
Foreword from CEO
Since it was established in April 2017, the Institute for Apprenticeships and 
Technical Education (“the Institute”) has worked collaboratively with employers to 
develop, approve and publish quality apprenticeship standards and assessment 
plans that employers have identified as necessary to address their skills needs.

The Institute also recommends a maximum level of government funding for new 
apprenticeship standards to the Secretary of State for Education on a standard by 
standard basis. Recommendations aim to support high quality apprenticeships 
while representing value for money. I think it is important that apprenticeships in all 
sectors are funded appropriately, that they offer value for money to the 
Government and that they can be accessed by as many employers as possible. 

Recommending funding bands is a key aspect of apprenticeship standard development and one that a 
variety of stakeholders are keen to understand better. We have already made changes to make it easier to 
engage with the Institute on funding, but we want to go further and provide the transparency our 
stakeholders would like to see.

To achieve this, the Institute has undertaken a range of activities. In partnership with the Department for 
Education, we commissioned independent research agency IFF to undertake a research project into the 
actual costs of delivering apprenticeship standard training and assessment. At the same time, we have 
engaged widely with stakeholders to better understand what employers and other parties consider 
important in an apprenticeship funding model.

We have used this new evidence and insight to design a new proposed model for making funding band 
recommendations. Once fully developed, this model will provide a process with more consistent, 
appropriate and transparent recommendations.

Now is the right time to share the model we’ve developed and get your thoughts, to help us make it work 
for you. There are aspects of the model that still need to be developed to meet the needs of those who rely 
on it, and we are consulting on options to best meet these needs. This consultation provides a great 
opportunity to help us determine the future approach to funding. It will be part of a series of further 
engagement activities over the next few months – all aimed at designing a model which works for you.

I thank you in advance for your input and I am confident that with your help we can develop a new 
approach to making funding band recommendations which builds on the improvements we’ve made to date 
to create a new, more transparent, appropriate and consistent model.



Who is this consultation for?
This consultation is open to all. We are, however, particularly interested in the views of employers, 
apprenticeship training providers, end point assessment organisations and representative bodies (including 
sector bodies, professional bodies and trade unions).

 

 

In what capacity are you responding to this consultation?
Trade Union

Introduction
What is the Apprenticeship Levy?
In April 2017, the Government introduced the apprenticeship levy to create long term sustainable funding 
for quality apprenticeships and to give employers more control over the range of apprenticeship 
opportunities available to their staff.

The levy means there is more money available than ever before for apprenticeship training. It also allows 
employers to choose which apprenticeships they offer, how many and when. By 2019-20 the funding 
available for investment in apprenticeships in England will have risen to over £2.5 billion.

Income from the levy is used to fund apprenticeship training for all. The levy is paid by large employers 
with a pay bill of over £3 million (they pay 0.5% of their total annual pay bill). Smaller employers, those with 
a total annual pay bill of less than £3million, will have 95% of the cost of their apprenticeship training 
funded from Government. They pay just 5% of the cost of their apprenticeship training.

What is a funding band?
The Secretary of State for Education sets an apprenticeship funding band for each apprenticeship 
standard following a recommendation from the Institute.

The band recommendation is a calculated estimate of the typical eligible training and assessment costs 
necessary for an apprentice to reach occupational competence. It is based on input from employers, 
training providers and end point assessment organisations (including commissioned research into the 
costs of training and assessing apprentices).

In line with Department for Education policy, the bands range from £1,500 - £27,000 and are set by the 
Secretary of State for Education. Once the band is set, each employer can negotiate a price for the 
delivery of the required training below or up to the funding band maximum.

There may be cases where the cost of reaching occupational competence exceeds the band set by the 
Secretary of State, for example where costs exceed the highest-available funding band, the apprentice 
cohort or employer have higher than average costs, or employers seek training over and above that 
required by the standard to achieve occupational competence. In such cases, employers are free to agree 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/apprenticeship-funding-rules


a price above the funding band but would need to supplement the additional costs from their resources.

Setting a band for each apprenticeship standard helps ensure that public funding is available to support 
many quality apprenticeships and secure value for money for employers and the Government. In making 
prudent use of public funds we aim to enable as many employers as possible to offer quality 
apprenticeships. 

Does this explanation help you understand what a funding band represents?
still not clear

Please specify
Unite believes that funding bands must reflect the full and real costs of apprenticeship delivery and 
assessment, from entry through to successful completion and attainment of occupational status. The 
explanation is currently ambiguous. Industry must determine transparent, full and real costs from the start 
of the apprenticeship through to completion for genuine funding levels to then be determined. Longer 
duration established high quality apprenticeships in technical, construction, engineering and scientific 
areas, by their nature are more expensive to deliver. The inference that where “reaching occupational 
competence” exceeds the highest band will not be funded is of concern. This could act as a strong 
disincentive for employers to engage with the programme. If there is to be a genuine move away from low 
quality and lower level apprenticeships to ones of quality and respected standing, the explanation in its 
current draft form could seriously erode and undermine that goal.

Please refer to the Institute’s Glossary of Terms which serves as a useful tool in understanding the 
terminology used throughout the document, found here.

What is the Institute’s role in the funding process?
Since April 2017, the Institute has been responsible for making funding band recommendations to the 
Secretary of State for Education for apprenticeship standards.

The Institute’s current process for recommending a funding band is set out here. In brief, when an 
occupational proposal has been agreed with trailblazer groups [1], we provide some contextual information 
about the funding bands of similar standards to the trailblazer group to help them in developing their 
standard. When the standard has been agreed, we use a range of data, notably training provider and 
EPAO quotes, funding bands of similar standards and market costs of training to recommend a funding 
band. This is then presented to the employer led Route Panels [2] for review and a board sub-committee[3] 
before ministerial approval.

We are always looking at our processes, listening to feedback and making changes, where it is appropriate 
to do so. Recent improvements (made in May 2019) include removing the unpopular initial funding band, 
introducing funding specific intensive workshops early in the standard development process, clarifying the 
way in which data points are used to make funding decisions and improving input forms to make the 
required information clearer to trailblazer groups.

These changes have improved the transparency of the existing process. However, we want to go further

https://www.instituteforapprenticeships.org/developing-new-apprenticeships/resources/glossary-of-terms/
https://www.instituteforapprenticeships.org/developing-new-apprenticeships/allocating-a-funding-band/


Which aspects of the existing funding recommendation process would you like to retain in a new 
approach?
sharing information on funding bands of standards with similar characteristics with trailblazer group
providing workshops to trailblazers early in the apprenticeship standard development process, which focus 
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
using  market costs as inputs to the process of recommending a funding band

Please specify why
Whilst there may be some common content across different standards, this still needs to be contextualised 
to the occupation in question being studied and trained for. By their very nature the requirements for 
different occupations can vary considerably, a ‘one size fits all’ approach for instance would therefore not 
be realistic. Meaningful input from those whom deliver within the apprenticeships environment, including 
training providers, EPAOs, and their collective bodies like the AELP (Association of Employment and 
Learning Providers), awarding organisations and relevant SSCs and SSBs, need to be involved, so that all 
criteria and costs are fully taken into account for realistic banding amounts to then be set within a 
transparent and realistic costing. To not do so could seriously threaten the economic sustainability of the 
training infrastructure itself.

Why are we making further changes?
Some aspects of the current process work well, and we want to preserve these. However, having improved 
the current process we still haven’t reached the level of transparency we’re aiming for. We want to replace 
the current system which uses a complex interaction of data points with a simpler, clearer model, which 
uses an independent evidence base. We also anticipate that using independent evidence in making 
funding recommendations will support greater value for money.

In changing the model, we want to retain the flexibility to recognise that all apprenticeships are different, 
but to achieve more consistent outcomes, drawing on the best available evidence. We want to have a 
process in place which:

 Is simpler and more transparent in process and outcomes;

 Relies more on independent evidence;

 Gives funding information to trailblazer groups at the right time to help support the standard 
development process;

 Has flexibility to reflect the particular needs of apprenticeships; and

 Strengthens value for money, by supporting employers to pay the appropriate costs for training and 
enabling more employers to access funding.

How have we improved the evidence base?
In November 2018, we commissioned research agency IFF to conduct research (“The Cost Research”) 
into the actual costs of delivering apprenticeship standard training and assessment. This research, ‘Cost of 
delivering apprenticeship standards’, was completed late in 2019 and a report on its findings is published 
alongside this consultation. We have used a range of findings in designing our proposed approach and full 



details are set out in the section ‘The proposed approach’.

This consultation
In developing a new approach, we have engaged with a range of stakeholders including employers, 
providers, EPAOs, representative bodies and Government to understand the challenges and implications 
of different approaches. This has helped us to develop and narrow down options.

We are now at the right stage of development to hold this public consultation. The consultation sets out a 
proposed core model for allocating funding bands and seeks views on how we should refine it before 
rolling it out. We set out two different options for refining the model with an assessment of pros and cons 
on in the section ‘Options for addressing variation in cost’. We’d like your views on both options and 
more widely on how we could make the model work for you.

Timetable and next steps

 Consultation launch
24 February 2020

 Consultation closes
 6 April 2020 12:00pm

 Pilot launch
April/May 2020

 Response to consultation and pilot
Summer 2020

The consultation will close on 6 April at 12:00pm. While it is live, we are organising a series of events 
across the country to support you in responding to this consultation. Once the consultation closes, we will 
use the feedback to finalise a version of the model to pilot. This will be set out in a published response to 
the consultation. 

We will then pilot the model to ensure it works well in practice for stakeholders and delivers on all our 
objectives. We will keep  consultation respondents informed about our plans for piloting.

We cannot do this without input from trailblazer groups. We will be selecting standards for pilot. However, if 
you  also wish to be involved in the piloting, please register your interest at the end of this consultation. At 
the close of the pilot we will publish a final response setting out the new model and go live timetables. 

Testing the model
To understand the impact of our proposed model, we have tested the variants set out in this consultation 
on live apprenticeship standards.

Although we have tested on live apprenticeship standards, we do not intend to immediately replace all 
existing funding bands with new bands generated using the new model. Instead, when standards 
come up for review or revision, the new funding model will be used to generate a new funding band. Over 
time, this means that all standards will have funding bands generated through this new model. [4]



Details of the testing undertaken to date and the emerging findings are set out in the general impact 
assessment, which accompanies this consultation.

[1] These are employers in the same sector, who group together to develop new apprenticeship standards. 
They also have a role in the subsequent revisions of apprenticeship standards, when the Institute checks if 
those standards are still required and fit-for-purpose.

[2] A Route Panel comprises of experts in their industry, characterised by their outstanding occupational 
knowledge, exceptional experience and critical grasp of the future skills needs of their sectors. They 
currently meet every six weeks to consider submissions from trailblazer groups and T-Level Panels.

[3] The Approval and Funding Committee has delegated authority from the Institute’s Board to oversee the 
approvals process. Their purpose is to make final decisions on the approval of apprenticeships proposals, 
standards and assessment plans, and to make final decisions on behalf of the Institute on funding band 
recommendations, which will be put to DfE.

[4] A variant of this process will be used for revising the funding bands of existing standards, which will be 
based on the same model but makes use of delivery information in place of estimates where available.

The proposed approach
Summary of new approach
A funding band covers only the eligible costs of delivering apprenticeships set out in the ESFA funding 
rules [1]. The Cost Research, supported by stakeholder engagement, found that eligible costs of 
apprenticeship training and assessment could be divided into 5 categories [2]:

1. Teaching

2. Consumables

3. Formative Assessment

4. End Point Assessment (EPA)

5. Administration (and eligible overheads)

Our proposed approach is to set a value for each of these five categories, using the methods set out 
below. The maximum funding band is the sum of the five values.

This categorising of costs is only for the purposes of generating an appropriate maximum funding 
band. As part of this approach, the Institute will not ringfence these five values. Once a funding band is 
set, that funding can be spent (on eligible costs) how ever an employer or provider thinks is most 
appropriate.

We will share the majority of the values with trailblazer groups early in the standard development process, 
to improve the capacity to plan ahead with better information about the likely funding available to them.

The categories – in more detail

https://www.instituteforapprenticeships.org/media/4013/consultation-interim-impact-assessment.pdf
https://www.instituteforapprenticeships.org/media/4013/consultation-interim-impact-assessment.pdf
https://www.instituteforapprenticeships.org/media/4013/consultation-interim-impact-assessment.pdf


Teaching

The Cost Research, supported by stakeholder engagement, found that teaching typically has the largest 
value of the 5 categories [3], in terms of the delivery costs for apprenticeship standards. This category 
covers all eligible costs associated with all off-the-job training of the apprentice.

Consumables

Consumables are materials and software licences used by apprentices. The precise definition is set out in 
the ESFA’s Apprenticeship Funding Rules and Guidance 2019/20 [4]. Key things to note are that 
consumables do not include the cost or depreciation of capital equipment but do include all items 
consumed during the life of the apprenticeship (e.g. bricks).

The Cost Research found that consumables were a small proportion of the overall cost. However, in some 
cases the costs can be very high. We are therefore defining this as a separate category to ensure we can 
take account of the significant variation.

Formative Assessment

In this consultation, formative assessment refers to the assessment activities which are essential to 
indicate the learner’s readiness to pass through the gateway for EPA, where the activities are eligible for 
funding [5] and are not conducted as part of EPA. It includes activities such as practice/’mock’ EPAs, 
progress reviews or the assessment of classwork assignments during the learning process.

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
Formative assessment is the appropriate term encompassing the continuous assessment, review, 
progress and development of the learner, with ongoing assessment through to getting ready for the EPA 
synoptic assessment.

Administration

The administration value includes the cost of eligible overheads [6]. These eligible overheads include 
building rent and room hire that could be wholly attributed to the delivery of the apprenticeship standard in 
question.

End point assessment

The cost of delivering an EPA, including both the delivery of the assessment and the assessor costs.

Core model
Drawing on the Cost Research, we have developed a core model to generate a value for each of the five 
categories, as set out below:



Typical duration is published on the Institute’s website for each standard. This is the typical duration from 
start to gateway.

Explanation of model
Teaching, Formative assessment and Administration values

The Cost Research suggests that costs tend to increase  as duration increases and the duration of an 
apprenticeship is the biggest driver of costs [7]. The values for these three categories will be generated by 
multiplying a monthly rate by the planned duration (in months) of the apprenticeship. The Institute has used 
the Cost Research to develop a set of rates as a key input into the model. This aspect of the model does 
not form part of the consultation.

The rates used for these three categories are derived from the median costs in the Cost Research 
(rounded to nearest £10) [8]:

 Teaching - £130 per calendar month

 Formative assessment - £30 per calendar month

 Administration - £30 per calendar month

Please note, we expect that, over time, these rates will be revised as we update our data. Any changes to 
the rates would be published with an appropriate notice period provided for any subsequent changes 
taking effect.  



Profit

Once the values for these three categories have been generated, we will apply an uplift to allow for profit.

For the purposes of impact analysis and worked examples within this document, we have applied a 
modelling rate of 9% [9] for a profit uplift. However, it should be noted that this is not a proposed profit 
margin, and the actual level of profit included in the new model will be confirmed following piloting.

Mandatory Qualifications

Where an apprenticeship requires the achievement of one or more mandatory qualifications, then a value 
of £300 can be added (only once per apprenticeship) to the formative assessment value. This is based on 
what the Cost Research found to be the median cost per apprentice for the awarding organisation fees 
associated with a mandatory qualification.

Consumables value

To allow for the average cost of consumables, we will set a rate for each occupational route [10]. The rates 
will be £100, £200, £300 or £400.. These four rates are the median cost of consumables for each route in 
the Cost Research [11], rounded to the nearest £100.

Route - Rate

 Agriculture environmental and animal care -£200

 Business and administration - £100

 Care services - £200

 Catering and hospitality - £200

 Construction - £400

 Creative and design - £200

 Digital - £400

 Education and Childcare - £200

 Engineering and manufacturing - £300

 Hair and beauty - £200

 Health and science - 200

 Legal finance and accounting - £200

 Protective services - £200

 Sales marketing and procurement - £100

 Transport and logistics - £200

 End Point Assessment value

However, we are working with EPAOs to develop an evidence base which in the longer term could be used 
to develop rates for different assessment methods. In time we will replace quotes with a rate-based system 



in line with the rest of the model. Before introducing a rate-based system for EPAs we will engage with 
relevant stakeholders and ensure plans for implementation are communicated widely.

In the meantime, we will request from at least one EPAO:

 the overall price of the EPA,

 the cost of running each assessment instrument (per apprentice); and

 the anticipated costs of quality assurance.

We will moderate this information, generate a value and share it with the trailblazer group.

Worked example:

The diagram below sets out a worked example of the proposed core model.

 

Options for addressing variation in cost
The predictable and simple core model proposed above would enable the Institute to make transparent 
recommendations in a consistent way and achieve greater value for money.

However, we appreciate that the actual cost of delivering different apprenticeship standards is driven by 
more than just duration. In some cases, there may be other factors which lead to differences in costs and 
the core model might not be able to capture those differences.

To address this, we have set out two options for capturing differences in delivery costs for different types of 



apprenticeship. We welcome your views on these options.

Option 1 - applying weighting

The first option is to apply a set of weighting factors to the proposed core model, to better reflect the 
variation in costs between different sectors. This weighting would be applied to teaching costs. The Cost 
Research found that, in absolute terms, teaching costs had the greatest variation between standards. As 
such, using a single monthly rate for teaching, may not appropriately address the differences between 
sectors.

A weighting factor would need to meet the following criteria:

 be applied when setting bands for all standards.

 be clear and simple – not detracting from the transparency of the core model.

 provide greater differentiation between funding bands of standards.

 be based on evidence and/or established practice.

 reflects differences in actual costs, rather than favouring one sector over another.

 support the Institute’s aim to strengthen value for money through the funding recommendation 
process.

This option is shown in the diagram below and demonstrates that the calculation for the other four cost 
categories would remain unchanged from the core model.

  



We explored using the Cost Research to develop weighting factors. While there is sufficient data to set 
rates at an apprenticeship programme level, there are not enough data points to develop weighting factors 
for specific routes or sectors.

Instead, we propose using the Sector Subject Area (SSA) in ‘programme cost weightings’ (PCW), which 
are already used for publicly funded adult education [12]. PCW factors are already established and used 
for public funding across the adult education and skills sector. They also provide uplifts for subjects 
identified by the Office for Students as ‘high cost’ teaching subject areas in Higher Education [13].

These PCW factors (which range from 1.0 to 1.72) could be used to generate the following five rates [14]:

 £130 per calendar month.

 £140 per calendar month.

 £170 per calendar month.

 £200 per calendar month.

 £220 per calendar month.

The benefits of this option are a completely automated and transparent process which better reflects the 
variation between costs than the core model. Trailblazer groups could see their full training allocation at a 
very early stage of standard development and use this to inform training plans and market development. 
The option would also significantly decrease the burden on trailblazer groups providing indicative training 
cost data. However, this weighting wouldn’t be sufficiently flexible to respond to costs which are unusual 
for a sector, so some funding bands could still come out higher or lower than the current band.

As Sector Subject Area classifications are at a more granular level than apprenticeship routes, it is 
possible for different standards in the same route to have different teaching rates. The range of monthly 
teaching rates (of the five rates shown above) for each route is as follows:

Route - Range of pcm teaching rates

 Agriculture, environmental and animal care - £140 - £220

 Business and administration - £130 - £140

 Care services - £130 - £140

 Catering and hospitality - £170

 Construction - £130 - £170

 Creative and design - £130 - £200

 Digital - £140 - £170

 Education and childcare - £140

 Engineering and manufacturing - £130 - £170

 Hair and beauty - £170

 Health and science - £130 - £220

 Legal, finance and accounting - £130 - £170



 Protective services - £130

 Sales, marketing and procurement - £130 - £170

 Transport and logistics - £130 - £170

Worked example:

In the worked example below, the standard is in the Agriculture, Environmental and Animal Care Route. It 
has a 24-month duration, and there are no mandatory qualifications. The standard is in the Animal Care 
and Veterinary Science sector subject area, and so is allocated a teaching rate of £220.

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

Please comment:
Requirements in different occupations and Apprenticeship Standards vary considerably in content, length 
and ultimately cost, with elements needing to be contextualised for the occupational, technical and 
vocational training in question. A weighted system therefore seems the logical approach, as long as this 
reflects the real costs, with weighting appropriately applied to fairly capture the real costs of quality 
delivery. Full respect and contemplation needs to be factored in regarding the time and required amount of 
formative assessment, alongside teaching costs. The consultation appears to underestimate assessment 
costs when compared to teaching, which we believe are underestimated. A weighted rate seems logical to 
accommodate the many differences between standards.  The weightings need to be appropriate to each 
standard and to reflect market reality.  Greater consideration also needs to be given to the amount of 
formative assessment required compared with the teaching hours.

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:
Whilst not disagreeing with the above regarding utilising Sector Subject Areas in programme cost 
weightings (PCW), which logically links into the weighting proposal, we draw your attention to the previous 
answer regarding assessment costs, and reiterate our points made there. In the complex engineering, 
construction, electrotechnical and building services engineering, and technical occupations and other 
areas of STEM, the occupational expertise of the highly qualified teachers and assessors required for 
quality and successful outcomes come at a cost premium, demanding enhanced salaries to attractively 
compete with those they would earn if remaining within industry. Weighting also needs to take account of 
geography and apprentice location factors. The union believe the costings currently in the document are 
unrealistic and seriously need revisiting through meaningful dialogue with the Training Providers to 
ascertain some realism in regard to this before proceeding.

Are there any other weighting options which the Institute should explore?
No

Please specify:
As described previously, costings must be fair and realistically reflect the realities already described.

Option 2 - Trailblazer input

An alternative way we could build on the proposed core model would be to allow trailblazer groups to 
submit a controlled number of defined inputs to change the teaching values for their standard.  

If a trailblazer group can provide evidence that the teaching value assigned to their standard through the 
core model is insufficient to allow the standard to be delivered in the market because costs are higher than 
is typical for the sector, the value could be replaced with a value generated using information supplied by 
the trailblazer group.

The following diagram shows how this could work alongside the rest of the model:



Teaching costs

The Cost 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. The £130 per calendar month rate, in the core model, is based on these 
averages.

If a trailblazer group considers that, for their apprenticeship standard, teaching would need to be delivered 
differently as a typical feature (either with groups of fewer than 12 learners, and/or with more than 10% of 
contact time in a one-to-one setting) they could provide information to support this.

In terms of the evidence requirement, our current assumption is that trailblazer groups would need to 
identify any aspects of the occupational standard that could not be taught using the typical ratios set out 
above (that is, a 9:1 ratio of group to one-to-one delivery, and group sizes of 12); and for each such 
element the trailblazer would provide the hours of group teaching, the group size, and the hours of one-to-
one delivery. The reason for limiting the inputs is to ensure we retain sufficient consistency and 
transparency in the model and reduce the burden on trailblazers.

Once agreed, the information on typical class size, one-to-one teaching and teaching hours would be used 
to establish a teaching value, using average cost data from the Cost Research. Please note, this estimate 
will be the overall ‘teaching value’ [15].

Worked example:

In this example, the standard is in the Agriculture, Environmental and Animal Care Route. It has a 24-
month duration, and there are no mandatory qualifications. The standard is in the Animal Care and 
Veterinary Science sector subject area. Although around half of the teaching time can be delivered in a 



classroom setting, with no restrictions on class sizes, the remaining content has to be delivered in an even 
split between groups of 4 and in one-to-one settings – this is due to safety considerations relating to the 
occupation.

The Teaching Value is calculated as follows:

Total hours = 450

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

Please specify:
Trailblazer groups need to be cognisant of costs and have participation when determining these. However 
these cannot be left solely to groups of trailblazer employers to determine, as their expertise in the main 
lays in their technical and occupational areas, rather than the field of Education.



Would you be able to provide the information needed for a bespoke teaching calculation?
No

Please specify:
We would strongly recommend and direct you to ask the experts, i.e. the established industry Training 
Providers with respected Ofsted ratings and national and regional coverage and expertise, for example the 
CITB managing agency in construction, and JTL in building services engineering, for an objective and 
realistic picture of what is involved in each area concerned just as two examples, not least in regard to the 
nomadic nature of apprenticeships in UK construction and the built environment, and significant associated 
costs (for both teaching and formative assessment), as touched upon in our previous answer.

What other evidence might be useful for a trailblazer group to provide for a bespoke calculation of 
teaching costs?
The trailblazer group would it is hoped feed in details of new and emerging technologies, materials and 
equipment, working practices etc. so that these are fed in and sufficiently taken into account at an early 
stage in order to mitigate lag in what is being delivered compared to what is actually happening in industry.

By exception

Consumables cost

There may be some occasions in which the consumables value also requires trailblazer group input to 
bring it in line with actual consumable costs for that standard.

As this approach could include financial information, we expect it will be less transparent than the 
approach set out in the core model. For this reason, we would expect trailblazer groups to use this as an 
exception only - where consumables costs are likely to be significantly higher than the Consumables value 
allocated through the core model. 

If a trailblazer group considers that consumables costs for their apprenticeship standard, are typically 
unusually high for their route, they could provide an itemised list of consumables required per apprentice 
and their cost [17]. The information provided would be verified through a moderation process, including 
considering the items in light of the ESFA funding Rules and Guidance and scrutiny at Route Panel.

Once the information from trailblazer groups has been moderated and confirmed, this would create the 
overall ‘consumables value’.



Worked example:

In this example, the standard is in the Agriculture, Environmental and Animal Care Route. It has a 24-
month duration, and there are no Mandatory Qualifications. The standard has been allocated a 
Consumables Band of £200, but the trailblazer group expects that due to the high volume and cost of 
materials needed which cannot be re-used by other apprentices, the funding band will need to take 
account of this.

The trailblazer group submits the following information:

 

The Institute reviews the information and evidence submitted, including scrutiny by Route Panel. In this 
example, the cost of £900 is approved, and this replaces the Consumables Band as follows:



The benefits of this option are that it also allows for the differences that occur within the same sector, 
which better reflects the variation between costs than the proposed core model and weighted model. 
However, using trailblazer group input would mean trailblazer groups have to wait longer to see their full 
training allocation (so cannot use this information to inform training plans and market development). It 
would also increase the burden on trailblazer groups providing evidence and decrease the transparency of 
the process as moderation of the trailblazer group inputs by Institute officials, route panels and the board 
would continue to be required.

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:
Trailblazer employers should have a good grasp of the costs associated with materials etc. and utilisation 
of the supply chain of products from respectable wholesalers and suppliers. We also draw your attention to 
employers’ trade association expertise as described in answer to question 12.

Would you be able to provide the information needed for this type of consumables cost 
calculation?
No

Please specify:
Unite would strongly recommend that the Institute engage with, as well as with the relevant lead training 
providers, the leading employers’ trade associations within the relevant industries and sectors (e.g. in 
construction Build UK and its affiliates for building, civil engineering and construction (NFB, FMB, NFRC, 
NASC, etc. etc.), ECIA in Engineering Construction, ECA in electrical contracting, APHC in plumbing and 
heating, BESA in heating & ventilation), in engineering the EEF, BPIF in print etc. all of whom are 
established supporters of apprenticeships and have significant commercial departments for advising their 
respective specialist memberships on materials and costs etc.



What other evidence might be useful for a trailblazer group to provide for a bespoke calculation of 
consumables costs?
Information of anticipated costs and lifespans of consumable items (for example, some items are 
expensive and can only be used once).

[1] https://www.gov.uk/guidance/apprenticeship-funding-rules

[2] Details of the eligible costs covered by these five cost categories are provided in the IFF research

[3] It averages at 46% of eligible training and assessment costs.

[4] “Materials (non-capital items) used in the delivery of the apprenticeship. By materials (non-capital items) 
we mean the equipment or supplies necessary to enable a particular learning activity to happen. These 
items would not normally have a lifespan beyond the individual apprenticeship being funded.” E84.4, 
EP94.4 and P101.4.

[5] Under the ESFA’s Apprenticeship Funding Rules and Guidance

[6] ESFA Apprenticeship Funding Rules and Guidance 2019/20.

[7] Duration accounted for 15% of the cost impact.

[8] Costs refer to off-the-job, ‘on programme’ learning and are per apprentice.

[9] We have identified this modelling rate based on ESFA financial health guidance, where for 
organisations subject to a financial health assessment, a profit margin of 9% or higher is awarded the 
highest possible score when considering the profitability (sustainability) of the organisation. The financial 
health assessment looks at overall profitability of an organisation, and only covers a sub-set of providers 
which hold a contract with the ESFA.

[10] Occupational routes are assigned with reference to the Occupational Maps.

[11] Where the research contractor has data from fewer than 10 data points for that route, the rate will be 
assigned by using the rounded median cost of consumables across all routes has been used (which is 
£200).

[12] https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/809
266/Funding_rates_and_formula_201920_v2.pdf

[13] Used when calculating the HE teaching grant (which apprenticeships are eligible for).  See pages 10 
and 16: https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/media/42d81daf-5c1d-49f6-961b-
8b4ab1f27edc/ofs2018___21.pdf.

[14] These rates are calculated by multiplying the median monthly teaching cost reported in the IFF 
research by the PCW factors, and then rounding to the nearest £10.

[15] Rather than a monthly rate to be multiplied by duration, as in the core model.

[16] The formula is £23/class size. This returns a value of £1.92 for a class of 12, which is close to the 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/apprenticeship-funding-rules
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/esfa-financial-health-assessment
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/esfa-financial-health-assessment
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/esfa-financial-health-assessment
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/esfa-financial-health-assessment
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/esfa-financial-health-assessment
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/esfa-financial-health-assessment
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/esfa-financial-health-assessment
https://www.instituteforapprenticeships.org/about/occupational-maps/
https://www.instituteforapprenticeships.org/about/occupational-maps/
https://www.instituteforapprenticeships.org/about/occupational-maps/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/809266/Funding_rates_and_formula_201920_v2.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/809266/Funding_rates_and_formula_201920_v2.pdf
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/media/42d81daf-5c1d-49f6-961b-8b4ab1f27edc/ofs2018___21.pdf
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/media/42d81daf-5c1d-49f6-961b-8b4ab1f27edc/ofs2018___21.pdf


comparable rate included in the Cost Research. 

[17] With evidence, such as a price list

Conclusion
Thank you for your time in considering and completing this consultation. The Institute is keen to have your 
views on the options we are considering for this model, as we want it to work for the apprenticeship sector. 
After we have piloted the proposed model and once it is agreed, the model and associated rates will be 
published on our website.

We appreciate this is a major change and so we are not planning on making any further significant 
changes to the funding process in the immediate future, after launch. However, at the Institute we think it is 
important to continually consider and, where needed, improve processes. We will continue to engage and 
review evidence in order to ensure the funding recommendation system continues to work for all.

Do you have any further thoughts on the proposals, including any suggestions for refining?
Quality apprenticeships cannot be delivered ‘on the cheap’. Unite are concerned that the proposals appear 
to not fully appreciate the true costs of delivering quality apprenticeships, not least 36 and 48 month 
duration high quality apprenticeships, including employment costs of highly qualified teachers, assessors 
and staff, particularly in the complex apprenticeships delivered in technical, engineering, manufacturing, 
construction, building services engineering and other STEM occupational disciplines. 
There is also an important geographical factor that appears to have been overlooked in the consultation, 
explained here due to the inadequate character limits set under other questions above for such a complex 
consultation. There are widely differing costs involved when considering formative assessment of a large 
group of apprentices in a factory or office, compared to fragmented groups of apprentices in construction 
for instance, employed on multiple sites (all with differing procedural, safety, environmental, access and 
egress measures and requirements in place for site access), employed across micro businesses, to SMEs, 
through to major contractors. With SMEs making up the backbone of the construction industry and 
dominating apprentice intake across UK construction and the built environment, travelling costs and time, 
and the number of assessments that can realistically be performed in a day in a timely manner without 
compromising quality, are all pertinent and critical factors that must be fully costed in and given full 
consideration.
Finally and importantly, the COVID-19 pandemic will impact on teaching, assessment and training 
provision when taking into account requirements like social-distancing, which will no doubt impact on class 
sizes and productivity around teaching and assessment. Safety for all involved must be at the forefront of 
decision making. Effective COVID-19 risk assessments will need to take place in line with the hierarchy of 
controls, and their cost implications factored in for the duration of this crisis and potentially beyond. These 
are emerging factors which will need to be taken fully into account as this progresses to ensure continuity 
of quality apprenticeship delivery.

Data security
We will process your personal data in accordance with the Data Protection Act 2018 (and the General Data 
Protection Regulations) and, in most circumstances, this will mean that your personal data will not be 



disclosed to third parties. This consultation follows the UK Government’s consultation principles.

Further information can be found on our website 

https://www.instituteforapprenticeships.org/terms-and-conditions/
https://www.instituteforapprenticeships.org/terms-and-conditions/

