
 

  

Federation of Awarding Bodies final response to the Institute for Apprenticeships & 
Technical Education consultation on funding 

 
Does this explanation help you understand what a funding band represents?  
Yes 

Please specify 

The definition of funding bands provided is clear enough to individuals who work in 
end point assessment organisations (EPAOs), but members felt that it may be 
challenging for individuals who do not have much prior knowledge or involvement in 
the sector. These individuals may benefit from further detail in the explanation.   
 
Which aspects of the existing funding recommendation process would you like to 
retain in a new approach?  
 

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

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

• using specific funding input from employer-led Route 
Panels 

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

 
Members felt strongly that initial contact with Trailblazer groups early in the 
development process was essential to ensure that the approach to assessment in the 
assessment plan was appropriate and could be feasibly delivered in the context of 
the funding band that would likely be allocated.  
 
The use of employer-led Route Panels in developing funding recommendations 
provides an opportunity to engage with those who understand the requirements and 
complexities of the roles and activities required for each standard. It can therefore 
provide a realistic view of what this might cost. 
 
Quotes from EPAOs are an important part of the process because many specialised 
standards will entail additional costs in sourcing and paying for occupational 
competent IEPAs and systems.  



 

  

 
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 
 
Please specify why and feel free to suggest an alternative term.  
 
Members did not feel strongly for or against the use of the term formative 
assessment. However, if it is to be used, it should be accompanied with the definition 
provided here. The definition of formative assessment has been subject to much 
debate in education circles in recent years so it is important to be clear about what it 
refers to. Another term suggested for this assessment was gateway readiness 
assessment.   
 
Do you support using a weighted rate to help reflect circumstances that drive 
higher costs?  
 
No 
 
Please comment:  
 
Members felt that using a weighted rate would be too prescriptive and unlikely to 
accurately reflect the circumstances that drive higher costs for different standards.  
 
If a weighted rate is used in the new model, would you support using the PCW for the 
weighting factor, as outlined above  
 
Yes 
 
Please comment:  
 
We understand that the Sector Subject Area (SSA) is currently under review. Until this 
review is completed, it may not be the most appropriate way to generate the PCW. 
 
 
 
 



 

  

Are there any other weighting options which the Institute should explore?  
No 
 
Please specify:  
No further comments. 
 
Do you support using trailblazer group input to inform the teaching value by 
reflecting higher costs?  
 
Yes 
 
Please specify:  
 
Broadly speaking we support the use of Trailblazer groups for this purpose. Their 
specialist knowledge and connections to training providers may give them a good 
sense of specific high cost elements. However, members with experience of sitting 
on Trailblazer groups have emphasised that groups comprising just employers 
would struggle in estimating teaching and training costs. They would need to be 
supported by training providers in making these judgements.  
 
Would you be able to provide the information needed for a bespoke teaching 
calculation?  
 
No 
 
Please specify:  
 
As EPAOs, members would not be in a position to provide information for the teaching 
calculation. It would be more appropriate for this to be provided by training providers. 
 
What other evidence might be useful for a trailblazer group to provide a bespoke 
calculation of teaching costs?  
 
Additional evidence could include details of access to specialist equipment required 
during training which may be limited in terms of availability, or potentially have an 
impact on other operational activities. The costs could be derived from, for example, 
invoices or quotes for any specialist tools and equipment.   
 



 

  

Do you support using Trailblazer group input to inform the consumables value to help 
reflect the exceptional circumstances where higher costs are necessary?  
 
Yes 
 
Please specify:  
This seems to be a pragmatic proposal. 
 
Would you be able to provide the information needed for this type of consumables 
cost calculation?  
 
No 
 
Please specify:  
 
 
What other evidence might be useful for a trailblazer group to provide a bespoke 
calculation of consumables costs?  
 
No further comments. 
 
Do you have any further thoughts on the proposals, including any suggestions for 
refining?  
 
EPAOs have been working together to develop a costing model for EPA, which can 
account for the variable delivery costs of EPA across different standards. This is a 
complex exercise but one that will lead to greater accuracy in costing EPA in the 
longer term.  
 
There are many challenges to accurately forecasting costs, including the 
variance of assessment models, cost of assessors, and whether EPA is carried out 
face-to-face or remotely. In order to develop a more accurate funding model, 
assessment plans would need to follow a consistent set of approaches and 
assessment models – these could be banded. This approach to reducing 
variation would require a review of all assessment plans and some remodelling to 
apply the new bands consistently. 
 



 

  

The modelling based on the IFF research (the ‘cost research’) is problematic 
because the fixed inputs (training, administration and formative assessment) are 
not reflective of the true cost of delivery. The consultation document says ‘this 
aspect of the model does not form part of the consultation’ despite it being 
indicative of issues with the proposed funding model. The modelling is based on 
some assumptions made ahead of EPA taking place. As such, we feel that this 
model starts from a flawed base. 
 
EPAOs have overhead costs that should be covered in the new costing model.   
 
The Federation of Awarding Bodies is keen to further engage with the Institute on 
refining the funding model. The Federation of Awarding Bodies is the trade 
association for vocational and technical awarding organisations (AOs) and 
EPAOs with 115 organisations in full membership including 45 EPAOs.  

This response is provided on behalf of the Federation’s membership following 
consultation with our EPAO Operational Group via an online survey, a virtual event 
and data gathered at a face-to-face meeting of the group in March. The EPAO 
Operational Group is a decision-making group for the Federation comprising 18 
members from different AOs. This group is tasked with shaping policy on behalf of 
the full membership. A draft version of the response was made available to all 
members of the Federation for feedback before it was finalised.   

While a range of views from member views have been collected, EPAOs are a 
diverse community and our members may make individual submissions 
containing their own perspectives and emphases, in addition to any comments 
forwarded to the Federation for inclusion in this overall response. This response 
represents a consensus view. We would be delighted to coordinate further 
engagement from EPAOs.  

 
Would you like to be involved further in the Institute’s engagement?  
 
Yes 

 


