
AELP Submission: #85 

“Fatally flawed foundations threaten 
to undermine the sustainability of the 
apprenticeship system”  

– AELP’s response to the IfATE’s      
consultation on changes to the      
funding bands recommendation     
process 

13 May 2020 



“Fatally flawed foundations threaten to undermine the sustainability of the 
apprenticeship system” – AELP’s response to the IfATE’s consultation on 
changes to the funding bands recommendation process 

On 24 February 2020, the Institute for Apprenticeships and Technical Education (IfATE) 
published proposals to change the process that determines the maximum level of government 
funding made available for a new apprenticeship standard through a funding band. 

The Institute decided to consult on changes, citing concerns which called for greater 
transparency on how funding band recommendations are made. These changes have been 
informed heavily by a research paper on the costs of delivering apprenticeship standards, 
developed by IFF Research. 

The Institute has developed a core model to generate the value of the maximum funding band 
for an apprenticeship standard, which amounts to the sum of all eligible costs of delivering an 
apprenticeship. These costs have been grouped into five categories: 

• Teaching value 
o (Monthly teaching rate) x (Apprenticeship duration in months) 

• Consumables value 
o (Expected consumable pricing band advised by route trailblazer) 

• Formative assessment value 
o (Monthly formative assessment rate) x (Apprenticeship duration in months) 

• End Point Assessment (EPA) value 
o (Quote provided by EPAOs and moderated by the IfATE) 

• Administration costs 
o (Monthly administration rate) x (Apprenticeship duration in months) 

Drawing on the findings of the cost research paper, the IfATE developed a set of fixed input 
rates to determine the teaching value, consumables costs, formative assessment value, 
administration costs. Critically and somewhat startlingly, these fixed inputs do not form part of 
the IfATE’s consultation and are not open for debate. 

AELP believes the assumptions behind these key underpinning foundations to the funding 
models are fatally flawed and provides foundations to different models which are both unsafe 
and hazardous to the sustainability of a high-quality apprenticeship system. For example, the 
IFF Research found that, on average, contact time with apprentices was split approximately 
90% in group teaching and 10% in one-to-one settings. It also found that, when apprentices 
were taught in groups, the average class size was 12. Whilst every sector and provider’s 
delivery model are different, AELP does not recognise this is in anyway reflective of how most 
providers deliver. If anything, delivery models are typically the reverse of this, being in small 
groups and being delivered on a significantly higher one-to-one basis, at an associated higher 
delivery cost.  

Although the core model is central to the proposals, the IfATE acknowledged that the actual 
costs of delivering apprenticeships is not uniform and proposed two options to address cost 
variations by applying weighting and allowing trailblazer input. Using programme cost 
weightings based on sector subject areas would produce five rates of estimated teaching 
costs, rather than adopting a single rate as the core model suggests, while allowing trailblazer 
group input would generate a more accurate value of teaching costs and consumables. 

AELP believes that the IfATE’s proposals to switch the funding band recommendation process 
would be disastrous for the apprenticeship sector, especially in times of economic upheaval 
and more so now when we exit the Covid-19 pandemic following Brexit and employers will 
need skilled staff and individuals will need reskilling. 



The current funding band methodology is far from perfect, with some well documented 
examples. One of which being the level 2 Adult Care Worker apprenticeship standard which 
due to the Covid-19 pandemic has again been brought to the forefront of the need for a 
growing national demand for high quality, highly skilled additions to the workforce in this key 
sector.  This standard current relies on a chronically low maximum funding limit of £3,000, with 
training lasting for at least 12 months in duration and this standard includes two significant 
mandatory on-programme qualifications (i.e. Care Certificate and Level 2 Diploma in Care). 
Apprentices in this sector typically are contracted on high hourly weekly shifts, thus meaning 
that the time for the mandatory minimum 20% off-the-job training is much greater than 
someone working 35 hours in other settings. AELP believes that the core model condemns 
already poorly funded programmes to further poor funding when proper review of the support 
and delivery needed for such standards would – if anything – show the need for much greater 
funding. It is vital that a range of stakeholders are included in properly inputting and sense 
checking the formulating of funding bands to account for different delivery and assessment 
methods. 

In its effort to increase transparency in the allocation of funding band decisions, the IfATE has 
become blurred between transparency and simplicity when these two things do not need to 
be mutually exclusive features. With its research foundations deeply flawed and not accurately 
reflective of the reality of delivery, we call on the IfATE to retain and rethink the current 
process. 

The core model makes the mistake of prioritising justifiable concerns about transparency over 
the adequate funding of delivery, with apprenticeships potentially receiving up to 40% less 
funding as evidenced in the IfATE’s own Interim Impact Analysis.  

Applying programme weighting factors to the core model for teaching and consumables costs 
would mitigate the impact on the apprenticeship funding bands, with a potential decline of up 
to 18%, but would also make the process much less simple and transparent. 

Allowing trailblazer groups to provide feedback and input to the core model would prove 
slightly less detrimental to apprenticeship delivery in terms of costs, with an average reduction 
of 2% in funding bands, but would make the new system substantially identical to the current 
one. 

Although we understand the need for the IfATE to consider ways to ensure greater 
transparency and simplicity in the process it uses to recommend the maximum amount of 
government funding for apprenticeship standards, AELP believes that the effective delivery of 
high quality apprenticeships takes priority over these justifiable concerns. 

 

 

   



Question 1: In what capacity are you responding to this consultation? 

AELP is a representative body whose members support employers in the delivery of 70% of 
apprenticeships in England. The majority of AELP’s 800+ members are independent private, 
not-for-profit and voluntary sector training and employment services organisations with 
employers, universities, FE colleges, schools and end-point assessment organisations joining 
AELP in increasing numbers. 

Question 2: Does this explanation help you understand what a funding band 
represents? 

Still not clear. 

This definition provides further clarity that the funding band is not the cost of the 
apprenticeship, but rather the maximum contribution from the government towards the cost of 
the programme and that the cost and the funding band are two separate variables. 

AELP believes that the definition should go further and should be a calculated estimate of the 
typical eligible training, assessment costs and reasonable overheads as part of the cost of the 
delivery of the apprenticeships to enable an apprentices to reach occupational competence. 

Question 3: Which aspects of the existing funding recommendation process would you 
like to retain in a new approach?  
 
AELP would like to retain the following aspects in a new approach: 

• Sharing information on funding bands of standards with similar characteristics with 
trailblazer groups 

• Providing workshops to trailblazers early in the apprenticeship standard development 
process, which focusses on the process of recommending a funding band 

• Using training provider quotes as inputs to the process of recommending a funding 
band 

• Using EPAO quotes as inputs to the process of recommending a funding band 
 

The key drivers behind AELP’s response can be summed up as follows: 

• Employers absolutely need more help to understand the cost implications when 
designing standards and the associated assessment plan. 

• End point assessment is still in its infancy and there is a lack of reliable data on the 
actual costs of EPA (as highlighted in the IFF Research). 

• There are significant inconsistencies and variables within the different methods and 
methodology across over 500 standards. Until this discrepancy is addressed, we urge 
caution in attempting to oversimplify a generic cost against an assessment method. 

• Using so-called similar standards as a benchmark for inputting recommendations to 
funding bands is too simplistic and does not take into account the unique nature of 
each standard, different delivery models, and specifics of different sectors and 
employers. 

• Employer-led route panels should be able to help advise on the occupational specific 
content, but they are not necessarily experts in training and assessment and therefore 
understand the specifically associated costs that sit behind them.  

Question 4: For the purposes of this consultation, we have used the term ‘formative 
assessment’ as outlined above. Do you think this is an appropriate term to capture 
these costs? 



Yes. 

AELP agrees that “formative assessment” is an appropriate term which incorporates preparing 
for end point assessment, ongoing progress reviews and other related activity. 

Question 5: Do you support using a weighted rate to help reflect circumstances that 
drive higher costs? 

Yes. 

As a concept, there certainly need to be a recognition of a cost weighting across different 
routes and occupations to account for the obvious variance in offering these programmes. 

Question 6: If a weighted rate is used in the new model, would you support using the 
PCW for the weighting factor as outlined above? 

Yes. 

From a historical viewpoint, the use of programme cost weighting based on sector subject 
areas has been a tried and tested funding variable across both FE and HE and it is a generally 
fair approach to ensure uplifts to programmes where the cost of delivering the provision needs 
to be enhanced. 

Question 7: Are there any other weighting options which the Institute should explore? 

No. 

As stated in the answer to Question 6, the use of programme cost weighting based on sector 
subject areas is a long-established and fair method to ensure uplifts to apprenticeship 
programmes where the cost of delivery is higher. 

Question 8: Do you support using trailblazer group input to inform the teaching value 
by reflecting higher costs? 

Yes. 

Input from trailblazer groups would allow the amount recommended in funding bands to be 
more reflective of some delivery models with particularly niche requirements, rather than 
having to reply on a blunt one-size-fits-all instrument in the form of a set of arbitrary rates. 

Question 9: Would you be able to provide the information needed for a bespoke 
teaching calculation? 

No. 

Question 10: What other evidence might be useful for a trailblazer group to provide for 
a bespoke calculation of teaching costs? 

Trailblazer groups can provide a wide array of evidence that may be useful for a tailored 
calculation of bespoke costs, such as: 

• Delivery models 
• Class sizes 
• Delivery methods 
• Use of technology 
• Specialist staff costs 
• Specific industry input 

 



Question 11: Do you support using trailblazer group input to inform the consumables 
value to help reflect the exceptional circumstances where higher costs are necessary? 

Yes. 

On the issue of consumables costs, trailblazer group input is essential to giving a more 
accurate idea of the costs involved in delivering an apprenticeship, especially in fields such as 
construction and environmental standards. When it comes to the projected costs of 
consumables, proposing arbitrary funding rates of between £100 and £400 exposes a key 
problem at the heart of this consultation – prioritising simplicity and transparency over the 
adequate funding of training. 

Question 12: Would you be able to provide the information needed for this type of 
consumables cost calculation? 

No.  We believe that provision of this information should lie with the trailblazer groups. 

Question 13: What other evidence might be useful for a trailblazer group to provide for 
a bespoke calculation of consumables costs? 

AELP thinks there should be a mechanism that accurately considers and accounts for the fluid 
nature of and the fluctuating costs of different types of consumables. For example, in welding 
the cost of copper piping will vary over time depending on macroeconomic factors. 

Question 14: Do you have any further thoughts on the proposals, including any 
suggestions for refining? 

AELP believes that the proposals are deeply flawed because the research base is neither 
rooted nor accurately reflective of the reality of delivery and calls on the Institute to retain the 
current process for making funding bands recommendations. 

The core model makes the mistake of prioritising transparency and simplicity over ensuring 
adequate funding for delivery, with apprenticeships potentially receiving up to 40% less 
funding. Applying cost weighting and allowing trailblazer group input may soften the blow, but 
still deliver a process that, at best, changes very little and, at worst, leaves apprenticeship 
delivery poorly funded. 

Despite understanding legitimate concerns around transparency, AELP believes that the 
effective delivery of apprenticeships takes priority, especially in times of economic upheaval. 

Question 15: Would you like to be involved further in the Institute’s engagement? 

Yes. 

Question 16: Would you like to receive a copy of your consultation response by email? 

Yes. 
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