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 Introduction   Introduction 
The contents of this paper were sent to the newly-appointed Board 
members of the Institute for Apprenticeships (IfA) by AELP CEO Mark 
Dawe at the beginning of April 2017, to brief them on AELP policy 
positions regarding the Apprenticeship, the levy, and associated items. 

 

The role of independent provision 

1. A total of 1,708 providers are listed on the first iteration of the Register of 
Apprenticeship Training Providers. 1,236 are listed as Main Providers, 170 
are listed as Employer-Providers, 302 as Supporting Providers and 170 as 
Employer-Providers.  
 

2. Although official publications often emphasise the role of Colleges of 
Further Education in delivering Apprenticeships. However, following a 
freedom of information request in 2016, AELP were able to calculate that 
76% of Apprenticeships in England are delivered to learners by 
independent training providers (ITPs), either through direct funding or 
via subcontracted provision from Colleges. 

 
3. ITPs received a total of £382.7m from the Skills Funding Agency for 16-18 

Apprenticeships and 16-18 Traineeships for the 2016/17 academic year 
and £489.7m for adult Apprenticeships (aged 19 and over). Further funds 
were received through subcontracts: over 45% of General FE College 
funding allocation for apprenticeships was subcontracted to ITPs.  

 
4. Apprentices account for 59% of all learners at independent providers 

compared to 12% of all learners at Colleges, demonstrating both the 
importance and scale of independent delivery of Apprenticeships. 

 

5. The Ofsted annual report 2015-16 reported that 82% of ITPs are 
currently judged to be good or outstanding and that the provision of 
apprenticeships by all types of provider continues to improve. Many 
apprenticeships are delivered by strong partnerships between ITPs and 
local colleges and such partnerships should be continue to be 
encouraged. 

 
6. Around 300 independent providers are contracted to deliver Study 

Programmes; most of these are delivered on a roll-on roll-off basis that 
widens the choice and availability of such provision beyond format of the 
standard academic year. 
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Some key issues 

7. The current reform process presents many issues for providers and employers alike to 
tackle as we approach the implementation of the levy system. Some of the most major and 
pressing issues are outlined below. 

 

8. Standards and end-point assessments: We are concerned that the current process and 
pace of the development of standards and end-point assessments are compromising the 
quality of what is being made available. It cannot be right that a large proportion of 
standards are being made available for delivery – sometimes at the expense of current 
frameworks - when their end-point assessments have either not been developed at all (thus 
giving no indication of price with which providers and employers can engage in meaningful 
price negotiations), or are only available on a near-monopoly basis. This would not happen 
in any other form of post-16 learning such as A-levels.  

 
9. The concept of end-point assessment has been implemented by refusing to countenance 

the inclusion of any form of ongoing assessment in its conclusions. We do not believe this is 
the correct approach for every occupation, some of which have skills and competencies that 
would be better judged through ongoing formative assessment methods. The “one size fits 
all” approach is in our view therefore self-defeating if the objective is to ensure that 
standards accurately reflect the competency of the Apprentice in undertaking the range of 
tasks that will be required in the role, at least some of which may not be easily replicated in 
an end-point format.  

 
10. As a result, we are also not convinced that the creation of an “end-point assessment 

industry” that sits separately from training is a necessary or even positive move. We believe 
that delivery and assessment expertise should sit side-by-side within organisations, giving 
employers the best options to ensure a comprehensive learning experience for their 
Apprentices that will result in the most productive employees possible.   

 
11. AELP is therefore calling 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.  

 
12. Qualifications: Initial (but ongoing) analysis by our Research Department shows that over a 

third of standards so far examined do not require accredited qualifications in order to be 
completed. We believe the absence of qualifications in standards will adversely affect their 
portability across occupations and sectors thereby limiting social mobility. This also impacts 
on the ability to make comparable judgements of quality, and ultimately will undermine the 
overall Apprenticeships brand (as in the absence of externally recognised qualifications so 
the company at which the Apprenticeship was studied will assume undue importance). 
AELP is clear that all standards should contain a requirement to achieve robust, 
externally accredited technical qualifications. 

 

13. Quality: We acknowledge the important role of the QAA and HEFCE in continuing to 
approve and oversee apprenticeships where a degree qualification is embedded. However, 
we believe that Ofsted should still have the overarching responsibility for inspecting the 
delivery of all apprenticeships, whatever the level, to ensure consistency, rigour and 
transparency. 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 of apprenticeships.  
 

14. Off-the-job training: What constitutes “off-the-job” training can vary markedly between 
sectors and occupations. Recent surveys of our members have demonstrated the enormous 
range of methods by which it can be undertaken, all of which have met with approval from 
employers. We are therefore very concerned that the broad requirement for 20% of off-
the-job training to be included in Apprenticeship standards should not be prescribed 
so closely as to eliminate tried and tested arrangement that employers are currently 
satisfied with, nor to prevent innovation in how such training may be developed in 
future. 

 
15. English and maths delivery:  It is absolutely essential that everyone has a working 

understanding of English and maths, not just to compete in the labour market but in order to 
build successful lives for themselves in a much wider sense. There are however a number of 
factors surrounding English and maths delivery that we believe require urgent 
reconsideration.  

 
16. We believe for example that English and maths should be allowed in any calculations 

of “20% off-the-job” training, not least because to exclude them would mean that 
employers will be paying for both off-the-job technical training and off-the-job English and 
maths training, making those who require such training less attractive prospects for 
employment – a definite hindrance to the aim of social mobility.  

 
17. Recent controversies in the Early Years industry have also highlighted the issue of 

equivalencies between GCSEs and Functional Skills. We are completely clear that any 
learner’s abilities in English and maths are not dependent on the way that were assessed, 
but by the level of their learning and their resulting ability to apply it in realistic work settings. 
In this respect, Functional Skills and GCSEs are and should always be treated as 
equivalencies in terms of level of knowledge, and the only difference between them 
should be an appreciation of the contexts in which they may best be utilised – which (in 
general terms) are likely to mean that GCSEs are more suitable for academic pathways, and 
Functional Skills are more suitable in work-based settings. However the content of the 
learning – and the currency the two qualifications represent, should not be treated as 
somehow different. 

 
18. Current regulations for the delivery of Apprenticeship standards indicate that learners must 

achieve a Level 1 in English and maths in order for an Apprenticeship sat Level 2 to be 
completed. However, additionally learners are also required – whether or not they have 
undertaken sufficient learning to warrant it - to sit the test for Level 2 as well, although there 
is no requirement to pass it. This will undoubtedly mean that some learners who clearly will 
not pass such a test will be forced to sit an exam that they will inevitably fail, in order for an 
Apprenticeship to be awarded. Whilst we can agree that learners should be encouraged to 
continue with their studies of maths and English to a higher level than required by 
standards, we feel it is completely wrong that there is a requirement to sit for an exam 
that will inevitably result in a failure – a waste of everybody’s time and resource, and bad 
value for the taxpayer who will be funding it. 

 
19. We also do not understand the rationale for funding such qualifications at a lower rate when 

taken within Apprenticeships than outside of them, and have some initial evidence that the 
majority of such provision is being undertaken at a sometimes significant loss by providers 



which is a significant danger to the delivery of the future of the policy. All English and 
maths delivery for apprentices should be therefore funded as a minimum at the 
equivalent stand-alone rate, but ideally a full review should be undertaken of the 
funding being made available for these crucial elements of learning. 

 
20. The IfA will be required to advise the Skills Funding Agency on matters relating to the 

funding of Apprenticeships. Whilst the availability of budgets are not within the Institute’s 
direct remit, there are further areas of concern that we are concerned about, that we believe 
Board members should be aware of. 

 
21. SME funding: Levy proceeds are supposed to fund the entire apprenticeship programme, 

but there is strong indicative evidence that the entitlement of levy payers to claim back 
funding for their own apprenticeships means that there will be little money left to fund the 
apprenticeships of non-levy paying SMEs. SMEs currently account for more than half of the 
apprenticeship opportunities on offer and, as MPs on the Public Accounts Committee 
recently observed, many constituencies have few (or no) levy paying employers. Young 
people in many towns and rural areas may no longer have access to the government’s 
flagship skills programme.  

 
22. The government has allocated a separate budget for SMEs for the first year of the levy while 

initial revenues are being collected but there is no certainty of funding after that. AELP is 
calling for a guaranteed minimum annual budget of £1bn between now and the end of 
this Parliament to ensure that SMEs in all areas of the country can continue to offer 
apprenticeships. 

 
23. Ensuring apprenticeship opportunities for 16-18 year olds: The government’s additional 

incentives of £1,000 to the employer and another £1,000 to the provider will make little 
difference to the prospects of recruiting younger Apprentices, especially for higher cost, 
higher level apprenticeships. Unless funding becomes more realistic, we are unlikely to 
improve the current level of 16-18 Apprenticeships. AELP calls for the government to look 
again at the funding rates for 16 to 18 year olds. 

 
 


