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Introduction 
 
The Association of Employment and Learning Providers (AELP) represents the 
interests of a range of organisations delivering employment and employability 
support and vocational learning.  The majority of our 650+ member organisations are 
independent providers (from both the private and the third sectors) holding contracts 
with the Skills Funding Agency, with many also delivering EFA and Department of 
Work and Pensions funded provision.  We have around 113 EFA-funded providers in 
membership, and have a strong relationship with EFA advising on and disseminating 
information about policy implementation. The majority of our members are 
Commercial and Charitable Providers (CCPs) although we also have around 40 
colleges in membership, as well as non-delivery organisations such as SSCs and 
awarding bodies as Associate Members. This means that AELP offers a well 
rounded and comprehensive perspective and insight on matters relating to its remit 
to represent and lobby on behalf of its members.  
 
For further information about this consultation response, please contact: 
 
Judy Brandon 
National Policy Manager 
Association of Employment and Learning Providers 
Colenso House 
46 Bath Hill 
Keynsham 
Bristol 
BS31 1HG 
 
Phone:  07891 198037 
Email:  jbrandon@aelp.org.uk 
 

mailto:jbrandon@aelp.org.uk�
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Overview 

We are supportive of the overall objectives of the consultation to raise standards for 
students and learners by sharpening accountability for performance using clear 
performance data. We support the principle that the quality of delivery to end-users 
is paramount and that all providers, regardless of institution type, should be treated 
equally.  No provider can expect to be able to continue to deliver provision that does 
not meet learner needs or is not of a comparably high standard to that available 
across the sector as a whole.  Performance measures must be set and implemented 
based on data that recognises the context within which the provision has been 
delivered, ie the accountability arrangements must ensure the capacity for like-for-
like comparisons of both providers and types of provision. 
 
When measuring qualifications at this level we believe that the key measure should 
be attainment.  We accept that it is helpful to measure completions, but for 
vocational qualifications this is secondary to measuring attainment. 
 
In this response we have concentrated on those issues of particular interest to AELP 
members. 
 
• We agree in principle that “high-value level 2 substantial vocational qualifications 

which meet pre-defined characteristics” could well be a suitable top-line 
performance measure but until we are clear what these characteristics actually 
are we would only offer qualified support at this time.  (See Q1) 
 

• Employers must be fully involved throughout as vocational qualifications are 
developed as their input is necessary to ensure that these will provide the basic 
training and learning that they as employers generically would require.  (See Q2) 

 
• Quality and fit-for-purpose assessment that is moderated and verified should be a 

requirement for all vocational qualifications (See Q2) 
 
• If a redevelopment of current qualifications is required we agree that at least a 

two-year period of grace would be required for this to take place.  There also 
needs to be a period of development for training providers to adapt teaching and 
learning materials and training staff.  (See Q3) 

 
• We agree that there should be work done to explore how work-based training 

provision (including Apprenticeships) at independent providers could be reported.  
It will be important to ensure that performance measures reflect the wide variety 
of successful outcomes for work based learning such as the achievement of a job 
or completion of work experience as well as qualification success.  (See Q7) 

 
• There will inevitably be a number of issues, one of which is what if any 

intervention would be undertaken on ITPs who fail to reach any minimum 
standards that may be set.  Any intervention must be robustly moderated to 
equate fairly to the standards required of, and interventions proposed for, FE 
Colleges.   (See Q8) 
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• We support the concept that students should not be counted as “negative 

leavers” when they leave qualifications to take up Apprenticeships, Supported 
Internships or Traineeships because the learner is nevertheless progressing to a 
positive destination with continued learning.  We should also recognise the 
success of learners moving into employment that might not include an 
Apprenticeship or volunteering.  We must recognise these successes that take 
the learner closer to the job market.  (See Q10) 
 

• Destination measures (as espoused in para 6.3) will be a strong indicator of an 
institution’s success in bringing about positive outcomes for LLDD learners. 
Providing that KS4 and KS5 measures adequately reflect this breadth of positive 
outcome then extending them post-16 to encompass a wider range of providers 
than mentioned in the document would be fair and sensible.  (See Q13) 

 
• Where MOOCs are or can be certificated and can be shown to be of high quality 

we would agree that they could work in a 16-19 environment and that work 
should be undertaken to explore how this may be done. AELP would be very 
keen to participate in such work.  (See Q15) 
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Measuring qualifications at level 2 and below 
 
The notion at paragraph 4.2 of an approved list of “substantial” qualifications in its 
broadest sense has our support, but we feel it very important that the concept of 
“substantial” is definitively set out. This has been the subject of considerable debate, 
for example during the implementation of study programme provision, and it is still 
not entirely clear to the sector what is meant by the term. This has clear operational 
implications as providers still have a degree of uncertainty as to whether the 
provision they have set up aligns with the requirement for “substantial” qualification 
delivery or not. If there is to be an approved list of such qualifications to be 
recognised within performance tables it is vital that the term “substantial” is clear and 
unambiguous, in order that judgements can be properly made about whether or not 
qualifications are suitable (or otherwise) for inclusion. 
 
The proposed measures for top line performance in paragraph 4.3 also include 
“proportions studying substantial vocational qualifications showing the percentages 
of students studying these high-quality qualifications.” This phraseology is reflected 
again in Q1. This would appear to conflate “substantial” with “high-quality”, so it 
becomes even more imperative that it is understood what “substantial” actually 
means – is it a time measure, or is it a measure of content? We do not believe for 
example that time is any measure of the quality or otherwise of a qualification (those 
that pass A-levels or GCSE early are not deemed to have any form of lesser 
qualification as a result so it is hard to see why vocational qualifications should be 
treated differently). Alternatively, if “substantial” relates to content, then it must be 
clear what criteria are being used to judge this. We would agree in principle that 
“high-value level 2 substantial vocational qualifications which meet pre-defined 
characteristics” could well be a suitable top-line performance measure but there 
must be greater clarity on what these characteristics actually are.  
 
Ensuring a balanced, sector wide view from both large employers and SMEs will be 
essential.  They must be fully involved throughout as vocational qualifications are 
developed as their input is necessary to ensure that these will provide the basic 
training and learning that they as employers would require.   
 
We believe that quality and fit-for-purpose assessment that is moderated and verified 
should be a requirement for all vocational qualifications.  This is already found in 
competence based courses such as NVQs, which have a valid and rigorous process 
externally verified by awarding organisations.  We do not support the need for 
grading in work located vocational learning.  The recent decision to introduce grading 
into apprenticeships will add complexity to into the assessment of this competence 
based programme.  It is very difficult to compare performance when the learning is 
completed in very different working environments and grading could result in an 
overemphasis on those areas that can be easily marked, such as written tests.  
Maintaining the standardisation between sectors and grades will be both difficult and 
complex. 
 
If a redevelopment of current qualifications is required then we would agree that at 
least a two-year period of grace would be required for this to take place, ie they 
should be given the same time period that was given for the redevelopment of 
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Technical Level qualifications at level 3.  There also needs to be a period of 
development for training providers to adapt teaching and learning materials and 
training staff. 
 
The consultation also proposes, as part of the additional measures, to show 
attainment of approved level 3 maths qualifications.  Guidelines are being developed 
for new level 3 maths qualifications for students that have achieved grade C or 
above in GCSE maths but do not wish to take AS or A levels in the subject.  The aim 
is to incentivise students to continue to study maths beyond the age of 16.  We can 
support this ambition, but the new qualifications must be flexible/functional enough to 
meet the needs of learners in work based learning as well as those on academic 
courses.  For those in vocational learning this means making maximum use of 
example and topics that are work related and fully embedded in the practical world of 
work. 
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Minimum standards 
 
Currently little data is published for 16-17 year olds taking qualifications in 
independent training providers, although the success rates of providers in delivering 
apprenticeships can be found on the National Apprenticeship Service’s website. We 
do agree with the concept of consumer information and consumer choice, especially 
as a driver to higher quality, and for this reason we would agree that there should be 
work done to explore how work-based training provision (including Apprenticeships) 
at independent providers could be reported.  It will be important to ensure that 
performance measures reflect the wide variety of successful outcomes for work 
based learning such as the achievement of a job or completion of work experience 
as well as qualification success.  It will also be important to recognise that 
Apprenticeships and Traineeships are frameworks of qualifications and it is the 
totality of the framework that needs to be substantive rather than the component 
parts. 
 
As the major trade body for independent training providers we would fully expect to 
be closely consulted on the progress of any such work. 
 
This work will inevitably raise a number of issues, one of which is what if any 
intervention would be undertaken on independent training providers who fail to reach 
any minimum standards that may be set.  The minimum standards must take into 
account the fact that some providers only deal with the hard to reach and those that 
have low levels of achievement such as those that have dropped out of full time 
education.  Providers’ performance data must recognise the cohort of learners that 
they are working with.  The majority of FE colleges have a range of students which 
gives some balance to their performance statistics.  However the standards should 
be applied to all providers albeit with reference to the context in which the 
performance is delivered.  Minimum standards must not lead to the loss of some 
types of provision because providers cannot take the risk of delivering them. 
 
The key issue is performance and outcomes for learners and that must be at the 
centre of any system. For this reason we would support the concept in para 5.2 that 
students should not be counted as “negative leavers” when they leave qualifications 
to take up Apprenticeships, Supported Internships or Traineeships because the 
learner is nevertheless progressing to a positive destination with continued learning.  
We should also recognise the success of learners moving into employment that 
might not include an Apprenticeship or volunteering, as we/government now do in 
Traineeships.  We must recognise these successes that take the learner closer to 
the job market.  Destination measures must also not be focused solely on short term 
progression.  The real test will be whether they completed any further education or 
training that they started and if they achieved a job at the end of the programme. 
 
Issues surrounding learners with special needs and learning difficulties are always 
complex and we are glad to see them addressed in this document, especially in light 
of impending legislation regarding the introduction of Education and Health Care 
(EHC) plans and the extension of the age in which these apply up to 25. Although 
independent providers will not be required (as colleges will be) to accept learners 
with EHCs a growing number operating in the post-16 sector are accepting LLDD 
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learners and making very positive improvements to their prospects as a result.  It will 
therefore be important that the measures for LLDD students should apply to all 
providers.   
 
Destination measures (as set out in para 6.3) will be a strong indicator of an 
institution’s success in bringing about positive outcomes for LLDD learners. Indeed, 
for many such learners this will be a much more persuasive indicator of excellence 
than measurements of qualification attainment, given the relatively low level of 
employment amongst those with disabilities. For this reason, employment should not 
be the main judgement of performance with regard to LLDD learners because (as 
noted in 6.3) a successful transition to adult life may be equally if not more important 
or relevant to them in some cases.  Measurement of ‘distance travelled’ against the 
LLDD learner’s learning goals may be another good measure for this specific cohort.  
Providing that KS4 and KS5 measures adequately reflect this breadth of positive 
outcome then extending them post-16 to encompass a wider range of providers than 
mentioned in the document would be fair and sensible, however a ‘one size fits all’ 
accountability model may not be appropriate as we should not penalise those 
providers that focus on supporting LLDD learners. 
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Use of ‘MOOCs’ in a 16-19 environment 
 
The mode of delivery of the qualifications should not make any difference to the 
effectiveness of the programmes and they should be regarded as comparable 
qualifications if they meet the requirements and the criteria. 
 
AELP has long championed the use, and the extension of the use of, technology in 
work-based learning, not least through our extensive Learning Innovation Grant 
programme that over five years distributed around £13m to the sector to develop 
innovative delivery methods.  We therefore believe that MOOCs have a potentially 
very important place in the FE system, especially to broaden and widen participation. 
Where these are or can be certificated and can be shown to be of high quality we 
would agree that they could work in a 16-19 environment and that work should be 
undertaken to explore how this may be done and how they should be counted in the 
accountability criteria.. AELP would be very keen to participate in such work.   
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