Key Findings
The ACL Partnership Data and Progression Task and Finish Group has five key aims outlined in its Terms of Reference. Based on the notes from the June and August 2025 meetings, here are the relevant findings for discussion at the next meeting, categorised by the group's aims:
Key Aim 1: Understand Local Needs, Gaps, and Demands & Use Available Data
This aim focuses on using data to understand the overall picture of Adult Community Learning (ACL) provision.
Findings
· Data: Current ACL data is inconsistent and makes it difficult to inform policy or funding. There is no baseline or real performance measures.
· Progression: Existing data sources, such as the Learner Outcome Report (LOR) and the Lifelong Learning Wales Record (LLWR), are insufficient for effectively measuring learner progression.
· FE-Funded ACL: There is a risk of undercounting FE-funded ACL provision if it's not properly captured alongside ACL grant-funded provision.
· Need for Holistic Picture (ESOL): Full-time ESOL (English for Speakers of Other Languages) is FE-funded but is inspected as part of ACL/Community inspections. There is a need for a holistic picture across all funding streams.
Key Aim 2: Share Data, Collaborate, and Support Curriculum Planning
This aim addresses the process and structure needed to collect and use data collectively.
Findings
· Shift to Partnership Plans: Medr is shifting from Local Authority plans to Partnership plans for the 2025/26 academic year.
· New Data Requirements: New planning documents will be used to collect data on:
· Planned delivery by priority area (Literacy, Numeracy, Digital, ESOL, other local priorities).
· Planned number of courses and learners.
· Delivery locations, ACL providers, and funding sources (including non-Community Learning Grant funds like Multiply).
· Challenge of Duplication: Concerns were raised about data duplication for providers (like Adult Learning Wales) who receive both Further Education (FE) and ACL funding.
· Challenge of Aggregation: The inconsistent structure of ACL partnerships makes it difficult to aggregate data.
· Non-accredited provision: This is increasingly important but not well captured in existing planning models.
· GDPR and Data Sharing: The group needs to investigate individuals/organisations making inroads in GDPR compliance related to data sharing and collection.
Key Aim 3: Demonstrate Impact
This aim focuses on identifying and measuring the broader social and economic benefits of adult learning.
Findings
· Wider Outcomes Challenge: Wider social outcomes such as wellbeing, confidence and reduced isolation remain difficult to measure consistently. There is less consensus on the tools needed to measure wider social outcomes, such as health and well-being, or citizenship and community.
· Successful Measures Criteria: Impact measures should be aligned with policy, simplified, realistic, validated (comparable with baseline data), and account for timing (when outcomes can reasonably be expected).
· External Data Collection Model: The London Learner Survey uses an external research agency for linked baseline and follow-up surveys (5-7 months post-completion) to capture employment and social outcomes, which alleviates the burden on providers.
· Wider social outcomes such as wellbeing, confidence and reduced isolation remain difficult to measure consistently.
· Wider Outcomes Framework (WOF): The CPCA (Cambridge and Peterborough Combined Authority) is developing a WOF based on the overlapping domains of health, work, and community.
· It uses a logic chain model (Inputs -> Activities -> Outputs -> Outcomes -> Benefits -> Impact).
· Data collection involves naturally occurring data and four new end-of-course questions administered by providers.
Key Aim 4: Use Data as a Tool for Improvement
This aim is about applying the data insights to improve provision and advice.
Findings
· Tutor-Level Data: Tutors use Individual Learning Plans (ILPs) and have a fine-grained view of individual learner progress, but this is rarely used to inform the providers' self-evaluation reports.
· ILP’s: Current ILP and qualitative data capture are inconsistent and do not aggregate well for reporting.
· Impact of Learning: Measuring progression helps identify:
· The long-term impact of learning on abilities and outcomes.
· Which courses have the most long-term impact and which ones recycle learners.
· Courses needing improvement.
· Information for pre-course and in-course advice and guidance.
· Planning for Outcomes: For 2025/26, the CPCA example shows providers planning their curriculum against the DfE's 10 outcome areas (rather than 7 purposes) to improve data collection and alignment.
Key Aim 5: Track Progression and Understand Learner Movement
This aim focuses specifically on measuring and capturing the learner journey.
Findings
· Weaknesses in Progression Planning: Estyn inspections show weaknesses in planning clear progression routes within and beyond partnerships.
· Definition of Progression: Progression is defined as movement into, within, and beyond the partnership's provision (including movement between providers).
· "Spiky" Progression: Adult learner progression is often not linear; it can go up and down but should demonstrate overall development.
· Tracking Limited: Progression and destination tracking are severely limited by low email capture and digital poverty. MEDA can provide aggregated national learner movement data, which partnerships could use as a way to benchmark progression.
· Recycling Learners: Re-enrolment is appropriate in some contexts (e.g., refreshing skills for older learners), but not for all.
· Progression Patterns: Case studies indicate:
· Around one-third of learners had previously undertaken courses.
· In one partnership, 40% progressed to additional courses or enrolled in Further Education (FE).
· Of returning learners at Adult Learning Wales, 49% are at the same level, 19% at a lower level, and 32% at a higher level.
· Need for Standardisation: Progression data is currently not standardised or aggregated nationally. Standardised data collection and analysis are needed for benchmarking. 
· EBS use: Use varies significantly across partnerships, creating data fragmentation and unequal capacity.
· Beyond Quantitative Data: Progression should be measured using a mix of data, including the qualitative aspects found in Individual Learning Plans (ILPs), RARPA principles, well-being metrics, tutor reports, and learner self-reporting.
· Infrastructure: Local authority providers often lack data infrastructure and rely on FE institutions for processing.


