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Summary of Response 
 

In response to the government’s consultation into the Institute for Apprenticeships (IfA) we 
welcome the advent of the new Institute as the over-arching “owner” of the Apprenticeships 
system, positioned as the “independent body” to act as the “guarantor of the integrity” of the 
apprenticeships system and the quality within it, believing this to offer an effective vehicle for 
ensuring that Apprenticeships continue to provide the high-quality training and outcomes that 
employers and learners demand and deserve. We have long said that the government target 
of 3 million Apprenticeship starts in this Parliament is achievable, but only if government is 
truly ambitious and effectively leverages both the opportunity with non-levy payers and levy 
paying employers. In these ambitious plans, equally it must not be strived for at the expense 
of the quality of the programmes being delivered. Undoubtedly many challenges lie ahead 
for the Further Education (FE) sector, with the implementation of the wide ranging 
Apprenticeship Reforms and further development of the Post-16 Skills Plan on Technical 
and Professional Education (TPE). In our response to this consultation we also document a 
number of key concerns raised to us through our membership base, particularly the lack of a 
clearly defined owner of quality in the system and the challenges presented by the shift from 
frameworks to standards and the specifically the issue of End Point Assessment (EPA). 
 
Key Highlights: 
 

i. The IfA must confirm Ofsted as having the expertise and experience to be the 
principal arbiter of whether a provider deserves a delivery contract on quality grounds 
for all level apprenticeships. There should be no other organisations involved in 
making these types of critical judgements on individual providers. We do still 
acknowledge the important role of the QAA in continuing to approve and oversee 
apprenticeships where a degree qualification is embedded, but Ofsted should still 
have the overarching responsibility to ensure both consistency and transparency. 

 
ii. We strongly welcome that through this consultation, the government has already 

identified concerns raised by our members and will address the issue of some sector 
bodies asking organisations to pay to be on the bodies’ own ‘approved lists’ of 
apprenticeship assessment organisations.  This approach should be rightly outlawed 
and a hard line taken to avoid unnecessary cost being layered into the system that 
has no benefit to learners or their employers.  

 
iii. Strong consideration should be being given by the IfA to our proposal that all 

Apprenticeship standards should specify the inclusion of qualifications, with greater 
flexibility to effectively measure skills and competencies. We believe these are best 
assessed with a mixture of different assessment methods throughout the learner’s 
programme rather than intensively focused on at the end, encourage perverse and 
unintended consequences, such as “teaching for the test”. 
 

iv. We continue to lobby on behalf of our membership in regards our call for an 
immediate “pause” in the development of new standards and EPAs whilst the 
processes of both, and their results to date, are properly reviewed to ensure they are 
fit for purpose. Further focus is required on a robust transitional plan from existing 
frameworks to the new standards. 
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v. Whilst we acknowledge and welcome the future development of the IfA to widen in 

scope to include the Technical and Professional Education (TPE) from 2018 and 
providing continuity of ownership and governance of provision, we are concerned at 
the extension of the remit of the Institute and the complexities behind the 
development and implementation of the TPE when the Institute has not yet even 
established itself as in charge of Apprenticeships. Further clarification is required to 
this process and we believe this needs to be transparent and inclusive in regards the 
development to ensure an effective outcome. 

 
vi. We have significant concerns about the recently announced configuration of the IFA 

Board. Specifically we are concerned that the new IFA Board lacks within its 
membership, representation from a significant prime independent training provider 
delivering apprenticeships. Over three quarters of all apprenticeships are delivered 
by independent training providers and the lack of appropriate representation at Board 
level is a surprising omission and would have provided the opportunity to understand 
both the commercial drivers and challenges for private providers who play such a 
pivotal role in the sector. We recommend the absolute need for appropriate 
representation of a large independent training provider as part of the wider and full 
IFA Board.  
 

vii. Finally we would like to discuss with the IfA how to extend our current provider 
support programmes to employers, to help them with engagement in the 
Apprenticeship reforms.  
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The Institute for Apprenticeship (IfA) and Apprenticeships 
 

1. We are firmly of the view that Apprenticeships are a proven and successful learning 
programme, popular with employers and learners alike, which provide a solid base 
for career advancement over the course of a working lifetime.  
 

2. We have long said that the government target of 3 million Apprenticeship starts in 
this Parliament is achievable, but only if government is truly ambitious and effectively 
leverages both the opportunity with non-levy payers and levy paying employers. In 
these ambitious plans, equally it must not be strived for at the expense of the quality 
of the programmes being delivered. We therefore welcome the advent of the Institute 
for Apprenticeships (IfA) as the over-arching “owner” and “independent body” of the 
Apprenticeships system, being the “guarantor of the integrity” and the quality within it, 
believing this to offer an effective vehicle for ensuring that Apprenticeships continue 
to provide the high-quality training and outcomes that employers and learners 
demand and deserve. 

 
3. Clarification of the arrangements for overall governance of the standards by the IfA is 

welcome. Uncertainty about how standards would be reviewed or renewed going 
forward has been rife for some time which has not helped to establish their potential 
long-term credibility. The draft guidance rightly expresses the “need to ensure public 
confidence in the standards and plans it approves and wide credibility in the system 
as a whole” and states that to do this will require the involvement of relevant 
employers in oversight.  
 

4. We clearly believe that inclusion is vital for the success of the Institute and therefore 
a wider range of stakeholders is required, wider than just employers if public trust in 
the system is to be assured. We strongly believe that it is vital that full and proper 
engagement is sought with providers, who can bring significant expertise, key 
insights and credibility into the future development of the brand in a collaborative and 
meaningful way. Achieving a balance in these matters will reinforce the reputation of 
the benefits of Apprenticeships to all. 

 
5. As things stand, too many organisations now have the role of quality “judge” with 

regard to provision, with both the IfA and SFA having roles in respect of the new 
register and who may be on it. The guidance in our view needs to be crystal clear on 
this area to avoid ongoing confusion of roles – the IfA must clearly position Ofsted as 
having the expertise and experience to be the principal arbiter of whether a provider 
deserves a delivery contract on quality grounds. There should be no other 
organisations involved in making these types of judgements on individual providers.  
 

6. Similarly, Ofqual should be given the role, by the IfA, for the overview of assessment. 
Under the current arrangements there are a possible four separate stakeholders who 
can oversee the assessment in different occupational sectors. These being: sector 
organisations, the employer groups, Ofqual or the catch all of the IfA. Our concern is 
that if every employer group wants a role, then we could end up in an unmanageable 
situation with over 100 organisations involved across the wide spectrum of 
occupational areas. Such an outcome would create significant inconsistencies and 
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likely damage the robustness and rigour of the underpinning systems which the 
reforms are built upon. 

 
7. A criticism of the current system is that Apprenticeship frameworks have been 

developed that do not properly reflect the needs of employers. Whilst we would point 
to the government’s own research1 indicating very high levels of employer 
satisfaction with the current system, we do of course accept that proposals to 
improve the breadth, scope and validity of the programmes on offer to meet the 
needs of the economy and are always welcome and required. We therefore support 
the overall drive to increase employer engagement through the development of 
standards that properly reflect the needs of industry and the economy at large.  
 

8. The National Audit Office have reported2 that the lead time for such development is 
nearly a year and is much more resource-intensive than originally envisaged. 
However, we do welcome the fact that they would like this to happen on a timelier 
basis. Given the number of standards that are being envisaged, there is potential for 
duplication and overlap between standards, reducing their currency and possibly 
leading to a drop in employer engagement through “standards fatigue”. The system 
can also present difficulties for niche occupational sectors to both develop standards 
and enable them to be assessed. It is crucial that the IfA constantly reviews the 
process to ensure that it is fit for purpose in a fast-changing economic climate in 
which, for example, rapid advances in technology can rapidly make certain skills 
obsolete, perhaps masking ongoing needs in less prominent but no less key 
occupations.  
 

9. The importance of a qualification-led offer in standards cannot be understated. We 
believe their absence, for the majority of standards, compromises the overall quality 
of Apprenticeships by making it more difficult to compare competencies across 
different occupational sectors, impinging on their portability between employers, 
undercutting their general currency in the labour market, and therefore acting in 
tension against the government’s own social mobility agenda. It also makes quality 
assurance more difficult. Indeed, in the recent debate on this matter in Parliament the 
Skills Minister, whilst not conceding the overall issue on qualifications within 
standards, did seem to inadvertently make the Opposition’s own point that 
recognised qualifications within a standard would support the apprentice when re-
entering the jobs market, when he acknowledged their use in a hard sift for jobs in 

                                                           
1
“Overall, 80% of apprentice employers were satisfied with their main Apprenticeship programme (scoring it 6 

out of 10 or higher). Three in five (62%) rated it at 8 out of 10 or more, including one in three (32%) who gave 

it an especially high rating (a score of 9 or 10), indicating they were very satisfied. Last year these figures were 

similar: 60% rated their main Apprenticeship at 8 out of 10 or above, including 30% scoring it 9 or 10.” 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/387595/bis-14-1207-

Apprenticeships-Evaluation-Employers-December-2014.pdf  p.8 
2
 https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Delivering-the-value-through-the-apprenticeships-

programme.pdf para 13  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/387595/bis-14-1207-Apprenticeships-Evaluation-Employers-December-2014.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/387595/bis-14-1207-Apprenticeships-Evaluation-Employers-December-2014.pdf
https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Delivering-the-value-through-the-apprenticeships-programme.pdf
https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Delivering-the-value-through-the-apprenticeships-programme.pdf


6 

 

some occupational sectors and noted that applicants “would be disadvantaged in the 
job market without them.”3 

 
10. The IfA in our view should be looking seriously at this issue, and strong consideration 

should be being given to our proposal that all Apprenticeship standards should 
specify the inclusion of qualifications 
 

11. In view of concerns around EPA, and given that the IfA will not commence operations 
for some time yet, we are taking this opportunity to repeat our call for an immediate 
“pause” in the development of new standards and EPAs whilst the processes of both, 
and the results of the processes to date, are properly reviewed to ensure they are fit 
for purpose. 
 

12. Whilst welcoming the remit of the IfA to oversee the quality of End Point 
Assessments (EPAs), there are nevertheless concerns in this area that we feel 
require urgent addressing. For example, the draft guidance restates a core principle 
that “(end-point) assessment should be undertaken by an independent third party 
who has had not (sic) been involved in the training or line management of the 
apprentice, and who is on the Register of Apprenticeship Assessment 
Organisations”.  However, many in the sector are very unclear as to whether or not 
separate staff within the same company can train and assess, providing “Chinese 
walls” or “firewalls” are in place between the training and assessment functions, or 
whether they must in all cases be employed in separate and independent 
organisations. Our proposed solution is very much a practical approach to this issue, 
allowing sector experts to either teach or assess, without the need for multiple layers 
of unnecessary systems, process and third parties, which add little value and layer in 
additional cost which could be better spent to the actual training itself. 
 

13. As things currently stand, there is an unnecessary new “industry” of end-point 
assessment being set up, despite the required skills already existing within training 
organisations that are now finding it almost impossible to become registered End 
Point Assessment Organisations (EPAO). As a result, too many standards either 
have no EPAO to work with, or have created cartel or monopoly positions for the few 
that do. Failure to address this uncertainty over ‘independence” could see the sector 
taking an over-cautious view, limiting the growth and availability of End Point 
Assessment to service the growing breadth of new Apprenticeship standards.  
 

14. We strongly welcome that through the consultation the government has identified and 
will address the issue of some sector bodies asking organisations to pay to be on the 
bodies’ own ‘approved lists’ of apprenticeship assessment organisations. We have 
had numerous complaints from our members about being required to make multiple 
payments and as the government says, no added value is generated. This approach 
should be rightly outlawed and a hard line taken to avoid unnecessary cost being 
layered into the system that has no benefit to learners or their employers.  

                                                           
3
 https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-01-09/debates/3905655F-A727-4748-96A9-

EDCBAA3498DF/TechnicalAndFurtherEducationBill#contribution-45B8BA9C-FA82-4281-A4D4-6193DD87C5F4 

(column 94) 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-01-09/debates/3905655F-A727-4748-96A9-EDCBAA3498DF/TechnicalAndFurtherEducationBill#contribution-45B8BA9C-FA82-4281-A4D4-6193DD87C5F4
https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-01-09/debates/3905655F-A727-4748-96A9-EDCBAA3498DF/TechnicalAndFurtherEducationBill#contribution-45B8BA9C-FA82-4281-A4D4-6193DD87C5F4
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15. To effectively measure skills and competencies, we believe these are best assessed 
with a mixture of different assessment methods throughout the learner’s programme. 
We believe that there are questions about the appropriateness of end-point 
assessments being implemented in every vocational and occupational area. Whilst 
suitable in some cases, it cannot be said that they are universally appropriate in 
every discipline and this is an area which should be more fully investigated – for 
example, summative assessment during the course of an Apprenticeship should for 
some occupations have a much higher emphasis, or at the very least be able to be 
treated as a valid part of an end-point assessment, whether or not any of it actually 
takes the place at or near the end of the period in learning.  
 

16. We also remain concerned that EPAs may encourage perverse and unintended 
consequences, such as “teaching to the test”, which is obviously undesirable if EPAs 
are to be the main – if not the only – arbiter of competence across all disciplines of 
an Apprenticeship. Again this highlights the need for a mixture of different 
assessment methods throughout the learner’s programme. None of this can in itself 
be seen as automatically commensurate with a strong emphasis on quality and it is 
vital that the IfA has this whole area in clear view, and can and will take action to 
ensure that EPAs serve a correct and appropriate function. 

 
17. Whilst we believe an immediate “pause” is essential, we support the principles of 

ongoing arrangements for standards review outlined in draft guidance as outlined in 
paragraph 27. There are some concerns about the use of progression (if measured 
through promotion) and wage uplift data as performance measures however, as in 
many cases, completion of an Apprenticeship may not result in a wage uplift as the 
Apprentice may have already had such an uplift during the course of their study, or 
even as it started on the basis of it being a new role, and in other cases no 
progression would be evident as the Apprentice/employer may wish to take more 
time to embed the skills after completion, to get a return on the investment of time 
and money.  
 

18. We are keen to support all parties in preparations for the new Apprenticeship system 
and we believe we have significance skills and experience to offer in this regard. We 
are therefore very interested to read paragraph 17 of the draft guidance which says 
that the provision of advice and guidance to employers on the development of 
standards and plans should be a priority for the IfA. We have for over three years 
now been running the Future Apprenticeships programme for the Education and 
Training Foundation4 which has worked with providers and other supply 
organisations to give them advice, guidance and resources on the development and 
implementation of the Apprenticeship reform process. Indeed, a number of 
employees are already accessing the programme, albeit paying unsubsidised full 
rates, so there is clearly an appetite for this kind of resource that we are already in 
the position of being able to supply. AELP would want to be actively involved to 
discuss with the IfA how to extend more such support to employers in the manner 
envisaged. 

                                                           
4
 Previously known as the “Apprenticeship Staff Support Programme”. The website for the programme is 

available at  http://futureapprenticeships.org.uk/  

http://futureapprenticeships.org.uk/
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The IfA and Technical and Professional Education (TPE) 
 

19. It is important to note firstly that AELP welcomes the proposals for a much-needed 
strategy for Post-16 Skills, offering clear routes through to work or progression in 
learning with links between classroom- and work-based routes. We do however have 
fundamental concerns that the proposals outlined by the Sainsbury Review5 still 
require further work before being suitable for implementation, as in many respects 
they do not easily sit with existing systems of education. With this in mind, whilst we 
acknowledge and welcome the future development of the IfA to widen in scope to 
include the Technical and Professional Education (TPE) from 2018 and providing 
continuity of ownership and governance of provision, we are concerned at the 
extension of the remit of the Institute and the complexities behind the development 
and implementation of the TPE when the Institute has not yet even established itself 
as in charge of Apprenticeships. We suggest the need for a clear and transparent 
roadmap to provide the sector with not just further reassurance, but an opportunity to 
help shape and develop the proposition.   
 

20. We have concerns that a framework of only 15 routes across technical education 
may create an unwelcome and elitist system of education. There is a clear danger 
that the standards that are now being developed may not align to the 15 classroom-
based routes of learning envisaged by Sainsbury, trapping learners in the classroom 
and preventing them stepping off into work-based provision when it is timely and 
appropriate for them to do so. Clear examples of this are the new Retail 
Apprenticeship standards and the lack of transferability and progression across from 
the 15 routes offered by Sainsbury. In order to combat this risk we strongly believe 
further support is required on ensuring level 2 apprenticeships are mapped to all the 
proposed 15 routes and also ensuring that all standards regardless of sector are also 
mapped to one of the routeways.  

 
21. The IfA must therefore not only plan to assume a quality role from 2018, but should 

be prepared and able to actively contribute to the shaping of TPE to ensure that it 
actually achieves the policy objectives that it has set itself. 
 

 
 

                                                           
5
 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/post-16-skills-plan-and-independent-report-on-technical-

education  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/post-16-skills-plan-and-independent-report-on-technical-education
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/post-16-skills-plan-and-independent-report-on-technical-education
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The Association of Employment and Learning Providers (AELP) 
 

The Association of Employment and Learning Providers (AELP) represents the interests 
of a range of organisations delivering vocational learning and employment and 
employability support. The majority of our 800+ member organisations are independent 
providers (from both the private and third sectors) holding contracts with the Skills 
Funding Agency (SFA) for Apprenticeship and non- Apprenticeship (Adult Education 
Budget) provision, with many also delivering programmes for the Department for 
Education (Education Funding Agency) and Department of Work and Pensions (DWP). 
Our membership also includes more than 50 Further Education Colleges and a growing 
number Higher Education Institutions and employers. Our membership base continues to 
grow because our focus is on learning leading to employment and partnership working 
with employers. Whilst AELP has England as its primary remit, many of our members are 
involved in the delivery of employment and skills programmes in the devolved nations and 
work with employers who operate throughout the United Kingdom. In addition to these we 
have a number of colleges in membership, as well as non-delivery organisations such as 
awarding organisations as Associate Members, which means that AELP offers a well-
rounded and comprehensive perspective and insight on matters relating to its remit. 
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