRAVEN/HARROGATE/SELBY), WAKEFIELD 
AND YORK.  IT ALSO SUPPORTED THE OPERATION OF APPRENTICESHIP TRAINING AGENCIES (ATAS) IN LEEDS 
AND IN BRADFORD. 

 
This final evaluation is based on interviews with senior figures and practitioners in the Apprenticeship 
Programme and its local Hubs, a survey of businesses that it had engaged with, interviews with training 
providers, an apprentice focus group, and analysis of Programme data, outputs and results.  It builds on a 
previous mid-term report which was launched in May 20151.  
 
The Programme was designed to help tackle unemployment and support the City Region’s ‘NEET free’ 
ambition, and to help businesses meet their needs for skilled staff.  Two targets were agreed with the SFA 
at the outset, and then re-profiled in spring 2015 with SFA agreement.  This also led to the Programme 
being extended from September 2015 to March 2016.  The two targets were: 
 

i) Engage with 2,142 SMEs which had not previously offered apprenticeships or had not had an apprentice 
in the last 12 months [revised to 2,450 SMEs engaged] 

 

ii) Create 2,500 new apprenticeships for those aged 16-24 [revised to 1,700 apprenticeship starts] 
 
The Programme allowed a good degree of flexibility for local partners to determine local Hub models.  We 
identified four main types of Hub model:   
 

i) Apprenticeship Hub delivering from within a single local authority (as in Calderdale, Wakefield, York) 
 

ii) Apprenticeship Hub managed by a local authority but with most delivery contracted out (as in Kirklees 
and Barnsley, with most delivery contracted out to a large local FE college in both cases)  

 

iii) Apprenticeship Hub spanning multiple local authority areas (as in North Yorkshire, with a single officer 
covering the district council areas of Craven, Harrogate and Selby)  

 

iv) Apprenticeship Hub working alongside an ATA within a city (as adopted in Bradford and Leeds) 
 
The ‘Central Apprenticeship Programme’ was delivered through an Apprenticeship Hub Manager employed 
by the LEP from March 2013 onwards and covered five main tasks: 
 

i) Overall Co-ordination and Contact Point (including contracting, partner links, and networking) 
ii) Management and Monitoring  
iii) Finances and Contracts 
iv) LEP Strategy and Policy on Apprenticeships 
v) Central Marketing 
 

  

                                                        
 
1 Les Newby with Nicky Denison, Research and Reporting on the City Region Deal Apprenticeship Programme, Leeds City 
Region Enterprise Partnership, May 2015 
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HUB ACTIVITIES 

Local Apprenticeship Hub activities varied in their focus, with a balance between business engagement and 
support, and work to promote apprenticeships to young people, including through schools and events.  This 
involved using a range of marketing approaches and media (e.g. print and radio campaigns, social media 
and websites), work in schools to promote and raise understanding of apprenticeships, and organising and 
attending apprenticeship events. 
 
Hubs and businesses most frequently made contact through the Hub proactively approaching the business, 
e.g. through ‘door knocking’ or (often outsourced) telesales, with bursts of the latter proving fruitful for lead 
generation.  Events, websites and referrals were also significant ways of reaching SMEs.  Hubs then 
engaged with businesses face to face, talked through how apprenticeships worked and how they might fit 
with the business, and offered a range of support depending on the firm’s needs.  This included general 
advice and information, help selecting apprenticeship frameworks and training providers, salary 
benchmarking, and help with advertising an apprenticeship vacancy, the recruitment process, and matching 
the businesses with potential recruits.  On average, businesses used 3-4 types of support. 
 

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS 

Key outputs and statistics from the Programme’s operation include: 
• The Apprenticeship Programme significantly exceeded its business engagement target.  In total 2,941 

SMEs were engaged, 37% more than initially targeted (and 20% more than the revised engagement 
target of 2,450).  All eight local Apprenticeship Hubs met their business engagement targets. 

 

• The City Region exceeded its revised target of 1,700 apprenticeship starts by 39%.  It narrowly missed 
its ambitious initial target and achieved 2,367 of the targeted 2,500 apprenticeship starts.  Six of the 
eight Hubs met their starts targets and there was some excellent performance in this regard.  In the 
two areas that did not, there were a mixture of mitigating circumstances and lessons to be learned. 

 

• The average conversion rate from business engagement to apprenticeship starts was 80% across the 
Programme, rising further for businesses in the health, education and public administration sectors.   
 

• The top sectors for apprenticeship starts were manufacturing, retail and construction which together 
accounted for 35% of starts.  The most popular framework was Business Administration and Law.   
 

• Most apprenticeships were at Intermediate Level (83%), with 16% at Advanced Level and less than 1% 
at Higher Level.   
 

• Hubs were well regarded by customers - 83% of businesses said the support of their Hub had been 
helpful or very helpful (against only 2% saying it was not helpful). 

 

• Business experience of employing an apprentice was positive - 90% said that that would be likely to 
employ another apprentice in the future, including 31% who already had done. 

 

• 137 different training providers were used across the Hub network, with most Hubs having used over 
30 providers.  A single large FE college accounted for 50% or more of provision for four Hubs/ ATAs.   
 

QUALITY FACTORS AND OUTCOMES 

Hubs delivered wide ranging benefits in terms of raising awareness and improving perceptions of 
apprenticeships amongst young people, teachers and parents.  It was hard to ascertain the exact impact of 
this activity, but work with an increasing number of schools, wider access to pupils, increasing attendance 
at apprenticeship events, and evidence of improving attitudes all suggest that they had a significant impact.  
This may be the single most important factor in enhancing apprenticeship uptake long term.  
 
There would be scope to improve aspects of any similar provision in the future.  In particular, the focus on 
output targets mitigated against more time intensive work to reach under-represented groups (e.g. those of 
Asian/British Asian background) or to open up routes into apprenticeships for those with lower skills and 
employability.  Some work was evident on this latter front, but it was not widespread.  Lack of targeting, 
output pressures and some provider preferences further suppressed apprenticeships at Level 3 and above. 
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Most Hubs sought to generate quality apprenticeships that worked for businesses and young people, 
although some put more focus on this than others.  Falling youth unemployment during the Programme 
made it harder for businesses to recruit apprentices.  This reinforced the importance of the quality of 
apprenticeships (including their level, the quality of training, framework options, the extent of progression 
and pay levels) in attracting able candidates, as well as in improving the reputation of apprenticeships.  
 

ADDITIONALITY, COST PER OUTPUT, ECONOMIC IMPACT ETC. 

The costs of delivering outputs through the Programme were modest, at just under £2,000 per 
apprenticeship start, a figure which also includes wider costs for business engagement, and ATA operation 
where relevant.  Whilst this is a gross figure, the Programme’s design will have kept ‘deadweight’ to a 
minimum and national studies suggest apprenticeship promotion has high additionality.   

It is not possible to produce a precise figure for the economic value of the Programme.  However, 
illustrative modelling based on national studies and survey data suggests that the long term economic 
value of the 2,367 apprenticeship starts generated may be in the region of around £101.4 million2, around 
twenty two times greater than the cost of the Programme.  This suggests that the long term outcomes and 
economic impacts are likely to be substantial and demonstrates an excellent return on investment. 
 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE PROVISION  

Seven overall lessons emerged from the Programme which will be important in informing future provision:  

a) Promotion of apprenticeships to young people and those who influence them (specifically schools and 
parents) is fundamental and must be well covered by either mainstreamed local approaches, including 
on IAG, or the core activities of any future programme.  It is important to use mechanisms and 
communication styles that connect with young people, and to use clear, consistent, and frequently 
reinforced messages based on real stories and experiences.  This should include raising awareness of 
the range of apprenticeship options.  Communication by one young person to another works especially 
well, whether through using apprentices within Hub teams, or ‘apprentice ambassador’ networks.   

 
b) There should be a greater focus on outcomes and quality, including advanced/higher/degree level 

apprenticeships, which tend to deliver greater value.  This will mean a more resource intensive 
approach and involve added value work to develop relationships, ensure good candidate/business 
matching, and to deliver apprenticeship starts.  Provision should seek to promote apprenticeships that 
offer good training and progression opportunities and above minimum pay where possible, and avoid 
any poor quality apprenticeships.  Programme outcome measures and monitoring should reflect this 
range of goals, with due weight on the quality as well as quantity of provision, and tracking of 
downstream benefits in terms of completions, employment and business benefits. 

 
c) Work is needed to widen the groups reached by apprenticeships, including under-represented groups 

(e.g. BAME communities), all age groups, and widening access for less qualified and disadvantaged 
people and groups.  Linked to the point on quality above (b), this work is likely to be relatively time 
intensive, and to involve pre-apprenticeship training and outreach so that apprenticeships and 
associated investment are better aligned to poverty reduction, employment and inclusion goals. 

 
d) Whilst maintaining a degree of flexibility, there is a strong case for applying greater consistency across 

local provision, based on the models that proved most successful.  This would most likely involve 
retaining the combination of a central LEP led role and local delivery.  The most successful local models 
tended to involve delivery by Hubs within single local councils and with teams of a sufficient size.  This 
model helps to support perceptions of the Hub as independent, and ensure alignment with other local 
council departments and partners.  Based on their outputs, the case for future ATA provision is less 
strong than for Hubs, but if the two do coincide, it is important that they are integrated and have clearly 
differentiated roles.  Strong management, senior support, and committed and able staff have been 
crucial at city-region and local level and will remain so in the future. 

                                                        
 
2 This is based on business survey data which suggests that 83% (or more) of apprentices will complete their apprenticeship 
and go into employment, and on using CEBR estimates for the value of economic gains during a year’s apprenticeship and five 
years of subsequent employment. 
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e) It is important to build, extend and maintain good relationships with providers, to have clear 

expectations on quality and approach, and clarity about their roles and those of Hubs in areas such as 
engagement with young people.  There may be value in identifying a pool of providers across the city 
region that consistently meet quality standards and can meet needs for routine, specialist provision and 
higher level provision.  It is good practice to ensure open recommendation of a number of providers 
wherever possible, rather than being tied to or strongly skewed towards single local providers. 

 
f) Marketing is important in raising awareness and building positive perceptions amongst businesses, 

young people and parents.  Social media and websites are particularly important for young people, 
backed by face to face contact in schools and at centrepiece events – all of which should draw on 
success stories of apprenticeships in action.  Face to face contact is best for business engagement with 
targeted bursts of telemarketing to generate leads.  There is value in a mix of central and local 
marketing but this must be scoped, agreed and commissioned from the outset to help Hubs to hit the 
ground running.  This could include specialist in-house marketing support to a central programme 
team.  Better monitoring arrangements should be in place from the outset to assess impact. 

 
g) It is important to connect apprenticeship support to wider business support and skills and employment 

provision, both through the LEP and at local level.  This should include fit with LEP business growth 
support and the Skills Service, as well to local provision and partners, with strong cross-referral 
mechanisms in place, including with wider young people’s services.  Support to business should include 
general advice and the range of support provided by Hubs to date.  
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1. INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 
 

OVERVIEW OF THE PROGRAMME AND THIS REPORT 
 
The Leeds City Region Local Enterprise Partnership (the ‘LEP’) launched the City Deal Apprenticeship 
Programme in January 2013.  The Programme combined central work by the LEP on the Apprenticeship 
Programme and eight local Apprenticeship Hubs connected to it – in Barnsley, Bradford, Calderdale, 
Kirklees, Leeds, North Yorkshire (Craven/Harrogate/Selby), Wakefield and York.  
 
This report is a final evaluation of the Programme.  It covers its central and local aspects, and also connects 
to the two Apprenticeship Training Agencies (ATAs) in Leeds and in Bradford that were linked to the 
Programme.  The evaluation builds on the previous mid-term report which was researched in early 2015 
and launched in May 20153.  The aim of that work was to capture emerging good practice and lessons 
learned and to inform the remainder of Programme delivery and future provision.  
 
1.2 METHODOLOGY AND REPORT STRUCTURE 

The methodology for the evaluation is based on a combination of quantitative and qualitative analysis and 
builds on the previous mid-term research noted above.  The main stages and elements of the methodology 
are set out below, whilst Annex 1 lists the specifics of the interviews held as part of the research. 
 
 
Element of Research Timing What it Entailed 

Engagement with Local 
Apprenticeship Hubs 

Oct 2015 - Interviews with each of the eight local Hubs and the two ATAs, 
exploring activities, future plans, results and lessons learned 

Interviews with central 
figures in the City Deal 
Apprenticeship Programme  

Dec 2015 
to Feb 
2016 

Interviews to gain insights and learning points, with: 

- Catherine Lunn (LEP Apprenticeship Hub Manager) 

- Sue Cooke (LEP Head of Skills and Enterprise) 

- Phil Ball (private sector LEP Board champion on apprenticeships) 

- Joanne Roney (CEO of Wakefield Council and lead local authority 
CEO on Skills in Leeds City Region) 

Research into marketing 
activity and the apprentice 
perspective 

Oct 2015 
to Jan 
2016 

Information and insights through Hub interviews and associated 
material, an apprentice focus group in Kirklees, and interviews with 
Catherine Lunn and with SERO, the company contracted to do 
central marketing   

Evaluating the business 
experience - survey 

Nov/Dec  
2015 

Online survey of 172 businesses that local Hubs had engaged with to 
investigate their experience of Hubs and apprenticeships, reasons 
for taking an apprentice on (or not), value gained and future 
intentions 

Evaluating the Training 
Provider experience 

Jan/Feb 
2016 

Analysis of providers used, telephone interviews with selected 
providers, and insights from interviews with Apprenticeship Hubs 

Outputs and related analysis Apr 2016 Quantitative and comparative analysis of outputs and success 
achieved by Hubs and the Programme, with relevant splits and cost 
data  

Report writing  Apr/May 
2016 

Draft report produced in April and finalised in May 2016 

 

                                                        
 
3 Les Newby with Nicky Denison, Research and Reporting on the City Region Deal Apprenticeship Programme, Leeds City 
Region Enterprise Partnership, May 2015 
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The focus of this evaluation and its research methodology has been on three main goals: 
 

1) To clearly log the Programme and its activities as a context for understanding its results, for 
communication and information sharing purposes, and as a base to design future activity from 
 

2) To analyse how far the Programme and its components have delivered the intended results and any 
wider benefits, and its cost effectiveness in delivering outputs 
 

3) To identify good practice and lessons learned to inform future provision 
 
For the latter two goals, the ability of the evaluation to draw conclusions is inevitably limited by the 
available data and timescales.  Notably, as the Apprenticeship Hub Programme was targeted and monitored 
on business engagement and the achievement of apprenticeship starts, it has not been possible to ascertain 
how far these were completed, led to subsequent employment, or to quantify how far these translated into 
financial or broader business benefits.  However, wherever possible we have used the information 
available, and that from other studies to provide a sense of these factors and the likely position around 
benefits, additionality and outcomes. 
 
Information from the previous report is used in this evaluation where it remains valid and relevant.  
However, the bulk of the evaluation is based on new material and in particular on investigation of provider 
engagement, the experience for businesses, deeper review of marketing and work to engage with young 
people and schools, and analysis of success factors, outputs and value for money.  Where information from 
the 2015 report is used, it has been reassessed and updated before inclusion.   
 
The structure of the report reflects the methodology and comprises the following sections: 
 
Section 1 – introduces the Programme, this evaluation and its methodology  
Section 2 – outlines the Programme and its purpose, the models used and partnership arrangements 
Section 3 – describes activity to engage with businesses, its impact, and business perspectives 
Section 4 – assesses marketing work and engagement with young people and schools 
Section 5 – explores engagement with training providers and their experience of the Programme 
Section 6 – covers the perceptions and experience of apprentices 
Section 7 – analyses quantitative outputs and outcomes 
Section 8 – draws conclusions, lessons learned and insights about how these might inform future provision 
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2. OVERALL PURPOSE AND DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAMME 
 

SUMMARY OF MAIN MESSAGES 
The Apprenticeship Hub Programme ran from 2013 to 2016 and combined a central Programme and eight 
local Hubs operated through a range of models.  Key findings to emerge are: 

• The purpose of the programme was clear and based on reducing youth unemployment and helping 
businesses to meet skills needs, although the balance between these goals was less clear 

• The two output targets, based on business engagement and apprenticeship starts provided a clear 
focus, and drove action by Hubs.  However, they left a gap in terms of the quality of activity, how it was 
targeted and its long term outcomes and benefits. 

• The central Apprenticeship Programme ran by the LEP played a valuable role in managing and co-
ordinating the Programme, including tracking and improving performance, driving marketing and good 
practice exchange.  It benefited from a highly able manager and strong senior support. 

• There was a high degree of local flexibility, with four main models adopted across the eight Hubs.  
These were for Hubs delivering from within a single council, Hubs that subcontracted most delivery, 
Hubs that covered multiple local authority areas, and Hubs that operated alongside an ATA.  

• A greater degree of consistency (but still with some flexibility) may help to capture economies of scale 
and focus any future provision on the most effective models.  In this respect, there is some, if 
inconclusive, evidence that Hubs delivering from within a single council have advantages. 
 

 
 
2.1  PURPOSE OF THE PROGRAMME 

Whilst the Programme did not have any explicit statement of its purpose, in broad terms it was conceived 
with two main benefits from apprenticeships in mind.  Firstly it sought to help tackle unemployment, and 
specifically youth unemployment, linked to the LEP’s long term goal of becoming a ‘NEET free city region’.  
Allocation of outputs to local Hubs based on their NEET populations reflected this goal.  Secondly the 
Programme was designed to help businesses to compete and grow by meeting their need for skilled staff.  
The balance between these two broad aims, the nuances within them, and any wider benefits sought varied 
slightly between different parties involved in the LEP and the Apprenticeship Programme.  
 
The LEP’s Head of Skills and Enterprise, Sue Cooke, who was instrumental in the Programme’s conception 
and early development, explained that the key stimulus for the Programme was the very high levels of 
youth unemployment in the city region at the time.  In 2012, that amounted to around 28,000 unemployed 
people aged 18-24 (claiming Job Seekers Allowance) and 5,000-6,000 aged 16-17 who were not in 
employment, education or training (NEET).  Set against those statistics, it was felt that too few employers 
were offering apprenticeships (only around 12%-13% did at the time according to Skills Funding Agency 
(SFA) data), and that engaging with employers to prompt and support them to offer more apprenticeships 
would be an important route for tackling unemployment.   
 
The business benefits of apprenticeships were not set out quite as prominently and specifically, but all the 
senior figures involved in the Programme and interviewed as part of the evaluation implicitly perceived 
apprenticeships to be ‘good for business’.  These views were backed by the regularity and prominence of 
messages about apprenticeships in stakeholder engagement with businesses, the LEP Board and its panels 
(which have strong business representation), business surveys and messages from local partners.  Exactly 
why apprenticeships benefit businesses was not always stated, but where it was, it often involved 
improving the employability skills of new recruits (whom firms could mould and upskill) and learning from 
and then helping to replace skilled staff due to retire in the coming years. 
 
Wider reasons and benefits associated with the Programme varied by partner, and were sometimes 
connected to their own roles and positions.  For example, local authorities sometimes saw their local 
Apprenticeship Hubs as important in building the profile of the council and its support for businesses.  The 
Programme was especially important in this regard as both local partners and the LEP observed that 
general conversations with firms about business success often end up focusing on skills and 
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apprenticeships.  From the LEP perspective, the Programme was also important as it was the first 
programme to be delivered following the LEP’s establishment, with its success (or otherwise) likely to have 
an impact on perceptions of the LEP and its ability to deliver, including by government. 
 
The output targets for the Programme were agreed through negotiation with the SFA, who funded it, and 
with high level political input within the city region.  At the time, targets were set to balance ambition, 
challenge and a significant scale of impact against a degree of realism.  The two main output targets were: 
 

i) Engage with 2,142 SMEs (which had not previously offered apprenticeships or had not had an 
apprentice in the last 12 months) 

 

ii) Create 2,500 new apprenticeships for those aged 16-24 
 
Interviews conducted as part of this evaluation suggests that council officers generally thought that these 
targets, especially on starts, were very high from the outset, and that they would be hard to achieve.  That 
was at a time when there was a large stock of unemployed young people; the degree of stretch required will 
have risen further given steep falls in youth unemployment during the Programme.  The headline output 
milestones were revised in spring 2015 following discussion and agreement with the SFA, reflecting this 
context (with a rise to 2,450 SMEs engaged and a reduction to 1,700 new apprenticeship starts). 
 
Funding for the Apprenticeship Programme from BIS was through the SFA, with a proportion of the 
payments to the LEP made on a results basis.  This led to the whole Programme being underpinned by a 
strong outputs focus.  Other aspects of the Programme, such as the level of apprenticeships created or the 
situation of the young people who took them up (e.g. whether they are NEET or at risk of becoming so) were 
not bound by targets, with their importance left to the discretion of local Apprenticeship Hubs. 
 
The two targets had the benefit of giving clarity and focus to the Programme, ensuring that it concentrated 
on raising awareness of apprenticeships and their benefits with businesses, and that this led to meaningful 
results in terms of apprenticeship starts.  However, on the flipside of this simplicity, they left a gap in terms 
of the quality (as well as the quantity) of activity and the long term value of apprenticeships to young people 
and businesses.  For instance, there were no targets for apprenticeships at advanced or higher level, in key 
sectors, nor any specific goals around pay and progression.  Furthermore, the output measures did not 
involve tracking the outcome of the apprenticeships started, for instance whether they were completed and 
led to young people being employed.  We will revisit this discussion of targets and outputs measures in the 
body and conclusions of the evaluation.   
 
 
2.2  OUTLINE DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAMME AND MODELS USED 

The Leeds City Region Enterprise Partnership Apprenticeship Programme was agreed in January 2013 as 
part of the area’s City Deal settlement.  It secured £4.6m of funding, running up to March 2016, and became 
the first operational project for the LEP to deliver - with its local partners.   
 
The Apprenticeship Programme was based on strong partnership between the LEP and local government 
from the outset, with specific roles for both, and a good degree of flexibility for local partners both in the 
models they used for their Hubs and in their day to day running.   Local authority employment and skills 
officers were involved throughout its development and this input contributed to the models that were put in 
place and how they were managed and evolved. 
 
In overview, the Programme combined a central Apprenticeship Programme and eight local Apprenticeship 
Hubs4, each of which operated its own model based on local circumstances and preferences.  This flexibility 
allowed Hubs to tailor activity to local circumstances and existing services, for instance to be integrated into 
wider business support provision, allowing a more holistic offer, good signposting between services and 
effective delivery. 
 
 

                                                        
 
4 Seven Hubs cover individual local authority areas (see fig 1) and a North Yorkshire Hub covers Craven, Harrogate and Selby 



10 
 
 

Figure 1 shows the main components of the Apprenticeship Programme schematically, and is taken from 
the previous report as no changes were made to this model between its publication in 2015 and the end of 
the Programme in March 2016.  However, this delivery period represents an extension of the initial contract, 
which was to September 2015, following renegotiation.  Revised Programme milestones (including final 
output targets) were also agreed as part of the same exercise, although the original local Hub output 
milestones were still applied within the Programme, and are used in the bulk of this evaluation as that was 
what local Hubs were working towards. 
 
 
FIGURE 1:  THE CENTRAL APPRENTICESHIP PROGRAMME AND LOCAL HUBS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In developing Apprenticeship Hub proposals, each local authority wrote a business case for their own area’s 
Hub.  The LEP then pulled these together into one cohesive Apprenticeship Hub proposal which secured 
funding via the City Deal – with resources and targeted outputs for each local Hub calculated on the basis of 
the numbers classified as NEET in each area.  This model meant that Hubs varied in the scale of their 
activities, their structure and how they operated.  The mid-term report (May 2015) detailed these models, 
and they are summarised in annex 2 of this report.  Within the general focus on SMEs and young people 
aged 16-24, any specific targeting for Hubs was locally directed, for instance on particular business sectors 
or levels of apprenticeships.  

CENTRAL 
APPRENTICESHIP 

PROGRAMME 
(LEP) 

YORK 
APPRENTICESHIP 

HUB 

WAKEFIELD 
APPRENTICESHIP 

HUB 

NORTH 
YORKSHIRE 

APPRENTICESHIP 
HUB 

BRADFORD 
APPRENTICESHIP 

HUB 

BARNSLEY 
APPRENTICESHIP 

HUB 

CALDERDALE 
APPRENTICESHIP 

HUB 

LEEDS 
APPRENTICESHIP 

HUB 

KIRKLEES 
APPRENTICESHIP 

HUB 
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ROLES OF THE CENTRAL PROGRAMME 

The role of the ‘Central Apprenticeship Programme’ involved managing and monitoring the Programme, 
delivered through an Apprenticeship Hub Manager employed by the LEP from March 2013 onwards, and 
with a working budget of approximately £475,000 - broadly equivalent to that of a medium to larger sized 
local Hub.  Central roles were covered within the mid-term review report and did not change significantly 
between the research for that report in early 2015 and the end of the Programme in March 2016, aside 
from planning around the Programme’s end.  The five key tasks set out below build on and update material 
in the 2015 report and were: 

i) Overall Co-ordination and Contact Point
The Apprenticeship Hub Manager acted as the overall co-ordinator of the LEP Apprenticeship Programme.
This involved setting up processes and working with contacts in local authorities to agree activities and
then liaising with local Hubs, the SFA and others as required.  The role included building and maintaining
links with key partners including training providers, professional bodies and sector skills bodies.  Within the
Programme, network meetings were held every six weeks bringing local Hubs together and combining
business matters and contract delivery with the sharing of practice and learning.

ii) Management and Monitoring
The Apprenticeship Hub Manager monitored outputs from local Hubs (compiling monthly and quarterly data
reports) and had one to one meetings with each Hub every six weeks to talk through progress and any
issues arising.  Monitoring and management were important given the outputs driven contracts in place –
an element of the programme was funding on achievement – and up to date, detailed data on progress and
the projected profile of future outputs were used well to identify any issues early and correct them.  This
included work by the lead LEP Board member on apprenticeships, Phil Ball, to discuss the required ‘run
rate’ for on target output delivery, and (if required) what local Hubs would do differently to achieve it.

iii) Finances and Contracts
Overall responsibility for contracts and financing involved drawing up contracts with the SFA (on behalf of
BIS) centrally, and with local Hubs (local authorities) within the City Region.  Ongoing tasks included
ensuring that payments were made on time and in line with delivery of milestones such as output
schedules and marketing campaigns.  Financial incentives for meeting targets were complemented by
mechanisms to allow some transfer of outputs and associated budgets between Hubs in exceptional cases
if clearly justified and agreed.  These incentives were helpful in maintaining performance, especially
towards the Programme’s end.

iv) LEP Strategy and Policy on Apprenticeships
The Apprenticeship Hub Manager supported the development of the LEP’s strategy and policy on
apprenticeships.  This role included identifying and following up new opportunities to progress
apprenticeships, such as new European Programme priorities and funding opportunities, and collaborating
with bodies such as the SFA on new areas of focus such as higher level apprenticeships.  It also ensured a
joined up approach between the Hub Programme and Apprenticeship Grant for Employers, which was
devolved to the Leeds City Region in 2015.

v) Central Marketing
The contract for delivering central marketing activity was managed by the Apprenticeship Hub Manager and
was important for raising the profile of apprenticeships with businesses, and in promoting them to young
people, schools and parents.   Co-ordinated marketing was carried out by local Hubs and the central
Apprenticeship Programme, and is covered in section 4 of this report.

LOCAL HUB MODELS 

Reflecting the decision to allow local authorities the flexibility to shape and manage their own Hubs, an 
array of different Hub models evolved.  Whilst there were some similarities between the models and 
especially in the core activities carried out, there was also a good deal of variation.  We identified four main 
models across the eight local Apprenticeship Hubs as set out below, although there were variations within 
models as well as between them.  Equally, some common characteristics shared by a number of Hubs 
transcended their operating model.   
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The four main models, and the localities adopting them, were: 

vi) Apprenticeship Hub based within and delivering as part of a single local authority
This model was adopted in Calderdale, Wakefield and York.  In each, a team of officers (typically of around
five FTE posts, but more in Calderdale) were brought together to lead and deliver the Hub from within the
council, sometimes recruited specifically to Hub roles, and sometimes transferred into them.  In each of
these cases the Hub was based in departments/teams covering employment, skills and business functions,
with links made to other relevant departments such as those covering children and young people’s
services.  This helped with engagement with schools.  Delivery was predominantly internal, but with
contracts let for services such as telemarketing if required.  This model benefited from good internal
linkages and support and council independence was seen as an asset in approaching businesses.  Delivery
in all three of these Hubs was good, with Wakefield and York the strongest two Hubs in terms of value for
money outputs delivery, whilst Calderdale hit its output targets and excelled in terms of quality and
sustainability.

vii) Apprenticeship Hub managed by a local authority but with most delivery contracted out
This model was adopted in Kirklees and Barnsley and involved maintaining an overall leadership and
management role and resource within the council, but with core Hub delivery contracted out.  In both cases
this was to a large FE college (Kirklees College and Barnsley College), but with room allowed for specialist
contracts beyond this too.  In principle, the model allowed a specialist body that knew about
apprenticeships to get on and do the job in a dedicated way.  However, it was less well positioned to make
links across council departments; required firm, hands on management to drive delivery; and was
potentially less flexible as contracts for what the college would do were agreed at the outset (i.e. making it
harder to switch resource from business engagement to promotion to young people for example).  Output
delivery was strong in Kirklees under this model, but apprenticeship starts were below target in Barnsley.

viii) Apprenticeship Hub spanning multiple local authority areas
This model was adopted in North Yorkshire, covering the district council areas of Craven, Harrogate and
Selby within North Yorkshire.  A single Hub officer was appointed to cover all three areas, and used one of
them (Harrogate) as an office base.  This model hit a variety of problems, some to do with under-resourcing
(lack of capacity) and others to do with lack of connection to institutions in the wide area covered (e.g. low
levels of referrals).  Despite this, the officer involved endeavoured to deliver on a business engagement and
(scaled back) apprenticeship starts output targets.

ix) Apprenticeship Hub working alongside an ATA within a city
This model was adopted in Bradford and Leeds, with a Hub and an ATA working side by side (if from
separate bases) in each city.  The ATA was a city council/FE college partnership in both cases.  In Bradford,
there was an open approach to use whatever training provider was best for a particular vacancy, whereas
in Leeds, Leeds City College were the default training provider option.  The ATA was seen to offer a different
option for apprenticeship uptake to employers and expected to increase uptake above that from a Hub
alone.  Initially, ATA teams in both cities covered business engagement and promotion to young people (see
section 3.3).  This continued throughout the Programme in Leeds, but the roles of the Hub and the ATA were
differentiated early on in Bradford after initial blurring and duplication.  Co-ordination between the bodies
continued in both cities.  After a slow start, Bradford Hub hit both of its output targets; Leeds Hub hit its
business engagement target but fell short of the output target on apprenticeship starts.

DISCUSSION 

A range of variables were not specific to any one model, including the size of team and resource involved, 
how far external contracts were used for specific tasks, the extent to which a range of different training 
providers were used, and how far links were made with council departments and partner organisations.  
General lessons in all models included the need to allow sufficient lead in time to get up and running before 
output delivery is expected, and that success was not just about the model used, but also the people and 
teams who delivered it.  Whilst able and committed staff stood out as central to success in many, if not all, 
Hubs, one senior interviewee did question the practice of transferring local authority staff into Hubs (rather 
than appointing them through open recruitment) as “some have the skill sets, others don’t”.  



The conclusions in section 7 of this evaluation draw out lessons and recommendations about the choice of 
Hub model.  However, at this point it is helpful to make clear that a range of views exist, but with a 
preference towards options delivered by a team working within the council.  This reflected a view that the 
alternative of a largely subcontracted model “doesn’t quite do it in terms of the central role of the council”.   

There was a general feeling that allowing local variation had been helpful and the right thing to do for this 
Programme, and that lessons from this would help to inform decisions about the best (and potentially less 
varying) model for any future provision.  Some did though point out that it had meant higher costs with each 
Hub having its own arrangements.  The flexibility that extended throughout the Programme, as well as in 
the development of the local models used by it, was widely regarded as having been an important asset: 

“We’ve had to be flexible, it’s not stuck at all to what we had originally anticipated.  Declining youth 
unemployment has had a big impact on [apprenticeship] starts, and that’s meant the cohort that is left needs a 
different amount of support, often one to one work and pre-apprenticeship.” [LEP Apprenticeship Hub 
Manager] 

The majority of interviewees thought that the balance between central Programme run by the LEP and local 
Hubs had worked well.  However, one interviewee was more sceptical about the value of the LEP’s role and 
suggested that central marketing managed by the LEP was not required and could have been wholly 
tendered out. 

2.3 PARTNERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT 

The governance of the Apprenticeship Programme made use of existing city regional LEP structures.  In this 
respect, it reported to the LEP’s Employment and Skills Panel (ESP), a group made up of senior private, 
public and voluntary sector figures and which fed into the LEP Board.  The ESP had quarterly updates on 
the Apprenticeship Programme and provided a steer on it as required.  The Programme also fed into the 
overall LEP Board on occasions if requested.  A private sector LEP Board member, Phil Ball, was identified 
as the lead LEP Board member on apprenticeships, taking both a strategic view of its progress, offering 
counsel as required, and on occasions making more hands-on inputs to discuss progress with local Hubs 
and prompt improved performance where required.  This proved helpful, especially in having somebody 
with private sector experience who could both offer support and encouragement and communicate firm 
messages when needed. 

Previous to this structure, the Programme had set up a separate Apprenticeship Steering Group, but it was 
felt this was not working as well as intended, and that it would be better to combine this into an Advisory 
Group and to feed into established LEP structures instead. 

In addition to this cross sector partnership led route, the Programme also reported to local authority 
partnerships in the city region.  This was chiefly to the Directors of Development Group, which met on a 
monthly basis, but also to Chief Executives and Leaders when required.  In her capacity as lead local 
authority CEO in the City Region for Skills , Joanne Roney, the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of Wakefield 
Council, also had a role in overseeing the Programme.  Whilst not a formal structure, the Apprenticeship 
Hubs met as a network to discuss Programme delivery, exchange insights and good practice every six 
weeks (see 2.2). 

The partnership structure reflected the high level of interest in the Apprenticeship Programme, and went 
with the flow of the LEP’s governance arrangements.  This meant that the Programme had a lot of reporting 
to do, and could have resulted in complications with it reporting to a number of different groups and 
Boards.  However, in practice, there did not appear to be confusion or mixed messages through the range of 
structures the Programme reported into, and it ensured strong and broad high level ownership.  On top of 
local reporting, quarterly reports on progress (including against output milestones) were also prepared for 
the SFA and BIS as the funding/commissioning agents for the Programme. 
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The resource for the elements of the Apprenticeship Programme delivered/co-ordinated centrally by the 
LEP5 was streamlined and based on one dedicated Apprenticeship Hub Manager (employed from March 
2013 onwards) who reported to the LEP’s Head of Skills and Enterprise.  Leeds City Council supported the 
Programme by acting as the accountable body for finances and contracting.  The commitment and 
efficiency of the Hub Manager was widely praised by evaluation interviewees, and whilst they were ‘there if 
needed’, senior officers and the appointed Apprenticeship ‘champion’ figures trusted her to deliver and gave 
her the freedom and responsibility to do so. 
 
Based on how the Programme ran and interviewee insights, it would appear that the staff resource 
allocated to the Central Programme, was just sufficient, but relied on there being an effective and reliable 
officer in the lead role.  This left no room for contingency if it arose, and some additional admin and finance 
support would have allowed the Hub Manager more time to concentrate on Programme delivery.   
 
  

                                                        
 
5 Described forthwith as the ‘central Apprenticeship Programme’ for simplicity 
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3. BUSINESS ENGAGEMENT AND SUPPORT ON 
APPRENTICESHIPS 
 
 

SUMMARY OF MAIN MESSAGES 
Apprenticeship Hubs engaged with SMEs and assisted them to find out about apprenticeships and to start 
one or more in their business.  Key findings to emerge are: 

• Of the range of mechanisms used to connect with businesses, proactive telesales routes to generate 
leads followed by face to face meetings worked particularly well.  In most cases, businesses were not 
specifically targeted based on sector. 

• Hubs usually offered a wide core offer to businesses, combining general advice with help in selecting 
an apprenticeship framework and training provider and assistance with the recruitment process.  
Businesses typically utilised 3-4 types of support and rated the help they received highly.  

• Some overlap between the roles of Hubs and ATAs in Bradford and Leeds was initially evident.  
However, co-ordination between them, and differentiation of roles in Bradford helped to ensure an 
integrated offer.  Nevertheless the ATA plus Hub model did not appear to deliver the scale of benefits or 
financial sustainability that had been originally anticipated. 

• Whilst quality factors were not monitored, all Hubs sought to provide a good quality service to business.  
A quality focus in other areas, such as a focus on good pay and progression, promoting 
advanced/higher level apprenticeships, and reaching disadvantaged or underrepresented groups, was 
patchier, and made more difficult by the pressure to deliver core output targets.  

• Most businesses were able to recruit apprentices, but the shortage of keen and able young people made 
this more difficult.  However, vacancies that chimed with young people’s aspirations and which offered 
good prospects and above minimum pay were often quickly filled. 
 

 
 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section reviews the work of the local Apprenticeship Hubs in engaging with businesses and 
encouraging and supporting them to take on apprentices.  It covers core approaches adopted by most or all 
of the Hubs, as well as variations and specific services and approaches undertaken by individual Hubs, and 
discussion of how the Hubs in Bradford and Leeds interacted with the ATA in the same city.  It also explores 
how Hubs identified and contacted businesses to engage with, any filtering or targeting of businesses that 
took place, and business experience of the assistance offered and of recruiting apprentices.  The section 
includes qualitative discussion of effectiveness as well as presentation of relevant results from the 
business survey. 
 
 
3.2 TARGETING AND CONTACTING BUSINESSES 

Once they had staff in place and had become functioning entities, the first task for Hubs was to identify and 
then engage with local businesses.  Over the course of their operation, all of the Hubs used a variety of 
approaches to raise awareness of their services to businesses and more broadly of apprenticeships and 
their value.  Section 4 (on marketing) covers the communication mechanisms used by Hubs and the central 
Apprenticeship Programme to do this in more depth.   
 
Generally, Hubs used a combination of approaches to identify and engage with businesses, based on: 
 

i) Contacting ‘known’ businesses for whom they already had contact details, such as those whom the 
local council had previously engaged with around other business support 

 

ii) Reaching ‘new’ businesses that had not previously been engaged with and were not on existing 
contact databases – this accounted for the majority of businesses engaged through the Programme 
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Hubs have been both proactive and reactive in relation to both of the audiences, and these approaches are 
now discussed. 
 

PROACTIVE CONTACT WITH BUSINESSES 

Proactively, Hubs or their contractors have contacted businesses to make contact and try and arrange a 
meeting to discuss apprenticeships.  Typically this has been by telephone, although other routes such as 
sending emails and door knocking have also been used.  Where Hubs have had access to databases of 
businesses with the council (e.g. users of other business support) these have provided a useful start point 
for contacting businesses, but Hubs have also sought to go beyond those businesses, for example cold 
calling businesses in other general listings of businesses or in targets areas or sectors.   
 
Typically, a telephone call was used simply to sound out potential interest and to set up a meeting if the 
business would like to know more.  This has been sensible as multiple Hubs reported that businesses like 
the opportunity to talk through apprenticeships face to face, with the explicit or inferred message that a 
hard sell over the phone to take on an apprentice would probably be counterproductive.   
 
In Wakefield, the Apprenticeship Hub’s team specifically included a Telephone Engagement Officer, which is 
likely to have contributed to the high business engagement (and subsequently apprenticeship start) outputs 
delivered by the Hub.  More widely, a number of Hubs employed one or more business/employer 
engagement officer as part of the team, who’s role was often both to contact businesses and to talk through 
apprenticeships with them and offer support.  Where colleges were contracted by local authorities to 
deliver Hub outputs (Kirklees and Barnsley), they adopted a similar approach as part of their work. 
 
In practice, the task of spending day after day telephoning businesses to fix meetings with them to talk 
about apprenticeships can be laborious and repetitive.  It is not a task that suits everybody for protracted 
periods of days, weeks and months.  Likewise it would not be cost efficient to use skilled and reasonably 
well paid staff to spend substantial periods of time undertaking a role that could be covered by others at 
lower cost.  Reflecting this, most Hubs also used specialist telesales companies at times (e.g. Blueberry 
Marketing Solutions) to cold call businesses on their behalf to generate leads and set up meetings with 
interested businesses.  
 
The telesales approach was successfully used by Wakefield in the first instance, and was subsequently 
applied by a spread of other Hubs including Leeds, Bradford, North Yorkshire and Calderdale.  The majority 
found that using a telesales approach was effective in generating good numbers of warm leads (which are 
then followed up with meetings) and that there was a good conversion rate from meeting with these 
companies to them seeking an apprentice.  The North Yorkshire Hub suggested this conversion rate was 
around 75%, whilst Bradford put it at 80%; both are high figures and the similarity between them 
strengthens their robustness.  There is not total consensus on the merits of this approach, and Calderdale 
in particular felt that it had not been very effective or good value when it had tried it out.  However, the 
majority of Hubs found it to be valuable and would use it again – at the right time.  By this they meant using 
telesales in a targeted way, often in bursts, to generate additional business interest and leads without either 
overstepping the Hub’s ability to respond or exceeding the supply of available young people: 
 

“Keeping a balance between demand from SMEs to create apprenticeship vacancies, and demand from young 
people to do an apprenticeship, is crucial.” [Bradford Hub] 
 
This issue of getting the right balance between demand from businesses and from young people for 
apprenticeships emerged across the programme and it is a theme that recurs in this evaluation.  
 
Other types of proactive contact included ‘door knocking approaches’ and targeting particular businesses, 
for instance those in certain sectors.  Door knocking involved calling at businesses, often in a targeted area 
such as a business park, to hand out leaflets on apprenticeships and/or directly ask if a meeting could be 
set up about apprenticeships.  Both the Barnsley and Calderdale Hubs noted that they had used this 
approach as part of their armoury of ways to reach businesses and said it had worked reasonably well.  
 
Most Hubs did not predominantly focus on ‘key sectors’, however specific sectors (key ones or otherwise) 
were sometimes targeted as a route to engaging with businesses.  Sometimes this simply reflected 
instances where a member of staff in a Hub had good knowledge of a sector and the businesses within it 
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(e.g. the motor industry) through previous experience.  If pursued too rigidly and extensively such 
approaches might risk skewing apprenticeships towards sectors that have not been identified as key ones 
for the local or city region economy.   
However, used pragmatically and proportionately as part of a wider approach they appeared helpful in 
generating apprenticeship outputs and getting the ball rolling in particular trades or sectors.  Likewise, a 
number of Hubs engaged in a targeted but not exclusive manner with sectors that had networks, specific 
needs or which were key ones locally.   
 
In Barnsley, innovative ‘seasonal campaigns’ were also used to engage with particular sectors at times of 
the year when they were most likely to be taking on staff ahead of peaks in business.  For instance, this 
involved contacting travel agents and estate agents in the run up to New Year, and the hospitality industry 
before Christmas.  Another innovative approach was in Kirklees, where towards the end of the Programme, 
‘the Source’ were commissioned to engage with independent retailers (including market traders) around 
apprenticeships. 
 

REACTIVE APPROACHES, REFERRALS AND EVENTS 

Apprenticeship Hubs and ATAs also responded to businesses who contacted them directly (e.g. those that 
had become aware of the Hub through marketing activity or word of mouth), and engaged with those 
referred to them by other organisations or council departments.   
 
Marketing activities and events are covered in section 4, however it is worth stressing here the importance 
of events in engaging with businesses.  Section 4 covers specific apprenticeship events, often organised by 
Hubs and partners and which bring in businesses and young people; but the work of Hubs in attending 
wider business events (and sometimes having stalls at them) was also important as a way of meeting a 
wider business audience and engaging with SMEs.  For example the Wakefield Hub attended events 
including those organised by the Institute of Directors and the ‘Yorkshire Mafia’ conference, while Bradford 
ATA noted that itself and the local Hub had a joint presence at events such as the Bradford Business 
Conference, general employer events, and those organised by the Chamber of Commerce.  Leeds ATA also 
sought to secure speaking slots at industry events.  Piggybacking on events was seen as a cost and time 
effective way of reaching businesses, as the time involved is minimal compared to organising an event and 
there is a good chance of meeting businesses who might not have attended an event that was specifically 
focused on apprenticeships. 
 
Referrals (of businesses who could benefit from their services) to local Apprenticeship Hubs were a further 
and significant source of leads for business engagement for most local Hubs.  Such referrals came from 
other council departments or agencies who were in contact with SMEs, and could either involve passing the 
details of the Hub to the businesses, or passing business details to the Hub who would then contact them.   
 
The number of referrals gained was particularly strong where Apprenticeship Hubs had strong links to 
council departments that were in contact with SMEs, for instance those helping or advising them in other 
areas of activity, such as general business support and advice, premises, skills or environmental good 
practice.  Examples of referral mechanisms have included: 
 
• In Kirklees, healthy cross-referral relationships were evident between the Hub team (including Kirklees 

College as delivery partner) and the council’s work to deliver wider ‘Kirklees Business Deal’ support to 
businesses. For example, the council officer providing resource efficiency audits and advice to 
businesses would informally ask businesses if they had thought about apprenticeships during 
conversations and put the Hub in touch with them if a firm wanted to know more or to access support.  
More than 40 referrals were gained this way.  The council’s local employer survey also asked 
businesses if they were interested in taking on an apprentice and would be happy to be contacted if so. 

 

• In Calderdale, a wide range of referral mechanisms were of benefit, with wider council economic 
development work noted, but also the Leeds City Region Skills Service and Growth Hub. 

 

• The Wakefield Hub also made good use of referrals, helped by strong cross linkages with Wakefield 
First (Enterprise Partnership) and the council’s Economic Development Team.  These links helped with 
joint marketing of services as well as referrals, and good connections to the City Region Skills Service 
since its launch in March 2015 were also apparent.  The Skills Service proved a good route in to talk to 
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businesses about apprenticeships, and provided an added value offer for business as it can help 
relevant businesses with training and skills development costs. 

 

• In Barnsley, the link between the Hub and the Enterprising Barnsley Business Support Service proved 
productive, with a key account approach and cross referrals helping to generate leads and provide 
integrated support to businesses. 

 

• In Bradford, referrals reflected the differentiated roles agreed for the Hub and ATA, with leads from the 
Hub passed on to the ATA, as well as those from other council teams or agencies. 

 

• In Leeds, the Hub was part of the Employment Brokerage Service whose role it is to engage with 
business to deliver a package of support.  By the end of the programme, this was embedded in 
Employment Leeds to give a seamless focus on delivering job opportunities for local people.   
 

• In York, strong links to the council’s economic development and latterly, Make it York, were apparent. 
 
The experience in Kirklees and Barnsley, where Hub functions were outsourced to colleges, indicates that a 
Hub delivery team does not necessarily have to be based within the council to develop a good cross-referral 
mechanism.  However, that did depend on having a switched on Hub Manager with good connections across 
services within the council who proactively made links and passed on referrals, and distance from a local 
authority or lack of connection to it, can be an issue. This was evident in North Yorkshire, where the Hub 
benefited from referrals from one of three district council areas it covered (Harrogate) but there were few if 
any from Selby and Craven.  This partly reflects the smaller scale of the local authorities and their 
economic functions compared to the larger unitary authorities elsewhere in the city region.  But it is also in 
part about a much less well developed connection between the Hub officer and the local authorities, which 
was made more difficult by covering three separate districts but only having a base in one (Harrogate).   
 
Whilst most of the referral mechanisms cited by Hubs were with public sector bodies, wider links (or 
potential for them) were also mentioned, for instance with employment agencies.  The Hubs in York and in 
Calderdale both noted the importance of these – and potential to exploit them further - given that such 
agencies are well used by business to meet their staffing needs, and can also help young people’s 
employability and interview skill6.  The potential of using such agencies was demonstrated in wider work by 
the LEP in Leeds City Region connected to youth employment and the ‘Headstart’ Programme.  Besides 
employment agencies, the Calderdale Hub noted the importance of the getting the same message across 
repeatedly through different bodies, including education-business partnerships. 
 
Overall, whilst cross referrals were not usually separately counted or quantified, the sense was that 
typically they led to a significant minority of the business engagement carried out by the Hubs, perhaps in 
the order of 10% in some Hubs based on their approximations.  The positioning of Hubs and the 
relationships they built were important in facilitating these linkages, and referral mechanisms and linkages 
appeared to strengthen throughout the programme, including with city region level provision such as the 
Skills Service.  Whilst they may be a component of success and not the main driver, they are particularly 
valuable as they provide warm leads with little or no effort involved, except due follow up and the 
expectation of the Hub reciprocating by providing business referrals to other services when possible.  
Whilst they could have been used more extensively in some Hubs, overall, referrals were an important part 
of the programme and helped to provide an effective and joined-up service to businesses. 
 

BALANCE BETWEEN CONTACT ROUTES 

Hubs did not keep records of how often they had reached businesses by different routes, and hence it is 
difficult to describe the relative importance of each method with confidence.  This is especially the case in 
judging the effectiveness of different marketing and communication tools (see section 4).  Reflecting this 
information gap, the business survey asked how businesses had first had contact with their local Hub.  
Figure 2 shows the results, based on businesses selecting contact routes from a menu of options.   
  

                                                        
 
6 Les Newby Associates, Research and Reporting on the Leeds City Region Employment Agency Pilot, submitted December 
2015 



19 
 
 

FIGURE 2: HOW BUSINESSES WERE MADE AWARE OF APPRENTICESHIP HUBS 

 

 
The pie chart shows that proactive work by Hubs to contact businesses directly – by phone, in person or 
through emails - paid dividends; more businesses found out about Hubs through this route than by any 
other single means.  This tallies with the importance of telephone based and other proactive approaches 
described by the Hubs.  Three other means – web sites, events and word of mouth/referrals were all 
significant, whilst social media barely registered as a means of first contacting businesses.  There was 
some variation between Hubs in terms of the communication routes through which business discovered 
them, most notably with a higher proportion of businesses in Kirklees (50%) and Wakefield (47%) contacted 
proactively by the Hub, often by telephone calls.  These two Hubs were also among the most successful in 
engaging and catalysing starts with large numbers of businesses, so the result adds to the evidence that 
calling businesses (either through the Hub/contractor or a telesales company) can be an effective route for 
reaching new businesses. 
 
Once businesses had engaged with a Hub, they tended to utilise a spread of services from them, as now 
described in Section 3.3.  
 
 
3.3 CORE HUB/ATA ACTIVITY AND SERVICES FOR BUSINESS 

Engaging with SMEs was a core output measure for Apprenticeship Hubs, and reflecting that, all of the 
Hubs started off by seeking to do exactly that.  For most Hubs that continued to be at the heart of their 
activities throughout their operation.  However, Hubs tried out different approaches and evolved their offer 
over time, with some adopting innovative approaches to what they did and how they targeted businesses, or 
putting greater focus on factors such as the level of apprenticeships, sector or wages.  How work on 
business engagement was balanced with that which came on stream to attract young people to take up 
apprenticeships also varied by Hub, as did the way Hubs in Bradford and Leeds connected with the ATA in 
the same city and differentiated their offer accordingly. 
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OVERALL APPROACH 

Once contact had been made between a local Hub (or ATA) and a business, the usual approach was to have 
an initial face to face meeting between the business and a member of the local Hub team (such as a 
business engagement  officer).  At this, the conversation would typically cover basics such as the position of 
the business and its needs, how apprenticeships work, support available, and potential fit with the business.  
All the Hubs made clear that the conversations were business needs focused (and not a hard sell for an 
apprenticeship) and varied according to the business, with some needing much more information and 
support than others.  Whilst some businesses had a reasonable understanding of apprenticeships and what 
they needed and one meeting would do to put them on the right path, for others the process could be more 
involved: 
 

“It is a very intensive recruitment brokerage service…a very customised approach for each business” [York Hub]  
 
This flexible and at times intensive approach was common to the core approach across Hubs.  If there was 
a straightforward solution that the business could largely drive itself, it would be offered, but if businesses 
needed multiple meetings to get them to the point where they were ready to recruit an apprentice, then 
Hubs would respond to that in what York described as “a 360 degree holistic solutions focused service from 
point of contact through to apprentice appointment.”  Adopting this approach in York meant that the Hub 
moved from a conversion rate of five SMEs engaged to deliver one apprenticeship start, to a rate of two  
to one.   
 
Other Hubs echoed this message that they would persist over a period of time if that was needed.  For 
example, Calderdale, noted that the process was also about getting a sense of whether an apprenticeship  
is right for that business, and stressed the value of building a relationship (between the Hub/council and 
business) that went beyond the transactional nature of one-off support.  Likewise, Bradford ATA explained 
that building a good relationship and reputation for quality was important as it led to repeat business – 
which accounted for 63% of their business at the time of interview.  Others such as Wakefield, Kirklees, 
Barnsley and Leeds noted the opportunities to signpost other business support that was available locally, 
and more recently at city regional level since the launch of the Business Growth Hub and Skills Service. 
 
Because of their position within the council (often sitting within economic development) and connection to 
wider council business support activity, a number of Hubs stressed that they would offer support to 
businesses of all sizes, even if they were larger businesses that did not meet the criteria for the City Deal 
Programme and hence did not contribute to output targets.  This was not seen as incorrectly skewing spend 
to inappropriate activity, as councils typically invested some of their own resource into programmes 
alongside the resources from the city region.  But it may have meant accepting slight reductions in outputs 
in some areas in favour of ‘doing the right thing’.  Hubs faced this dilemma in other areas of the Programme 
too, such as work with schools and young people which would deliver the right outcomes long term, but 
often not the short term outputs required.  This issue is discussed further in section 7 on results.   
 
The Leeds Hub specifically noted that the City has a higher proportion of large employers than other parts 
of the city region, and that the many apprentice starts in such businesses could not be counted – with this 
making it more difficult to reach its output target (see section 7.2).   
 
Across the Hubs and ATAs there was consensus that face to face engagement is vital.  They all adopted this 
model for their core engagement with business, and the ability to provide such support, rather than simply 
advice through a web site or over the phone, was part of the whole rationale for the Programme.  Hubs 
frequently commented that businesses instinctively preferred to sit down and talk through practicalities 
and potential with somebody in person, and that being able to do this was crucial to success.  For example, 
Barnsley stressed that face to face engagement had worked better than cold calling businesses.  Others 
pointed to similar benefits: 
 

“Face to face networking and engagement has worked really well.  Businesses feel better supported and 
reassured talking to somebody directly and in person.” [Wakefield Hub] 
 

“It allows the business to size up the opportunity and ask questions and for the Hub to get a sense of whether an 
apprenticeship is right for the business” [Calderdale Hub] 
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“Nothing beats talking to a business face to face – you can answer questions, talk through issues and build a 
sense of trust and reassurance.  Employers want to look at it, buy into it and say I’ll have one of those.” 
[Bradford ATA] 
 
The Wakefield Hub also noted that it is not just what is said that counts but the way it is said.  Having good 
Business Engagement Officers who are enthusiastic and positive helps to ‘create a buzz’ about 
apprenticeships, which both contributes to energy within the team and helps to persuade businesses to 
take one on.  In the same vein, Hubs who recruited an apprentice as part of their team found them valuable 
assets in making a positive impression with businesses (and other audiences) and demonstrating what an 
asset an apprentice can be.  Hubs that developed apprentice ambassador networks gained similar ‘role 
model’ benefits, and with young people as well as with businesses. 
 
A number of Hubs said that their position within the local council had been helpful in engaging with 
businesses, in particular because of their independence.  This relates to discussion about where the Hub 
sits organisationally (see section 2).  As the Wakefield Hub put it: 
 

“The impartiality of the council reassures businesses as they know there is no hard sell or vested interest, just 
impartial support.  Nine times out of ten businesses come back to us as they don’t feel pushed to do anything.” 
[Wakefield Hub] 
 
Business engagement remained a central part of what Hubs did throughout the Programme.  However, how 
much of their effort went into it did vary across the Programme, in part by area, but also as time moved on.  
In particular, the need to expend effort on generating demand from young people to take up apprenticeship 
opportunities became more apparent.  This had not been expected to be a difficulty at the outset, and hence 
was not identified as a main area of Hub effort or expense.  But as youth unemployment fell and job 
opportunities for young people improved, the need to ensure that they were aware of apprenticeship 
opportunities became much more important.  Hence, Hubs had to divide their efforts between this task and 
work with business.  The flexibility inherent within the Programme and how it was managed was helpful in 
enabling this, especially once it was clear that Hubs were performing well on meeting business 
engagement targets and that these were unlikely to be jeopardised by a widened focus.  Nevertheless, it did 
mean that outputs on this measure could have been greater.  As the Programme moved on, some Hubs 
decided that it was best to restrict their business engagement activity for periods, because there was a 
notable imbalance with more businesses offering apprenticeships than young people seeking them:  
 

“We could have gone further on engagement but have had to manage expectations because the supply of young 
people has been such an issue.” [Leeds ATA] 
 
Work to engage with young people and to raise the numbers applying for apprenticeships is covered in 
section 4. 
 

THE ELEMENTS OF A CORE BUSINESS OFFER 

As part of their engagement with a business, most Hubs would offer a range of support, depending on the 
firm’s needs.  The exact services and how they were delivered by each Hub varied over the course of the 
Programme.  However what was effectively a ‘core offer’ of support for businesses was offered by most 
Hubs for the bulk of the Programme.  The exception to this was in Bradford, where overlap between the 
support to businesses offered by the ATA and the Apprenticeship Hub was apparent within a few months of 
their launch, and the roles of the two operations were differentiated to clarify their roles and put in place a 
more integrated and effective approach.   
 
Typically the core offer involved the following elements: 
 

• Offering general advice and information about apprenticeships to businesses – Hubs would talk through 
what an apprenticeship involved in clear and simple terms, provide information as required, and explain 
what support was available.  This would usually go hand in hand with discussion about the business 
and its position, and how one or more apprenticeship might fit in with the business and its future plans. 

 
• Signposting other business support – Hubs would inform businesses of other business support they 

may be able to access where relevant, for instance by making referrals to other local or city regional 
support. 
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• Help selecting an apprenticeship framework – Hubs would talk through the apprenticeship framework 

options and which might be most appropriate for an apprenticeship in the business given the role it had 
in mind.  Many businesses (as well as young people, schools and parents) were unaware of the breadth 
of apprenticeship options that exist, and getting this across would ensure that opportunities in a wider 
range of businesses and roles were recognised.  Discussion would also cover the level of the 
apprenticeship. 

 
• Help finding a training provider – all Hubs and ATAs would help to connect a business interested in 

offering an apprenticeship to relevant training providers.  How this was done varied by Hub.  Some 
made single recommendations, although more often Hubs provided three or more options for the 
business to choose between (unless the business already had a preference of their own).  As Hubs 
became more experienced, their network of training provider connections grew, as did their knowledge 
of which ones were most likely to deliver well.  The main exception to this open approach to training 
provider options was Leeds ATA, which was tied to first offering Leeds City College options where these 
were available.  Connection between Hubs and training providers is further discussed in section 5.   

 
• Salary benchmarking/wages guidance – Hubs would sometimes advise on pay levels for an apprentice 

post, although the extent to which this happened and approach taken varied somewhat by area.  In 
some areas, especially those with typically lower employment and income levels, the bulk of 
apprenticeships would be offered at apprenticeship minimum wage (at least for an initial period).  
However, Hubs would sometimes advise a business about salary levels prevalent in specific sectors or 
apprenticeship levels and the value of paying more than that to increase chances of securing a high 
quality candidate or filling a post more quickly.  This salary benchmarking role was most pronounced in 
York, where there was stiffer competition for recruits in the local labour market and where a higher 
proportion of apprenticeships started were at Advanced level.  In Calderdale, Hub policy was only to 
assist businesses who would offer at least the age standard minimum wage for a post (i.e. more than 
apprenticeship minimum wage). 

 
• Help with advertising an apprenticeship vacancy – Hubs would advise businesses on how and where to 

advertise their apprenticeship and help them to do so where needed, in some cases going so far as 
writing a draft job spec and/or working with a business to post an apprenticeship vacancy through 
relevant channels (e.g. local and NAS web sites, notice boards/schools, events). 

 
• Matching businesses with young people interested in their apprenticeship opportunities – some Hubs 

put great effort into connecting firms to specific young people who they thought would be right for each 
other.  This was especially the case in Hubs with a more personal approach (often in areas with lower 
output targets such as North Yorkshire, Calderdale and York) and good knowledge of both available 
young people and local businesses. 
 

• Help with the recruitment process – if businesses needed it, Hubs often offered quite significant support 
with the recruitment process, which could include roles such as drafting job descriptions, filtering 
applications from candidates and sitting in at job interviews if required.  Generally, Hubs would flex 
according to business needs in this respect, which could be minimal or quite extensive. 
 

• Ongoing support once an apprentice has been recruited – Hubs did not generally track apprenticeships 
once they had started (the main exception was Calderdale), but were available to help or intervene if 
they were asked to because something was not working, for instance if there was a problem with a 
training provider. 

 
The business survey asked firms to say which Hub services they had used, based on menu of Hub services 
reflecting those described.  Table 1 shows the percentage of businesses using each service and also an 
overall score for the average number of Hub services used by businesses.  Data is shown for all Hubs and 
for those with a sample of above 20 business respondents in the survey, although local splits should be 
treat with caution given the modest samples involved (ranging from 23-40 respondents). 
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TABLE 1:  LOCAL HUB SERVICES USED BY BUSINESSES 

 

 % of businesses taking up that type of support 

Type of Support Kirklees Leeds Wakefield York All 8 Hubs 
(average) 

General info & advice on apprenticeships 76 87 100 89 90 

Help advertising apprenticeship vacancy 24 49 40 54 46 

Matching a business with young people  33 30 47 46 43 

Help selecting apprenticeship framework 19 41 53 39 41 

Help finding a training provider 24 24 43 50 41 

Help with the recruitment process  33 35 40 39 37 

Salary benchmarking/wages guidance 24 22 23 50 30 

Support once an apprentice recruited 29 13 33 19 28 

Signposted to other business support 19 11 17 8 15 

Average number of types of support 
received per business 

2.8 3.1 4.0 3.9 3.7 

 
 
Typically, each business received three or four different types of help from the local Apprenticeship Hub 
that it contacted.  This nearly always included general information about apprenticeships, with other types 
of support such as advertising vacancies, help with recruitment and selecting frameworks and training 
providers also used by between a third and a half of businesses.  This tallies with messages from Hub 
interviews which noted that these types of support were taken up by businesses who felt they needed it.   
 
There was some local variation in the types of support offered.  For instance, York were particularly active 
in offering salary benchmarking and helping to find training providers; Wakefield helped the highest 
proportion of businesses in selecting a framework; and Kirklees were the most likely to refer businesses to 
other types of business support.  However, the main overall finding is that all Hubs offered both a good 
volume and a wide range of support to the businesses they engaged with.  Results presented in section 3.5 
further demonstrate that the support was helpful as well as extensive. 
 

AREAS WITH AN APPRENTICESHIP HUB AND AN ATA 

ATAs were established in Leeds and Bradford as part of the City Deal Apprenticeship Programme, with the 
City Councils in those two areas driving their establishment in partnership with a major FE College in each.  
Interviews suggest there were mixed views about their merits at the time.  On the one hand they broadcast 
a strong signal about making it as easy as possible for businesses to make use of apprentices, on the other 
there were questions about whether their proposed financial sustainability at the end of the Programme 
would be realistic, and whether they were a “second best option” compared to an apprentice being 
employed by their day to day employer.   
 
This report does not focus on the detail of ATAs as these are covered in a national evaluation and in 
separate studies commissioned for the ATAs in Leeds and in Bradford.  However, it is useful to set out how 
they connected to the Hubs in the two cities where they operated. 
 
In Leeds, the ATA was owned 50:50 by Leeds City Council and Leeds City College, established in November 
2012 and fully operational by Jan 2013.  The ATA core team consisted of a Chief Executive Officer (CEO), a 
Business and Learning Manager (engagement), a Learner Recruitment and Support Manager (young 
people), a Marketing Coordinator (who started as an apprentice) and one Office Administrator, although it 
had a “fairly turbulent start” with two CEOs before the current CEO started November 2013.  Like the 
Apprenticeship Hubs, its initial focus was on business engagement and team was structured to focus on 
this, including by being based in the Chamber.  Its second strand was on young people engagement – but 
this soon transpired to be the biggest challenge.  Resource was reshaped accordingly. 
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The Leeds Apprenticeship Hub and ATA developed their own separate brandings.  The ATA felt this to be 
important in stressing its independence from the council, which may have negative associations for some 
businesses (although Hubs elsewhere presented an opposite view).  Both the ATA and the Hub (which is 
based in the council) worked towards the target set for Leeds through the City Deal Apprenticeship 
programme, and there was “a good deal of cross referral” between the two depending on the specific needs 
of an SME (i.e. whether they want to do everything themselves or need more hand holding and guidance).   
 
At face value, there was an element of overlap between the two bodies, with both carrying out activity to 
engage businesses and young people.  However the two bodies did joint work on set piece events, shared 
some strategic decisions and held fortnightly coordination meetings to ensure alignment.  How well these 
connected roles were understood by businesses, and whether a combined offer would have been 
advantageous or otherwise was not explored in this evaluation.  Unlike Bradford ATA and the 
Apprenticeship Hubs (even those delivered through a college), the Leeds ATA was tied to Leeds City College 
as its first choice training provider.  Alternative routes could be used if this presented a problem, and the 
ATA felt this model had worked.  However, others interviewed during the evaluation questioned this and felt 
that the tie to the City College provision had made it harder for the ATA to be successful.  The provider 
analysis (section 5.5) shows that aside from Leeds City College, three other providers were used by the ATA, 
compared to an average of 28 for all Hubs/ATAs. 
 
In Bradford, the ATA was a joint venture between the Council and Bradford College, and initially both it and 
the Bradford Apprenticeship Hub offered services to business.  However, it soon became apparent that 
there was too much blurring and overlap between what the two bodies offered, and their roles were 
differentiated so that the ATA focused on business engagement and the Hub focused on promoting 
apprenticeships to young people and engaging with schools.  Under this arrangement, the Hub referred 
businesses to the ATA for advice on apprenticeships, whether or not they are likely to take up ATA services. 
Both the Hub and ATA felt that the model worked far better once their roles were differentiated, and despite 
the marked split of responsibilities, good communication and joint working when needed between the Hub 
and ATA was evident.  In describing its successes, the ATA pointed to a very high conversion rate (90%+ 
against a 50% target) from apprenticeship to employment within a business (usually the one they train 
within), and a high proportion of repeat customers who were happy with its services.  Nevertheless they 
noted that the model was not likely to be financially sustainable in the way originally anticipated: 
 
“It was a tough call [to expect the ATA] to set up, become established and running properly, and break even 
within three years…the ATA is probably not a break even venture.” [Bradford ATA] 
 
The issues around financial sustainability in both Bradford and Leeds should not be unexpected, and this 
has proved to be the norm for the model elsewhere too.  The future of the model is unclear in the context of 
apprenticeship reforms and the Government target for 3 million apprenticeships.  In hindsight, some in the 
Apprenticeship Hub Programme thought that it may be easier for businesses to have single point of contact 
(not a choice between Hub and ATA), and that ATAs were an ‘austerity era programme’ insofar as they could 
help businesses who were wary of taking on employees long term.  Others suggested that: 
 
“The place for ATAs is probably in sectors where work is transitory, such as construction, where one employer 
cannot guarantee to cover a whole apprenticeship.” 
 
 
3.4 QUALITY FACTORS, PAY AND PROGRESSION 

In interviews, Hubs were asked how far, if at all, wider factors influenced how they went about targeting 
businesses or working with them.  This included consideration of factors such as the quality of an 
apprenticeship (e.g. in terms of pay, progression and employment and career opportunities), the sector of 
the economy it is based in, or the young people likely to secure the apprenticeship (e.g. based on 
demographics or tackling disadvantage). 
 
The default position for most Hubs and ATAs was that they would seek to assist any business seeking an 
apprentice.  However, all Hubs clearly wanted to see positive outcomes for young people and businesses, 
and to a greater or lesser extent this was reflected in the detail of their approaches.  Most Hubs handed 
over to the training provider and business concerned to manage the apprenticeship once it had begun, and 
did not track progress themselves.  However, they remained ‘on call’ if they were needed – “If something’s 
not working, we’ll try to help” as Wakefield put it.  Calderdale went further than this and was an exception in 
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the way it routinely sought to maintain a relationship with the business throughout the apprenticeship.  This 
reflected both the ethos of the Hub and its management, and the fact that it was part of integrated and 
wider business and skills provision within the council, where good quality and ongoing relationships with 
business had wider value beyond apprenticeships and outputs. 
 
As has been noted, all Hubs wanted to help bring about successful apprenticeships that would benefit 
apprentice and business alike, and their experience was that the vast majority of businesses seeking an 
apprentice wanted one for business development purposes, not to have a low cost employee whom they 
could replace with another one once the apprenticeship was completed.  However, a number of Hubs did 
note that they effectively screened out businesses if it became clear at the engagement stage that they 
were not looking for a ‘proper’ apprenticeship or needed a different solution. 
 

“The worst thing you can do is place a person and it doesn’t work due to the wrong expectations.  Sometimes 
what employers need may not be an apprenticeship, for example it might be workforce development instead.  
We can link them to the Skills Service if that is the case”.  [Calderdale Hub] 
 
“We get a feel about whether firms are serious about investing in a young person.  We don’t want just quantity, 
we want quality apprenticeships.” [Wakefield Hub] 
 
Whilst most businesses and sectors were seen as keen to offer good, genuine apprenticeships that would 
lead to upskilling and future opportunities, the reputation of the hospitality and catering sector in this 
respect was poor.  As one Hub put it: 
 

“The reputation of hospitality is dire and renowned for being the worst sector for quality apprenticeships – with 
frameworks that are not seen as substantial, and lots of employers that offer low pay for long hours, with low 
conversion rates into jobs after one year apprenticeships.” 
 
The Hub in question was not alone in their criticism of poor apprenticeships concentrated in one or two 
specific areas of the economy.  As far as can be assessed from interviews, Hubs generally appear to have 
drawn a sensible (if slightly varying) balance between avoiding arbitrarily ruling out apprenticeship 
opportunities in certain roles or sectors, and subtly screening out potentially poor employers.  However, the 
existence of poor quality apprenticeships, even in small numbers and outside the businesses helped by 
Hubs, impacts on the reputations of apprenticeships with young people and those who influence their 
decisions such as parents and teachers.  In a scenario where a shortage of young people is already limiting 
apprenticeship numbers, addressing both perceptions and quality factors they are in part based on will be 
critical.  This issue is at its core a national one about apprenticeship standards and regulations, and 
changes such as the significant increase in minimum apprentice pay in 2016 may have had an impact.  But 
as some Hubs have proved, local provision that focuses on ensuring and promoting good quality 
apprenticeships can also help to improve perceptions and support long term, sustainable success in 
increasing apprenticeships. 
 
The extent to which pay was seemingly an issue varied by Hub and business sector.  In some instances, 
especially in Hubs where local economies have had histories of higher unemployment and lower incomes, 
pay was not seen to be much of an issue.  For example, Bradford ATA noted that probably only 5% or more 
of its apprenticeships were on above apprentice minimum wage.  In Barnsley, the Hub (operated through 
Barnsley College) advertised all vacancies on apprenticeship minimum wage, because of uncertainty about 
the salary some apprenticeships may pay and because they felt “pay is not that much of a factor” - although 
some employers would in reality expect to pay more and its business engagement officer often promoted 
the benefits of doing so.  Given difficulties in recruiting apprentices in Barnsley (see 3.5), advertising higher 
pay rates on offer would probably have been advantageous, especially given rapid employment increases in 
the Borough.  In Kirklees, and especially Wakefield, the sense was that most posts were on apprenticeship 
minimum wage, but that employers were sometimes advised that paying more would help them to land a 
good quality candidate more quickly. 
 
The potentially difficult, and somewhat fluid, question of apprenticeship pay was well illustrated in Leeds.  
The City’s Hub explained that (at the time of interview) of the 400 vacancies in Leeds most were in Business 
Admin, at Level 2 and at minimum apprenticeship pay or close to it.  Against this backdrop they made clear 
that this spread was an issue because recognition of the opportunities that apprenticeships present is still 
an issue with young people and their parents, and that pay, quality and progression are factors in 
influencing perceptions and choices, especially in a fairly strong and improving city economy: 
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“There is a squeeze as we get closer to full employment and young people are more inclined to get a ‘normal job’ 
that pays above the apprenticeship wage.” [Leeds Hub] 
 
The level, pay and opportunities afforded by apprenticeships was also an issue in Calderdale, where it was 
policy to only support apprenticeships which would pay at least age appropriate minimum wage, so as “not 
to invest public money in what may be ‘low quality apprenticeships’ with lesser prospects of sustainable 
outcomes”.  Interestingly, despite this threshold, Calderdale reported that it had only turned away “some, but 
not many” businesses and these were often redirected to training providers and available core grants.  
Whilst pay thresholds were not enforced in North Yorkshire and in York, the quality of apprenticeships on 
offer clearly was an issue: 
 

“It is harder but possible to fill [apprenticeship] vacancies in more skilled and affluent areas like North Yorkshire, 
but the offer needs to reflect aspirations and demographics.” [North Yorkshire Hub] 
 
In this respect, and as other Hubs and apprentices themselves also made clear, the main issue was not 
always starting pay (although this can help to attract high calibre applicants) but the level, progression 
opportunities and career prospects afforded by apprenticeships.  For example the York Hub were “working 
hard to educate businesses of the value of Level 3+” (and these had moved from accounting for just a few 
apprenticeships to a third of those offered through Hub input); whilst the Leeds Hub stated that “doing more 
to drive up quality, pay and above Level 2 apprenticeships works”.  In North Yorkshire, the Hub became “more 
focused on frameworks and opportunities that offer most benefit”, with identifying a training provider that 
specialised in Advanced/Level 3 opportunities in relevant frameworks (VQ solutions) very helpful in this 
respect.   
 

“Good quality frameworks such as graphic design, law and social media/digital marketing have attracted a lot of 
excellent applicants with As at GCSE, and A’ Level students willing to reconsider university for an 
apprenticeship.” [North Yorkshire Hub] 
 
However, it was not solely more affluent areas with tight labour markets where this point arose.  Hubs in 
places such as Barnsley and Bradford also noted the need to widen out apprenticeships, including more at 
Level 3, whilst Kirklees Council had just established a small ‘Higher Level Apprenticeships Grants’ fund for 
businesses that would not have taken one on otherwise and paid at least age appropriate minimum wage. 
 
 
3.5 BUSINESS EXPERIENCE OF THE PROCESS AND RECRUITING APPRENTICES 

Recruitment experience from the Apprenticeship Hubs perspective 
Local Hubs were asked about how quickly and easily businesses had been able to recruit apprentices once 
they had decided upon a position and advertised a vacancy.  Most found that this varied by sector and role, 
and could range from very quick for attractive positions to slow and difficult for other ones: 
 

“Attractive positions such as motorcycle mechanics or sports coaches are snapped up very quickly, but others 
such as Business Admin can be hard to fill, and there’s a tendency to stay away from cafes and hospitality.” 
[Bradford Hub] 
 
As discussed in 3.4, the perceived quality of vacancies also affected ease of recruitment into them in York 
and North Yorkshire.  But difficulties were not limited to these areas of relatively high skills and 
employment, and they related to the perceptions (and asks) of employers, not just potential apprentices.  
For example, in Barnsley the Hub said that engagement could often involve toning down business 
expectations of candidates and that: 
 

“It’s been a slow process in most cases because of a lack of young people at the right level or business 
expectations that are too high.” [Barnsley Hub] 
 
There was no mechanism within this evaluation or the monitoring of the programme to assess what makes 
young people apply for apprenticeships (or not) and carrying out such research or utilising findings from 
elsewhere would be valuable in informing future approaches. 
 
Whatever the motivations, one factor that was helpful in a filling vacancies in a number of Hubs was having 
good understanding both of the businesses and the young people who were seeking apprenticeships.  A 
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number of Hubs made great play of this ‘match making role’ as it helped all parties to secure a successful 
and sustainable outcome.  This was most evident in Calderdale, North Yorkshire and York, where there was 
a strong focus on quality.  These areas made a match making approach work well.  For example, it was 
clear from interviews in Calderdale and North Yorkshire that they knew specific individuals, businesses and 
training providers and could see what combinations would work well and make appropriate connections.  In 
York, matching was part of a holistic and tailored approach that aimed to join up all parties in an 
apprenticeship: 
 

“The key to success has been the level of sophistication in the customised approach to SMEs, providers and 
young people that the Hub has been able to provide.  Just getting a referral and passing it on does not work.  
Professional hand holding and working in tandem to support the SME, provider and potential candidates is 
critical to achieve a high quality and sustainable job outcome. It’s all about effective talent matching that will 
really help the business grow.”  [York Hub] 
 
Interestingly, these were three of the smaller Hubs in terms of their output targets and populations, and this 
is likely to have made a time intensive and hands on approach more feasible.   How far this could easily be 
scaled up is unclear.  However, some larger areas such as Kirklees (where Hub delivery was contracted out 
by the council) said that one of the reasons they found it hard to recruit, which had impacted on starts 
figures, was “the lack of a matching element to help find young people and businesses that suit each other, 
drawing on the whole pool of young people – including those coming out of employment projects such as 
Headstart and Talent Match”.   
 

RECRUITMENT EXPERIENCE FROM THE BUSINESS PERSPECTIVE 

The business survey provided another perspective on how easy or otherwise businesses had found it to 
employ an apprentice.  78% of respondents to the survey had either gone on to recruit an apprentice 
following engagement with a Hub (71%) or were in the process of doing so (6.5%).  This conversion rate 
(77.5%) from engaging with a Hub to an apprentice starting is similar to the 80% average conversion rate 
from engagement to starts which Hubs recorded from their work with businesses overall.  It suggests that 
the survey sample is reasonably representative in its balance between companies who have and have not 
taken on an apprentice. 
 
The survey asked respondents who had recruited an apprentice how that experience had been for their 
business.  As Figure 3 illustrates, this revealed a fairly even split between businesses who had found the 
process quite quick and easy, and those for whom it took a middling amount of time effort.  Around one in 
eight had found the process difficult.  This suggests that the recruitment difficulties noted by Hubs 
occurred, but usually to a modest rather than a serious extent. 
 
 
FIGURE 3:  EASE OF RECRUITING AN APPRENTICE 

 

46.4%

41.2%

12.4%

HOW EASY WAS IT TO RECRUIT THE RIGHT PERSON?

Quite fast and straightforward

It took a middling amount of time and effort

It was difficult



28 
 
 

Those who found the process difficult were asked why this was.  This was a small number of businesses 
(12 in the sample) so the results need to be viewed with caution.  However, 67% of that sample said that one 
reason was because applicants lacked wider attributes/attitudes/work readiness, and 50% cited too few 
applicants.  Both of these factors tie in with the observations made by Hubs about insufficient demand for 
apprenticeships from able young people, and with reasons given by companies who sought to recruit an 
apprentice but were unable to do so. 
 
Businesses that had not recruited an apprentice were asked why that was, and could pick as many reasons 
as they wished from a menu of options.  Figure 4 shows the results. 
 
 
FIGURE 4 – REASONS GIVEN FOR NOT RECRUITING AN APPRENTICE 

 

 
 
The spread of reasons given for not recruiting an apprentice was wide.  The most common answer, given by 
nearly one in three of those who did not recruit, was that company growth was not sufficient or certain 
enough for them to do so.  The next most common answers concerned the supply and quality of applicants, 
with around a quarter of relevant companies having tried to recruit an apprentice but not found an applicant 
with the right qualifications.  A similar proportion stated lack of wider attributes/attitudes/work readiness 
as the barrier.  This factor mirrors messages from Hubs about the supply of young people wanting to take 
up apprenticeships now being a key barrier.   
 
A number of businesses had been interested in recruiting an apprentice but unable to find the right 
framework and/or training provider to meet their needs, despite support from a Hub which would have 
often helped them to assess the available options.  Only 11% of businesses that had not recruited (around 
2.5% of all businesses) said the reason was confusion or lack of information about the apprenticeship 
process.  This reflects well on Hubs, as this figure would have been expected to be higher without their 
support.  Likewise cost was only a barrier for 19% of those who did not recruit (about 4% of all business 
respondents).  Nevertheless a number of barriers did appear intractable for some businesses, if only a 
small proportion, which indicated that realistically, apprenticeships will not be right for all firms.  These 
barriers included the training element that comes with an apprenticeship and the need to 
supervise/manage an apprentice. 
 
A further question asked whether any of a range of factors would make the business likely to recruit an 
apprentice in the future.  This question elicited more divergent results, with two answers dominating – 
growth in the business (44%) and better availability of candidates with the right skills/attributes (37%).  
Other factors included ability to take on an apprentice at an Advanced or Higher Level (19%), lower costs 
(19%), a simpler process (15%) and wider choice or improved quality of training providers (15%).  
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More/better information and support for apprenticeships was only cited by 11% of firms, with an even 
lower proportion (4%) seeking more flexibility to deliver the training element at times that suit business 
needs - suggesting training providers are meeting needs in this respect.  Only 7% said that the ability to pay 
an agency to hire and formally employ an apprentice on their behalf would make them more likely to use an 
apprentice.  This suggests that the proportion of businesses that would be interested in using an ATA is low. 
 
 
3.6 OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS OF SUPPORT FROM HUBS  

The data on outputs delivered and wider analysis in section 7 provide the focus for assessment of the 
effectiveness of the overall Apprenticeship Programme and individual Hubs.  The business survey adds to 
this picture through having asked businesses about whether the support they had received from Hubs had 
been helpful.  Figure 5 shows the results based on the percentage of businesses choosing each response, 
and an overall helpfulness index where a score of 0 would mean no businesses found a Hub helpful and a 
score of 100 would mean that all businesses had found it very helpful.  The figure shows results for 
individual Hubs with larger survey samples and the average score for all eight Hubs.   
 
 
FIGURE 5:  HELPFULNESS OF HUBS 

 

The results show that a large majority (83%) of businesses found the Hub they engaged with to have been 
either very helpful (43%) or helpful (40%).  A further 15% said support had been slightly helpful and only 2% 
said it was not helpful.  That equated to a helpfulness index score of 74 out of 100.  There was some (fairly 
slight) local variation, with Kirklees and York rated as the two most helpful Hubs overall based on their 
index scores, but all of the Hubs scored highly.  These scores are very positive and especially considering 
they include businesses that did not go on to recruit an apprentice.  Further survey results are included in 
section 7 on results and business benefits. 
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4. PROMOTION TO AND ENGAGEMENT WITH YOUNG PEOPLE, 
PARENTS AND SCHOOLS 
 

SUMMARY OF MAIN MESSAGES 
Young people, parents and schools were engaged through marketing led by the central Apprenticeship Hub 
Programme and by local Hubs.  Key messages to emerge are: 

• The requirements of a marketing function need to be in place at the outset in order to embed the 
necessary specialist marketing support, ensure a strategic and coordinated approach that meets the 
needs of all stakeholders, and incorporate the need for local flexibility aligned to other local action. 

• The biggest impact from the central marketing service lay in the development of a high quality central 
vacancy showcase with proactive enquiry capture and referral, driven by targeted online advertising 
and presence and real life success stories.  

• Good relationships with schools are critical in raising awareness and changing perceptions.  There are 
different ways in which this can be done, but the key is perseverance, consistency, and the ability to 
demonstrate the full range of opportunities presented by apprenticeships.  

• Reaching young people and parents requires the right message, at the right time, and via the right 
channel.  Large scale engagement is a useful starting point but must be drilled down to targeted, 
smaller group or individual engagement to fully highlight opportunities and drive conversion to starts. 

• The quantifiable impact of marketing work undertaken throughout the Programme was hard to track 
and assess, in part due to lack of monitoring.  Future programmes would benefit from building in 
qualitative results measures and monitoring processes to better assess impact and target activity. 
 

 
 
4.1 OVERVIEW OF THE PROMOTION AND ENGAGEMENT APPROACH 

This section reviews the work to engage young people, parents and schools and to promote apprenticeships 
to them.  It details the range of marketing approaches and channels used in so doing, covering work in 
schools, events, online activity and methods such as print and radio campaigns.  It also details the distinct 
routes through which this activity was delivered. 
 
The promotional element of the Apprenticeship Hub Programme was delivered in two ways to allow for a 
spread of localised and city region wide activity – via local Hubs themselves through their budget allocation 
and via a contract commissioned centrally by the LEP team with a specialist marketing agency.  A tender 
for the latter was issued in autumn 2013, with the contract awarded to Sero Consulting Ltd, who 
commenced delivery in December 2013.  The total central marketing budget for the overall programme was 
around £200,000-£225,000 depending on what is included, with most of this used to cover SERO’s work.  
Local Hubs each received two annual payments for marketing – one for targeting young people, the other 
for targeting business.  This represented a significant proportion of the overall funds they received and 
payments were made based on delivery of marketing outputs.   
 
In commissioning a specialist marketing agency, the LEP was looking for a service that would provide a 
‘flexible approach to developing, coordinating and providing innovation to effectively promote the LEP’s 
Apprenticeship Hub programme to small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in the City Region, and other 
target audiences…working with stakeholders to develop a campaign theme and identity, and a suite of on and 
offline marketing materials to achieve the programme’s targets.’  The contract was awarded with no specific 
outputs attached, rather a set of key deliverables designed to demonstrably contribute to the overall 
achievement and targets of the Hub Programme.   
 
Before looking at aspects of delivery in more detail, it is important to draw attention to two key issues that 
arose early in the Programme that would go on to influence the way in which overall marketing and 
promotional activity for the Programme was delivered.   
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In the first instance, there was a substantial time lag between the majority of Hubs becoming operational in 
May 2013 and the central marketing contract going live in December 2013.  This was due in part to the 
initial priority being to get the Hubs established with contractual agreements in place and signed by each 
local authority.  Whilst planning for the central marketing took place in parallel to this, a further delay in 
commissioning came due to the LEP team being bound to the Leeds City Council procurement systems 
given the Council’s role in acting as accountable body.  In practice this meant that Hubs had by necessity 
already developed their own marketing material and plans, by and large aligned to the existing corporate 
marketing activity of their ‘host’ local authorities.  Nearly all Hubs had employed marketing apprentices to 
bolster their own capacity in this regard.   
 
While this gave good, and in the view of Hubs necessary, local ownership of communications activity, it 
meant that the initial ambition to have one overarching marketing and engagement strategy was 
compromised.  The central marketing plan was therefore partially designed in retrospect, with the 
contractor needing to align to an existing set of local Hub plans and activity already underway.  To counter 
this, Sero was able to provide training and guidance to the Hubs to help shape the way that they were 
undertaking their marketing.  Where Hubs took up this support, it was found to be beneficial and 
worthwhile.  
 
Secondly, by the time of contracting in December 2013, it had already become apparent that the real 
challenge for the programme lay not in engaging businesses but in engaging young people, to the extent 
that apprenticeship starts were already beginning to fall behind profiled targets.  The emphasis of all 
marketing – by Sero and Hubs – therefore needed to be redirected to focus on engaging young people.   
 
Aligned to this, a key question emerged around how the Programme overall should be branded.  By the time 
of contracting, Hubs had already established their own brands or had adopted that of existing activity.  A 
decision was taken not to develop a stand-alone Programme brand as initially intended, but instead to work 
with the newly adopted LEP brand.  This on the one hand helped to allay Hub concern regarding brand 
proliferation, however, when trialled with focus groups, the brand was found to have little resonance with 
the young person target audience.  A less corporate/business focused logo needed to be developed by Sero 
as a result.  This was supported by two core audience messages:  
 

• SMEs: that apprenticeships are an investment in the future growth of your business, with ‘Grow your 
own talent’ used as the strapline throughout 
 

• Young people: that apprenticeships are a viable option, with ‘Be smart, chose an apprenticeship’ and 
#Yes2Apprenticeships used throughout 
 

The impact of these initial inputs combined to present a somewhat challenging start to the central 
marketing service, demanding significant flexibility on the part of the contractor and a more reactive  
approach, with greater management by the LEP, than had been anticipated.  On the positive side, this early 
Hub-led marketing approach did allow for good alignment to local need and existing activity.  To the extent 
that Hubs wished to subsequently engage (and not all did), it also gave them the opportunity to shape the 
central marketing service to agree a set of objectives that would best support them, those being to:   
 

• Coordinate a coherent message and provide aspirational, inspiring and accessible content for use by 
Hubs and ATAs 
 

• Showcase the offer to employers and raise awareness amongst young people and parents and address 
misconceptions, poor perceptions and barriers 
 

• Provide tactical marketing support to ATAs and Hubs on specific issues where appropriate 
 

On the down side however, while in hindsight a fully centralised marketing model would have been difficult 
to control and deliver, a service set up and running at the same time as the Hubs would have enabled better 
coordination, collaboration and teamwork from the outset.  This should be considered in any future 
programme of this sort.  A solution might be that specialist marketing support be embedded for the course 
of the Programme within the commissioning body.  Likewise, the connection between the activity and 
branding of a Programme promoting apprenticeships and that of the LEP’s wider work to promote the city 
region Business Growth Hub and Skills Service to businesses should be considered.  This was not possible 
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during the Apprenticeship Hub Programme as it preceded the latter two initiatives (which were launched in 
2015), even though in effect they provided the wider, strategic framework that it operated within.   
 
By the end of the Programme, the system of promotion and engagement widely agreed to function 
effectively.  A question was posed by Hubs as to the extent to which they had gone far enough, including 
through marketing and communications efforts, to reach BAME groups.  The Hub and ATA in Leeds for 
example, had latterly started to look at how to translate good levels of interest amongst these groups into 
actual starts and were considering how engagement with community leaders and intermediaries might 
help in doing this.  Similarly, as NEET numbers fell, a view was expressed that future marketing and 
communications approaches would need to be continually fine-tuned to ensure it was relevant and 
appropriate to specific audience needs.   
 
The remainder of this chapter looks at the specific aspects of activity, as delivered by Sero and the Hubs.  
 
 
4.2 ENGAGEMENT WITH AND THROUGH SCHOOLS TO REACH YOUNG PEOPLE AND THEIR PARENTS 

To a greater or lesser extent, all Hubs developed a strand of activity on engaging with schools.  For some 
Hubs, this was an additional and unexpected area of activity that they struggled to resource, whilst for 
others it became a key focus.  The timing of when activity with schools started also varied, for example in 
Bradford it only started after around six months when the Hub’s role was differentiated from that of the 
ATA.  More broadly there was a clear pattern of Hub engagement with schools increasing over time, 
certainly until September 2015, and of its effectiveness being highly valued.   
 

“Getting into schools is the best thing to do to promote apprenticeships to young people.  We were too slow to do 
this initially, when the focus was all on SMEs, but it is crucial.” [Kirklees Hub] 
 

“We would have done more work on schools and young people, and from the start, if we had our time again.” 
[Bradford Hub] 
 
The central objective of this work was to drive up awareness on the range, levels and benefits of 
apprenticeships - not just amongst young people, but also amongst teachers and parents; and in so doing to 
demonstrate that apprenticeships can be a viable and equal alternative to higher education, offering 
rewarding career paths across sectors.   
 
For most areas, a degree of school engagement was already in place, be that via councils or providers 
themselves, but tended to be ad hoc and patchy and with no dedicated focus on apprenticeships.  This was 
alongside mixed presence, quality and quantity of school Information, Advice and Guidance (IAG).  Hubs 
sought to bring consistency to this, using mechanisms such as visits to schools (for instance to attend 
careers and choices sessions and events, or to give presentations to classes or assemblies) to enhance 
understanding and interest in apprenticeships.  The scale of this activity varied by Hub, but as an example, it 
approached 20 visits per year in North Yorkshire, and this was probably less than in most Hubs.  
Engagement and relationship building centred on clear and consistent messages tailored to appeal to 
young people, but also to help persuade teachers and parents of apprenticeship options and their benefits.   
 
Hubs used a number of approaches to establish an initial route into schools.  In Wakefield, an innovative 
approach involved identifying one teacher per secondary school to act as an in-school apprenticeship 
ambassador in return for a modest salary enhancement.  This was found to be beneficial as an entry point 
but became less valuable as relationships became more embedded, and the Hub terminated the 
arrangement before the end of the Programme once it had served its purpose.  Other Hubs noted the 
importance of targeting engagement with the right person in each school.  It was particularly helpful when 
this was with the head teacher, and working through schools networks (as was the case in Barnsley), or via 
Governor networks (as in Calderdale) also proved of value.  Bradford Hub described how they drew on 
Connexions’ Prospect contracts as an in-house route to engaging schools and to administer talks and 
presentations.   
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Across Hubs, a key factor was how well links were made with council departments covering schools and 
youth services.  For example, Barnsley talked of a ‘light bulb moment’ when they made this connection 
which was critical to subsequent engagement with young people.  And in Bradford, a change in personnel 
which brought an officer with good corporate connections across departments into the LEP team helped to 
build connections with others who specialised in engagement and outreach work with young people.  This 
helped both to engage a wider audience, and to better target existing approaches (e.g. events) to connect 
with and impact upon a youth based audience.   
 
Hubs reported that this more intense and systematic approach has made a difference, with a greater 
number of schools engaged - including some of those with their own sixth forms (where young people, 
parents and teachers are typically more wedded to the university route).  In some places, Hubs have 
extended their reach to all of the secondary schools in the district (e.g. Barnsley and York) and others have 
also achieved majority coverage.  In doing this Hubs had success in reaching schools that had not engaged 
in the past.  Importantly, although still not always, apprenticeship events or presentations hosted by schools 
are now more likely to be attended by students with a range of academic abilities or even the full year 
group.  This is a good indication that – although there is further to go - the Hubs, supported by strong 
marketing assets, have had success in making the case for apprenticeships and in shifting traditional 
views.  
 
In all interaction with young people, via schools or otherwise, Hubs noted that it is important to cast the net 
widely in the first instance.  In York for example, this meant (as a minimum) letters being sent to every year 
11 student in advance of apprenticeship events, with flyers also given to year 12 and 13 students and ‘Steps 
to Success’ events further widening to include discussion of apprenticeship options in years 8 and 9.  
Barnsley also used this approach – with letters sent to approx. 2,000 year 11 students.  Working with the 
provider network was useful in Wakefield in enhancing capacity for school engagement and would be 
beneficial in the future provided it is well coordinated and based on clear and consistent messaging. 
 
During the programme, with Hub activity in schools already in place, the SFA contracted nationally with 
Interserve to deliver engagement with schools on apprenticeships starting in September 2015.  The 
response to this varied across Hubs.  Leeds for example continued to lead on school engagement 
themselves; Kirklees and Barnsley aligned activity and used it to bolster capacity; and Wakefield and North 
Yorkshire used it as an opportunity to redirect Hub resources elsewhere.  The Interserve contract expired in 
March 2016, and this has left some uncertainty about how to manage any future approach.  
 
Following this initial mass engagement, it emerged that the most effective school-based events tend to be 
smaller group discussions and evening career events where parents were also present.  In North Yorkshire 
this was used to target those with genuine interest.  This correlates with findings regarding events, as 
discussed in section 4.3 below, that smaller more, targeted workshops are critical in driving conversion 
from awareness to actual apprenticeship starts.  
 

“Sitting down and talking to young people is the most important thing to do.” [Barnsley Hub] 
 
Across all school engagement, and indeed across the totality of engagement with young people and 
parents, case studies were found to resonate strongly.  They helped young people to put themselves in an 
apprentices’ shoes and showed parents how apprenticeships can be a successful option, particularly where 
they demonstrated a level of progression.  The material developed by Sero was highly regarded by Hubs, 
providers and young people and felt to be an essential ingredient in any future approach.  In total 79 
‘success stories’ were published (featuring 35 employers and 44 apprentices across different sectors, types 
and levels of apprenticeship).  These went on to provide core material for campaigns across channels and 
across the Programme.   
 
High profile advocacy can also be helpful.  An employer engagement campaign and business conference 
(delivered by Sero) based around a visit by HRH The Duke of York in March 2014 attracted 146 SME 
attendees against a target of 100.  Associated PR coverage of The Duke’s support for apprenticeships was 
found to be useful in validating the Programme with parents. 
 
It was noted however, that discussion and promotional material must be relevant to the local business 
base.  National case studies using the likes of IBM, Barclays and Google were found to be unhelpful in this 
regard, setting unrealistic expectations and perceptions that could not be matched locally and so 
undermining the apprenticeship message and attractiveness of good local opportunities, but in SMEs.  
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4.3 EVENTS  

Annual large scale events became an “expected set piece in the Hub promotional and engagement calendar”.  
These grew in scale and ambition over time and became increasingly sophisticated as learning from 
previous events was applied and shared around the Hub network.  They focused on bringing together young 
people and parents with business, training providers and live vacancies.  Accessible city centre venues 
were found to attract the greatest numbers, as did locations that appealed to a younger audience e.g. the 
first direct Arena in Leeds and City Square in Bradford.  Attendance in all areas was seen to grow year-on-
year, often being over-subscribed.  In the final year of the programme, each Hub recorded record numbers 
of visitors – for example 500 in York, 1,200 in Calderdale and 5,000 in Leeds.  The latter was a massive 
increase on previous years and reflected both better marketing and venue choice. 
 
These events made up one of the largest proportions of Hub marketing budgets.  Within this, substantial 
sums were invested in vital pre-event promotion across channels.  However, internal post-event analyses 
have found that the outputs and outcomes generated by well planned, organised and marketed centrepiece 
events outweigh the level of resource (time and financial) required to deliver them.   
 
Large scale events serve a clear mass marketing and profile raising purpose.  As the Hub programme 
evolved, it became clear however, that as awareness improves over time, the focus of events needs to 
evolve to become based on apprenticeship recruitment and talent matching in order to translate awareness 
into tangible apprenticeship starts.  This was found to be successful in York for example where a clear 
focus was placed on filling vacancies there and then.  For this to work, business and training providers 
must pledge to attend with good quality live vacancies.     
 
Pre and post event workshops emerged towards the end of the programme as a response to this 
recruitment focus, aimed at ensuring that young people arrive at events armed with the knowledge they 
need on what an apprenticeship is and then that they are equipped and ready to apply for vacancies.  In 
Leeds, telephone triage was used in advance of events to give initial information and ensure that young 
people had the minimum qualification standards needed to apply.  At the time of interview, it was unclear as 
to how successful this approach had been, but it instinctively felt like a good mechanism in converting 
interest to actual apprenticeship starts. 
 
Apprenticeship ‘graduation’ and awards ceremonies e.g. in Bradford, Kirklees, Leeds and York, proved to be 
highly effective both in generating individual pride and feel-good factor but also in adding to the status and 
positive perceptions of apprenticeships.  These were spread via word of mouth and press coverage, such 
that, following these events in Bradford for example, an upsurge in interest and referrals was seen: 
 

“It was brilliant!  A really good event.  It was put forward by the apprentices themselves and we wanted to make 
it a landmark in young people’s development.  We were blown away with how successful it was.” [Bradford Hub] 
 
Hubs agreed that it was important to ensure awareness raising activity spread beyond the immediate 
city/town centre.  In Bradford, that meant delivering events, albeit on a smaller scale in Keighley; whilst in 
Wakefield in 2015, a mobile Hub ‘roadshow’ was delivered in the five towns of Castleford, Pontefract, 
Knottingley, Featherstone and Normanton and also included visits to industrial estates.  On balance these, 
and others like them in other Hub areas, were found to be resource intensive and tended to deliver more 
limited impact.  When asked, one Hub noted that with limited resources they would recommend focus on 
the larger city/town centre events in any future programme and use application workshops at a community 
level along with “good old-fashioned door knocking”, including by Councillors, to spread word of mouth, 
especially when aligned to local recruitment drives around new investment.  
 
In all events, timing is important.  Alignment to national Apprenticeship Week, or the week immediately 
thereafter, helped to give profile backed up by wider national PR and media activity; as did alignment to 
GCSE and A level results days.  The first event of this sort held in York in 2015 for example attracted around 
300 young people and parents with 200 vacancies advertised.  An event at City Square in Bradford on GCSE 
results day was very well attended, and helped young people who were unsure of their options to get 
advice.    
 
There is value in others beyond the Hub operating their own events – and Hubs ‘piggybacked’ on these 
effectively to have a presence with target audiences without having to invest what could be considerable 
time (as well as budget) in organising events.  ATAs tended to use this approach rather than organise their 
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own events.  Equally there is value in Hub events being coordinated with a district’s wider programme of 
engagement and calendar of events.  Business Week events are a strong tie in for example.  A number of 
Hubs noted that much more could be done to align with others such as business intermediaries and 
recruitment agencies, through securing speaking slots at industry events for example (see also 3.2).   
 
 
4.4 ONLINE ENGAGEMENT 

The full central Programme website (www.apprenticeship-hubs.co.uk) was launched in June 2014 and 
featured sections for employers, young people, parents and teachers.  There were also microsites for each 
Hub and ATA who were invited to take ownership of their own local content.  Some Hubs used this as their 
core web presence; others used it simply to signpost to their own sites.  This variation appears to be in part 
a result of the time lapse between Hubs becoming operational and the central marketing programme being 
commissioned, as previously discussed. 
 
The initial intention of the site was to signpost young people to Hubs and ATAs via a postcode search facility, 
with Sero having no direct interaction with the target audience.  However, early user feedback indicated that 
young people and parents wanted more immediate access to vacancies and the ability to register interest 
or requirements on the site rather than being referred.  This coincided with the realisation that 
apprenticeship starts was in fact the most challenging Programme target, and that engagement with young 
people would be pivotal to meeting it. 
 
A decision was therefore made to overhaul the central marketing website and use it, supported by proactive 
social media, to deliver more direct engagement with young people, with Sero allocating additional staff 
time to do this.  Sero was noted by one Hub as being very responsive in this regard.  As such, in October 
2014 the website was enhanced to include: 
 

• A central vacancy showcase highlighting the best quality vacancies from all areas and the opportunity 
to register interest (then referred on to Hubs and ATAs) 

• An enquiry capture pop-up 30 seconds after hitting the site 
• A pop-under to facilitate CV and document uploads and submission 
• A new homepage bringing case study ‘success stories’ to the forefront 
 
Overall website statistics show: 
• Sessions: 65,886 
• Mobile Usages Sessions: 23,759 
• New Users: 70% 
• Page Views: 199,302 
• Pages per session: 3 
• Bounce rate: 52% (which can be partly attributed to high mobile usage) 
	
Social media was delivered to good effect, by Hubs and Sero.  Marketing apprentices within Hubs were key 
to developing the tone and language of this, and ensuring the content was relevant and story based: 
 

“You have got to keep pace with how young people are communicating and respond to that.” [Bradford ATA] 
 
That said, one ATA noted how:  
 

“It is not the answer to everything and care must be taken to ensure it is a tool for establishing conversation not 
just for ‘selling vacancies’, which young people say is off-putting.” [Leeds ATA] 
 
Social media, bolstered by case study material, was noted by Sero as forming the “bedrock of much of the 
central marketing work”.  Accordingly, a substantial amount of resource was directed to social media 
campaigns, including support to Hubs to develop their own social media skills.  The objectives of the 
approach focused on raising awareness, driving traffic to the website, generating enquiries and referrals 
and supporting any other on or off-line campaigns.  The two campaign hashtags referenced previously 
were used consistently throughout the programme, as well as #10oclockvacancy and #4oclockvacancy.   
Different audiences were found to respond to different types of social media.  Twitter (@apprenticesLCR) 
was found to be most relevant to parents and employers but not young people; whilst Facebook was, 
somewhat surprisingly found to be particularly relevant to parents as a tool for passing information on to 
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their children.  Other tools such as Storify, Paper.li and YouTube were also used, as was Linkedin, albeit to a 
lesser extent given the switch in target audience away from business.  A weekly online direct mail vacancy 
bulletin was launched in September 2014 in direct response to the need to drive up direct engagement and 
generate referrals and enquiries. 
 
TABLE 2:  RESPONSE TO SOCIAL MEDIA  

 

Twitter Facebook 
Direct Online Weekly Vacancy 
Bulletin 

• 905 followers	
• 462,400 page impressions	
• 9,820 profile visits	
• 4,124 all time referrals to 

website	

• 2,660 page likes 
• 464,890 page impressions 
• 5,291 all time referrals to 

website 
 

• 1,784 sign ups 
• 464,890 post impressions 
• 2,661 all time referrals to 

website 
 

  
 
Online advertising through Google AdWords and Facebook were initiated in July 2014 to increase web 
traffic and target key audience groups.  Despite a relatively high total cost (approx. £11,000), they were 
found to be very successful in achieving their objective and would appear to be a beneficial approach.  
Google AdWords in particular helped the central marketing service to achieve a better geographic spread of 
enquiries away from an initial Leeds focus.  Facebook advertising was found to be successful in helping 
parents refer vacancies to their children and for direct engagement with vacancies by apprentices.  In that 
respect, the North Yorkshire Hub found advertising vacancies on the ‘Indeed’ recruitment website to be 
highly effective, with nearly 50% of vacancies filled through this route. 
 
The cumulative effect of this concerted effort to drive awareness amongst young people resulted in around 
1,000 unique enquiries being made through the website’s vacancy showcase, pop-up enquiry and contact 
form and 441 applications.  Given that some of these were signposted to more than one Hub or to a Hub and 
an ATA, this generated around 1,300 referrals to Hubs/ATAs.  This was a significant improvement on the 
initial postcode finder functionality.  The spread is shown in Table 3 and Paid for Google AdWord and 
Facebook advertising (as noted above) helped to spread the concentration.  It was noted by Bradford Hub 
and ATA that the level of referral via the web was “remarkable” with five or more leads being passed on per 
day at peak times.  In contrast, a few Hubs said that they had barely seen any response from it, which is 
backed up by applications data. 
 
It is unclear as to precisely why the enquiries were spread geographically as they were, with for example a 
disproportionately high percentage of enquiries in Leeds (45%) and a comparatively low proportion in 
Wakefield (3%).  This may have reflected targeting and the number and quality of vacancies put forward by 
local areas to be advertised in the first instance.  But in hindsight, better geographic tracking of enquiries 
and applications at the time could have highlighted this variation earlier and enabled a response.  Similarly 
no explanation was given for the variation in conversion rates from enquiry to application (which typically 
ranged between 20% and 60%).  There does not appear to be a sequential relationship between enquiries 
and conversion to applications.  For example, figures for the North Yorkshire Hub in the table below show 
that there were more applications than there were enquiries.  This is because the vacancy application 
process for North Yorkshire was very straightforward and also advertised on this Hub’s own website.  
Consequently it attracted more applications as it was as easy for people to apply for specific opportunities 
as it was to make a general enquiry.   
 
It shows therefore that for a central web-based vacancy service to be successful there must be resource is 
in place to proactively catch and fully pick up leads and track enquiries and conversion in real-time, to 
support success and ensure that any issues can be identified and resolved.   
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TABLE 3:  ENQUIRIES AND APPLICATIONS THROUGH THE WEBSITE VACANCY SHOWCASE 

 

Hub Total enquiries Total Applications 

Barnsley  116 25 

Bradford ATA 150 134 

Bradford Hub7 116 0 

Calderdale 75 0 

Kirklees  96 59 

Leeds ATA  286 98 

Leeds Hub  303 44 

North Yorkshire 35 48 

Wakefield  44 0 

York  89 33 
 
It is important to note that this sat alongside the National Apprenticeship Service website, which one Hub 
noted as being hard to navigate and distorted towards provider-led minimum pay roles that are hard to fill 
and as such stay on the site for an extended period of time.  On the converse, good vacancies are quickly 
filled and not visible on the site for very long.  This works together to reinforce poor perceptions of 
apprenticeships, especially amongst parents and undermines efforts to raise awareness.   
 
The conclusion emerges that, whilst other more personal delivery of messages are important too, web and 
social media is undoubtedly an essential element of a successful approach to engage young people and 
parents and to generate enquiries.  It is critical that it is in place at the outset, uses the right tone of content 
(rich in success stories), and that it uses all tools available (including paid for advertising) to achieve 
geographic reach.  That is in contrast to marketing to business where, as noted in section 4.6, social media 
had very little impact, with Hubs employing face-to-face engagement, and in some cases telesales, to 
generate leads. 
 
 
4.5 OTHER MARKETING APPROACHES 

PR and media based approaches were used, often successfully, throughout the programme to promote 
apprenticeships.  Despite initial intentions and careful planning of a City Region-wide PR and Media Plan, 
the bulk of PR coverage was ultimately delivered either by the central LEP team or by the Hubs in 
accordance with their own procedures and processes for handling media activity.  Case study material 
again provided excellent stock content for this, as did coverage of events and specific campaigns.  
 
A number of specific City Region campaigns were run by Sero, the most prominent of these being ‘Blue 
Monday’ in partnership with Capital FM culminating on 26 January 2015.  Focusing on young people and 
parents, this campaign brought together a high level of activity with an integrated approach across media 
channels, including a supporting social media campaign, Facebook advertising and events.  The campaign 
was shared with Hubs and ATAs to allow them to co-ordinate activity, as was the case in Barnsley, 
Bradford, Calderdale, Leeds and York.  This integrated approach has merit and demonstrates how a City 
Region and local marketing mix can be combined.  However, by their nature campaigns demand long lead in 
times for organisations and good levels of City Region/local engagement to fully maximise impact, and at 
least one Hub was critical of insufficient advance notice of the Blue Monday campaign and unconvinced of 
its impact. 
 
Local radio campaigns were also run, for example in Calderdale and Wakefield, although their impact, in the 
view of Hubs themselves, was hard to assess and the “gut feel is that they were not very effective.”  It was 
noted that in future, community stations could be better used, especially in targeting BAME groups and in 
linking to specific points in time such as GCSE or A level results days.  However, others expressed 
scepticism about how far young people listened to local radio stations.   

                                                        
 
7 The disparity between conversion rates between the Bradford Hub and ATA is unclear, and may be the result of local data 
recording.  The figures for Bradford are best viewed collectively given co-ordination between the Hub and ATA. 
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Other campaigns included National Apprenticeship Week 2014, centred on the visit by HRH The Duke of 
York and associated business engagement (as described in 4.2); and a number of employer-facing 
campaigns (funded separately via SFA but managed by Sero) including VentureFest and Buy Yorkshire 
2015; and a business intermediary communications toolkit.  One Hub noted that there is scope in future to 
use business champions to drive a strong message to parents and to give credibility to the apprenticeship 
option. 
 
Wider means such as printed advertising, media articles in the local press, radio interviews, and 
promotional hoardings at roundabouts were used throughout the Programme.  These were primarily 
coordinated by Hubs themselves in line with events and local activity, but also via Sero who ran a bus 
shelter campaign in 2015 with support from the West Yorkshire Combined Authority.    
 
In overview, most Hubs endeavoured to make wide, ongoing and sometimes imaginative use of a spread of 
media and marketing routes to raise awareness of apprenticeships, sometimes on their own, and 
sometimes co-ordinated with Sero.  However, in most cases the impact of this activity was not monitored 
and Hubs gained little information about how effective the different mechanisms had been.  In the future, 
there would be scope for using better evidence about the audience reached by different media to target 
approaches, and to better monitor and learn from their effectiveness. 
 
 
4.6 MARKETING TO BUSINESS 

Section 3.2 of this report details the approach taken by Hubs to proactively contact businesses, including 
through the use of telesales.  It is worth noting here that unlike for young people, marketing via social 
media and web presence held less resonance with business.  In interviews, Hubs said that in their 
experience, business demanded a more personalised and face-to-face discussion in which Hub or ATA staff 
could answer questions, talk through issues and gain trust and reassurance in the process. 
 
Wakefield Hub noted some success with messaging via LinkedIn; and as well as the web site route, others 
had used radio, newspaper and magazine articles and leaflets to help reach a business audience.  Hubs 
perceived the need to have core printed information available, and also found ways to gain free publicity by 
effective use of the press releases times at key times.  Media articles in business to business 
communications were seen to have some value; and the case studies were found to be useful in stimulating 
discussion.  However, by and large they were sceptical about the value of social media in reaching a 
business audience.  For example, the Barnsley Hub paid for campaigns on Twitter and Facebook but said 
that these “generated some leads but nothing concrete, and we would not pay for them again.”  
 
The results of the business survey (see 3.2) back up this gut feel and show that only 2% of the sample first 
contacted a Hub as a result of social media, and 5% through leaflets, press and radio compared to 15% 
each through websites, events and word of mouth and 35% through proactive contact by the Hub. 
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5. WORKING WITH PROVIDERS AND PARTNERS 
 

SUMMARY OF MAIN MESSAGES 
Engaging, building relationships with and getting the best from training providers (both colleges and private 
providers), was crucial to the success of the Programme.  Key messages to emerge are: 

• Hub -provider relationships and excellent communications between the two can take time to develop 
but the end result is a network with a shared objective and a positive impact on quality and outcomes.  
The relationship must be transparent, open and even across providers. 

• Hubs improved their knowledge of providers over time and played a valuable role in identifying which 
providers would best deliver for businesses and young people.  By communicating expectations and 
steering clear of those that fell short, they helped to support the quality of training provision. 

• Hubs and providers both had roles in promoting apprenticeships and in providing information to 
business, schools, young people and parents, and matching young people to businesses.  Co-ordination 
and clarity about roles is important, and is benefited by the flexibility to tailor roles and relationships to 
local circumstances and to maximise synergies with business, skills and young peoples’ services. 

• The number of providers grew to 137 by the Programme’s end, with Hubs using an average of 28 each.  
This was concentrated on a single large FE college provider in around a half of the Hubs/ATAs. 

• There may be benefit in creating a central pool of providers that meet required quality standards, cover 
the full range of provision across frameworks and levels, and work well in partnership with Hubs.   

 
 
5.1 THE HUB AND PROVIDER RELATIONSHIP  

Navigating the skills system, including that for apprenticeships, and filtering provision in order to identify 
and access the right training solution can be a complex process for business and young people alike.  In this 
context, the Apprenticeship Hub programme recognised that, if it was to be successful in achieving its 
outputs and making a real difference to long term skills and employment trends in the City Region, it would 
need to proactively bridge this gap to facilitate stronger, more effective interaction between business, young 
people and the world of apprenticeships. 
 
While each Hub took its own approach to this, they did so with two shared themes in mind.  Firstly, that the 
Hub must do more than simply signpost business and young people to provision.  As far as capacity 
allowed, the desire was to go beyond this to deliver (or sometimes connect young people to) free, 
independent and impartial advice to help them understand how the apprenticeship model could help to 
meet their training needs and aspirations, and then find and secure the right training provider and package 
in response.  Secondly, for this to work, it must also establish a proactive partnership in which the training 
provider network is a central element of the Hub model.  The overarching goal in this was for the Hub and 
provider network to act as a ‘team’ capable of transforming awareness and take-up of apprenticeships 
locally and ensuring seamless access to a high quality, relevant and responsive training offer.   
 
The Hub/provider relationship typically centred on four aspects: 
 

• Establishing a provider network at the outset to inform providers of the Hub’s purpose, objectives, and 
initial programme of work; and to begin to build two-way and mutually beneficial relationships; 

• Ongoing engagement, communication and information sharing, with Hubs holding regular meetings 
with the network to discuss and align activity and share information; 

• Embedding a system of promotion, referrals, vacancy advertising and candidate selection to maximise 
engagement and apprenticeship starts; and  

• Monitoring and reporting processes to support Hubs in achieving target outputs and outcomes.  
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In practice, and again with local variation, the relationship between Hubs and training providers is shown in 
the diagram below.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

5.2 THE HUB PERSPECTIVE  

When interviewed, all Hubs agreed that building an open and trusting relationship with providers was 
pivotal to achieving outputs.  However, only one or two Hubs reported that a strong relationship with 
providers was in place from the start of the programme.  In York for example, a well-established training 
provider network had already worked together to target businesses and schools.  With the additional 
funding, the Hub was able to extend this engagement to shape provision, develop a more sophisticated city-
wide apprenticeship campaign and ensure that the right job-ready talent was developed in response to 
local business needs.     
   
For all others, significant work was needed to establish both individual relationships and to get a network 
off the ground.  This required persistence in the face of wariness regarding the role of the Hub and its 
activities and the potential for it to duplicate and compete with providers for the same pool of business and 
young people.  Other providers felt threatened by the Hub’s ambition to help people find the right provider, 
recognising that this would mean people being directed to other providers who were able to offer a more 
appropriate service.  The model of Hub operation appears to have influenced these local perceptions, with 
those Hubs or ATAs that were set up in joint venture with or embedded in a local college being affected by a 
view that the college would ‘monopolise’ focus and go so far as to take business away from other providers.  
It was not until referrals across the network began to come through that Hubs were able to demonstrate 
their impartiality in practice.  
 

“Providers did not realise that Hubs were established to create new apprenticeships, not take them away.” 
[Bradford ATA] 
 

“Initially it was rough going with providers.  They weren’t encouraging and some felt threatened.” 
 
Hubs agreed that this perseverance paid off, with results demonstrating that getting the right provider in 
place is crucial to success.  To that end, by the close of the programme, all Hubs reported that strong 
relationships were in place, leaving a network of providers in each local area that are engaged and bought-
in to a district-wide ambition to transform apprenticeships and outcomes for young people.   
 

YOUNG PERSON:  
IDENTIFY NEED, DEVELOP CV, 
SUPPORT JOB APPLICATION/ 
INTERVIEW SKILLS, IDENTIFY  

OPTIONS FOR PROVISION 
 

BUSINESS:  
IDENTIFY NEED, DEVELOP JOB 

DESCRIPTION, ADVERTISE VACANCY, 
SUPPORT CANDIDATE SELECTION, 
IDENTIFY OPTIONS FOR PROVISION 

 

TRAINING PROVIDER:  
DELIVER TRAINING, PLUS REFER AND 

LIAISE WITH HUB 
 

PROVISION SELECTED 
 

HUB 
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“We’ve got there now and providers see that we do the work and they get a young person and business already 
matched.  It’s been a long journey, but we have positive relationships with all of them now.” [Bradford Hub] 
 

“This common message shared by Hubs and the provider network is critical in reducing noise in the provider 
market place, especially in Leeds where there are so many providers - this really harms the perception of 
apprenticeships and the view of quality and confuses people.” [Leeds ATA] 
 
That said, these networks do not necessarily capture the entirety of the provider market place.  There 
remain in all areas providers that do not wish to engage in the programme.  Hubs have often had to learn 
this the hard way – with some providers readily accepting referrals but then failing to cooperate on 
completing relevant paperwork to demonstrate the contribution to Hub targets.  Others have gone on to 
offer a poor response to business, or to “operate cynically and focus on profit at the expense of the best option 
for those concerned”.  An example of this related to instances whereby candidates who were capable of 
doing a Level 3 apprenticeship were first routed onto a Level 2 one instead as “there is more money in it” for 
the provider that way.  A key account management approach was used in Leeds to help manage this and 
ensure a focus on those providers with a proactive desire to engage.  Other Hubs simply learned which 
providers adopted this kind of unethical approach and avoided them in the future. 
 
It was clear that Apprenticeship Hubs both widened their networks of providers and learned about which 
ones delivered reliably and well across the course of the Programme.  For instance, in Calderdale the 
number of training providers they would use grew from five at the outset to over forty by 2016.  In 
Wakefield, the Hub used a pro-forma to collect details on training providers to build up their provider 
knowledge and network when the Programme started, and there is now good communication to ensure 
quality: 
 

“We can rely on providers to go out and meet our standards.  We are honest with them and they know our 
expectations.” [Wakefield Hub] 
 
On balance, any future programme should retain a focus on good engagement with providers given the 
benefits it delivers.  This is primarily in allowing for a more joined up, holistic and sophisticated approach, 
helping to align the reality of provision with messages and campaigns to drive up awareness and 
apprenticeship starts.  There is scope to continually evolve the model for doing this to ensure maximum 
effectiveness, potentially via a City Region pool of providers to further drive consistency and quality.   
 
There is also as Calderdale Hub noted, “plenty of room for a strong mix of provision”, with this approach 
allowing local markets to develop and helping new providers enter the market offering sector specific and 
specialist frameworks (e.g. around para-legal and insurance brokering), as well as extending reach of 
provision into more geographically dispersed areas.  This widened mix or pool of approved providers would 
help to combine greater choice with a more cohesive and higher quality offer for both businesses and 
young people, critical as new employer training contributions come on stream. 
 

“Quite a few training providers now have the same ethos as we do.  Their mentality has been changing, with 
radical improvement over a couple of years, and they are now delivering some fabulous support.” [Calderdale 
Hub)] 
    
 
5.3 THE PROVIDER PERSPECTIVE 

As part of this evaluation, telephone interviews were carried out in January and February 2016 with seven 
training providers in order to gain a provider perspective on the Hub programme.  An eighth interview was 
undertaken with the West Yorkshire Learning Partnership as a provider association that could give a view 
on behalf of many.  The interview list was drawn from the full set of providers used over the Programme, 
narrowed to a short list by recommendations from Hubs.  Whilst this means the interviews were not wholly 
representative, it is nevertheless a good illustration, with a spread of views across: 
 

• College and private sector provision 
• Local and national perspectives 
• Those working with a Hub in a high volume, or those working with more than one Hub 
• Those with a wide range of provision and those with a specialism in level or type of apprenticeship 
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The providers interviewed were: 
• 3AAA 
• Barnsley College 
• Kirklees College 
• Leeds City College 
• VQ Solutions (Harrogate) 
• YH Training Services 
• Woodspeen  
• West Yorkshire Learning Partnership 
 
Interviewees were asked a series of semi-structured questions designed to probe their experience of 
working with the Hub programme, their views on what worked well or not, and the extent to which the Hub 
had added value to the apprenticeship environment locally.  They were also asked for their views on how 
any future service could best be delivered.   
 
On the whole, the providers spoke very positively about their Hub and its delivery, and saw clear value 
arising from the Programme being in place – both to their business and to the apprenticeship landscape.  
Any criticism was largely made on the basis of helpfully suggesting how something might work better in the 
future as opposed to there being major or lasting areas of concern, disagreement or tension.  As such, the 
interview analysis is set out below in terms of the headline areas noted as being successful or beneficial 
with any recommendations for improvements built in to that. 
 

A) PROVIDER UNDERSTANDING AND EXPERIENCE OF THE HUB PROGRAMME 

Without exception, by the end of the Programme all of the providers interviewed reported a good 
understanding of what their local Hub was trying to achieve, both in terms of its overarching ambition and 
the targets it was contracted to deliver.  They agreed that this understanding came about as a result of 
Hubs making a concerted effort to ensure good and regular communication with them, individually and as a 
network.  This in turn had a positive knock-on effect on local delivery as providers had sight of the rolling 
programme of work that the Hubs were undertaking and were able to participate and align their own 
activity accordingly.  It also gave them access to regular updates on local market intelligence and 
opportunities around which to base their own engagement and business development efforts.   
 
Consistent with the view of Hubs themselves, it was observed however, that this understanding had in a 
number of places, taken some time to develop.  A number of initial teething problems were noted.  One 
interviewee observed that this was because of immediate pressure to start delivering against targets as 
opposed to taking time to initially assess the local apprenticeship landscape, understand what was already 
happening on the ground through providers, and as a result, establish an aligned programme of work.  This 
resulted in some initial “muddying of the water”, though it was noted that this was relatively quickly ironed 
out to give a much more positive position.  
 
In terms of the overall experience of working with Hubs, again the response from providers was positive.  
They found the system of referrals from the Hub to be a fast, effective and efficient approach.  This was 
especially important in ensuring that businesses had a central point of contact and did not need to worry 
about the “behind the scenes” complexity of the apprenticeship system.  It was felt that the Hub had the 
room to do this because it was not “bogged down” in delivery or the day to day running of provision.   
 

“The Hub manager was excellent at getting out to business, offering sound impartial advice and generating leads 
as a result.” [Training Provider] 
 
Processes for monitoring and reporting were noted as being in the main straightforward and not too 
onerous, although one provider found that securing relevant signatures from businesses was at times 
challenging.  The interviewee observed that this may have had a detrimental impact on the Hub’s ability to 
achieve its target for apprenticeship starts, and recommended that this be considered in any future 
programme of this sort.  A point was made that: 
 

“The need to chase targets towards the end of the programme may have had an impact on the Hubs’ ability to 
focus on continuing to deliver the value added aspects of their work right up to the close of the programme.” 
[Training Provider] 
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On this, the calibre and quality of the staff employed within the Hubs was noted.  Particular reference was 
made to the relationship that staff were able to build with businesses and their skill at delivering strong 
communications, and stressed that this element should not be lost. 
 
None of the interviewees had any direct experience of working with the central Programme team based 
within the LEP, and therefore did not hold a view as to its effectiveness.  Three out of eight interviewees had 
direct experience of working with multiple Hubs.  Of these, two shared a view that their experience had 
varied between Hubs, to the extent that one had received a much better service from their local Hub and as 
a result had been “put off” future work with others.  Aligned to this, a view was held that some Hubs 
appeared to be more integrated with wider local authority services.  Wrapping the apprenticeship offer up 
with other business and children’s/young people’s services was seen as a beneficial thing to do, particularly 
given major funding cuts, with some Hubs being more streamlined in than others.   
 

B) HUB / PROVIDER NETWORKING  

Building on the overall experience and teething points noted above, the networking aspect of Hub delivery 
was ultimately felt by providers to work very well.  This focus helped to build trust by ensuring an impartial, 
open and transparent system of engagement across all providers.  Quarterly meetings were a good 
opportunity for updates and to hear about best practice and to get a broad feel for what others were doing.  
Providers, however, did report that, whilst they were broadly happy to share information with the Hub on a 
one-to-one basis, they were naturally less keen to share information between themselves.  As such, 
network meetings tended to be the Hub imparting information and providers in “listening mode”.   
 
A number of providers expressed the extent to which they recognised how much the Hub had helped their 
business and that in return they were keen to help the Hub to meet its targets.  This meant that if they 
themselves were approached by a young person or business that they could not immediately or obviously 
assist, they had no hesitation in passing them on to the Hub.   
 

C) RAISING AWARENESS AND THE PROFILE OF APPRENTICESHIPS 

This came across in all interviews as being one of the biggest achievements of the Hub programme locally.  
From a provider perspective, Hubs have played a critical role in de-mystifying and getting the message out 
about apprenticeships; helping business, schools, young people and their parents to understand what they 
can expect from an apprenticeship and how it can add value to their business or career prospects.  They 
have used their resources effectively in this regard to build a clear and consistent message, systematically 
reinforced over the life of the Programme, to generate positive ‘noise’ locally that has made a real 
difference to take-up.  Even the larger providers, with their own substantial engagement activity, recognised 
that this has been highly beneficial, not least because it has brought a coordinated approach, tuned to local 
circumstances, and reduced duplicating and competing messages.  For the smaller providers, it provided a 
campaign that they themselves simply could not afford the resources, time or financial, to deliver.   
 
Two aspects of marketing came through as being highly valuable in achieving this.  Firstly, the case studies 
were agreed to be impactful and readily useable across multiple channels.  Local apprenticeship 
‘graduation ceremonies’ (see also 4.3) were also seen to add greatly to this.  Both offered the opportunity to 
demonstrate and celebrate real life stories of young people and businesses achieving their goals through 
an apprenticeship.   
 
Secondly, the events staged by the Hub were singled out as being a highly effective and very positive tool in 
showcasing the value of apprenticeships and in helping providers to connect with their key audiences of 
business and young people.  Over time these events reached a scale that could not be matched by any one 
individual organisation and that therefore would not have happened without the Hub in the driving seat.  The 
learning point that providers felt emerged from this, however, was that large scale events must also be 
complemented by more intensive and smaller scale group/individual work.  They felt this was needed to 
guide young people from awareness to starting and then completing an apprenticeship; with wrap around 
support to ensure employability skills are in place.   
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Providers also commented on the quality of literature developed.  One went on to observe that: 
 
“The web is too often seen as a panacea, but young people, and especially their parents, still want something 
they can physically hold and share.”  [Training provider] 
 
Only one interviewee noted that the initial lack of branding for the overall Leeds City Region Apprenticeship 
Hub Programme had been an issue.  
 

D) ENGAGING YOUNG PEOPLE AND THEIR PARENTS 

All providers shared a view that this is a complex and challenging area that nobody has yet found an easy 
solution.  They agreed that, whilst much more could be done, the Hubs had done well to achieve what they 
had.  More than one provider noted that overall young peoples’ views do appear to be shifting, and Hubs will 
have played a role in this (see also section 6 on apprentice perceptions).  Looking ahead, it was felt that the 
solution would include continual innovation and a response that does not happen in isolation, but instead is 
part of a wider package of support to young people, e.g. on raising aspirations and attainment, enterprise 
education and transferable employability skills. 
 
Substantive issues to overcome include perceptions in schools on academic versus vocational pathways, 
sixth forms themselves wanting to retain ‘academic ‘pupils, and young peoples’ understanding and 
expectations of apprenticeship and the extent to which they are ‘apprenticeship ready’.  On the latter, 
providers spoke of a vicious circle whereby a business decides to employ an apprentice but are presented 
with an inappropriate candidate; or that a young person starts an apprenticeship with an unrealistic 
perception of what the role will entail and so leaves within a matter of weeks.  Both build a negative and 
self-reinforcing message about the quality of apprenticeships.   
 
Shifting the often long held views of parents was also agreed to be highly complex.  They must be 
persuaded that an apprenticeship can lead to a successful and well paid career, and not to low-paid, low 
skilled or necessarily manual roles.  Government campaigns were felt to have been less than helpful in 
presenting an image of apprenticeships in major corporate institutions that had no similarity to the local 
offer.  
 
One provider succinctly summed up an ongoing Hub role as being to: 
 

• ‘Match’ candidates and vacancies to increase the likelihood of completion and to build success and 
confidence in the system;   

• Get businesses on board that can offer high quality and higher level apprenticeships in growth sectors 
that will offer young people the scope to progress a career equal to that which is perceived as being 
available by following a traditional higher education route; and 

• Provide access to information and reinforcement on the options available, backed up by real life 
examples of success. 

 
Ideas to develop a talent pool, such as in York, were noted as being good but challenging as providers were 
unlikely to want to share their databases of young people – albeit it was noted that there was not a great 
deal that a Hub would ever be able to do about this in practice.     
 

E) ENGAGING SCHOOLS 

Encouraging feedback was given regarding Hubs’ work with schools.  Whilst some of this activity would 
have taken place regardless of any Hub being in place (especially by the larger college providers), there was 
recognition that again Hubs had helped to coordinate activity and build cooperation.  In particular, whilst it 
was not always immediately easy, they had helped open the door to schools where existing provider 
relationships were not in place or that have typically been less receptive to hearing about apprenticeships 
as an alternative to more traditional higher education routes.  This was particularly pertinent to those 
providers operating in more affluent parts of the Leeds City Region where schools and parents held a rigid 
view as to academic versus vocational pathways.  One provider believed that success in this areas was 
down to “the shear persistence of the Hub and their use of strong communications and a varied approach to 
keep the offer fresh and interesting to young people, including by bringing in current apprentices.”   
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F) ENGAGING BUSINESS AND PROVIDING A SEAMLESS OFFER 

A number of pertinent points were raised in respect to how Hubs have helped drive engagement with 
business.  In each case, the Hub model appears to have been able to extend reach and messaging above 
and beyond that which would otherwise have happened. 
 
The first of these areas relates to developing a common message around the value of apprenticeships to 
business.  Providers themselves carry out work to stress to business that, if they pay a decent wage and 
commit to making the most of the apprentices they employ, they will attract and retain higher calibre 
candidates and will see returns for their business.  They felt that the Hub programme has helped to support 
this locally, working hard to make the case to business for investing in young people as an important part of 
succession planning and business growth, as opposed to being a cheap form of labour.  The Hub has also 
helped educate business as to what they could expect from an apprentice and to help manage expectations 
on the extent to which they would be able to ‘hit the ground running’ and the level of support they would 
need.  It was felt that altogether this has started the process of driving up the quality of apprenticeships 
locally, which as noted earlier, helps to establish a virtuous circle of demand from young people, parents 
and schools.   
A second key benefit has been in Hubs doing what was described by one provider as “the leg work”.  By 
having flexibility to deliver a tailored local approach, Hubs have been able to focus their business 
engagement in a way that was most suitable to their local business base and economic circumstances.  
This was noted as being particularly helpful in parts of the City Region in which the business base is much 
smaller and where providers are competing for the attention of a more limited pool of employers, or where 
they are more dispersed geographically.  The Hubs were noted as helping to reach these employers in a 
way that providers themselves were unlikely to be able to do.   
 
Thirdly, having the Hub as a central and initial point of business contact, in effect generating ‘warm’ leads, 
has been highly beneficial from a provider perspective.  It has also helped to smooth the path for providers 
approaching business, as the business knows that the Hub has filtered provision to present them with a 
short list of quality and relevant options from which it could then pick.  The overall effect has been a more 
seamless interaction, reducing time wasted on both provider and business sides, as well as ensuring a 
better match between business demand and provision, and ultimately removing barriers to businesses 
taking on an apprentice.  One provider noted that they felt that the Hub being based in the Council benefited 
this as it “gave greater credibility to the system of apprenticeships and reduced business perceptions that they 
were being ‘sold to’ by providers.”   
 

G) LOCAL FLEXIBILITY 

There was support throughout for the Hubs having the flexibility to tailor an approach to meet local need, 
opportunity and economic circumstances.  This cut across all aspects to ensure that the programme was 
delivered in a way that complemented local circumstances.  In the case of Barnsley for example, a key 
decision taken was to base the Hub within Barnsley College, albeit as a standalone project.  The College and 
Barnsley Council explained that this reflected the pivotal role of the college in engaging young people, the 
town’s recent success in driving up apprenticeship starts and reducing NEETS.  They further noted that the 
remaining cohort of young people were much further away from being apprenticeship ready, and that 
flexible mechanisms were needed to raise awareness and provide pre-apprenticeship support to enable 
this group to access apprenticeships.   
 
 
5.4 PROVIDERS’ RECOMMENDATIONS AS TO FUTURE DELIVERY 

The providers interviewed all saw benefits in what the Hubs had achieved and would welcome a similar 
type of provision in the future.  It is unclear whether this represents the view of all training providers, but it 
is likely to represent that of those that the Hubs saw as good providers over a period of time and gained 
referrals from them as a result.  The ultimate goal for any future provision was concisely summarised by 
one provider as being to:  
 

“Line up demand and commitment from employers, candidates that are ready for that level of study, provision 
that matches demand, and clear line of sight to career pathways in local area.” [Training Provider]   
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In whatever form it may take, providers were keen to stress the future value in:   
 

• A strategic approach to engaging business and imparting accurate information and clear guidance.  
This will be increasingly important in the future as national policy on the Apprenticeship Levy comes 
into force in 2017; as well as to share detail on new apprenticeship standards 
 

• A continued focus on an impartial and level playing field across types of providers, allowing for generic 
and more specialist provision, and with a focus on developing a robust and sustainable provider market 
place that gives a high quality offer to business and young people 
 

• Establishing realistic expectations amongst business, young people, schools and parents; along with the 
confidence, employability and roundedness that young people need to get on in the workplace 
 

• Greater focus on the approach at different points in the apprenticeship journey, including those starting 
at GCSE, A level and (increasingly) graduate level, aligned to a view on how to drive more advanced 
levels of apprenticeship and build real examples of success 
 

• Retention of local flexibility, with any service built into wider business, education and skills, and young 
peoples’ services – the council is ideally placed to coordinate this 

 
 
5.5 ANALYSIS OF PROVIDERS USED 

By the end of the Programme in March 2016, a total of 137 different training providers had been used.  
These spanned colleges and private training providers, and a wide geography, covering both Leeds City 
Region institutions and on occasion those as far afield as colleges in Darlington, Blackburn, Walsall. 
 
There was much variation both in terms of how often each provider was used in total, and the number of 
Hubs and ATAs that utilised each provider.  On the latter count, the majority of training providers (58%) had 
been used by a single Hub or ATA.  A further 28% had been used by two or three Hubs/ATAs, while 3% had 
been used by seven or more Hubs/ATAs. 
 
The number of providers used by each is shown in Table 4, which also shows the top 3 providers used by 
each Hub and the percentage of referrals they accounted for.  The latter statistics are based on in-depth 
analysis conducted in November 2015, used to inform the selection of providers for telephone interview, as 
well as for this analysis.   
 
TABLE 4:  USE OF TRAINING PROVIDERS BY HUBS AND ATAS 

 
 TOP THREE PROVIDERS USED BY HUB/ATA (AND % OF TIMES USED) 

HUB/ATA 
DIFFERENT 
PROVIDERS 

USED 
FIRST SECOND THIRD 

BARNSLEY HUB 20 BARNSLEY COLLEGE (54%) DEARNE VALLEY COLLEGE (10%) ITS (9%) 

BRADFORD HUB 35 SKILLS FOR WORK (14%) SHIPLEY COLLEGE (13%) CMS/FLEETMASTER (BOTH 10%) 

BRADFORD ATA 30 SHIPLEY COLLEGE (31%) AGE UK (20%) CMS (9%) 

CALDERDALE HUB 33 CALDERDALE COLLEGE (28%) WOODSPEEN (9%) KIRKLEES COLLEGE (7%) 

KIRKLEES HUB 23 KIRKLEES COLLEGE (74%) CMS (9%) THE SOURCE (5%) 

LEEDS HUB 39 LEEDS CITY COLLEGE (22%) KEY TRAINING SERVICES (14%) JTDS (11%) 

LEEDS ATA 4 LEEDS CITY COLLEGE (90%) BPP (4%) LEEDS COLLEGE OF BUILDING (3%) 

NORTH YORKS HUB 17 VQ SOLUTIONS (36%) CRAVEN COLLEGE (14%) LEEDS CITY COLLEGE (10%) 

WAKEFIELD HUB 41 WAKEFIELD COLLEGE (50%) WAKEFIELD COUNCIL (MANYGATES) 
(13%) 

WOODSPEEN (7%) 

YORK HUB 34 YORK COLLEGE (19%) YH TRAINING SERVICES (18%) TYRO TRAINING (8%) 

AVERAGE 28  
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The average number of different providers used by each Hub/ATA was 28.  The highest number was 41 (in 
Wakefield) and a further five Hubs/ATAs used more than 30 different providers.  Leeds ATA stood out as 
using by far the fewest different providers (four) which reflected its tie to Leeds City College as its default 
provider (as noted in section 3.3).  This contrasted to Bradford ATA which had used 30 different providers 
and to the Leeds Hub which had used 39.  Whilst Leeds City College is a large College which provides a wide 
range of apprenticeships, the difference in how often the Leeds ATA used options other than the College 
compared to how often the Leeds Hub did is marked, with the latter recommending a choice of what it 
perceived to be the best options for employers given their needs.  
 
In Wakefield, Barnsley, and Kirklees, there was both a reasonably wide spread of providers used, and quite 
high reliance on a single large FE college for most provision – 50% in Wakefield, 54% in Barnsley and 74% 
in Kirklees.  Hence many providers were used, but not very often each.  In two of these examples (Kirklees 
and Barnsley), the Hub had subcontracted to a college as a delivery agent.  However, in the case of Bradford 
ATA, where Bradford College was a partner, a wide range of providers was used with no single provider 
dominating.  Table 5 shows the main providers used overall across the Programme. 
 
TABLE 5:  MOST USED PROVIDERS ACROSS THE PROGRAMME (NOVEMBER 2015 ANALYSIS) 

 

RANK PROVIDER TIMES USED RANK PROVIDER TIMES USED 

1 KIRKLEES COLLEGE 262 14 CITY TRAINING SERVICES 35 
2 LEEDS CITY COLLEGE 165 15 LEEDS COLLEGE OF BUILDING 33 
3 WAKEFIELD COLLEGE 165 16 APPRIS 31 
4 CMS TRAINING 75 17 AGE UK 30 
5 SHIPLEY COLLEGE 73 18 BALTIC 27 
6 BARNSLEY COLLEGE 72 19 SKILLS FOR WORK 26 
7 WOODSPEEN 54 20 YORK COLLEGE 26 
8 KEY TRAINING SERVICES 49 21 ESG 25 
9 LEARN DIRECT 43 22 3AAA 22 

10 WAKEFIELD COUNCIL (MANYGATES) 43 23 THE SOURCE 22 
11 CALDERDALE COLLEGE 40 24 VQ  SOLUTIONS 21 
12 JTDS 37 25 FLEETMASTER 20 
13 YH TRAINING SERVICES 36  
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6. APPRENTICE EXPERIENCE, BENEFITS AND PERCEPTIONS 
 

SUMMARY OF MAIN MESSAGES 
Young people’s attitudes to, and experience of, apprenticeships underpin their uptake.  Key messages to 
emerge based on focus group messages and backed by other sources are: 

• Awareness and understanding of apprenticeships is improving but not high enough.  Young people 
sometimes stumbled into as much as selected apprenticeships, and the full range of apprenticeship 
options is not appreciated. 

• Young people who undertake apprenticeships tend to be positive about them; they are often realistic 
about initial pay but do expect progression and a proper combination of work and learning. 

• The attractions of apprenticeships include the combination of working and earning (and avoidance of 
tuition fees), benefits for employability skills, confidence and prospects, and their hands-on nature.  
Negative and inaccurate perceptions are changing but still persist in some young people, parents and 
schools, for instance that they are for ‘those who struggle in the classroom’ and for manual roles only. 

• Apprentice ambassadors and other opportunities for current young apprentices to talk to prospective 
apprentices can play a valuable role in communicating the facts and the benefits of apprenticeships. 

 
 
6.1 INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT 

It is self-evident that the attitudes of young people (and others) towards apprenticeships are instrumental in 
affecting the number and calibre of applicants keen to take them up.  This issue emerged prominently in 
interviews with Apprenticeship Hubs and other key figures in the Programme as a key factor limiting 
growth in apprenticeships.  Equally, whilst the output measures for the Programme went no further than an 
apprenticeship starting, all involved were ultimately interested in there being a positive outcome 
downstream for young person and the business involved.   
 
Previous national research (2009) has used focus groups to explore the attitudes of young people, parents 
and employers towards apprenticeships8.  This found that young people see benefits in terms of work 
based learning; improved soft skills and confidence; employability and in earning a salary whilst learning.  
However, on the down side, young people and parents perceived apprenticeships to be for ‘those who were 
struggling in the classroom’, rather than an aspirational choice, and hence of lower status than college or 
university education.  They were also seen as predominantly appropriate for manual labour roles, and there 
was little appreciation of the wide range of apprenticeships available.  More recent media reports suggest 
these trends may be changing; the question is in how far and how fast. 
 
The ability to survey young people’s attitudes generally, or those of young people who had completed/were 
completing an apprenticeship was beyond the capacity and remit of this evaluation.  However, to gain some 
understanding of the apprenticeship experience and perspective, we sought opportunities to listen to the 
views of apprentices and to hold discussions with them.  In this respect, we were able to conduct a focus 
group with five apprentices in Huddersfield on December 1 2015, all of whom were apprentice 
ambassadors in Kirklees.  We are grateful to C&K Careers and the Kirklees Apprenticeship Hub for their 
help in organising this event and making it happen.  The main findings from it are outlined in section 6.2 
below.  It should be borne in mind that these are based on one group of young people, who given their 
status as apprentice ambassadors, are likely to have had a positive experience.  However, the messages 
conveyed do appear to tally with those reported through other sources, such as in Hub interviews and 
literature on apprenticeships. 
 

  

                                                        
 
8 Marcia Brophy, Bethia McNeil and Anna Shandro; Thinking About Apprenticeships: perceptions and expectations of 
employers, parents and young people, The Local Wellbeing Project, 2009 
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6.2 FOCUS GROUP FINDINGS 

PARTICIPANTS, ROUTE INTO AN APPRENTICESHIP AND EXPERIENCE SO FAR 

Although the group was modest in size, the five focus group participants were varied and included a 
mixture of males and females and young people doing a diverse range of apprenticeships.  They included 
those studying through colleges and private providers, at a range of apprenticeship levels, with some 
having moved on to Level 3 apprenticeships after first completing a Level 2.   
 
Most of the group had stumbled into an apprenticeship as much as chosen one.  For example one of the 
group on a work experience placement from school was asked by his employer about doing a legal 
apprenticeship with them; another ended up on an apprenticeship at college without being entirely sure 
how it had arisen; and one switched to an apprenticeship from 6th form on the advice of a careers advisor.  
Only one of the group had been specifically looking for an apprenticeship, and even in this case the eventual 
framework selected – Business Admin – was different to that originally anticipated.  On this basis, routes 
into apprenticeships appear to be varied, with a good deal of happenstance sometimes involved, and young 
people hearing about them through routes including college, careers advisors, placement employers, and in 
some cases their parents.   
 
The range of experiences in the discussion also made clear that whilst the situation is improving, some 
schools and sixth form colleges promote apprenticeships much more than others.  One member of the 
group said that at his high performing sixth form college there had been no promotion of apprenticeships at 
all, and there was a shared view that apprenticeships “tend to be pushed to those heading for lower grades”.  
Teachers were often seen to be “part of the problem” in this respect as they did an academic route 
themselves, and some are at schools where this is the norm: 
 

“I didn’t know anything about apprenticeships at the end of year 11 as they wanted everyone to go to sixth form.” 
 

PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES 

Whilst the group now had unanimously positive and well informed views about apprenticeships, perceptions 
before they were (properly) informed about apprenticeships, and those of peers, were sometimes dated and 
inaccurate.  For instance, many thought that apprenticeships were “only really for manual labour and trades 
jobs”, and had no idea of the range of options available.  A perception of apprenticeships as a second best 
option was also reported, for example: 
 

“Most young people see an apprenticeship as a cop out, something for if you might not get good grades.” 
 
Interestingly, two members of the focus group themselves proved this perception to be wrong (one of them 
a predicted straight As at A’ Level student), and would probably have gone to university had they not 
decided upon an apprenticeship instead.  And views did appear to be changing, especially with the impact of 
university tuition fees: 
 

“Apprenticeships are seen as a bit lower than going to college or university…but that view’s changing as mates 
come back from university and can’t find a job.” 
 

“The price [of university] is not worth it.  When you’ve no money coming in, you can’t save for it.” 
 
The participants general view was that those seeking apprenticeships tend to look to bigger businesses 
with good reputations locally first.  They are seen as a good and secure career choice.  Parent opinions 
could also have quite a big influence, and two of the group’s parents had done apprenticeships themselves 
and were positive about the option.  Other parents were keener on university. 
 
Besides avoiding university costs (for those whom it would have been an option), the group were attracted 
by the mix of learning and earning in an apprenticeship, which was an attractive contrast to the university 
option.  They also liked the practical and applied nature of the experience and learning.  Overall, all of the 
group were very positive about apprenticeships and glad that they had chosen this option.  Starting pay was 
not a big issue for most of the focus group participants, but progression was important.  This had worked 
reasonably well for those in the group.  There was, however, a view that higher pay would help to attract 
more applicants – but had to be balanced with employer costs: 
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“If pay rose, it would encourage more young people to apply [for an apprenticeship], but might stop employers 
from offering them.”  
 

THE LEARNING ELEMENT AND ITS QUALITY 

Group members found the learning element of their apprenticeship to be a pleasant (and for some a 
surprising) change from their previous experiences in school.  They liked the fact that there was much more 
one to one learning involved, and saw that apprenticeships were building their wider (employability) skills 
as well, which was an advantage over university: 
 

“There is much more one to one support, it’s not a classroom environment.”  
 

“The learning seems more relevant as it’s connected to a job, not just theory.” 
 
There were however, a few experiences of poor provision, such as study days being cancelled repeatedly 
and at short notice, and one participant said that “my tutors were changing all the time at Level 2”.  Provision 
at some colleges was noted as better than that at others. 
 

KIRKLEES APPRENTICESHIP HUB AND THEIR ROLE AS APPRENTICESHIP AMBASSADORS 

All of the group had heard of the Hub, linked to their ambassador roles, which involved helping to promote 
the apprenticeships that the Hub were helping to create.  There was strong agreement that young people 
thinking of career/educational choices responded well to being able to talk to other young people doing 
apprenticeships about what it was like, and that more of the same was needed to help to promote 
apprenticeships further: 
 

“Parents ask about wider things like the jobs market, but we can help answer young people’s questions about 
what it feels like to be an apprentice.”  
 

“I might have signed up for one [an apprenticeship] myself if a young person had come to our school and talked 
about it!” 
 
The ambassador role included events in schools and staff at C&K Careers were ebullient in their praise of 
the young peoples’ performance in this respect.   
 

HOW TO PROMOTE APPRENTICESHIPS FURTHER? 

The Apprentices were asked what could be done to promote apprenticeships to young people.  The answers 
often reinforced points already made and included the ideas of: 
 

• Raising awareness of the full range of subject options/frameworks much more strongly, e.g. in schools 
as “there are so many options that people don’t even know about”  

 

• Promoting the style of learning and range of learning provider options – this could be an attraction for 
those who don’t want a classroom or necessarily a college experience 

 

• Stressing the transferable skills gained, the work experience element and the high chances of getting a 
[good] job at the end of it 

 

• Promoting progression in pay, so that apprentices earn more from a few months onwards 
 

• Extending the Apprentice Ambassador programmes, which was good at communicating opportunities 
for young people, as it was best for young people making career choices to hear directly from other 
young people doing apprenticeships themselves. 
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7. OUTPUTS, ANALYSIS AND OUTCOMES 
 

SUMMARY OF MAIN MESSAGES 
The results of the Programme were analysed quantitatively and qualitatively.  Key findings to emerge were: 

• The Programme exceeded its business engagement targets, engaging with 2,941	firms	and	with	all	Hubs 
meeting their targets.  This could have been higher still, as when it became clear that the key barrier 
was uptake by young people, the balance of effort (rightly) switched towards addressing that.  

• The Programme performed well on apprenticeship starts, exceeding its revised target, if narrowly 
missing its initial one, as did two local Hubs amidst significant local variation.  Achieving 2,367 starts 
reflects strong achievement, even more so than on engagement given the ambitious targets in place. 

• There was a healthy conversion rate of 80% from business engagement to apprenticeship starts, most 
commonly in the manufacturing, retail and construction sectors.  Business Admin was the most popular 
framework.  83% of apprenticeships were at Level 2; uptake at higher levels was subdued. 

• The gender balance of apprentices was fairly even, but it appears that (as nationally) those of 
Asian/Asian British background were underrepresented.  It also appears that without pre-
apprenticeship training, apprenticeships do not particularly tackle disadvantage.  Hubs said that the 
focus on hitting output targets made it hard to do ‘extra work’ (such as outreach to particular groups or 
pre-apprenticeship training) that demand more time and resources to hit a given level of outputs. 

• The quality of Hub support for businesses was good.  Some Hubs sought to promote wider quality 
factors such as progression, above-minimum wages, and by filtering out inappropriate apprenticeships.  
However, more could be done in these respects – the Programme lacked focus on long term outcomes 
(e.g. apprenticeship achievement, employment) and on higher value apprenticeships.  This reflected the 
targets set by BIS/the SFA for the Programme and their focus on SME engagement and starts alone. 

• Businesses were positive about their experience of employing an apprentice.  Results suggest that 83-
89% of apprenticeships were completed and 90% of SMEs expect to employ another apprentice in the 
future.  Benefits included improved preparedness for growth, teamwork and productivity.  

• At Programme level, cost per apprenticeship start was just under £2,000.  Calculation of net costs and 
benefits was not possible, but additionality is likely to be high.  Application of national estimates 
suggests that the Programme is likely to produce long term economic benefits in the order of £100 
million.  That represents excellent return on investment, and there was widespread consensus that the 
Programme had been a success. 

 

This section analyses the success of the Apprenticeship Programme in a number of ways.  These are: 
 

• Core analysis of output levels overall and by Hub 

• Cost per output 

• Data on splits for businesses reached and frameworks adopted 

• Data and discussion on apprentice demographics and poverty reduction 

• Wider benefits gained by businesses and future intentions (business survey results) 

• Wider qualitative benefits (e.g. on perceptions and partnerships) 

• Discussion of additionality (including deadweight), outcomes and estimated economic impact 

comparisons 
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7.1 CORE OUTPUT ANALYSIS 

BUSINESS ENGAGEMENT 

Table 6 presents overall Programme performance and results for individual Hubs in terms of outputs 
delivered and how these compare to the targeted levels.  It also shows how outputs varied across time 
periods to illustrate any trends, troughs or peaks.  The total Leeds City Region target shown is the initial 
target, which was revised upwards to 2,450 businesses engaged in spring 2015. 
 
TABLE 6:  ACHIEVEMENT ON BUSINESS ENGAGEMENT OUTPUTS AND TARGETS – OVERALL, BY HUB AND BY YEAR 

 
 OUTPUTS ACHIEVED  

AREA OUTPUT 
TARGET 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 TOTAL % OF TARGET 

BARNSLEY 202 68 104 68 240 118.8 

BRADFORD 461 157 145 183 485 105.2 

CALDERDALE 152 47 104 60 211 138.8 

KIRKLEES 325 116 246 96 458 140.9 

LEEDS 585 162 283 279 724 123.8 

NORTH YORKS 60 19 57 43 119 198.3 

WAKEFIELD 257 168 194 159 521 202.7 

YORK 100 55 75 53 183 183.0 

LCR 2,142 792 1,208 941 2,941 137.3 

% OF TOTAL OUTPUT BY YEAR 27% 41% 32%  
 
 
The headline from the analysis is that the Apprenticeship Programme met and significantly exceeded its 
business engagement target.  In total 2,941 SMEs were engaged, 37% more than initially targeted (and 20% 
more than the revised engagement target of 2,450).  All eight local Apprenticeship Hubs also met their 
business engagement targets, with performance ranging from 5% above target in Bradford to double the 
level targeted in Wakefield.  Performance was also notably high in North Yorkshire and York.   
 
The Programme overall, and nearly all local Hubs, also met and surpassed the annual milestones they had 
been set for business engagement within each year of the Programme.  The exceptions were chiefly in the 
first year, in which Leeds and North Yorkshire were slightly behind schedule, this reflecting a late start to 
activity in the latter in particular.  Bradford missed its target in year 2 and Kirklees in year 3, but overall the 
picture was of very strong performance on this output measure, especially in year 2 when peak outputs 
were achieved.   
 
The story gleaned from the data on this measure chimes with qualitative findings whereby Hubs identified 
the engagement target as less challenging than that for apprenticeship starts.  In fact, in some Hubs, there 
was a notable shift in focus away from intensive business engagement during the Programme, reflecting 
the greater need to achieve apprenticeship starts and the importance of engaging with young people and 
schools to achieve this.  Hence, performance on business engagement could easily have been higher still.  
Nevertheless, our assessment is that Hubs and the overall Programme were right to switch focus towards 
stimulating demand from young people to apply for available apprenticeship vacancies.  This is especially 
the case as apprenticeship starts is a stronger measure of success than a valuable, but more process 
oriented one, such as business engagement.  Table 7 presents starts outputs by year and locality while 
Table 8 shows the splits between the Hubs and ATAs in Bradford and Leeds on both engagement and starts 
targets.  The overall apprenticeship starts target shown is the initial target, which was revised to the lower 
figure of 1,700 starts in spring 2015. 
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APPRENTICESHIP STARTS 

TABLE 7:  ACHIEVEMENT ON APPRENTICESHIP STARTS OUTPUTS AND TARGETS – OVERALL, BY HUB AND BY YEAR 

 OUTPUTS ACHIEVED  

AREA OUTPUT 
TARGET 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 TOTAL % OF TARGET 

BARNSLEY 235 26 63 64 153 65.1 

BRADFORD 537 108 242 191 541 100.7 

CALDERDALE 177 27 59 91 177 100.0 

KIRKLEES 380 65 240 94 399 105.0 

LEEDS 682 97 247 168 512 75.1 

NORTH YORKS 71 3 22 58 83 116.9 

WAKEFIELD 300 107 141 120 368 122.7 

YORK 118 11 65 58 134 113.6 

LCR 2,500 444 1079 844 2,367 94.7 

% OF TOTAL OUTPUT BY YEAR 19% 46% 36%  
  
 
TABLE 8:  OUTPUT SPLIT BETWEEN HUBS AND ATAS WITHIN BRADFORD AND LEEDS 

AREA BUSINESS ENGAGEMENT OUTPUTS APPRENTICESHIP START OUTPUTS 

 HUB ATA TOTAL HUB ATA TOTAL 
BRADFORD 195 290 485 360 181 541 
LEEDS 509 215 724 427 85 512 
 
 
Leeds City Region narrowly missed its initial target on apprenticeship starts, achieving 2,367 starts, 95% of 
the target of 2,500.  However it hit its revised target of 1,700 apprenticeship starts and exceeded this by 
39%.  In terms of the initial target, the Programme performed well – but not quite well enough to hit the 
required measure.  However, a number of factors are important in explaining and interpreting performance 
in a more sophisticated way, in particular: 
 
• Variation in local performance - there was considerable variation in the outputs of local Apprenticeship 

Hubs on this measure.  Six Hubs met or exceeded their output targets, whilst two did not, indicating that 
most of the City Region delivered at or above the expected performance level.  Wakefield, York and 
North Yorkshire outperformed their targets to the greatest extent, with Wakefield doing this at the same 
time as having one of the highest targets to hit.  Bradford and Kirklees also hit high output targets, and 
overall performance for the six areas that met their outputs was 108% of the targeted level.  The two 
areas that missed their targets did so by a significant degree, which especially given the size of Leeds 
and its target, pulled down overall city regional performance sufficiently to miss the initial 2,500 
apprenticeship starts target.  We will go on to discuss potential reasons for this, and also whether some 
local targets were harder than others to meet given statistics on local populations of young people and 
SMEs (see table 9). 

 
• Slow starts – delivery of apprenticeship starts inevitably took some time to achieve, as generally they 

followed on from business engagement, making connections with providers, and recruitment exercises 
– meaning a significant lead in time before outputs could realistically be expected in any number.  
Falling youth unemployment rates, entrenched poor perceptions of apprenticeships and the unexpected 
difficulty in finding sufficient able young apprenticeship candidates further exacerbated delays.  Add to 
that the practicalities involved in getting a local Hub set up and staff appointed, and delays in doing so 
in some localities, and it is not surprising that less than 20% of actual output delivery was in year 1 – 
against a milestone target for the year of 30%, with only one of the eight Hubs (Wakefield) hitting its 
milestone in this year.  In hindsight, the profiling of targets did not fully reflect the challenges and time 
lags involved.  This is further emphasised by the much higher performance in year 2 – some two and 
half times higher than in year 1 (although good project management also assisted in driving this).   
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• If the project had been longer term, this peak performance level may well have been sustained for 
longer.  As it was, it inevitably fell back somewhat in year 3, as projects were having to balance delivery 
with wind down and associated factors such as loss of staff and capacity.  
 

• Falling youth unemployment – Programme targets were set at a time of high youth unemployment, and 
this fell considerably during the Programme.  However, rising job opportunities meant that young 
people had wider choices available, with apprenticeship vacancies in effect competing with often higher 
paid ones in conventional jobs.  This made it harder to fill vacancies, and meant that hitting the starts 
target was harder than had been anticipated at the outset (hence the target revision). 

 
Table 7, together with insights from interviews, also points to contrasting stories in terms of local Hub 
outputs across the three years of the Programme.  For example, in year 1, Wakefield set the early pace and 
accounted for 24% of apprenticeship starts across the whole Programme.  This reflected clear organisation 
and focus, a private sector style of operation with an outputs focus and hunger to achieve; as well as 
innovations such as the use of telemarketing which was then taken up by other Hubs.  In Calderdale and 
especially North Yorkshire, delivery was tail end loaded.  In the latter, this reflected both a delayed start to 
the Programme, and success later on through building an effective relationship with a quality provider 
offering attractive Level 3 options and through advertising vacancies on ‘Indeed’.  Although the late surge in 
outputs in Bradford was less evident in the annual data, there was a late acceleration in apprenticeship 
starts in the City, which followed on from improved team capacity and a strong Hub focus on schools and 
young people eventually paying dividends after a time lag between activity and results. 
 
In the two areas where this output target was missed - Barnsley and Leeds – this can partly be accounted 
for by mitigating local factors that made it harder to hit the target.   
 
In Barnsley, the Borough already had a high proportion of young people starting apprenticeships in 2012/13 
(12.6%) compared to an average of 8.1% in England and 8.0% in Leeds City Region.  This high baseline may 
have made it harder to secure further progress as a culture of apprenticeships was already in place.  
Equally, Barnsley’s share of the overall Programme targets was quite high (9%) compared to its share of 
the City Region’s SMEs (6%) and young people aged 16-24 (7%).  Furthermore, the Leeds City Region 
Apprenticeship Programme was not the only one in operation.  Barnsley was also covered by a Sheffield 
City Region apprenticeship programme operating at the same time, and businesses and related outputs 
could be connected with one programme or the other, effectively halving the available business base.  
These factors go a long way in explaining ‘under-performance’.  However, criticisms could be made that 
they were not factored into targeting and operations at the outset, and that more fundamentally, either the 
two separate City Region programmes needed to be better integrated locally, or a choice made about which 
one should operate.  Whilst it is hard to quantify or to articulate with certainty, based on messages in the 
2015 mid-term report, subcontracting the Programme away from the council may have also impacted on 
output levels. 
 
In Leeds, the profile of the City’s business base, with a greater proportion of (non-eligible) large businesses 
than in the bulk of the City Region will have had some impact in making it harder to deliver outputs.  The 
scale of this difference in business base is not sufficient to account for the majority of the gap between 
target and delivery, however, if Leeds’ work to stimulate apprenticeships with large employers could have 
been included, the City would have hit its target.  Other factors that could have come into play include the 
wide scale of FE and HE opportunities in the City, accessible on the doorstep to young people, and a larger 
choice of employment options in conventional non-apprenticeship roles, effectively acting in competition 
with apprenticeship options.  
 
Besides these contextual factors, those to do with ambition, culture and target setting within the City are 
also likely to have come into play.  In particular, as the City Council’s leader at the time was an ambitious 
and leading advocate of apprenticeships, with a strong desire to drive them forward locally, the culture in 
the City was to set a high target and to stick with and deliver this.  Some interviewees (outside of Leeds) 
suggested that this meant that it was difficult for Leeds to broach the issue of either re-profiling targets or 
to rethink and adopt a different or more intensive approach. 
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Finally, hidden under the surface of the overall Leeds data, there is a contrast between the outputs 
performance of the Apprenticeship Hub and that of the ATA.  In this respect, the ATA accounted for 34% of 
City Deal Apprenticeship Programme resources but delivered only 17% of apprenticeship start outputs.  In 
comparison, in Bradford the ATA delivered 33% of the City’s apprenticeship start outputs, and roughly 
double the number achieved by the Leeds ATA.  In effect, the Leeds ATA’s relatively low output performance 
reduced the City’s overall performance statistics on business starts, with the performance of the Leeds Hub 
being much closer to Programme norms.   
 
In overview, whilst apprenticeship starts fell short of the initial target by 5%, an output of nearly 2,400 
starts was in itself a strong performance.  In our assessment, given the mitigating circumstances, this was 
a greater achievement than meeting the business engagement target.  It is better to apply innovative 
approaches and hard work to nearly meet a tough and stretching target than to exceed a less demanding 
one more readily.  In hindsight, whilst it was set in a somewhat arbitrary way, and perhaps a little too 
stretching, the apprenticeship starts target was set very well in terms of driving maximum output 
performance, as most Hubs felt it was just attainable if they put everything into meeting it.  And indeed, 
performance well exceeded the revised, renegotiated output target of 1,700 apprenticeship which better 
reflected economic conditions and the comparative difficulty of achieving starts compared to business 
engagement.  Whether the strong outputs focus may have distracted from wider qualitative factors around 
targeting, quality or sustainable outcomes is discussed in sections 7.4 and 7.6. 
 
The formula for splitting the overall Apprenticeship Programme targets into output allocations for each 
local Hub was based on NEET figures at the time when the Programme was developed.  This reflected both 
the primary aims of the Programme to reduce youth unemployment (see section 2) and an unstated and 
potentially subconscious assumption that apprenticeships provided a route out of current or potential NEET 
status.  However, in reality this assumed connection between apprenticeships, NEETs, and disadvantage 
more generally is questionable.  Whilst undoubtedly, apprenticeships will have been a way out of (potential) 
unemployment for a good number of young people, apprenticeships typically demand GCSE qualifications 
that many of the most disadvantaged young people, including many in the NEET cohort, do not have.  
Section 7.4 on apprenticeships and poverty further explores this argument. 
 
In practice, other factors will have played a role in determining how challenging it would be to generate 
business engagement and apprenticeship starts locally.  These include the number of SMEs, the number of 
young people aged 16-24, and local cultural factors such as educational and career aspirations.  
Anecdotally, cultural barriers to apprenticeship uptake tend to be higher in areas of high educational 
attainment and a low proportion of NEETs, and hence, are in effect covered in the agreed local targets.  
However, the population of SMEs and young people were not.  Table 9 compares the proportion of 
Programme targets allocated to each Hub to the proportion of the City Region’s SMEs and young people in 
that area.   
 
TABLE 9:  APPRENTICESHIP HUB TARGETS IN RELATION TO NUMBER OF LOCAL SMES 

AREA NUMBER OF SMES AND % 
OF LCR TOTAL (2015) 

NUMBER OF YOUNG 
PEOPLE AGED 16-24 AND 
% OF LCR TOTAL 

SME ENGAGE TARGET AND 
% OF LCR TOTAL 

APPRENTICE STARTS 
TARGET AND % OF LCR 
TOTAL 

BARNSLEY 6,955 (6%) 25,300 (7%) 202 (9%) 235 (9%) 

BRADFORD 17,050 (14%) 61,540 (17%) 461 (22%) 537 (22%) 

CALDERDALE 8,895 (8%) 21,120 (6%) 152 (7%) 177 (7%) 

KIRKLEES 15,800 (13%) 51,160 (14%) 325 (15%) 380 (15%) 

LEEDS 32,605 (27%) 117,920 (32%) 585(27%) 682 (27%) 

NORTH YORKS 18,020 (15%) 26,960 (7%) 60 (3%) 71 (3%) 

WAKEFIELD 11,055 (9%) 34,280 (9%) 257 (12%) 300 (12%) 

YORK 8,610 (7%) 34,370 (9%) 100 (5%) 118 (5%) 

LCR 118,415 372,650 2,142 2,500 
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Local targets mirrored the local populations of SMEs and young people quite closely in Calderdale, Kirklees, 
and to some extent Leeds.  In York and especially North Yorkshire, their share of the City Region’s output 
targets was lower than their share of SMEs and young people.  However, cultural factors that have 
suppressed apprenticeship uptake by young people in those areas will have made what might otherwise 
have been quite modest output targets more challenging. In Barnsley, Wakefield and especially Bradford, 
targets were set on the high side given their local demographics.  This further emphasises the 
achievements of Bradford in hitting its targets and Wakefield in exceeding them significantly, and as 
previously discussed, partly explains the difficulty faced by Barnsley in meeting its target. 
 

CONVERSION FROM ENGAGEMENT TO STARTS 

As the levels of outputs varied between Hubs, so did the conversion rate from business engagement to 
apprenticeship starts.  Table 10 illustrates this. 
 
TABLE 10:  CONVERSION FROM ENGAGEMENT TO STARTS BY HUB 

AREA BUSINESSES ENGAGED APPRENTICESHIP STARTS CONVERSION RATE (%) 

BARNSLEY 240 153 64% 

BRADFORD 485 541 112% 

CALDERDALE 211 177 84% 

KIRKLEES 458 399 87% 

LEEDS 724 512 71% 

NORTH YORKS 119 83 70% 

WAKEFIELD 521 368 71% 

YORK 183 134 73% 

LCR 2,941 2,367 80% 
 
All but two localities had a conversion rate within ten percentage points of the City Region average of 80%, 
with these being a slightly lower rate of 64% in Barnsley and a notably high rate of over 100% in Bradford.  
Lacking comparable benchmark data elsewhere it is hard to assess how strong this conversion rate is in 
performance terms, but a hit rate that equates to four out of every five businesses engaged taking on an 
apprentice would appear to be a good ratio at face value.   
 
Again there was variation in figures for the Hubs and ATAs in Bradford and Leeds.  In both cities, the 
conversion rates achieved by Hubs were notably higher than for ATAs.  In Bradford, the ATA figure of 62% 
compared to an exceptionally high Hub conversion rate of 185%.  The precise reasons for this high rate are 
uncertain, and may relate to factors such as the focus on youth engagement, the relationship between Hubs 
and ATA, and the targeting of businesses.  In Leeds, the Hub’s conversion rate was a little above average at 
84%, but at 40%, the ATA’s conversion rate was a half of this.   It is unclear whether this was due to 
targeting, the engagement process itself, or the ATA’s offer not holding enough appeal for sufficient 
businesses.  However, it is clear that this low conversion rate will have been a significant factor in the 
relatively low business starts performance in Leeds overall. 
 
 
7.2 COST PER OUTPUT AND VALUE FOR MONEY 

In this section we assess the cost per output for Apprenticeship Hub outputs.  These are based on the total 
budget of the Apprenticeship Programme (including ATAs) based on the resources secured from the City 
Deal settlement.  Allocations from this budget to local authority areas are used as the basis for local cost 
per output calculations.  Given this, a number of caveats should be noted in interpreting the results: 
 
• Costs do not include partner resources that were invested in local Hubs (or the central Programme), as 

these were variable and hard to track, and no firm figures were available from which analysis could be 
calculated.  Hence, costs per output are from a central (government) perspective in terms of what was 
achieved through the SFA’s investment in the City Deal programme. 

 

• The costs of ATAs are included within the total costs for the overall Programme (£800,000) and the 
local cities they are based in - £400,000 each in Leeds and Bradford. 
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• Calculations are on the basis of gross outputs.  They include neither additional benefits (e.g. an 

individual going on to do a further apprenticeship at a higher level after completing an initial one), or 
possible deadweight where an apprenticeship may have been hired anyway without intervention.  
Additionality and deadweight are discussed in section 7.7. 

 
• The cost is not apportioned into separate budgets applied for each output type as there is no evidenced 

basis for doing so.  Additionally, one strand of activity in a Hub will often contribute to both business 
engagement and apprenticeship starts.  Hence for example, if a local area had a budget of £500,000, 
business engagement costs would be calculated by dividing £500,000 by the number of businesses 
engaged, and apprenticeship start costs similarly based on dividing £500,000 by the number of starts 
achieved.  Although pragmatic, this approach will in effect inflate the unit costs of each output type 
(especially where ATAs operated), hence the best interpretation is to view the whole sum invested 
against the whole set of outputs gained from it, or to focus on the cost per apprenticeship start, as this 
is the main success measure and involved work on business engagement as well as wider activity. 
 

• Only recorded outputs are used in the calculations.  This excludes those achieved in larger businesses 
and instances were an apprenticeship started but paperwork was not completed properly or in time 
(e.g. by a training provider).  

 
TABLE 11:  COSTS AND COST PER OUTPUT FOR WHOLE PROGRAMME AND LOCAL HUBS  

AREA TOTAL COSTS BUSINESSES 
ENGAGED 

COST PER BUSINESS 
ENGAGED 

APPRENTICE STARTS COST PER APPRENTICE 
START 

BARNSLEY £360,035 240 £1,500 153 £2,353 

BRADFORD £959,128 485 £1,978 541 £1,773 

CALDERDALE £279,874 211 £1,326 177 £1,581 

KIRKLEES £603,915 458 £1,319 399 £1,514 

LEEDS £1,166,005 724 £1,611 512 £2,277 

NORTH YORKS £145,678 119 £1,224 83 £1,755 

WAKEFIELD £490,026 521 £941 368 £1,332 

YORK £156,965 183 £858 134 £1,171 

CENTRAL PROGRAMME £476,250  

APPRENTICESHIP 
PROGRAMME TOTAL 

£4,637,876 2,941 £1,577 2,367 £1,959 

 
 
The data shows that the overall cost per apprenticeship start, once all Programme costs (including central 
ones) have been included, is £1,959 per apprenticeship start.  The cost per business engaged is £1,577, 
although as previously noted, this is a potentially misleading figure as it is based on dividing total cost by 
this output type, which would have only required a proportion of the actual work carried out. 
 
Costs for local Hubs are based on their own allocated budgets from the Programme, and include neither 
any additional local resources invested nor an allocation of the central costs which supported them through 
marketing, programme management, etc.  Inclusion of this latter element would raise the cost per output 
for individual Hubs by 11.4% if costs were allocated proportionately based on the budget of each Hub. 
 
There was reasonable variation in costs per output achieved across the Hubs.  Four Hubs (Bradford, 
Calderdale, Kirklees and North Yorkshire) had costs that were similar and between £1,500 and £1,800 per 
apprenticeship start.  Wakefield (£1,330 per start) and York (£1,170 per start) achieved the lowest costs per 
output, whilst costs in Leeds and Barnsley were higher (close to £2,300 per start in each) because of their 
lower output levels.  It is worth noting that costs in Leeds and Bradford were both significantly inflated 
because of the Programme contribution for an ATA (£400,000 in each) included within their budgets.  
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7.3 BUSINESSES REACHED, FRAMEWORKS ADOPTED AND LEVEL OF APPRENTICESHIPS 

TABLE 12 – SECTOR PROFILE OF BUSINESSES ENGAGED AND THOSE STARTING APPRENTICESHIPS 

SECTOR  
BUSINESSES 

ENGAGED 
% OF THOSE 

ENGAGED 
APPRENTICE 

STARTS 
% OF STARTS 

CONVERSION - 
ENGAGED TO START 

% 

AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY AND FISHING 29 1.0% 18 0.8% 62% 

MINING, QUARRYING & UTILITIES 18 0.6% 19 0.8% 106% 

MANUFACTURING 395 13.4% 287 12.1% 73% 

CONSTRUCTION 320 10.9% 255 10.8% 80% 

MOTOR TRADES 162 5.5% 119 5.0% 73% 

WHOLESALE 65 2.2% 49 2.1% 75% 

RETAIL 368 12.5% 263 11.1% 71% 

TRANSPORT & STORAGE 52 1.8% 38 1.6% 73% 

ACCOMMODATION & FOOD SERVICES 168 5.7% 108 4.6% 64% 

INFORMATION & COMMUNICATIONS 203 6.9% 138 5.8% 68% 

FINANCIAL & INSURANCE 97 3.3% 79 3.3% 81% 

PROPERTY 63 2.1% 43 1.8% 68% 

PROFESSIONAL, SCIENTIFIC & TECHNICAL 89 3.0% 62 2.6% 70% 

BUSINESS ADMIN & SUPPORT SERVICES 138 4.7% 121 5.1% 88% 

PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION & DEFENCE 10 0.3% 9 0.4% 90% 

EDUCATION 96 3.3% 160 6.8% 167% 

HEALTH 197 6.7% 199 8.4% 101% 

ARTS, ENTERTAINMENT, RECREATION & OTHER 
SERVICES 

103 
3.5% 

70 
3.0% 68% 

OTHER OR SECTOR NOT RECORDED 368 12.5% 330 13.9% 90% 

TOTAL 2,941 100.0% 2,367 100.0% 80% 
 
 
Table 12 describes the mix of sectors recorded for business engagement and apprenticeship starts.  Three 
sectors stood out as having the highest outputs – manufacturing, retail and construction.  This was the case 
for both engagements and starts, and together these sectors accounted for around 35% of outputs.  Of 
these, construction is notable in making up a disproportionately high proportion of outputs compared to the 
percentage of businesses in that sector in the Leeds City Region economy.  
 
Overall, there was 80% conversion from businesses engagement into apprenticeship starts.  The rate was 
highest for sectors associated with the public sector, or with close links to it – health, education and public 
administration.  In education, a conversion rate of 167% meant that on average every three companies 
engaged would lead to five apprenticeship starts.  Most other sectors had conversion rates of 70%-75%.  It 
was notable that accommodation and food services had a lower figure of 64%.  This fits with messages 
from the Hubs about firms in this sector sometimes offering poor quality apprenticeships or unsuitable 
vacancies, with some of these being identified as such at the engagement stage and not leading to starts.   
 
Business outputs were also analysed by size of business (based on employees).  Figure 6 shows the results 
for business engagement, apprenticeship starts and the conversion percentage between the two9.   
 
  

                                                        
 
9 A finer grain analysis of outputs by business size is available in the Apprenticeship Hub Programme Data Report (Q4 
2015/16) prepared by Catherine Lunn in the Leeds City Region LEP team for the SFA (28 April 2016) 
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FIGURE 6:  PROPORTION OF OUTPUTS BY BUSINESS SIZE (NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES) 

 
Two main findings emerge.  First, that businesses with up to 10 employees account for nearly two thirds of 
businesses engaged, and a half of apprenticeship starts.  Secondly, that conversion rates from engagement 
to start increase with the size of business, with engagement with each business with over 50 employees 
typically leading to nearly two apprenticeship starts.  However, whilst conversion rates are lower for 
smaller businesses, they are still reasonably high and demonstrate that apprenticeships are relevant even 
in very small businesses. 
 
As shown in Table 13, a spread of frameworks were selected by SMEs/Apprentices across the Programme.  
Six of these each accounted for more than 100 apprenticeship starts, with Business Administration the 
most dominant by some way and making up a third of the frameworks used. 
 
TABLE 13:  FRAMEWORKS SELECTED 

FRAMEWORK DETAILS NO OF STARTS % OF STARTS 

BUSINESS, ADMINISTRATION & LAW 805 34% 

RETAIL & COMMERCIAL ENTERPRISE 316 13% 

ENGINEERING & MANUFACTURING TECHNOLOGIES 295 12% 

CONSTRUCTION, PLANNING AND THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT 280 12% 

HEALTH, PUBLIC SERVICES & CARE 266 11% 

INFORMATION & COMMUNICATION TECHNOLOGY 156 7% 

ARTS, MEDIA & PUBLISHING 64 3% 

AGRICULTURE, HORTICULTURE & ANIMAL CARE 52 2% 

EDUCATION & TRAINING 52 2% 

LEISURE, TRAVEL & TOURISM 51 2% 

NOT RECORDED 30 1% 

TOTAL 2,367 100% 
 
A large majority of apprenticeships taken up were at Intermediary Level (83%), with 16% at Advanced Level.  
Less than 1% (four in total) were at Higher Level.  This compares to 60% of apprenticeships started in 
England in 2014/1510 being at Intermediate Level, with 36% at Advanced Level and 4% at Higher Level 
(although these statistics are not wholly comparable as the national ones include all age groups, rather 
than 16-24 as in the City Region’s Apprenticeship Programme).   

                                                        
 
10 Source: BIS FE Data Library: apprenticeships (as cited in reference 9 below) 
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Anecdotally, Hubs said that significant numbers of those completing an Intermediary Level apprenticeship 
would then go on to do an Advanced Level apprenticeship (not counted in the output statistics).  As 
discussed in section 7.6, there would appear much room for any future programme to do more to promote 
apprenticeships at Level 3 and above, and this may also help to widen the uptake of apprenticeships and 
enhance their reputation and value.  A number of Hubs have already demonstrated that promoting Level 3 
apprenticeships in significant numbers is possible given the right targeting and connections to providers. 
 
 
7.4 APPRENTICE DEMOGRAPHICS, TARGETING AND POVERTY REDUCTION 

GENDER 

Statistics were kept on the gender of apprentices and this found that across the Programme there was a 
fairly even split between young men (55%) and women (45%) taking up apprenticeships, although with a 
slightly higher proportion of males.  Local data on gender split was not analysed, but statements from Hubs 
suggest that most saw a broadly even male-female balance.  The gender split varied slightly from national 
statistics which show that 53% of apprenticeships starts were by females in 2014/1511.  
 
Hubs were careful not to gender stereotype specific apprenticeship roles, and made efforts to use examples 
such as female engineering apprentices in publicity and case studies to try and counter and stereotypes.  
However, they reported gender based preferences towards certain sectors, roles or frameworks still 
persist, such as there being more males in manufacturing and construction based apprenticeships.  While 
the Programme has helped to broadcast positive images, this is clearly a deep set, cultural and societal 
issue that will take a long time to turn around. 
 

ETHNICITY 

Statistics were not kept on the ethnicity of apprentices.  It would have been helpful to have included this 
within data recording requirements, and in any future work it would be helpful to track this data.  This is 
especially the case as national reports have previously identified relatively low uptake of apprenticeships by 
some minority ethnic groups.  For example, in London in 2012/13, Asian/Asian British people accounted for 
13% of apprenticeship starts but 19% of the population, whilst Black/African/Caribbean/Black British 
people accounted for 19% of starts but 11% of the population12.   
 
In Leeds City Region, and especially in Leeds, Bradford, Kirklees and Calderdale, a significant proportion of 
the population is made up of BAME (Black, Asian or Minority Ethnic) communities, with the Asian/Asian 
British population the largest minority group.  Whilst statistics were not kept, anecdotally, all Hubs that 
expressed a view (including all of those in West Yorkshire and Barnsley) thought that BAME, and specifically 
Asian/Asian British communities were probably underrepresented in apprenticeship starts.   
 
Hubs also brought out distinctions between different communities, and potential reasons for differences 
and underrepresentation.  For example, a heightened tendency amongst parents of Indian and Sikh 
backgrounds to have university aspirations for their children was noted, as was the culture of working in 
family businesses, self-employment and enterprise within the Muslim community, with apprenticeships 
“not really on the radar”.  Hub observations that parental aspirations were particularly influential in BAME 
communities, but often not supportive of apprenticeships, are backed by national research which concluded 
that “parents from BAME backgrounds were particularly sceptical about apprenticeships and would prefer their 
children to pursue formal learning.”13 
 
There was no suggestion that Hubs had not sought to promote apprenticeships across all communities, and 
Hubs did so where this was not time-intensive (e.g. ensuring that images of an ethnically diverse spread of 
apprentices were used in promotional materials).  However, some Hubs said that whilst there was scope to 
do more – for instance outreach in communities - putting the extra time and effort in to do so was difficult 
given the pressures to focus on meeting output targets, with one Hub noting that: 

                                                        
 
11 Jeanne Delebarre, House of Commons Library Briefing Paper no. 06113, Apprenticeship Statistics: England (1996-2015), 
January 2015 
12 Jeremy Crook OBE, Apprentices and Ethnic Minorities, BTEG (Black Training and Enterprise Group), December 2014 
13 Marcia Brophy, Bethia McNeil and Anna Shandro; Thinking About Apprenticeships: perceptions and expectations of 
employers, parents and young people, The Local Wellbeing Project, 2009 
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“We don’t do bad on BAME take up, but there’s still more that we could do...it’s at the back of our minds and 
needs addressing, but the need to put all of our effort into hitting output targets makes it hard to do this.” 
 
The most concrete approach to addressing this issue in the future was in Leeds, where a target to move 
from 10% to 15% BAME apprenticeship starts by 2019 had been set.  This will involve work with community 
stakeholders and the Yorkshire Asian Business Network to raise awareness and then to channel people into 
their ‘winning application workshops’.  This is a very positive approach and addresses both the 
underrepresentation of Asian/Asian British communities in apprenticeships, and the lower success rate of 
online applicants from BAME communities in securing an apprenticeship (that has been documented 
nationally). 
 

REACHING THOSE IN DISADVANTAGE 

As discussed in section 7.1, the aim of promoting apprenticeships was primarily focused on tackling youth 
unemployment.  The connection between apprenticeships and reducing poverty and disadvantage was 
arguably implicit within this assumption and the use of NEET statistics to apportion local output targets.  
However, the extent to which this holds true in practice is questionable, and Hubs thought that 
apprenticeships should not be framed as a route out of poverty.  Activity was not usually targeted that way 
locally, and whilst there was no monitoring data to back up lines of argument, there was a consensus 
amongst Hubs that (without proactive targeting and additional support) apprenticeships generally did not 
reach those furthest from the labour market: 
 

“[Our] gut feeling is that it is not reaching the hardest to reach.” [Barnsley Hub] 
 
The fact the apprenticeships are appear not to be reaching the most disadvantaged communities is not a 
failing of individual Hubs or the Programme, more an inevitable reflection of the qualifications needed to do 
one, with many requiring 5 good GCSEs, or at least English and Maths.  Without pre-apprenticeship training, 
options to get those furthest from the labour market to the point where they can secure an apprenticeship 
are limited.  In reality, the group apprenticeships reach most effectively is those who are reasonably 
educated (or better) but more vocationally minded.  Reflecting this, some Hubs such as Calderdale, offered 
pre-apprenticeship training to those that needed it to enable them to move onto an apprenticeship.  Their 
policies on pay also helped to combat in-work poverty during apprenticeships. 
 

“We aim to help promote apprenticeships as a valuable pathway for people who may need a way out of poverty, 
and we work with employers to ensure the apprenticeship wage is only given for the initial part of the training 
and as the person progresses they get a wage suitable for the role.” [Calderdale Hub] 
 
Others such as Barnsley noted similar intentions and are keen to widen the reach of apprenticeships in the 
future through mechanisms such as pre-apprenticeship training.  Leeds drew parallels with the additional 
work required to target increased BAME uptake of apprenticeships, and the contrast between the time and 
resource required and the focus on achieving much narrower output targets: 
 

“If you are being measured on starts, there must be a recruitment approach targeted at apprenticeship-ready 
people.  Yet how does this sit with looking at converting the harder to reach where the start point is much 
lower?” [Leeds Hub] 
 
In essence, the ambitious levels of output targets set for the Programme made it hard for Hubs who were 
working all out to hit the starts targets to divert energy into activity that may bring wider benefits but fewer 
outputs from a given resource.  This message was relayed in interviews with a number of Hubs. 
 
The main conclusion to draw is that apprenticeships should not be assumed to be an anti-poverty tool that 
offers disproportionate benefits to those who are disadvantaged and with lower qualifications, including 
those who are NEET.  Indeed, presenting them as such may undermine efforts to create a parity of esteem 
between apprenticeships and more academic qualifications.  A better way forward, as a number of Hubs 
advocated, is to create training and employability pathways for those who are unemployed and 
underqualified to upskill to the point where they are ready to do an apprenticeship.  This would help to raise 
skills levels, reduce exclusion and increase apprenticeships long term. 
 
 



62 
 
 

7.5 BUSINESS EXPERIENCE, BENEFITS AND FUTURE INTENTIONS 

A key factor in assessing the Programme is how well the experience of an apprenticeship worked for 
business, how the benefits realised compared to those expected, and what the outcome was in terms of 
intentions around taking on further apprentices in the future.  As Programme outputs ended at the 
apprenticeship start point, monitoring did not cover these aspects.  However, the business survey gained 
responses which provide useful insights, including about overall satisfaction with apprentices. 
 
FIGURE 7:  BUSINESS EXPERIENCE OF EMPLOYING AN APPRENTICE 

 

Overall, businesses were very positive about how apprenticeships had worked for them, with 72% 
describing their experience as good or very good.  That was around ten times more than the 7% that said 
their experience had been poor or very poor.    
 

BENEFITS EXPECTED AND REALISED 

Businesses were asked why they had (initially) recruited an apprentice and how far a number of potential 
benefits had been important.  Figure 8 shows the % rating each one as important or otherwise. 
 
FIGURE 8:  IMPORTANCE OF REASONS FOR RECRUITING AN APPRENTICE 
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Two reasons were important or very important for at least three quarters of businesses – to ensure they 
had the staff needed for business growth, and to give local young people a chance.  A further three reasons 
were important/very important for 50% to 60% of businesses – filling an ongoing business role, increasing 
workforce skills, and bringing in new blood and energy.  Related to this last factor, it is interesting that two 
of the top five reasons (the other being giving young people a chance) are about the passions and feel of the 
business rather than about more quantifiable aspects such as skills levels, costs or capacity.   
 
In wider engagement work, businesses often raise issues to do with the loss of the skills of older staff who 
are due to retire in the coming years.  Bringing in apprentices to learn from and eventually replace such 
staff was of some importance to around 40% of businesses.  Low costs were a factor for most businesses, 
but rarely a driving one.   
 
FIGURE 9:  EXTENT TO WHICH BUSINESSES HAVE REALISED BENEFITS FROM EMPLOYING AN APPRENTICE 

 
Figure 9 describes the extent to which businesses say they have realised a selection of specified benefits as 
a result of employing an apprentice.  Two positive impacts were described as having been a major or 
significant benefit by around 50% of businesses – being better prepared for future business growth and 
success (48%) and improved teamwork, morale and positive energy (49%).  The former was described as a 
major benefit by considerably more businesses (23%) than any of the other benefits.  Its prominence 
mirrors the large number of businesses who said that future growth was a motivation for hiring an 
apprentice, and suggests that many apprenticeships are delivering what businesses require in this respect.  
The benefit of improved teamwork, morale and energy (which was felt by 85% of businesses to some 
extent) related strongly to the expressed business goal of bringing in new blood and energy. 
 
A wide range of other benefits had been reaped to a lesser extent, and were more frequently described as a 
slight benefit.  These included improved profitability/efficiency, improved product/service quality, better 
skills, new ideas and innovation, output growth and reduced costs.   
 
In weighing up the benefits gained, it is important to note that the apprentices in question had usually only 
been employed by the businesses surveyed for a short time – nearly all for less than two years and most 
for less than a year.  Business benefits would be expected to increase in scale and extent as 
apprenticeships are completed and young people become long term employees who will further develop 
and progress within companies. 
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FIGURE 10:  FUTURE BUSINESS INTENTIONS ON APPRENTICESHIPS 

 
As a summing up question, businesses were asked about their future intentions for employing another 
apprentice in the future.  As Figure 10 shows, the results from this were very positive.  Excluding ‘don’t 
know’ answers, just over 90% of businesses expected to employ another apprentice in the future or already 
had done, with the number expecting to take one on outweighing those who were unlikely to by more than 
ten to one.  No businesses said that they would definitely not employ another apprentice. 
 
This is important in a number of ways.  First, it demonstrates that the assumption behind the Programme – 
that businesses value apprenticeships is correct.  Secondly, the very high figures for businesses employing 
apprentices in the future suggests that those supported through the Hub have generally gone well (as is 
backed up by the results on experience of apprenticeships).  And thirdly, it demonstrates that the impact of 
the Hub Programme – in terms of skills, business success and economic impact benefits - goes well beyond 
the actual outputs recorded.  It also demonstrates that a focus on ‘matching’ businesses and candidates is 
worthwhile.  It also triggers additional future apprenticeships, most of which will not be recorded as 
outputs.  In fact, given that around 60% of firms have already employed at least another one apprentice or 
expect to do so within 12 months, and that nearly another 30% expect to beyond that, it is highly likely that 
for every apprenticeship initially catalysed by the Hubs, there will be at least another apprenticeship 
created downstream, and probably many more if these patterns are repeated in the future. 
 
Analysis of the small number of businesses that were unlikely to recruit another apprentice, shows that 
most of them were microbusinesses (less than 10 employees), that had typically gained low benefits from 
their first apprenticeship.  Half of them had seen an apprentice leave.  Overall, of the thirteen businesses 
surveyed who said an apprentice had left, four were unlikely to recruit an apprentice again and two did not 
know if they would do.  So whilst an apprentice leaving does not always trigger wariness of future 
apprenticeships, it often does do.  Maintaining a quality approach to apprenticeship support that helps to 
prevent this from happening is (and has been) of value. 
 
 
7.6 WIDER BENEFITS FROM THE PROGRAMME 

Whilst the monitoring and targeting of the Programme was focused on achieving quantitative businesses 
engagement and apprenticeship start outputs (as sought by the SFA and BIS in return for funding the 
Programme), its benefits, and the activity undertaken went a good deal wider.  In part this reflected desires 
to achieve good quality, sustainable outcomes (for instance leading to apprenticeship completions and 
subsequent employment, not just starts).  But it also reflected the need to focus on the awareness and 
attitudes of young people, schools and parents, as it became increasingly apparent that this was a key 
barrier to increasing apprenticeship numbers long term. 
 
Section 4 of this evaluation explores the marketing and engagement work that has been carried out, so it is 
not replicated here.  However, it is important to note that this constituted a major area of Hub activity, which 
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involved significant time and resource inputs, and which is only partially reflected in Programme outputs.  
Some young people will have been engaged by Hubs through their activities, connected to apprenticeship 
opportunities in business, and started these within the timetable of the Programme.  These will have helped 
to increase Hub output levels.  More often though it is likely that changes in attitudes and awareness will be 
longer term and less direct, meaning that although they lead to increases in apprenticeship starts, these 
cannot be counted as outputs.  Hubs thus had to strike a balance between delivering short term direct 
outputs as contracted, and taking strategic action to address key barriers to apprenticeship uptake, which 
were not counted within Programme success measures.  As one Hub put it: 
 

“There is sometimes a clash between what works best on outputs and what is best for apprenticeships long 
term.” 
 
In practice, most Hubs managed to hit their output targets and carry out (or prompt through partners) 
extensive work to engage young people and schools.  This represents a considerable additional benefit from 
the Programme which is not counted in output measures or value for money analysis.  Tracking and valuing 
such activity would have been helpful and should be included in any future programmes where it is intrinsic 
to long term success. 
 

QUALITY, SUSTAINABILITY AND TARGETING 

Similar issues and dilemmas were raised around the quality and targeting of apprenticeships as against 
just their quantity.  Section 3.4 reviewed this and found that in terms of the apprenticeships they catalysed, 
Hubs were committed to providing a good quality service to business, and apprenticeship starts that would 
suit their needs and those of the young person.  Businesses survey results which suggest a high proportion 
of apprenticeships starts are seen through to completion (or are expected to be), back up this assertion. 
 
Performance often appears to have been less strong in terms of prompting apprenticeships that are more 
difficult to create because they need more targeting, outreach or expense.  One example of this was the 
difficulty in addressing the under-representation of BAME communities in taking up apprenticeships (see 
7.4).  Likewise, the extent of work to widen the reach of apprenticeships through pre-apprenticeship 
training (for example to enable greater uptake in deprived areas and by those more likely to face 
unemployment and/or poverty) was limited, with areas such as Calderdale the exception in doing so 
(although others would like to in the future). 
 
A fairly modest degree of additional work to target businesses within key economic sectors for the City 
Region (or local economy) was evident, and in most localities there was no special focus on advanced or 
higher level apprenticeships (see 7.3).  The exceptions on this latter point were chiefly North Yorkshire and 
York, where both Hubs took steps to encourage Level 3 provision or higher, in part reflecting the need to 
meet aspirations and ensure good quality in their areas: 
 
“The team are working hard to educate businesses of the value of Level 3+” [York Hub] 
 

In North Yorkshire, the Hub said that getting the best for young people and employers was backed up by 
“high numbers of Level 3s, pay often above the minimum, selectivity around providers and avoidance of bad 
apprenticeships”.  Calderdale’s policy on only supporting those paying age appropriate minimum wage and 
maintaining a relationship with businesses throughout an apprenticeship was another example of a quality 
focus, albeit one which might reduce gross output levels.  Overall, there was a sense that while the quality 
of what was provided was good, different and wider output and outcome measures (going beyond those 
agreed with BIS and the SFA, which reflected the Government’s main focus at the time) could have enabled 
a more rounded and long term approach: 
 

“The Hub Programme aspires to quality but the targets and output measures mitigate against it…a focus on 
sustainability is needed, which will enhance reputation all round and lead to apprenticeships being self-
propagating.” 
 

“Hubs have always had to ‘chase numbers’ and this might have stopped them from delivering more value added 
activity, especially towards the close of the Programme.” [Training Provider] 
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WIDER BENEFITS 

Besides the quality of apprenticeships and increasing young people’s propensity to take up them up, there 
were a range of wider qualitative benefits from the Programme that were not counted in formal monitoring.  
Examples include: 
 

• Improved and widened relationships with local businesses, especially SMEs.  Apprenticeships proved to 
be a good, practical way to engage with businesses who may not otherwise have contacted local 
authority or LEP economic development teams and initiatives.  Whilst this direct engagement was 
tracked, its benefits in terms of connecting businesses to wider business support was not. 
 

• Improved awareness of apprenticeships within other businesses who may not have engaged with the 
Programme directly, but nevertheless may have employed an apprentice (or do so in the future) after 
having have seen the Programme’s marketing materials or website, or having had word of mouth 
recommendation to take on an apprentice from other businesses which had engaged with a Hub.   

 

• Improved partnerships with training providers and improved provider performance, especially as 
providers only gained repeated recommendation from Hubs if they delivered well. 

 

• Improved networking and connections, including within local authorities (e.g. between departments 
focused on economic development and on children and young people); between local employment, 
skills and business engagement officers across the city region; between local and City Region level 
officers; and sharing of good practice within the City Region and with other apprenticeship programmes 
beyond it.  Within the City Region a “friendly rivalry” between Hubs on performance achievement went 
alongside a culture of mutual support: 
 

“Hubs have come together and helped each other.” [City Region Apprenticeship Hub Manager] 
 
 
7.7 DISCUSSION OF ADDITIONALITY, OUTCOMES AND ECONOMIC IMPACT 

APPRENTICESHIP ACHIEVEMENT AND OUTCOMES 

The timing of the evaluation and the nature of the Apprenticeship Programme’s targets and monitoring (i.e. 
focused on apprenticeship starts) mean it is not possible to assess what it has led to in terms of 
apprenticeship achievement (i.e. completions) and wider benefits such as employment and business 
productivity.  To assess those factors with any certainty would require appropriate monitoring of whether 
apprenticeships were completed within businesses, what the apprentice did afterwards, and for the 
company to describe the benefits gained.  Ideally, for any future programme, monitoring and evaluation 
should be planned to take place from the start of the Programme until at least a year (and ideally longer) 
after the delivery phase to allow for such assessment to be made. 
 
Nevertheless, business survey data allows some estimates of apprenticeship achievement levels to be 
made based on questions about the outcome of apprenticeships that had started more than a year earlier 
and expectations for those started more recently. 
 
FIGURE 11:  APPRENTICESHIP OUTCOMES (FOR THOSE STARTED MORE THAN 12 MONTHS BEFORE THE BUSINESS 
SURVEY) 
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The results should be treated with some caution as they are based on a modest sample that answered this 
question (44 businesses) and respondents may not be representative of all businesses that took on an 
apprentice.  However, they suggest that after a year or more, nearly 90% of apprenticeships were either 
ongoing or had been completed, with only 11% having ended early.  While the biggest single category was 
those who had been employed after completing an apprenticeship (34%), the proportion still doing an 
apprenticeship – either the initial one a further one subsequently – was higher still at 48%.  The 21% doing a 
further one equates to 29% of those where an outcome from the first apprenticeship had been reached and 
reinforces statements from Hubs suggesting that their activity catalyses further apprenticeships 
downstream (e.g. at Advanced or Higher Level) which are not counted within output measures. 
 
FIGURE 12:  EXPECTED APPRENTICESHIP OUTCOMES (THOSE STARTED LESS THAN 12 MONTHS AGO) 

A further 54 business who responded to the survey had started an apprenticeship less than a year ago, and 
these were asked about their expectation for it.  83% of those expected the apprenticeship to be completed, 
three quarters of whom expected to employ the apprentice subsequently (with most of the remainder 
unsure).  In 15% of cases the apprenticeship had ended early or was expected, and a further 2% were 
unsure about completion.   
 
Combining insights from the two questions, the proportion of apprenticeships that have been completed or 
are expected to be ranges between 83% and 89%.  This compares to national statistics which suggest that 
on average 69% of learners finishing in 2013/14 successfully completed the requirements of their 
apprenticeship framework.14 
 

ADDITIONALITY AND DEADWEIGHT 

Guidance on assessment of additionality from apprenticeships advises that calculating this would require 
tracking of a comparator group unaffected by apprenticeship promotion activity; detailed information on 
employers’ characteristics (including the target group for interventions and the control group); and detailed 
information about recruitment and training practices15.  This was not possible given the remit, capacity and 
available data for this evaluation, hence its outputs are based on gross rather than net data.  In broad terms 
this means that the data used does not estimate the extent to which outputs may have occurred without the 
Programme having prompted them (‘deadweight’).  Equally, no multiplier effects have been factored in, for 
instance if starting one apprenticeship in a business led to that individual doing a further apprenticeship in 
the business later on, to other apprenticeships being employed in future years (after the Programme). 
 
  

                                                        
 
14 https://fullfact.org/education/how-many-apprenticeships-are-successfully-completed/, accessed 29/04/2016 
15 BIS Research paper 138, Measuring Additionality in Apprenticeships, BIS, October 2013 
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Technically, additionality is the “concept where the government policy specifically induces the desired 
outcome that would not have occurred in the absence of such intervention”, whilst deadweight loss 
combines displacement and substitution effects and is “a reduction in net economic benefits resulting from 
an inefficient allocation of resources, for example as a result of individuals or employers no longer privately 
financing their own skills acquisition, or those of their workforce, and substituting publicly financed training 
in its place.”16. 
 
The way the Leeds City Region Apprenticeship Programme was targeted and bounded was specifically 
designed to reduce deadweight.  This was because it was: 
 

• only open to SMEs (as larger employers are more likely to be aware of and able to take forward 
apprenticeships without support); 
 

• only open to businesses that had not previously offered apprenticeships or employed an apprentice in 
the last twelve months; and 
 

• was only open to young people aged 16-24 (other studies have shown that deadweight in 
apprenticeship provision increases for older age groups). 
 

A parliamentary report into apprenticeships17 noted that the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills 
assumes that, for economic returns to apprenticeships, all public funding achieves additionality, but lacks 
data to support this.  However, that is an optimistic assumption, and the parliamentary report further cited 
a BIS departmental paper which concluded that "in the absence of any publicly-funded apprenticeships, 28% 
of apprentices would have undertaken some training".  However, that does not mean that the same figure 
(28%) should be applied to the Leeds City Region Programme, as ‘undertaking some training’ will often 
probably fall far short of the training involved in an apprenticeship.  Furthermore it is based on national 
support to incentivise apprenticeships, not a programme of the type that ran in Leeds City Region.  Given 
that the City Region Programme led to apprenticeships of at least a year, did not offer funding, was targeted 
to avoid deadweight, and often led to multiplier effects in terms of additional apprenticeships downstream, 
we estimate that its deadweight will be far lower than 28%.  However, it is not possible to make a robust 
and reliable estimate of what a precise figure is likely to be. 
 

ECONOMIC IMPACT AND RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

A What Works Centre review of apprenticeships18 in 2015 did not produce any quantified figures for the 
gains from apprenticeships or any specific advice on the most effective means to promote them.  However, 
it did conclude that apprenticeships generally lead to better skills, employment and wage levels for those 
undertaking them, and that (based on limited UK data) Level 3 apprenticeships and above are likely to lead 
to ‘substantially higher lifetime wage gains’ than those at Intermediate Level.  This further highlights the 
benefits that may be achieved by a focus on Advanced and Higher Level (and in the future Degree Level) 
apprenticeships. 
 
A detailed NAO report into adult apprenticeships (age 18+) in 201219 concluded that “public spending on 
apprenticeships is producing a good economic return”, in part based on higher and increased wages amongst 
those who had completed an apprenticeship compared to similar employees who had not.  This amounted 
to an increase of 18% for completing an advanced apprenticeship and of 11% for an intermediate 
apprenticeship.  More widely, the economic returns were estimated at £21 and £16 for Advanced and 
Intermediate level apprenticeships respectively for every £1 of public funding invested (£18 across all 
levels).  Whilst not directly comparable to the Leeds City Region City Deal Programme, this suggests that a 
very high level of return from activity to promote apprenticeships is likely.  These figures do not take 
account of deadweight and compare to a BIS estimate of £28 across all levels reported by the Department 
in March 2011.  
 

                                                        
 
16 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201213/cmselect/cmbis/83/8310.htm, accessed 14/4/2016 
17 House of Commons Committee of Public Accounts, Adult Apprenticeships Eighty–fourth Report of Session 2010–12 
18 Evidence Review 8: Apprenticeships, What Works Centre for Local Economic Growth, September 2015 
19 NAO; Department for Business, Innovation and Skills - Skills Funding Agency National Apprenticeship Service - Adult 
Apprenticeships, Report by the Comptroller and Auditor General, HC 1787 Session 2010–2012, February 2012 
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A 2015 report by CEBR20 further explored economic returns from apprenticeships from the perspective of 
businesses.  It found that while training, each apprentice in England is estimated to deliver an average 
positive net gain of £1,670 per annum to their employer (based on the value of the economic output 
produced by an apprentice, plus any subsidies received, less wage and training costs).  Benefits increase in 
the long term, with a typical apprentice delivering productivity gains of over £10,000 per annum, rising to 
almost double that in the construction and planning, and engineering and manufacturing sectors.  
 
Applying these figures to the Leeds City Region Programme data for illustrative purposes, if it is estimated 
that 83% of the 2,367 apprenticeships are completed (based on the lower figure in the survey results), and 
lead to employment (for their apprenticeship employer or another who would benefit similarly), then over a 
five year period the long term productivity gains described in the CEBR report would amount to some £19.6 
million per year, or approximately £98.2 million over a five year period.  This would be on top of £3.2 million 
of benefit during an assumed one year as an apprentice, making a total of £101.4 million.  Set against City 
Deal Programme costs of £4.6 million, that would equate to a return on investment of approximately £22 for 
every £1 invested.   
 
The £22:1 return on investment estimate is similar to, and slightly higher than, the figure than the NAO’s 
England average all levels return on investment ratio of 18:1.  This suggests that notwithstanding its 
limitations, the broad estimate based on using a combination of business survey results and CEBR analysis 
is in the right ‘ball park’, and if anything the Leeds City Region Programme produces a slightly higher rate of 
return.  This, and the figure of £101 million of economic return, suggests that the Programme will result in 
a considerable long term economic benefit in the City Region. 
 
  

                                                        
 
20 CEBR, the Benefits of Apprenticeships to Business, March 2015 (http://www.cebr.com/reports/uk-to-gain-18bn-from-
apprenticeships) 
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8. CONCLUSIONS, GOOD PRACTICE AND LESSONS LEARNED 
 
8.1 OVERVIEW 

Taken in the round, our view is that the Leeds City Region Apprenticeship Hub Programme has been a 
major success.  This is based on a combination of its quantitative impact, wider benefits, likely long term 
outcomes and economic impact, and the experience and perceptions of those who came into contact with 
the programme, especially businesses. 
 
On outputs, the Programme comfortably met and exceeded its business engagement output targets, both at 
City Region level and across all local Hub areas.  It was successful in directly raising the awareness and 
understanding of nearly 3,000 businesses, and is highly likely to have impacted on the awareness of many 
more through indirect routes such as exposure to marketing material and peer to peer conversations 
between businesses.   
 
However, we view achieving just under 2,367 additional apprenticeship starts in SMEs as the greater 
success, a level which hit the revised output target but narrowly missed the more ambitious original target.  
The degree of stretch involved in this target grew considerably as youth unemployment fell sharply during 
the Programme, and it is clear that it required a combination of focus and flexibility, good programme 
management, innovation and a great deal of hard work and persistence to achieve.   This was over and 
above what had been anticipated at the outset and the Programme and local Hubs did well to come close to 
the initial target given this.  Moreover, real outputs will be higher still as not all eligible outputs were 
recorded (due to some providers/businesses not completing the require paperwork), and many of the Level 
2 apprentices recruited then went to complete Level 3 qualifications, which again could not be counted.  
Finally, as Hubs felt they needed to support all businesses not just SMEs given the context of their local 
council’s wider support for business, they additionally supported hundreds of new apprenticeships in non-
eligible businesses (supported by their own local resources).   
 
Of course, achievement did vary by locality.  In this respect, six Hubs met all of their targets, and some of 
these were particularly challenging given local circumstances and the way targets were allocated.  In the 
two areas that missed apprenticeship start targets, there was a mixture of mitigating circumstances and 
lessons to be learned.  These included the importance of realistic target setting taking into account the full 
range of local circumstances (which went beyond NEET numbers), the ability to recognise under-
performance and change course, and arguably over-reliance on a single main provider or contractor.  In 
Leeds especially, the ATA, which was to an FE college, delivered lower outputs than the Hub, making it 
harder to hit targets.   
 
In terms of qualitative benefits, the messages from Hubs about how they delivered a quality service to 
business were backed by both a convincing level of detail and third parties such as central interviewees and 
training providers.  The fact that businesses typically used 3-4 types of Hub support and that 83% found this 
to be helpful or very helpful (against only 2% saying it was not helpful) further attests to a high standard of 
business support.  
 
Hubs also clearly delivered wide ranging and long term benefits in terms of raising awareness and 
understanding and improving perceptions of apprenticeships amongst young people, teachers and parents.  
It was hard to ascertain the exact impact of this activity, but interaction with an increasing number of 
schools and access to full year groups not filtered groups, increasing attendance at apprenticeship events, 
and evidence of improving attitudes all suggest that they had a significant impact.  As Hubs themselves 
pointed out, this may be the single most important factor in enhancing apprenticeship uptake long term.  
 
Some other aspects of provision were weaker or patchy.  In particular there was limited activity to reach 
under-represented groups in apprenticeships (notably those of an Asian/British Asian background) or to 
make apprenticeships open to those with lower skills and employability, hence reducing future 
unemployment and poverty.  Some work was evident on this latter front, but it was not widespread.  Work 
was also quite limited in terms of promoting advanced and higher level apprenticeships, especially outside 
of York and North Yorkshire.  However, on all of these fronts Hubs were (and are) keen to do more, but felt 
inhibited from doing so because of the additional time and resource required (e.g. for outreach work) at a 
time when the focus was on achieving output targets.  In effect, the Programme was limited in what it could 
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do in this regard because its outputs and targets were agreed with Government and financial penalties 
could be applied if they were not delivered. 
 
Whilst progression, prospects and tie in with career aspirations are the key factors in attracting young 
people to take up apprenticeships, pay also appears to be becoming a more important factor in encouraging 
uptake, and enabling employers to attract higher quality candidates.  This fits with both the laws of supply 
and demand (given reduced youth unemployment and greater competition for keen and able young people) 
and anecdotal evidence from Hubs, a good number of whom said that they advised employers that above 
minimum pay would help to secure better candidates.  Calderdale’s approach of only offering advice to firm 
who pay age appropriate minimum wage did not appear to deter many businesses and may bring benefits 
in raising the quality of apprenticeships and their reputation and appeal with young people. 
 
Even excluding the qualitative benefits, assuming national levels of return on investment from 
apprenticeships, would produce an economic value of £82.8 million, rising to £101.4 million based on a 
Programme-specific estimate.  This suggests that long term outcomes and economic impacts are likely to 
be substantial and demonstrates an excellent return on investment. 
 
All this is rounded up in perceptions of those involved in the programme at a high level, most of whom were 
distant enough from its operation to give a reasonably dispassionate view.  Whilst they offered suggestions 
for improvements and pointed to some variation in performance across areas, all of the interviewees 
instinctively described the Programme as a success, for example: 
 

“Overall it’s been a good Programme, we’d put it in our catalogue of successes.” 
“The programme has performed really well…there’s some fantastic work and stories out there” 
“It has absolutely been a success” 
 
 
8.2 MAIN OVERALL LESSONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE PROVISION 

The main overall lessons to emerge from the Programme and their implications for future provision are set 
out below: 
 
a) Promotion of apprenticeships to young people and those who influence them (specifically schools and 

parents) is fundamental and must be well covered by either mainstreamed local approaches, including 
on IAG, or the core activities of any future programme.  It is important to use mechanisms and 
communication styles that connect with young people, and to use clear, consistent, and frequently 
reinforced messages based on real stories and experiences.  This should including raising awareness 
of the range of apprenticeship options.  Communication by one young person to another works 
especially well, whether through using apprentices within Hub teams, or ‘apprentice ambassador’ 
networks.   

 
b) There should be a greater focus on outcomes and quality, including advanced/higher/degree level 

apprenticeships, which tend to deliver greater value for apprentices and the businesses that employ 
them.  This will mean a more resource intensive approach and involve added value work to develop 
relationships, ensure good candidate/business matching, and to deliver apprenticeship starts, 
particularly amongst a reducing pool of young people.  Provision should seek to promote 
apprenticeships that offer good training and progression opportunities and above minimum pay where 
possible, and avoid any poor quality apprenticeships.  Programme outcome measures and monitoring 
should reflect this range of goals, with due weight on the quality as well as quantity of provision, and 
should track downstream benefits in terms of completions, employment and business benefits. 

 
c) Work is needed to widen the groups reached by apprenticeships, including under-represented groups 

(e.g. BAME communities), all age groups, and widening access for less qualified and disadvantaged 
people and groups.  Linked to the point on quality above (b), this work is likely to be relatively time 
intensive, and to involve pre-apprenticeship training and outreach so that apprenticeships and 
associated investment are better aligned to poverty reduction, employment and inclusion goals. 

 
d) Whilst maintaining a degree of flexibility, there is a strong case for applying greater consistency across 

local provision, based on the models that proved most successful.  This would most likely involve 
retaining the combination of a central LEP led role and local delivery.  In the Apprenticeship Hub 
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Programme, the most successful local models tended to involve delivery by Hubs within single local 
councils and with teams of a sufficient size to make a difference and cover for loss of staff capacity.  
This model helps to support perceptions of the Hub as offering independent advice, and alignment with 
other local council departments and partners.  Based on their outputs, the case for future ATA provision 
is less strong than for Hubs, but if the two do coincide, it is important that they are integrated and have 
clearly differentiated roles.  Strong management, senior support, and committed and able staff have 
been crucial at city-region and local level and will remain so in the future. 

 
e) It is important to build, extend and maintain good relationships with providers, to have clear 

expectations on quality and approach, and clarity about their roles and those of Hubs in areas such as 
engagement with young people.  There may be value in identifying a pool of providers across the city 
region that consistently meet quality standards and can meet needs for routine, specialist provision and 
higher level provision.  It is good practice to ensure open recommendation of a number of providers 
wherever possible, rather than being tied to or strongly skewed towards single local providers. 

 
f) Marketing is important in raising awareness and building positive perceptions, amongst businesses, 

young people and parents.  Social media and websites are particularly important for young people, 
backed by face to face contact in schools and at centrepiece events – all of which should draw on 
success stories to demonstrate apprenticeships in action, especially where they demonstrate a level of 
progression.  Face to face contact is best for business engagement with targeted bursts of 
telemarketing to generate leads.  There is value in a mix of central and local marketing activity but this 
must be scoped, agreed and commissioned from the outset to help Hubs to hit the ground running.  This 
could include dedicated, specialist in-house marketing support to a central programme team.  Better 
monitoring arrangements should be in place from the outset to help assess impact. 

 
g) It is important to ensure that apprenticeship support is well connected to wider business support and 

skills and employment provision, both through the LEP and at local level.  This should include clear fit 
with LEP business growth support and the Skills Service, as well to local provision and partners, with 
strong cross-referral mechanisms in place, including with wider young people’s services.  Support to 
business should include general advice and the range of support (e.g. identifying providers and 
frameworks, recruitment support, salary benchmarking) provided by Hubs to date. 

 
 
8.3 KEY FINDINGS AND LESSONS LEARNED IN SPECIFIC AREAS OF ACTIVITY 

This section brings together the more detailed conclusions from the section summaries into one place for 
convenience.  Sections 8.1 and 8.2 above on overall lessons have drawn upon these in distilling overall 
messages and implications for future provision.  In addition, annex 3 reproduces (and updates where 
appropriate) the detailed good practice points identified within the mid-term report in 2015. 
 

OVERALL PROGRAMME PURPOSE AND MODEL 

• The purpose of the programme was clear and based on reducing youth unemployment and helping 
businesses to meet skills needs, although the balance between these goals was less clear. 

 

• The two output targets, based on business engagement and apprenticeship starts provided a clear 
focus, and drove action by Hubs.  However, they left a gap in terms of the quality of activity, how it was 
targeted and its long term outcomes and benefits.  

 

• The central Apprenticeship Programme ran by the LEP played a valuable role in managing and co-
ordinating the Programme, including tracking and improving performance, driving marketing and good 
practice exchange.  It benefited from a highly able manager and strong senior support. 

 

• There was a high degree of local flexibility, with four main models adopted across the eight Hubs.  
These were for Hubs delivering from within a single council, Hubs that subcontracted most delivery; 
Hubs that covered multiple local authority areas, and Hubs that operated alongside an ATA. 

 

• A greater degree of consistency (but still with some flexibility) may help to capture economies of scale 
and focus any future provision on the most effective models.  In this respect, there is some, if 
inconclusive, evidence that Hubs delivering from within a single council have advantages. 
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BUSINESS ENGAGEMENT AND SUPPORT ON APPRENTICESHIPS 

• Of the range of mechanisms used to connect with businesses, proactive telesales routes to generate 
leads followed by face to face meetings worked particularly well.  In most cases, businesses were not 
specifically targeted based on sector. 

 

• Hubs usually offered a wide core offer to businesses, combining general advice with help in selecting 
an apprenticeship framework and training provider and assistance with the recruitment process.  
Businesses typically utilised 3-4 types of support and rated the help they received highly. 

 

• Some overlap between the roles of Hubs and ATAs in Bradford and Leeds was initially evident, however, 
co-ordination between them, and differentiation of roles in Bradford helped to ensure an integrated 
offer.  Nevertheless this model did not appear to deliver the scale of benefits or financial sustainability 
that had been originally anticipated. 

 

• Whilst quality factors were not monitored, all Hubs sought to provide a good quality service to business.  
A quality focus in other areas, such as a focus on good pay and progression, promoting 
advanced/higher level apprenticeships, and reaching disadvantaged or underrepresented groups, was 
patchier, and made more difficult by the pressure to deliver core output targets. 

 

• Most businesses were able to recruit apprentices, but the shortage of keen and able young people made 
this more difficult.  However, vacancies that chimed with young people’s aspirations and which offered 
good prospects and above minimum pay were often quickly filled. 

 

PROMOTION TO AND ENGAGEMENT WITH YOUNG PEOPLE, PARENTS AND SCHOOLS 

• The requirements of a marketing function need to be in place at the outset in order to embed the 
necessary specialist marketing support, ensure a strategic and coordinated approach that meets the 
needs of all stakeholders, and incorporate the need for local flexibility aligned to other local action. 

 

• The biggest impact from the central marketing service lay in the development of a high quality central 
vacancy showcase with proactive enquiry capture and referral, driven by targeted online advertising 
and presence and real life success stories. 

 

• Good relationships with schools are critical in raising awareness and changing perceptions.  There are 
different ways in which this can be done, but the key is perseverance, consistency, and the ability to 
demonstrate the full range of opportunities presented by apprenticeships. 

 

• Reaching young people and parents requires the right message, at the right time, and via the right 
channel.  Large scale engagement is a useful starting point but must be drilled down to targeted, 
smaller group or individual engagement to fully highlight opportunities and drive conversion to starts. 

 

• The quantifiable impact of marketing work undertaken throughout the Programme was hard to track 
and assess, in part due to lack of monitoring.  Future programmes would benefit from building in 
qualitative results measures and monitoring processes to better assess impact and target activity. 

 

WORKING WITH PROVIDERS AND PARTNERS 

• Hub -provider relationships and excellent communications between the two can take time to develop 
but the end result is a network with a shared objective and a positive impact on quality and outcomes.  
The relationship must be transparent, open and even across providers. 

 

• Hubs improved their knowledge of providers over time and played a valuable role in identifying which 
providers would best deliver for businesses and young people.  By communicating expectations and 
steering clear of those that fell short, they helped to support the quality of training provision. 

• Hubs and providers both had roles in promoting apprenticeships and in providing information to 
business, schools, young people and parents, and matching young people to businesses.  Co-ordination 
and clarity about roles is important, and is benefited by the flexibility to tailor roles and relationships to 
local circumstances and to maximise synergies with business, skills and young peoples’ services. 
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• The number of providers grew to 137 by the Programme’s end, with Hubs using an average of 28 each.  
This was concentrated on a single large FE college provider in around a half of the Hubs/ATAs. 

 

• There may be benefit in creating a central pool of providers that meet required quality standards, cover 
the full range of provision across frameworks and levels, and work well in partnership with Hubs.   

 

APPRENTICE EXPERIENCE, BENEFITS AND PERCEPTIONS 

• Awareness and understanding of apprenticeships is improving but not high enough.  Young people 
sometimes stumbled into as much as selected apprenticeships, and the full range of apprenticeship 
options is not appreciated. 

 

• Young people who undertake apprenticeships tend to be positive about them; they are often realistic 
about initial pay but do expect progression and a proper combination of work and learning. 

 

• The attractions of apprenticeships include the combination of working and earning (and avoidance of 
tuition fees), benefits for employability skills, confidence and prospects, and their hands-on nature.  
Negative and inaccurate perceptions are changing but still persist in some young people, parents and 
schools, for instance that they are for ‘those who struggle in the classroom’ and for manual roles only. 

 

• Apprentice ambassadors and other opportunities for current young apprentices to talk to prospective 
apprentices can play a valuable role in communicating the facts and the benefits of apprenticeships. 

 

OUTPUTS, ANALYSIS AND OUTCOMES 

• The Programme exceeded its business engagement targets, engaging with 2,941	firms	and	with	all	Hubs 
meeting their targets.  This could have been higher still, as when it became clear that the key barrier 
was uptake by young people, the balance of effort (rightly) switched towards addressing that. 

 

• The Programme performed well on apprenticeship starts, exceeding its revised target, if narrowly 
missing its initial one, as did two local Hubs amidst significant local variation.  Achieving 2,367 starts 
reflects strong achievement, even more so than on engagement given the ambitious targets in place. 

 

• There was a healthy conversion rate of 80% from business engagement to apprenticeship starts, most 
commonly in the manufacturing, retail and construction sectors.  Business Admin was the most popular 
framework.  83% of apprenticeships were at Level 2; uptake at higher levels was subdued. 

 

• The gender balance of apprentices was fairly even, but it appears that (as nationally) those of 
Asian/Asian British background were underrepresented.  It was also clear that without pre-
apprenticeship training and outreach, apprenticeships do not particularly tackle disadvantage.  A focus 
on hitting outputs made it hard for Hubs to target particular groups or economic sectors. 

 
• The quality of Hub support for businesses was good.  Some Hubs sought to promote wider quality 

factors such as progression, above-minimum wages, and by filtering out inappropriate apprenticeships.  
However, more could be done in these respects and the Programme lacked focus on long term 
outcomes (e.g. apprenticeship achievement, employment) and on higher value apprenticeships. 

 

• Businesses were positive about their experience of employing an apprentice.  Results suggest that 83-
89% of apprenticeships were completed and 90% of SMEs expect to employ another apprentice in the 
future.  Benefits included improved preparedness for growth, teamwork and productivity. 

 

• At Programme level, cost per apprenticeship start was just under £2,000.  Calculation of net costs and 
benefits was not possible, but additionality is likely to be high.  Application of national estimates 
suggests that the Programme is likely to produce long term economic benefits in the order of £100 
million.  That represents excellent return on investment, and there was widespread consensus that the 
Programme had been a success. 
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ANNEX 1: RESEARCH INTERVIEWEES 
The research involved interviews with contacts as set out in the table below.  All interviews were face to 
face except those with Phil Ball and providers which were conducted by telephone. 
 

ORGANISATION INTERVIEWEES DATE 

LEP and Leeds City Region wide perspectives 

LCR Enterprise Partnership Catherine Lunn 8/12/15 

LCR Enterprise Partnership Sue Cooke 22/1/16 

LEP Board member Phil Ball 20/01/16 

Wakefield Council Joanne Roney and Mike Denby 15/02/16 

SERO Liz Wallace and Helen Harrop 17/11/15 

Local Apprenticeship Hub and ATA interviews 

Barnsley Tom Smith, Heather Lord, Tricia Smith 22/10/15 

Bradford Hub and ATA 
Emma Longbottom, Richard Isaac (Hub) and Kate Dallas-
Wood (ATA) 

19/10/15 

Calderdale Fiona Thurlbeck MBE and Heather Campbell-Firth 12/10/15 

Kirklees Vicky Harper and Julie Hamilton 15/10/15 

Leeds Hub Matt Wilton 15/10/15 

Leeds ATA Matt Thomas 22/10/15 

North Yorkshire 
(Craven/Harrogate/Selby) 

Karen Leah 12/10/15 

Wakefield Dan Lancaster-Holmes and Amy Stephens 9/10/15 

York Julia Massey 15/10/15 

Training Providers 

3AAA Martin Fitzgerald 22/02/16 

Barnsley College Tricia Smith and Jennifer Gedlek 23/02/16 

Kirklees College Nichola Barnes 19/01/16 

Leeds City College Kathy Pinnick 27/01/16 

VQ Solutions Andrew Gilmour 10/02/16 

West Yorkshire Learning 
Partnership 

Ashfaq Gulab 20/01/16 

Woodspeen Christine Jenkins 13/01/16 

YH Training Services Roger Seeney 10/02/16 
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ANNEX 2 – SUMMARY OF LOCAL APPRENTICESHIP HUB MODELS 
 

BARNSLEY APPRENTICESHIP HUB 
 
The Barnsley Apprenticeship Hub began operations in August 2013.  Reflecting the evidence at the time - 
which showed more young people wanting apprenticeships than available vacancies within employers - it 
was charged with a wholly employer engagement focused role.   
 
The Hub was contracted out from Barnsley Council to Barnsley College from the outset because of the 
College’s apprenticeships activity and the anticipated advantages of bringing together the Hub and the 
College’s small scale Apprenticeship Training Agency (ATA) – especially given expectations that the latter 
might grow.  A senior Council manager oversaw the contract for and performance of the Hub, while the Hub 
team at the College comprised a Hub Manager, an Employer Engagement Officer and a Business 
Administration Apprentice.  A Steering Group brought together partners including training providers, 
Jobcentre Plus, Barnsley Council and employers. 
 
 

BRADFORD APPRENTICESHIP HUB 
 
Bradford established both an Apprenticeship Hub and an ATA as separate entities in 2013.  The Hub, fitted 
neatly within the Council’s new ‘Get Bradford Working’ initiative which pulled together activity around jobs, 
skills and business.  The Hub was based clearly within the Council, managed by the Council’s Lead Officer 
(Education, Employment & Enterprise), and employed one dedicated Hub Officer to build partnerships and 
deliver its functions.  The Hub did not commission out services on a contract basis, and instead focused on 
delivering much of its work through partnerships with other Council services, training providers, the 
Bradford ATA, public sector agencies and business partners.  A Bradford Apprenticeships Group brought 
together these partners and helped to steer the Hub.   
 
Initially Hub activity was split between business engagement and work to reach young people.  However, 
after around six months it became clear that with just one full time post, the Hub lacked the capacity to 
deliver both functions on its own, and that there was duplication with the business engagement activity of 
the Bradford ATA.  In response, the Hub adopted a more targeted approach which focused on promoting 
apprenticeships to young people and the ATA took the lead on business engagement.  The two bodies 
worked closely together to maximise effectiveness. 
 
 

CALDERDALE APPRENTICESHIP HUB 
 
Calderdale Council has its own target of increasing the number of apprenticeships to 4040 by 2020.  The 
Apprenticeship Hub, branded ‘Grow your future’ locally, was pivotal to that target, as well as the targets set 
through the Leeds City Region Programme.  Reflecting that, and considerable Council investment, the Hub’s 
scale and definition was wide and only some of its activities were funded through the Apprenticeship 
Programme.  In effect, the Calderdale ‘Hub’ was the front of house for an integrated spread of services to 
support young people and business on employment and skills.  Its team included three employer 
engagement officers, four IAG workers, three people who supported the Hub on admin, marketing, 
promotion, monitoring, etc. plus HR support and management through the Council’s Employment and Skills 
Manager.   
 
The Hub was positioned within the Council, with very little work contracted out.  Close links to the business 
development and young people’s services teams helped it to provide an independent and holistic service, 
with a strong ethos on providing quality apprenticeships.   
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KIRKLEES APPRENTICESHIP HUB 
 
The Hub was launched in summer 2013 with a model combining a small team within the Council (to 
manage the Hub/activities and analyse performance) and contractors selected to fulfil specific functions.  
Kirklees College won the contract to deliver business engagement activity, and specialist PR firms led on 
communications.  C&K Careers supported delivery of the young person’s and schools offer to 31st March 
2015 (funded through the local authority funded connexions contract). 
 
As a delivery partner, Kirklees College engaged with businesses face to face through a team of three 
brokers.  One feature of the local approach was strong connections with other Council led business support 
and engagement activity as part of its ‘Business Deal’.   
 
 

LEEDS APPRENTICESHIP HUB 
 
The Leeds Apprenticeship Hub was launched in July 2013 with an ambition to improve outcomes for young 
people through positive career progression pathways and, in so doing contribute to job growth in the City.  
The model recognised the scale of opportunity to drive SME take–up of apprentices; but also the need to 
change perceptions of apprenticeships so they are seen as an equal pathway of choice.   
 
The Hub was part of Leeds City Council and based in the Employment Brokerage Service.  This is part of 
Employment Leeds, with a remit to work with business to maximise job opportunities for local people.  The 
City’s Employment Business Partnership was also intrinsically linked, supporting engagement with schools 
and business.  The Hub at its peak comprised four full time equivalent staff, including a Manager, two 
officers and an apprentice.  The Leeds Apprenticeship Steering Group, a multi-agency stakeholder forum, 
oversaw implementation of the Hub Programme.  The Group met quarterly and proved highly effective in 
giving strategic oversight and adding value to delivery.  Apprenticeships are a priority for the Council and 
Elected Members who play a key role in supporting work to raise the profile amongst business, the media 
and in local areas.  
 
 

NORTH YORKSHIRE APPRENTICESHIP HUB 
 
The North Yorkshire Apprenticeship Hub covered a large geography spanning three district Council areas – 
Harrogate, Craven and Selby.  It began operations in December 2013 and employed one full time officer 
who covered all aspects of Hub operation and management.  The Hub was guided by a Steering Group 
comprising the Council and FE colleges in each of the three districts, as well as Jobcentre Plus, the SFA and 
the York, North Yorkshire and East Riding Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) – with which the Hub 
maintained contact due its overlap with Leeds City Region.   
 
The part of North Yorkshire covered by the Hub did not have as widespread a NEET problem as the bulk of 
the City Region, and there was a strong focus on quality, apprenticeships above Level 2, and matching 
young people, businesses and providers.   
 
 

WAKEFIELD APPRENTICESHIP HUB 
 
Wakefield’s Hub operated through a dedicated team based within the Business Growth Team in Wakefield 
Council.  The Hub was able to run operations independently and also to make strong links with other areas 
of Council business support – such as around business starts, target sectors, key account management and 
inward investment.  A steering group provided the Hub with guidance and expertise and included 
representatives from Wakefield College, the National Apprenticeship Service (NAS), training providers, 
relevant Council departments and Jobcentre Plus. 
 
The Hub went live in August 2013 and had a team of five full time equivalent staff comprised of an overall 
lead, business engagement officers, a telephone engagement officer and a project support officer whose 
role included marketing activity.   
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YORK APPRENTICESHIP HUB 
 
The Hub’s ambition was to turn around below average performance on SME engagement in apprenticeships 
and individual take-up in order to help drive sustainable business growth.  Two interlinked strands 
underpinned this; a demand side focus on increasing penetration in growth sectors from both a GVA and 
employment perspective and a supply side focus on developing the training provider market place to meet 
local business needs and engage young people.     
 
The delivery model was housed within the Council and developed with input from local providers and other 
stakeholders.  At its peak the delivery team comprised a Business Engagement Officer and assistant; a 
Learner Engagement Officer; and two marketing Apprenticeship posts, funded through the Hub Programme 
as well as resource from elsewhere in the Council.  The team benefited from strategic leadership 
responsible for embedding the Hub within the sustainable economic growth, employment and skills agenda 
and aligned to the Council’s Apprenticeship Programme.   
 
 

BRADFORD ATA 
 
In Bradford, the ATA was set up in 2013 as a joint venture between the Council and Bradford College, with a 
Board that reflecting that.  It had a strong relationship with the Bradford Hub, and the two bodies agreed 
specific roles, with the Hub focused on young people and the ATA on business.  The ATA operated through a 
small team and was set up to work with SMEs in Bradford District that wanted to hire out an apprentice but 
did not have the time or resource to manage the recruitment process and paperwork.  Hence the ATA 
covered work such as HR and payroll services in return for a fee.  As of March 2016, the ATA moved to be 
under the management of Bradford College (Beacon Recruitment and Placement Services). 
 
 

LEEDS ATA 
 
The Leeds ATA was established in November 2012 and became fully operational in January 2013.  It is 
owned 50:50 by Leeds City Council and Leeds City College, with a commitment to use Leeds City College as 
a first choice provider.  The ATA focussed on working towards Leeds’ City Deal target of driving up business 
engagement and apprenticeship starts.  Like the Apprenticeship Hubs, its initial focus was on business 
engagement.  Its second, and latterly biggest focus, was on young people engagement.  The ATA core team 
consisted of a Chief Executive Officer, a Business and Learning Manager, a Learner Recruitment and 
Support Manager, a Marketing Coordinator (who started as an apprentice) and one Office Administrator.  
Fortnightly meetings with the Leeds Apprenticeship Hub were held to ensure strategic and practical 
alignment and to identify scope for cross-referrals. 
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ANNEX 3 - GOOD PRACTICE EXAMPLES 
The points below are drawn from the mid-term review of the Programme and are reproduced here so that 
learning points are together in one place.  They are updated from the 2015 report where appropriate.  
 

BUSINESS ENGAGEMENT 

• Contracting specialist telemarketing companies to identify leads for businesses to engage with proved 
highly effective, and a number of Hubs adopted this approach.  It is good practice to ensure that such 
companies find out about the broad needs of the businesses identified, not just their contact details, 
before Hubs meet them.  Telemarketing can also be carried out within a Hub team. 

 

• Securing referrals for businesses (or young people) to contact about apprenticeships can be a good way 
of reaching new clients.  Sources of referrals have included Council teams providing business support, 
resource efficiency advice and help for business start-ups; as well as bodies dealing with young people 
such as Jobcentre Plus, Connexions and Headstart programmes.  Local business surveys have also 
identified businesses to contact, especially when they have included questions about apprenticeships. 

 

• Relationships with industry sector bodies can be a good way of contacting companies in both traditional 
areas for apprenticeships (e.g. engineering, construction) and newer ones (e.g. creative and digital, legal 
and financial services, health). 

 

• Targeting industry sectors just before the times of year they are most likely to recruit in can help Hubs 
to gain a good response from the businesses they reach; for example travel and estate agents in the 
run up to their peak times in the new year.  

 

MAKING APPRENTICESHIPS WORK IN PRACTICE 

• A personalised approach where a Hub gets to know young people and employers and the needs of each 
can help to successfully match them up and prevent wasted time or disappointment.  This is critical in 
converting business engagement into apprenticeship starts and will boost completion rates. 
 

• Pre-apprenticeship paid work experience (using complementary local funding) has allowed employers 
and young people to test out a job for a trial period before deciding whether to go ahead with an 
apprenticeship.  This has helped in selecting the right job and framework for an apprentice, and allowed 
roles to be better shaped to fit candidate strengths and business needs.  It has also been used where a 
young person is not ready for a level 2 qualification so moves into a pre-apprenticeship first.  

 

• Encouraging employers to pay above the apprenticeship minimum wage, from the outset or from 
progression points such as at three months, helped to attract more and stronger candidates to apply for 
apprenticeships and to deliver better results for businesses.  Some Hubs restricted their support to 
firms who did this, others encouraged (but did not insist upon) reasonable wages and clear progression.  
These factors also help to convince parents of the merits of apprenticeships.  Making sure vacancies 
which do pay above the minimum are prominently advertised at their full rate is also helpful, not only in 
attracting able candidates, but in improving perceptions of apprenticeships and what they can offer.  
 

• Working with public transport companies to offer free or subsidised travel for apprentices has helped to 
make apprenticeships a viable/attractive option for more young people, especially for those on lower 
wages or with long distances to travel. 

 

• Follow up work with businesses and young people (e.g. visits) to make sure that the apprenticeship is 
working out as planned can help to iron out any problems and support completion of apprenticeships. 

 

HUB OPERATION 

• Good intelligence and proactive performance management and monitoring was instrumental in 
ensuring good outputs levels across the Programme and in raising performance where needed.  This 
included regular reports on delivery to date and future outputs projections.  Some Hubs managed their 
performance internally; others through firm management of contractors.  Other uses of intelligence 
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include the planned application GIS to identify areas of low apprenticeship uptake or concentrations of 
young people who are NEET. 

 

• Employing an apprentice as part of the Hub Team helped in communicating to young people, providing 
hands on insights into the process, and in demonstrating confidence in and the value of apprenticeships 
to businesses. 

 

• Local Hubs and ATAs can operate together in the same locality; strong collaboration and clear and 
distinct roles for the two bodies (e.g. on business engagement) are vital where this is the case. 

 

ENGAGING WITH YOUNG PEOPLE, PARENTS AND SCHOOLS 

• Working through identified contacts in schools such as ‘post 16 leads’ has been a good route for Hubs to 
get information to young people, including for example apprenticeship vacancies and presentations to 
assemblies, classes and at careers/subject choices events.  One Hub initially paid identified teachers a 
wage supplement to become ‘Apprenticeship Champions’ within their schools. 

 

• Events, especially large scale annual apprenticeship events, proved to be a good way of bringing 
together businesses, training providers and hundreds of young people (over a thousand at the biggest 
events).  Factors that have helped events to succeed have included advertising them in ways and 
language that chime with young people; timing them at key points when young people are making 
choices; holding them at ‘youth friendly’ venues; having live apprenticeship vacancies on offer and 
linking to the profile generated through the annual National Apprenticeship Week. 

 

• Establishing networks of ‘Apprentice Ambassadors’ who are undertaking or have completed 
apprenticeships, and can talk to young people or businesses about them at events, is a good peer-to-
peer way of getting messages across and communicating the realities and benefits of apprenticeships.   

 

• Using social media to reach young people can be effective, but is not automatically so.  It tends to work 
best when messages/posts are written by young people or those who are skilled in communicating with 
them.  Web sites need to be specifically designed for a young audience if they are to be successful (e.g. 
with calls to action, vacancies, appropriate imagery and language) and that will involve different style 
and content from that which suits a business audience.  Some Hubs have found certain social media 
channels (e.g. Facebook) to be more effective in reaching parents than their children.  Advertising 
vacancies on the most popular web sites for young people (e.g. Indeed) was also effective. 

 

• Promotional tools to raise interest in apprenticeships have included case studies of successful real 
apprenticeships on web sites and in news articles, radio adverts/features and short films broadcast on 
big screens in city centres.  The films were cited as impactful by Hubs, and the choice of apprenticeship 
examples featured can be used to challenge stereotypes and perceptions – for instance by showing 
female engineers or apprenticeships in wide ranging fields including service industries. 
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