
 

 
 
 
The 4 C’s - The areas of challenge for delivering EPA 

 
In discussions with our members, it is clear that the reality of delivering End Point Assessment (EPA) is 
starting to bite with both EPA organisations (EPAOs) and providers.  Currently volumes are low and 
resource can be thrown at resolving issues – however this is not sustainable and following our 
discussions, we have listed the main areas that AELP members believe need resolving using four “C” 
headings: 
 

• Clarity 
• Consistency 
• Capacity 
• Costings 

 
In formulating these headings, what has also become very clear is that through resolving issues of clarity 
and consistency there is an opportunity to create greater capacity and reduce costs - so there is a clear 
flow through from the first two “C”s to the second two.   
 
It is recognised there is a risk to destabilising the system if the government introduce too much change to 
the process of EPA at the moment, but some change will be necessary during implementation as issues 
arise. EPAOs have invested a lot of time, effort, staffing and money up front for little or no return at the 
moment.  They have the experts and can support with training, development and capacity building. 

 
The issues described are generic across all EPAs, and many remain in relation to the reliability, validity 
and manageability of specific assessment plans that have already been approved and priced by the IfA.  
Some of the issues raised below are an attempt to prevent these individual concerns when future 
standards and assessment plans are developed, but for many it is too late and specific individual 
adjustment will now be required. 
 
The tables below expand the four “C”s and set out in more detail ways in which they could be resolved. 
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Clarity 

 
A general need has been identified for the sector as a whole to better understand the 

complexity and importance of planning and scheduling apprentices and their EPA, and 
the respective requirements on providers and employers in this process. 

 
Issue identified Action required 

Role of provider post gateway  
 

See AELP provider / EPAO document 
“Pricing and Eligible Costs” 

 

Roles and responsibilities of the EPAO, 
provider and employer throughout EPA  

Invigilation – who provides it and pays for 
it  
 

Venues - who provides it and pays for it  
 

Contracting complexities - determining 
agreed responsibilities and contracting 
relationships between each party to the 

EPA process  
 

True cost of EPA – over and above the 
eligible cost – the additional costs on 

employers and providers for invigilation, 
venues, resources and materials.  

 
An understanding of the actual cost of 

delivery of the assessment when 
determining whether its appropriateness 

for inclusion in a Standard 
Understanding the consequences of short 
notice cancellations and variances of EPA 

elements on the cost of delivery 
 

Better upfront guidance as to what each 
assessment can reliably and validly 

assess, and the cost of delivery of that 
assessment – especially if there are 
options for remote and face to face 

delivery 
 

Completion payments  
 

Absolute clarity required of when the 
provider can claim the completion 

payment and how they are informed that 
the final assessment has taken place by 

the EPAO. 
Timeframes on assessment windows –

start points and length of period can vary 
 

Clarity required on when assessment 
windows start 

Data matching across the EPAO and 
apprenticeship system and understanding 
what the main driver is – there are many 
changes happening day to day between 
the employer and EPAO which are not 

then updated on the Apprenticeship 
System. 

 

Consideration should be given as to how 
updates are made and by whom, and who 

monitors this process.   
The tracking on the Apprenticeship system 

needs to be significantly improved with 
data being made accessible to all those 
involved in the apprenticeship process 

 

https://www.aelp.org.uk/resource-and-information-centre/resource-and-information-centre/best-practice-guide/pricing-and-eligible-costs/
https://www.aelp.org.uk/resource-and-information-centre/resource-and-information-centre/best-practice-guide/pricing-and-eligible-costs/
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Consistency 

In addition to the points outlined below, it has been noted that there are inherent 
contradictions in some assessment plans, and these will need to be reviewed to 
make the process robust and trustworthy. Overall it is also felt that there are a 
number of operating rules which do not seem to provide any benefit but which 

nonetheless make the process inefficient and hard to justify to employers 
 

Issue identified Action required 
Multiplicity of rules and regulations Need for a single set of assessment 

rules / a single EQA 
 

Resit Rules vary by standard for no 
apparent reason 

 

Standard approach required towards 
resit rules 

Reasonable adjustments for 
LLDD/SEND are not set out as a single 

approach for all apprentices  
 

 
AELP Learning Support and EPAO 

Special Interest Groups are currently 
working together to formulate a standard 
approach to reasonable adjustments in 

EPA 
EPAOs – Inclusive Best Practise: 

Reasonable Adjustments 
 

Assessment terminology / approaches 
and grading vary by standard (even in 

the same sector areas) for no clear 
reason – for example, how the interplay 

between different assessment 
components contributes to the overall 

grading judgement  
 

 
Consistent approach required, or 

“adopt/explain” principle should be 
invoked where differences arise to 

ensure understanding.  

EQA Processes and approach varies by 
EQA leading to multiple and various 
demands on EPAOs, providers and 

employers.  
 

Assessment methodology for each 
assessment tool varies for no valid 

reason 
 

Review of plans varies from EQA to 
EQA, and the IfA has no determined 

process. 
 

Assessment plan reviews should be 
subject to a clear and consistent 

approach, making it clear what is being 
reviewed and why changes are made 

 
Differing charging approaches  

 
A standard form of charging should be 

agreed across EPAOs 
 

Varying levels of required Assessor 
Occupational competence  

 

A standard level of assessor 
competence should be agreed across all 

EPAs 
 

https://www.aelp.org.uk/resource-and-information-centre/resource-and-information-centre/best-practice-guide/epaos-inclusive-best-practise-reasonable-adjustments/
https://www.aelp.org.uk/resource-and-information-centre/resource-and-information-centre/best-practice-guide/epaos-inclusive-best-practise-reasonable-adjustments/


4 
 

 
Consistency 

In addition to the points outlined below, it has been noted that there are inherent 
contradictions in some assessment plans, and these will need to be reviewed to 
make the process robust and trustworthy. Overall it is also felt that there are a 
number of operating rules which do not seem to provide any benefit but which 

nonetheless make the process inefficient and hard to justify to employers 
 

Issue identified Action required 
Variations in appeals processes Standard/common system required 

 
Assessment window start points and 

durations post-gateway can vary from 2-
4 months for no apparent reason.   

Standard approach required 

Contractual arrangements required vary 
from EPAO to EPAO 

 

Standard contracting model required 

Time between gateway and planning 
meetings  

7-day rule – currently being reviewed for 
possible change 
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Capacity 

There is a general concern across the sector that employer staff are being required 
to manage, plan, schedule and administer the EPA assessment process. This was 
not a requirement under frameworks, and there is insufficient support for such staff 
to take on this role which can lead to adverse outcomes in the assessment process. 

 
Issue identified Action required 

Assessor Capacity – probably the 
biggest concern at the moment 

especially give the restrictions placed on 
who can be an assessor.   

 
If 600k EPAs are to be delivered every 
year, that is 50k per month – and most 
have 3 assessments – that is 150,000 

assessments per month requiring 
“independent” assessors.  

 
This will be compounded by peaks and 

troughs in EPA demand.  
 

AELP have developed a training 
package with partners and have draft 

guidance with the relevant agencies to 
provide one set of rules on who can be 

end point assessors, and the safeguards 
that need to be in place 

 
See AELP online course documentation 

on role of provider and EPAO 
 
 

Lack of technology to deliver EPA in 
many cases 

 

Increased priority needs to be placed on 
development of suitable technological 

aids to EPA 
 

https://www.aelp.org.uk/news/news/press-releases/online-assessor-course-launched-for-aelp-members/
https://www.aelp.org.uk/news/news/press-releases/online-assessor-course-launched-for-aelp-members/
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Costings 
 

True cost of development and delivery of 
EPA not currently understood when 

determining the manageability and the 
pricing 

 
Proper understanding of the true cost of 
each type of assessment including their 

development and maintenance – 
particularly where there is a requirement for 
physical attendance for a significant period 

of time. 
 

A standard form of charging should be 
agreed across EPAOs 

 
Better upfront guidance as to what each 

assessment can reliably and validly 
assess, and the cost of delivery of that 
assessment – especially if there are 

options for remote and face to face delivery 
 

See AELP provider / EPAO document 
“Pricing and Eligible Costs” 

 
Differing approaches by EPAOs to use of 

external venues where the workplace is not 
suitable 

 

Standard approach should be agreed 

Significant administrative burden on the 
EPAO and the same employer in arranging 

a variety of assessments 
 

Administrative burden requires review with 
a view to minimising  

Inaccurate data leads to wasted cost when 
booking resource – whether wrong timing 
of gateway completion, wrong location, 

employer changing demands on the 
apprentice etc. Currently a very common 

issue creating significant cost. 
 

Better support programme required across 
sector to ensure improved accuracy of data 

The review of standards and the funding 
band changes lead to the potential of 

significant extra development costs for the 
EPAOs, which will ultimately result in 

higher costs of delivery. 
 

Funding band changes should only be 
approved where there is very clear 

evidence that the original allocation was 
substantially incorrect. 

The list of non-eligible costs, which are 
substantial and determining how they are 

paid for – e.g. training of assessors 
 

A review is required of non-eligible costs 

 

https://www.aelp.org.uk/resource-and-information-centre/resource-and-information-centre/best-practice-guide/pricing-and-eligible-costs/
https://www.aelp.org.uk/resource-and-information-centre/resource-and-information-centre/best-practice-guide/pricing-and-eligible-costs/

