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The Association of Colleges 

 
1. The Association of Colleges (AoC) represents nearly 95% of the 234 colleges 

in England incorporated under the Further and Higher Education Act 1992. 

 

2. Colleges are transformational – they help people make the most of their 

talents and ambitions and drive social mobility; they help businesses 

improve productivity and drive economic growth; they are rooted in and 

committed to their communities and drive tolerance and well-being. They 

are an essential part of England’s education system.  

 

3. Colleges provide academic, technical and professional education for young 

people, adults and employers. Circa 190 colleges deliver HE in England, and 

165 colleges are registered with the Office for Students. 118,000 students 

study HE at FECs in England. 

 

Summary 
 

The LLE aims to deliver a major transformation in further and higher education. 

It seeks to create a more efficient and streamlined funding system across higher 

education levels. The consultation does not seek views on appropriateness of 

LLE in delivering the ambitions of Lifetime Skills Guarantee but asks for opinions 

on some overarching principles and its implementation from 2025.  

 

We support the principles of LLE in providing opportunities to learners to learn 

flexibly over their lifetime and to help meet the skills needs of the country 

however we have several questions and concerns in relation to its 

implementation. We believe the implementation of the policy should not be 

rushed and it seems ambitious to implement this fully from 2025. 

 

On the demand side, the policy assumes a latent demand for LLE that the policy 

will help to meet. On the supply side, some providers will already have 

experience of delivering short courses and meeting local demand. FE colleges 

already have a track record of working closely with local employers and 

delivering Level 4/5 courses flexibly. While LLE can present an opportunity to 

better meet the demand for modular and flexible learning, providers are likely to 

cautiously manage any financial or regulatory risks of delivering in untested 

markets. 

 

LLE alone is not adequate to promote flexible and lifelong learning, this requires 

addressing a range of cultural and systemic barriers and demands a shift in 



 

 

 

 

attitudes to learning. We believe there is a need to identify clear demand in 

specific areas and it would help to adopt a phased approach to implementation 

of LLE combined with some piloting work before a fuller roll out.  

 

Question Q1. How can we best ensure that, compared to the current student 

finance system, the LLE will better support learners to train, retrain or upskill 

throughout their lifetime? • Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 1: The Lifelong Loan Entitlement (LLE) proposes one of the most 

significant reforms in Higher Education. We support the principles of LLE in 

providing opportunities to learners to learn flexibly over their lifetime and to 

help meet the skills needs of the country however we have several questions 

and concerns in relation to its implementation. The policy assumes a latent 

demand for LLE that the policy will help to meet. LLE is an entitlement but for a 

loan that learners will be required to repay. The implementation will require a 

considerable investment and it is important that the purpose and ambitions of 

this policy are stated clearly and the criteria to judge its future success are set 

out unambiguously. 

 

Careful consideration needs to be given to better understand the demand for 

modular and flexible learning. Full time degree study will remain the popular 

choice for young school leavers and it is unlikely that the policy on its own will 

influence the preferences of younger learners towards flexible or part time 

study. On the other hand, mature learners are debt averse and even those in 

employment may not be willing to take out loans to fund their learning.  

 

However, the possibility to be funded for smaller chunks of learning without 

having to commit to a fuller course from the outset can help some learners 

return to study. This demand will vary across the regions as well as occupations. 

The policy can help widen participation and provide opportunities for mature 

learners to reskill or upskill. It is therefore crucial to target ‘hard to reach’ adults 

who are employed and even more importantly those who may not be in 

employment or study.  

 

There is a risk that the policy results in the take up of loans for short courses by 

employees who would otherwise be funded by their employers. Therefore, the 

success of the policy cannot be judged simply on the basis of the number of 

students who undertake short courses or modular study. 

 

On the supply side, some providers will already have experience of delivering 

short courses and meeting local demand. FE colleges already have a track record 

of working closely with local employers and delivering Level 4/5 courses flexibly. 



 

 

 

 

While LLE can present an opportunity to better meet the demand for modular 

and flexible learning, providers are likely to cautiously manage any financial or 

regulatory risks of delivering in untested markets. 

 

We believe the implementation of the policy should not be rushed and it seems 

ambitious to implement this fully from 2025. IAG and clear communications will 

be crucial to support learners and providers especially during the first few years 

of the implementation of LLE. Significant changes will be required for SLC to 

implement the LLE on a full scale and other organisations such as UCAS will 

need to adapt their systems to offer information and advice for alternative 

models of study. We ask that some pilots are conducted before the policy is 

implemented on a fuller scale. This could be based on areas where a clear 

demand for flexible and modular learning has been identified. There is a need to 

scope the demand for different courses and we are keen to support any work 

DfE may wish to undertake in this regard.    

 

While funding is a key barrier to the uptake of flexible and modular study, 

changes to funding alone will not on its own address the issues that inhibit 

credit accumulation and transfer.  There are a range of systemic and cultural 

barriers, many of which have already been highlighted in the consultation. 

 

We welcome the proposals to unify the ALL and HESF and to have a single 

system of funding for higher level study regardless of the type or course or 

whether it is studied in FE or HE. HESF accounts for £18 billion in tuition and 

maintenance loans this year while Level 4 and 5 ALL loans are an estimated £50 

million so the former is 100 times bigger than the latter. There were 1.1 million 

HE loan borrowers in 2020-1 and about 85,000 taking ALLs, mainly at Level 3 so 

outside the scope of the LLE proposals. The 10,000 ALL loans at Levels 4 or 

above are 1 percent of the HESF totals. 

 

A key issue in merging HESF and ALL into a single system will require decisions 

on who can become an eligible provider and who will decide this. There are 420 

providers on the OfS register and about 450 providers approved by ESFA to offer 

Advanced Learner Loans. 165 colleges account for 40 percent of the OfS register 

(with some of the remaining 20 FE colleges running HE under university 

franchises). Some universities are also approved to offer ALLs.  

 

The government can ensure that, compared to the current student finance 

system, the LLE will better support learners to train, retrain or upskill throughout 

their lifetime by 

Investing in timely and accurate IAG and reaching hard to reach groups who 

would otherwise not study HE. Students need to be supported so they can make 



 

 

 

 

informed choices about modular study (that could be built towards fuller 

qualifications). 

Offer maintenance support to students because lack of maintenance 

considerably limits the ability of mature students to return to study.  

 

Maintenance should be offered to students currently funded through the HESF 

system, but it should also be made available to those funds via the ALL. 

Relax the ELQ rules to provide opportunities to adults to reskill and upskill. 

Offer simpler and affordable repayment terms and conditions.  

 

In addition to supporting learners, the government needs to support providers 

to deliver modular study. It is more costly to teach modular and flexible 

provision than teaching fuller qualifications. The government should offer grants 

to help cover the increased costs needed to administer modular learning and to 

offer wrap around support to learners undertaking single modules or short 

courses. Teaching grants should be offered to providers help subsidise the cost 

of teaching high-cost subjects. Also, as we have detailed in our responses below, 

we believe the OfS regulatory requirements can disincentive providers from 

engaging in flexible delivery, the regulation should not stifle innovation. 

 

Q2. What barriers might learners face in accessing/drawing on their LLE and 

how could these barriers be overcome? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 2: Mature learners are deterred by loans and are more sensitive to fees 

than younger students. The loan is not really an ‘entitlement’, it is a loan that will 

need repayment. Mature students often have work and family commitments 

and can return to study if the courses are truly delivered flexibly at a time and 

location that suits their needs. This requires the willingness and ability of 

providers to deliver HE flexibly and innovatively. Returning to study in the 

current economic climate will be a challenging decision for many adults. 

Maintenance support can help address some financial barriers and enable 

adults to study HE at a pace that is suitable for them.  

 

As above, LLE should not be a substitute for employer funded training and the 

challenge will be to reach those who are not in education, employment or 

training. These learners may not even become aware of the opportunity that LLE 

can present to them. The role of IAG will be crucial in supporting students from 

pre-decision stage onwards. Learners will need support when choosing their 

modular study or fuller courses and applying for their courses as well as 

funding. It is crucial that leaners clearly understand whether and how any 

module can be stacked towards fuller qualifications and details of the possible 

awards that can be earned as the learner steps on and off the educational 



 

 

 

 

ladder. The LLE accounts should be simple to use so applicants are not deterred 

by the complexity of the application process. All applicants (particularly older) 

may not have the digital literacy to use their learner accounts.  

 

Q3. What information and guidance should be displayed in a lifelong learning 

account to support learners to understand their options for using their LLE? • 

Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 3: It is difficult to envisage how the account can genuinely provide all the 

personalised IAG that a student will need. At present, part time modular study is 

not administered centrally and much of the IAG is provided by the teaching 

institution. The information provided through the accounts will need to be 

complemented by advice offered over the phone or in person at the teaching 

provider. Mature learners will benefit from information and advice offered 

through targeted national campaigns and through organisations such as Citizens 

Advice Bureau and Jobcentre Plus.  

 

The account should indicate the loan balance based on the maximum fee for 

studying the equivalent of four years of post-18 study. It could also indicate 

information about credit balance as well however modules will not cost the 

same at all providers and professional courses may not have the same credit 

value but may be cheaper to study. The portal should have the necessary links to 

SLC and UCAS website.  

 

Q4. How can we best ensure that the LLE will enable learners to access 

technical as well as academic courses at Levels 4 to 6? • Please explain (free 

text)  

 

Answer 4: The information and guidance needs to be built in response to 

student’s intention to study for a full course or short course, if the latter, the 

time they are able to commit to their study, whether they are employed etc. 

Personalised IAG is crucial because applicants searching for a module can be 

presented with thousands of courses (academic or technical). The outcomes of 

any course searches should not result in academic courses only. These should 

include all options to study technical and academic courses as well as 

apprenticeships. 

 



 

 

 

 

Q5A. How can we best ensure that the LLE will encourage FE and HE providers 

across the country to offer provision that closes the current skills gap and 

supports future upskilling? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 5A: FE and HE providers need to work collaboratively with each other 

and with employers at a local, regional and national level. LSIPs and LEPs can 

provide useful intelligence about skills needs at a local, regional level however 

we believe there is a need for a formalised approach to gathering and collating 

this intelligence at a national level. Modularised or fuller HTQs can help meet the 

skills needs at higher technical levels.  

 

Q5B. How can we facilitate collaboration between FE and HE providers and 

employers, to ensure that provision keeps up with industry developments? • 

Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 5B: We believe excessive competition between FE and HE is counter 

productive and results in a market distorting behaviour. Strong partnerships are 

based on trust and require considerable investment often developed over a long 

period of time. Initiatives such as IoTs are particularly helpful in bringing FE and 

HE providers and employers to work collaboratively towards shared goals. We 

believe place-based networks can help to bring together colleges and 

universities to develop strategies across appropriate economic geographies and 

places that have a shared history and identity. HEIs and colleges can identify 

local and regional needs and priorities in line with national strategies.  

 

In the main, FE colleges do not have degree awarding powers of their own and 

teach awards validated by partner HEIs or those awarded by external awarding 

organisations. Colleges that may be seeking new validation partners or those 

that wish to offer newer provision that helps meet local skills needs find it 

difficult to find suitable HEI partners. We believe a ‘match making’ service that 

lists and details interested FE and HE partners will help institutions identify 

suitable partners who are interested in developing and delivering newer and 

industry relevant provision.  

 

Q5C. How can we help FE and HE providers to provide modules and courses 

that offer real value to employers and improve employment prospects for 

learners? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 5C: Most FE colleges do not have Degree Awarding Powers (DAPs) of 

their own and deliver qualifications validated by partner HEIs or those 

developed by external Awarding Organisations. Lack of DAPs acts as a barrier for 



 

 

 

 

colleges in designing modules and courses and in swiftly responding to local 

employer needs. 

 

FE and HE providers are more likely to engage in delivering modules and short 

courses if the government can help cover the additional costs of administering 

and delivering these modules. Regulation can also act a barrier in the 

development and delivery of short courses. OfS approach to regulating the 

delivery of modular and short courses should not be the same as its approach to 

regulating fuller qualifications.  

 

Employers also need to be incentivised to work with FE and HE providers, for 

instance, through tax incentives. It is particularly demanding for providers to 

engage with SMEs who are unable to engage with providers because of limited 

resource and capacity. Employer engagement activities are resource intensive 

for providers and funding or infrastructure to support such activities can be 

helpful in fostering collaborations.  

As we have stated elsewhere in this response, while working with employers 

should be of benefit to employers as well as learners, LLE should not be seen as 

a substitute for investment that employers should make in providing any job 

specific training to their employees. 

 

Q5D. How can providers support and facilitate learners gaining qualifications 

through modular study? • Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 5D: Most institutions deliver HE qualifications on a modularised basis 

and individual modules bear varying credit values. As stated previously, IAG will 

be crucial so learners are able to stack credits that result in a qualification, 

where possible and desired. All learners may not be interested in fuller 

qualifications however they will need advice to help choose the modules that 

can add to a qualification, if this is what they desire. Where modules do not add 

up a qualification, learners should be made fully aware and offered practical 

alternatives where possible. The ability to step on and step off will encourage 

learners to consider modular study, therefore the credit accumulation and 

transfer should particularly enable learners to earn Level 4/5 qualifications and 

return to study at a later stage. 

 

Students would need support to understand how the LLE works and would seek 

support from the providers on their fees and finances. Therefore, student 

support functions will need to be adapted to cater to the needs of learners who 

study for stand alone modules or short courses.  

 

Flexible delivery including the possibilities of block study and delivery over the 



 

 

 

 

evenings and weekends, online and blended learning can help learners study at 

a time and location that best suits their needs.  

 

Q6. Do you think the move to the LLE will have any particular impacts on 

people with protected characteristics? If so, which groups and in what ways? 

Your answer could include information about both the potential challenges 

and the positive equality outcomes of this policy. • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 6: As we highlighted above, there is a risk that LLE will not reach out to 

some hard to reach groups including mature students not in education, training 

or employment.  

 

Students may not necessarily understand that LLE can offer a loan equivalent to 

four years of study. Those who have access to better IAG will be able to use it 

more meaningfully and schools and colleges will have crucial role in providing 

advice to young learners.  

 

Q7. What barriers might learners with protected characteristics face in 

accessing/drawing on their LLE and how could these be overcome? Your 

answer here could include previous consideration of an alternative student 

finance product for students whose faith has resulted in concerns about 

traditional loans. • Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 7: As stated previously, debt averseness of mature students and 

concerns about repayment terms are key barriers for adults especially those 

have family commitment and have caring responsibilities.  

As highlighted in the consultation, there has been slow progress on an 

alternative student finance product, DfE needs to make progress on sharia 

compliance to enable students from Muslim faith to access loans through LLE to 

study HE on a modular basis and otherwise.  

 

Q8. Should all Level 4 to 6 courses which are currently designated for HESF 

funding be treated as automatically in scope for the LLE? If not, why not, and 

what additional criteria for inclusion should be considered? • Please explain 

(free text)  

 

Answer 8: Yes, we believe all courses in scope for HESF should be automatically 

in scope for LLE, there is no reason to exclude any courses that are currently 

funded. LLE should aim to expand opportunities and not limit them.  

 



 

 

 

 

Q9. Specifically, do you think that the following courses, which currently 

attract HESF, should be incorporated into the LLE, under the same repayment 

terms as other provision (i.e. fee loans count towards an individual’s four-year 

fee entitlement)?  

o A foundation year integrated into a degree course  

o PGCEs  

o Integrated Masters (3 years undergraduate plus 1 year Masters)  

• If not, please explain why? (free text)  

 

Answer 9: The government is currently consulting on fee limits for foundation 

years but has not proposed to defund them. We believe taking out loans for 

foundation years may not always be the best alternative for students and these 

should only be offered if it is the best alternative for the student. Specifically in 

response to whether foundation years should be incorporated into the LLE, it 

would have been helpful to know what the proposed alternative is for funding 

the year zeros. In the absence of such detail, we agree these should be 

incorporated into the LLE, there is a need to keep LLE simple and not make this 

over-complicated. We agree that PGCEs and integrated Masters should also be 

included to avoid over-complicating the system for learners.  

 

Q10. What arrangements should be made under the LLE for courses which 

are over four years and are currently eligible for student finance – including 

medicine, dentistry and architecture? • Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 10: Funding levels for these courses should be maintained in the LLE 

system. DfE should work with the NHS and relevant PSRBs to ensure these 

courses are adequately funded without making LLE more complex for the 

learners or more burdensome for providers.  

 

We believe the implementation of LLE should follow a phased approach. We 

suggest the rules and principles should be piloted in phase one and a wider set 

of rules should be introduced in later stages. Four year courses could be 

incorporated into LLE in later stages when the eligibility, principles, rules have 

been defined more clearly.  

 



 

 

 

 

Q11. We are proposing that all HTQs should be in scope of the LLE. Should 

approval as an HTQ be the sole route for qualifications that are ALL-funded to 

become eligible for the LLE? If not, why not, and what alternative route(s) 

would be appropriate? Please include detail on the process and eligibility 

criteria that would be used in any alternative route. • Please explain (free 

text)  

 

Answer 11: We strongly disagree that approval as an HTQ should be the sole 

route for qualifications that are ALL funded to become eligible for LLE. All 

qualifications that are eligible for ALL funding should be in scope for LLE in the 

same way as all qualifications eligible for HESF are. LLE should offer more parity 

and inclusivity on courses delivered in FE and HE, excluding Level 4/5 courses 

currently funded ALL will be perverse. DfE should analyse the uptake of ALL at a 

course level and engage with FE colleges to help understand the reasons for low 

take up. AoC will be keen to support DfE with any such work they undertake.  

 

HTQs are in their infancy and some HTQs routes have not even opened and will 

be introduced in cycle 4, and the cycle 3 window is currently open but some 

awarding organisations may not submit their qualifications in the initial rounds 

and others may simply choose not to submit their qualifications. The 

government is not proposing to not fund Level 4/5 qualifications such as 

Foundation Degrees and HNs that do not obtain HTQ kitemark, we are not clear 

why such a proposal is being considered for non-prescribed qualifications at 

Levels 4 and 5.  

 

Q12. In particular, how could employer-relevance be tested as a basis for LLE 

eligibility? • Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 12: We are not clear on whether and how LLE can test each course and 

module for employer relevance. We believe this is not necessary. Employer 

engagement with HE is the key to the design and development of courses that 

can help meet the employer needs however all courses do not offer any explicit 

reference to employer relevance. OfS regulation has a clear focus on outcomes 

and compliance with OfS quality and standards conditions at a provider and 

course level should be adequate to offer assurance about the quality of learning. 

We believe LLE should be kept simple and not made overly complicated to help 

ensure it does not add to any further costs or burden of regulation.  

 



 

 

 

 

Q13. We are aware that some courses (e.g. medical degree courses, some ALL 

funded courses) are not currently structured around individual credit-bearing 

modules. Should such courses be excluded from any form of modular 

funding, and if so on what grounds and criteria? • Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 13: We understand some courses need to be completed in full before 

they can offer a license to practice however LLE may encourage PSRBs and 

providers to explore modular learning in the future. Courses that are not 

structured around individual credit-bearing modules should continue to be 

funded, and if these are not included under LLE the alternative modes of 

funding should be clearly signposted to learners. 

 

Q14. We are seeking views on whether to set a minimum amount per funding 

application equivalent to 30 credits. This is not a minimum module size, as 

smaller modules could be “bundled” together to meet the minimum 

application amount. What are your views on this proposal? • Please explain 

(free text)  

 

Answer 14: Many providers teach 20 credit modules and a minimum 

requirement of 30 credits would require learners to bundle at least two modules 

to meet the minimum requirement of 30 credits. We agreed there should be a 

minimum amount per funding application however this should be set at 20 

credits rather than 30. Also, we believe any bundling should not pose a 

requirement on learners to study these credits simultaneously.  

 

Q15. Which (if any) courses should be funded per-academic year (i.e. using the 

same basis as the current-HESF-system), and which courses should be funded 

according to the number of credits in the course? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 15:  

 

Q16. Do you/does your provider currently use a credit framework or follow 

credit rules, and if so which framework or rules do you/they use? (e.g. OfS 

credit table, Ofqual credit conditions). • Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 16: FE colleges deliver a range of OfS recognised and non-prescribed HE 

courses and use both QAA’s FHEQ as well as Ofqual’s rules and conditions.  

 



 

 

 

 

Q17. In brief, what internal processes do you/they have to ensure compliance 

with the framework or rules? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 17: 

 

Q18. What impact could modular study have on study mobility across the UK? 

• Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 18: While modular study can enable some students to become more 

mobile, the challenges on credit accumulation and transfer are likely to remain. 

We do not envisage an increase in the number of students becoming more 

mobile while they study modules validated by different HEIs however this could 

enable students studying off the shelf national qualifications such as HNs to 

undertake modules at different providers.  

 

Q19. How can the LLE promote and encourage flexible study across England, 

Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland? • Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 19: DfE should continue to work with the devolved administrations, SLC 

and UCAS to ensure that student finance rules are consistent in areas where this 

is possible within different policy making priorities and communicated clearly in 

cases where there are differences. 

 

Q20. What should be the most important considerations when determining 

how the lifetime entitlement will work? • Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 20: The simplicity and ease to help students understand and use the 

system, minimising complexity and burden for providers, reaching out to hard to 

reach groups who would otherwise not study HE.  

 

Each HE programme of study course comprises several modules that hold 

varying credit values. LLE can offer flexibility for learners in choosing modules to 

study however too much flexibility can result in excessive level of choice and 

information that it becomes confusing and difficult to navigate. We believe the 

government should adopt a ‘walk before you run’ approach and conduct some 

pilots on the roll out and uptake of modular funding for some courses prior to 

the fuller implementation of LLE.  

 



 

 

 

 

Q21. What, if any, age-related restrictions should be in place for the LLE that 

would impact on an individual’s ability to access their loan entitlement? • 

Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 21: We believe no age related restrictions should be in place for LLE. 

Individuals are increasingly working until later in life and may wish to reskill or 

upskill closer to retirement. 

 

Q22. We propose that we only fund individuals taking modules that are 

derived from a full course. Do you think that there should be restrictions in 

place so that borrowers should not be able to use their whole entitlement on 

a succession of individual modules which are not on track to a full 

qualification? We would welcome views on what these restrictions could be. • 

Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 22: We agree that for many learners it would be logical to study modules 

that are drawn from a fuller course so they can build up these modules towards 

a qualification. However, we do not believe that LLE should exclude modules 

that are not part of a fuller course. All learners will not have the same 

motivations to undertake modular study. Some older students may not be 

interested in fuller courses but could benefit from studying say a single unit 

from a NPHE course or they may be interested in new module that may be 

developed by a provider in response to employer demand. One could argue 

such bespoke training could be classed as training that the employer should 

fund however it is important that those who are not in employment can also 

benefit from such learning. We believe IAG will be the key and learners should 

be advised on whether or not a module will count towards a qualification so they 

can make an informed choice specific to their learning needs. The question 

assumes that if a student chooses to study modules that are part of different 

courses, it would necessarily add up to a qualification. In reality, a student can 

possibly choose to study a combination of modules that are part of different 

courses and the student may earn say 120 credits but they may still not add up 

to a CertHE at Level 4. 

 

Again, DfE could consider a staged approach to starting with modules that are 

part of fuller courses and expand the scope by allowing other stand alone 

modules to be brought in scope at later stages of implementation.  

 



 

 

 

 

Q23. In a system where modularised study is widespread, how we can we 

ensure that learners and employers understand what programmes of study 

deliver the skills that employers need? • Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 23: As stated above, all courses and modules are not designed in 

response to specific skills that employers need. OfS regulation has an explicit 

focus on outcomes (completion, continuation and progression) for fuller courses 

and it should construct an appropriate approach to regulating modules and 

short courses so it can signal confidence in the quality of modular learning. 

HTQs can help signal to employers and learners that the programme of study 

delivers the skills employers need. However, this does not mean other courses 

will not equip learners with employability skills.  

 

Q24. When considering restrictions by level and subject, how could the 

government ensure that the LLE is used for high-value learning that meets 

the needs of employers and the economy? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 24: We do not believe that access to LLE should be restricted based on 

subject or level of study.  

 

Q25. Are there other restrictions we should consider on the use individuals 

can make of their entitlement? • Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 25: We believe LLE should broaden opportunity and not limit it. It should 

be made available to students studying OfS recognised as well as NPHE courses 

and the ELQ rule should not be a barrier for those wanting to upskill or reskill. It 

is not clear from the proposals whether those with existing degrees may be able 

to use one year of the loan entitlement and also whether those who already 

hold HE qualifications but were not funded through HESF will be able to access 

four years of funding. 

 

Q26. Do you think a future system should include a facility for provider-based 

bursaries, which providers allocate directly to students? • Please explain (free 

text) 

 

Answer 26: Under the current system, students funded through ALLs do not 

have access to maintenance loans but can access limited financial support 

through a bursary fund administered by their provider. We believe under LLE, 

students currently funded through ALLs should be able to access maintenance 

loans in the same way as students studying on HESF funded courses. If this 



 

 

 

 

access is not granted and the limited bursary fund is also closed, it would 

actually be contrary to LLE ambitions of broadening access.  

 

Q27. Should maintenance support, like fees, be proportional, so that e.g. 

modules which amount to one-quarter of a full-time year of study carry an 

entitlement to one quarter of the maintenance support that the latter does? • 

Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 27: Yes, we agree that maintenance support for modules should be 

proportional to maintenance support for full time one year study.  

 

Q28. Are there courses or circumstances for which maintenance should not 

be offered (e.g. where students are studying below a certain level of 

intensity)? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 28:  

 

Q29. Currently means-tested elements of the maintenance system relate to 

family income. Should this be reconceptualised for a system with more adult 

participation, and if so, how? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 29: Yes, we believe the means tested elements should be 

reconceptualised for a system with more adult participation who may have 

dependants and have caring responsibilities. DfE should undertake detailed 

work on this subject and AoC will be pleased to support this.  

 

Q.30. To what extent do you think maintenance support would be a 

consideration for learner access to, and progression through, LLE funded 

courses? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 30: Yes, as stated in our responses to previous questions, maintenance 

support will be crucial for mature learners who often have family commitments 

and caring responsibilities. It will also be an important aspect of the decision 

making of younger learners. 

 

Q31. Do you think a maintenance offer should differ by course type, mode of 

study (e.g. part-time), or learner circumstances such as age, income, or caring 

responsibilities? • Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 31: We do not believe a maintenance offer should differ by course type 

or mode of study. Flexibility and proportionality should be a key principle of LLE 



 

 

 

 

and the conventional definitions of full time and part time modes have already 

become increasingly redundant and will be irrelevant under the new model.  

We agree that learner circumstances particularly income, number of dependants 

and caring responsibilities should inform any calculations for maintenance offer.  

 

Q32. How can we support flexibility whilst maintaining high quality provision 

through the introduction of the LLE? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 32: LLE should not place any additional regulatory burden on providers, 

it should be based on the current quality assurance and regulatory mechanisms.  

Government can support flexibility by ensuring modular delivery is financially 

sustainable and does not require providers to cut costs or reduce support for 

learners studying on a modular basis. The cost of delivering a single module will 

be greater than delivering it as part of a fuller qualification. Additionally, the if 

the costs of delivering high cost subjects are not subsidised, providers will be 

disincentivised in delivering them.  

 

Q33. How should the approach to quality change to support the introduction 

of the LLE? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 33: The current OfS approach to judging quality based on continuation, 

completion and progression will not be relevant to modular learning and short 

courses. LLE will make it possible for students to study a selection of modules 

and step on and step off approach to learning and the ability to study at 

different providers will challenge the current conceptions of ‘continuation’ and 

‘completion’. Likewise, measuring progression to further study or employment 

will not apply.  

 

As we have repeatedly raised in our responses to OfS consultations, HERA 2017 

resulted in all Level 4 plus learning to fall under OfS’s regulatory scope. OfS 

started to include NPHE student numbers into its student number calculations 

which resulted in many colleges paying higher fee although OfS was unable to 

regulate these courses.  

OfS has recently proposed through its consultation on quality and standards to 

include non-prescribed HE courses in the ‘other UG’ category for assessment of 

B-conditions. Less is known and understood by the regulator and other agencies 

about NPHE courses. These include a suite of courses that range from courses 

that are standalone units, very short courses, professional training and others. 

The duration of these courses could vary from 2 months to over a year. These 

courses are mostly studied by mature students who have different motivations 

to study. The cost of these courses is considerably lower (ranging from few 

hundred pounds to over 1k). Life events may mean students decide not to 



 

 

 

 

complete these courses. Also, individuals are often funded by the employers to 

undertake job specific training and students may decide not to complete the full 

training as they may be more interested in the skill rather than a certificate of 

completion.  

 

Furthermore, OfS does not have a parallel dataset for students studying these 

courses, for instance, students on NPHE courses do not complete the Graduate 

Outcomes survey and do not participate in the NSS. The absence of these 

metrics means OfS will include these students in the relevant assessment for 

some purposes (continuation and completion) and not for others. We are 

concerned about the unintended consequences for the uptake of NPHE courses 

that could be a result of both the burden and costs of regulatory burden.  

 

We believe OfS should consider NPHE as a separate category and it should 

consult on its approach to including NPHE courses when it consults on its 

approach to short, modular and flexible provision. FE colleges are the key 

providers of Level 4/5 provision as well as NPHE courses, OfS should engage and 

consult with colleges on devising suitable indicators for measuring success for 

those studying these courses. AoC will be pleased to support any work to help 

develop a better understanding of the type of courses studied and the 

motivations of students for studying these courses. This will help contextualise 

this offer and devise a meaningful criteria for evaluating outcomes and judging 

student experience. 

 

Q34. What, if any, regulatory changes might be needed to support a modular 

system? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 34: As stated in response to previous questions, OfS regulation needs to 

adapt so it does not disincentivise providers from delivering modules and short 

courses which can stifle innovation. OfS needs to consult with the sector as it 

develops an appropriate approach to regulating flexible and new provision so 

regulation does stifle innovation. 

LLE will enable a learner to study modules from courses OfS recognised courses 

and NPHE courses validated by different validating institutions or awarding 

organisations. Learning from both pathways should be recognised by providers 

to make LLE meaningful and desirable for learners.  

 

Q35. Are there opportunities to simplify the regulatory regimes that will 

operate under the LLE? • Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 35: LLE proposes to unify funding for all higher education courses (OfS 

recognised and non-recognised commonly referred to as non-prescribed HE). 



 

 

 

 

The reforms present an opportunity to simplify regulation for HE for all 

providers but more so from the standpoint of FECs. Colleges are principally 

regulated by ESFA but also by the OfS for HE, this dual regulatory regime is costly 

and burdensome. We believe DfE should work with OfS and ESFA to help 

minimise the regulation of burden and minimise duplication. AoC will be pleased 

to work with DfE and the regulators to support this work.  

 

In addition to OfS and ESFA, there are a range of other organisations including 

IfATE, QAA and Ofsted that make the regulation complex and confusing. The 

reforms present an opportunity to simplify the regulation of HE courses that 

have been funded differently and regulated by multiple masters.  

 

Also, in the main, FE colleges do not have degree awarding powers of their own 

(9 colleges have FDAP and one college has full TDAP), therefore, colleges are not 

able to design and develop their own modules to meet employer demands. 

Colleges need to seek approval from their partner HEIs to deliver any single 

units and this can be a limitation in the delivery of such units. Furthermore, the 

delivery period of these units may not be aligned to the standard academic 

periods to meet the HEI requirements which does not help meet the needs of 

the employers. Colleges will be able to cater to employer demands more swiftly 

and flexibly of they had DAPs of their own. We ask that the DAPs process should 

be simplified and the fees for applications is lowered to enable more colleges to 

obtain DAPs.  

 

Q36. How should government look to facilitate new and innovative provision 

while supporting high quality provision? Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 36: 

 

Q37. We welcome views on how quality assessment and regulation could best 

work for Level 4 and 5 technical education within the wider LLE context. • 

Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 37: Bureaucracy and burden of HTQ approval acts as a barrier in 

providers submitting their Level 4/5 qualifications for HTQs. LLE should present 

an opportunity to streamline regulation where possible. AoC is keen to support 

any work to help minimise burden and encourage more providers to engage in 

HTQ delivery.  

 



 

 

 

 

Q38. What are the barriers to encouraging greater credit recognition and 

transfer between providers? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 38: Credit accumulation and transfer are not new conceptions and have 

been a subject of institutional as well as scholarly interest for some time. Firstly, 

it is not clear whether there is sufficient demand for credit transfer amongst 

students, most students want to continue to study in familiar settings rather 

than being mobile and transferring credits part way in their educational 

journeys. There is a general lack of awareness of credit transfer opportunities. 

 

Secondly, there is a reluctance to grant advance standing to students on 

admission. There is inter-institutional variation in course content and structure, 

which means students transferring courses may not have covered the 

same/similar ground or developed the same level of understanding of a 

subject/topic. Credit transfer is voluntary, there is a lack of consistency across 

the sector with individual institutions have considerable difference in their 

credit-related policies and practices. Fixed entry points in the year with most 

institutions offering one or two intakes do not help.  

 

Those that do engage in CATs and APEL find it costly and resource intensive and 

it is not straightforward to assess equivalence. Institutions are more likely to 

invest in this if they can achieve economies of scale. Students also find this 

onerous based on the evidence they can be asked to provide when transferring 

to a different institution.  

 

Q39. How can the introduction of the LLE support credit recognition and 

transfer between providers? (Including those across the Devolved 

Administrations). • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 39: If implemented successfully, LLE would help address funding related 

barriers in accessing standalone modules and short courses, however, it will not 

be adequate on its own to increase an appetite for more flexible forms of 

learning. This will require a culture shift and change of mindsets amongst 

learners, providers as well as employers.  

 

If the demand for modular learning increases in line with the new model, it will 

encourage more providers to engage in credit transfer. It is likely that providers, 

validating and awarding bodies will respond to any increased demand and enter 

into formal agreements to recognise credits offered by the participating 

institutions.  

College HE is characterised by its local, employer relevant, part time offer which 

often attracts mature students to reskill or upskill. The LLE is looking to foster 



 

 

 

 

credit recognition and transfer for students who may be mobile geographically 

however this could also benefit college HE students who are not looking to 

change providers and continue to study at their local college but may wish to 

study a combination of modules that may not be validated by the same HEI. 

Colleges often work in partnership with multiple HEIs and it would help to 

encourage such HEIs to develop arrangements to better recognise each other’s 

awards and credits.  

 

Q40A. How far does successful credit transfer depend on mutually recognised 

credit frameworks? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 40A: A successful credit transfer system can benefit from mutually 

recognisable credit frameworks however as we stated previously, credit transfer 

is not a new concept for the sector. It would be helpful to understand details of 

the arrangements and processes from universities and colleges who have been 

ahead of the others in this space. AoC will be pleased to any support such work.  

 

Q40B. Is a single credit framework a precondition for easy credit transfer? • 

Yes/No • Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 40B:  

 

Q41. If relevant, please provide details of any bespoke arrangements you 

have with other providers that support credit recognition and transfer. • 

Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 41: 

 

Q42. Which features of credit accumulation, such as size (that is a minimum 

number), or subject, should apply to a credit recognition and transfer policy? • 

Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 42: Institutions make such decisions on the basis of academic 

judgement, nature of subject, overlap between the course content and the 

relatedness of a course to the student’s prior learning. The content of the 

module, number of credits obtained, grade/marks awarded, whether the 

previous modules were part of qualification accredited by the PSRB, how long 

ago was the module studied etc are all part of the academic decision making. 

While any guidance may help set some basic principles, much also depends on 

the willingness and institutions to engage in credit recognition and cost 

effectiveness of the model. 



 

 

 

 

Q43. Should there be a time-limit on how long modules stay current? Should 

this vary by subject? Please explain your answer. • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 43: Posing time limits to signal currency of any modular learning is 

understandable. Some disciplines such as computing and digital technology are 

very fast changing, some subjects are new and evolving whereas others are 

subject to lesser change. It would be difficult to suggest definitive time limits 

based on subjects, we believe this can be better answered by industry specialists 

and academic experts. 

 

Q44. How can prior workplace or experiential learning be more consistently 

recognised for credit? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 44: Many institutions offer credit for prior experiential learning and it 

would help to develop a rich understanding of the demand (at a subject or 

course level) and processes that underpin the decision making. While these 

decisions must be made on a case by case basis, it would help to share any 

overarching institutional principles and practice with the sector.  

 

Q45. How might government work with professional standards bodies to 

facilitate recognition of prior workplace or experiential learning? • Please 

explain (free text) 

 

Answer 45: Again, DfE should invite PSRBs who offer recognition to prior 

learning. While each profession and the statutory requirements will vary, it 

would help to share practice without being prescriptive.  

 

Q46. Are there courses/subjects which would particularly benefit from 

accreditation of prior workplace learning? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 46: Most vocational, technical and professional courses would benefit 

from accreditation of prior learning. This would enable adults to complete their 

desired qualifications swiftly and help reduce the costs of study for adult 

learners looking to reskill or upskill.  

 

Q47. What data should be collected to facilitate credit recognition and 

transfer? • Please explain (free text)  

 

Answer 47: 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Q48. How can the process be more transparent? • Please explain (free text) 

 

Answer 48: Guidance should be provided to providers so they can reference the 

minimum standards that should be met when offering information, advice and 

guidance to learners. Any credit transfer agreements between institutions 

should be published alongside the information provided at a modular as well as 

course levels.  

 

Q49. Would you like us to keep your comments confidential? • Yes/No 

 

Answer 49: No 


