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Present 

Karen Redhead Chair College of West London 

Jacqui Canton  Abingdon and Witney College 

Karen Roberts  Walsall College 

Linda Dean                LTE 

Laraine Moody  West Suffolk College  

Lorraine Heath  BCOT 

Sandra Burnhill  Askham Bryan College 

Sarah Stannard  Southampton City College 

Sharon Bennett  New College Durham 

Yiannis Koursis  Barnsley College 

Barbara Archer  East Durham College 

Ashley Wood  Dudley College 

Teresa Frith              AoC Skills Policy Manager 

Cara Watson               AoC Create Events Manager 

(invite to go to Susan Errington, Derwentside College for future meetings) 

 

1 CITB and non-levy update 

TF gave the group an update on the new position with CITB and the delivery of 

non-levy apprenticeships to the construction sector. The two deals – a Services 

Contract and a Subcontract with the College as main provider were outlined (the 

Schedules for both contracts are appended). 

The on-going relationship with CITB was discussed and it was agreed that a small 

sub-group of the Apprenticeships Policy Group would work with TF. It will 

become necessary to revisit the deal once government change the way in which 

funding for non-levy apprenticeships is accessed. 

 



Action: Could colleges who are interested in being on this subgroup please 

contact TF by email? 

 

2 Non-levy procurement in the future update and discussion 

TF gave the group possible scenarios covering how non-levy apprenticeship 

funding might be managed in the future. The government have made a 

commitment to get non-levy employers on to the Digital Service, but this will not 

be immediate and is never likely to cover 100% of all employers. The group 

differentiated between the larger non-levy employers and the much smaller 

employers/micro businesses and noted that the smaller employers were 

carrying on with their commitment to apprenticeships despite the changes. 

There was recognition that these employers were the least attractive from a 

financial perspective, but at least they were still engaged. Generally, Colleges 

were working with these much smaller employers, but expressed concerns 

about the ongoing viability of engagement. 

The cost of the pre-delivery phase of apprenticeships was discussed and the 

group agreed to complete a template to cost up various models based on the 

content of the CITB pre-delivery Schedule. The CITB costing of £550 (inc VAT) for 

all pre-delivery activity was considered and it was felt that this might well be a 

realistic average for the activity, but that there would be quite a lot of variation 

and that the lowest funded apprenticeships might well be the ones where the 

pre-delivery costs were highest. 

Action: TF to draw up a simple costing template for members to complete 

3 AoC Policy Group Chairs Meeting 

KR fed back from this meeting. AoC recognises the potential of the policy groups 

but needs to further consider how to optimise this.  Discussions included how 

policy groups might take some time out to reflect on their impact and revisit and 

refresh their policy asks (a possible additional meeting to be incorporated annu-

ally to achieve this).  There was also discussion regarding how policy groups 

might better connect with regional AoC structures, in order that members are 

more widely aware of the work and progress being made, as well as more effec-

tive linkage with the AoC Board.   

  

KR made an observation to the group that there were common themes identi-

fied across the groups which all recognised that the heavily centralised nature of 

current policy making within government had resulted in the disempowerment 

of stakeholders and social partners, and that this was worth focusing on.  It was 

also reasonably clear that employers are not really in the driving seat. Mistakes 



have been made – employers should be influencing, not managing and govern-

ment need to listen more – not only to employers but also to other stakeholders 

and social partners. The report on the Employer Ownership pilots suggested 

that these (much more flexible and well funded) projects actually achieved noth-

ing tangible in terms of legacy. There was also anecdotal evidence from mem-

bers that employers were beginning to back away from initial decisions to be-

come employer/providers. 

 

4 Apprenticeship Conferences (Cara Watson) 

Too much choice and value out there at the moment. There are some 

conferences that AoC do (finance, HR for example) that others don’t, but for 

apps there are many ways to get the information. It was agreed that alternative 

methods to disseminate key information regarding apprenticeship reforms 

needed to be used to get messages out to members. It was felt that webinars 

run when an issue arose might be effective. 

5 A member asked the group if anyone was charging employers when the 

EPA was not being taken? There was some concern that where an 

apprenticeship learning programme included a degree and/or a clear licence to 

practice, there was little/no incentive for the employer to push the apprentice to 

take the EPA on top of this. There was general agreement in the room that this 

was a risk, the financial consequences of which were all borne by the college. 

(The AoC template employer contract does provide a clause that allows the 

college to charge the employer in the event of this occurrence.) 

6 Key Policy Asks for apprenticeships 2018/2019 

The following policy askes are listed on the current Apprenticeship Group Vision 

document: 

• Greater focus on quality over quantity in apprenticeships 

• Acceptance of Colleges as fundamentally different from other providers, 

particularly ‘for profit’ providers and, as such to be treated differently  

• Recognition of the importance of colleges in ensuring the linkage between 

T level provision and progression into apprenticeships 

• Improvements in incentives available to those further away from and/or 

requiring more support in work with training 

• Greater recognition of the importance of qualifications within apprentice-

ships 

• Recognition of the administrative burden preceding high quality appren-

ticeship delivery through funding shifts and/or a significant reduction in 

the administrative requirements 

• More consistent oversight regarding the quality of End Point Assessment 



• Improvements in the way funding is distributed to ensure strong provi-

sion wins over speculation, particularly in procurement where a strong 

track record should lead to higher points rather than being ignored 

• ESFA tasked to enforce the funding rules effectively, particularly to remove 

provision that seeks to profiteer through circumventing the intent of pol-

icy 

 

The group felt that most of these remained and that some had indeed been 

acted upon by government (highlighted in yellow), although not to completion as 

yet. 

The Group consider the askes to be made of each of the government funded 

organisations with an interest in apprenticeships: 

DWP:  

• Low income family of an U18 still living at home and undertaking an ap-

prenticeship, should still be able to claim child benefit or an equivalent al-

ternative for the duration of their study (or until they would no longer be 

eligible to the benefit). 

• Match the apprenticeship minimum wage to the current general mini-

mum wage 

 

Ofsted:  

• Question the appropriateness of success measures and the impact of 

data when colleges do not control the EPA and the employer is leading the 

apprenticeship process, thus reducing the control of the college. 

• Whilst wanting to retain both timely and overall success measures, would 

like to see a greater reliance on overall success. 

• Recognition that more work needs to be done on the measurement of 

skills development (as required by standards) over measuring progression 

through a qualification (as in a Framework). General pressure to see re-

search undertaken and some project work to consider effective ap-

proaches 

• Recognition that more work needs to be undertaken into the measure-

ment of the development of behaviours over the delivery of an appren-

ticeship standard and that this measurement needs to be closely linked 

with activity that supports the initial assessment of existing behaviours. 

• Ofsted to work to gain a greater level of consistency and clarity in ap-

proach to 20% off the job, particularly considering competency and 

achievement rather than compliance with quantity. 

• Colleges are strong supporters of qualifications in apprenticeships and 

continue to express concern over the EPA process 



• Clarification regarding the L4/5 and 6 (non-prescribed) apprenticeship 

standards and their QA processes and which organization they sit with. 

 

IfA; 

• To continue to speed up Standard approval process 

• To charge itself with ensuring that employer groups are truly representa-

tive of the sectors they are seeking to work on behalf of. 

• To give the Apprenticeship Certificate to the provider, rather than the em-

ployer as the provider has more invested in ensuring the apprentice is 

given the certificate. 

• Seek to ensure better join up between College representatives of the IfA 

Board and the AoC Apprenticeships Policy Group. 

• Seek IfA (Deputy Director) level representation with the Apprenticeships 

Policy Group 

 

ESFA: 

• Measurement of 20% off the job (in audit particularly). To be more specific 

in terms of hard evidence and proof requirements and to reduce bureau-

cracy and administrative burden around the 20% off the job. 

• Be more ‘learner-centric’, for example do not insist on the taking of E&m 

qualifications that are unlikely to be passed. 

• Reduce the level of procurement required for those with a delivery track 

record with non-levy employers.  

 

 


