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Disclaimer 

 

This report from the Federation of Awarding Bodies (FAB) was commissioned by 

the Credit and Qualifications Framework for Wales (CQFW), and partly funded 

through the European Social Fund Objectives 1 and 3. It represents an important 

summary of the ground breaking work carried out by the Federation of Awarding 

Bodies and its members. The content, analysis and recommendations are the 
work of the authors and do not necessarily represent views or policy of the 

CQFW.
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Foreword  

 
This report was commissioned by the Federation of Awarding Bodies (FAB) 

as one of the key outcomes of a project sponsored by the Credit and 
Qualifications Framework for Wales (CQFW) with the support of ESF 

funding. 

 

The development of a national Credit and Qualifications Framework for 

Wales is a major reform within the education system and supports other 

initiatives in Wales. This project is one of a number of strands of work to 

support this reform and it focuses on the involvement and participation of 

accredited awarding bodies in the emerging CQFW. 

 

In the past awarding bodies have had limited experience of building credit 

into their qualifications, and the project has allowed a range of awarding 

bodies to ‘learn by doing’ and thus to develop their understanding of 

credit; what is described in this report as their “credit sense”.  
 

The report provides a detailed review of the awarding body activity as part 

of this development and is a welcome analysis of the process of making 

credit a reality in a range of qualifications offered to Welsh learners.   

 

The project has also included a series of briefing sessions for awarding 

body members of FAB which has done much to improve their 

understanding of credit and inform their consideration of and engagement 

with the CQFW. 

 

The report is not intended to compare or evaluate the performance of 

awarding bodies or to provide a critique of the CQFW.  It aims to be a 
critical but positive analysis of awarding body credit practice. It has 

directed and informed the on-going development of guidance for all 

awarding bodies engaged in the CQFW and the suggested ways forward 

which will help FAB and its membership plan for CQFW implementation in 

the future.  

 

The development of the CQFW and the project activity has taken place 

with the direct and active partnership of key stakeholders, including 

ACCAC, HEFCW, and ELWa.  The stakeholders and awarding body partners 

in this project worked together on revising and reforming their 

qualifications, addressing technical and policy issues as they arose and 

finding solutions collectively.  This collaborative approach to reform in the 

project has proved highly effective and beneficial and has positively 
affected not only the practice and the products of the participants but also 

the relationships between the major stakeholders, and the dynamic within 

the qualifications system overall. 

 

This is demonstrated by the emergence of consistent themes through the 

analysis leading to this report which are best summarised as: 
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• The need for and commitment to mutual learning based on practice 

 A resultant sense of genuine shared ownership of the CQFW and mutual 

interest in its success  

• The building of mutual trust and confidence to underpin the system  

 Recognition that no single stakeholder has the capacity to introduce this 

major reform and that collaboration is essential. 

 

It is notable that the project participants, whilst being realistic about the 

detailed development work that still needs to be undertaken, have been 

overwhelmingly positive about the impact of this project. They have cited 

benefits for their individual organisations, including their products, internal 

relationships and communication, and their readiness and capacity both to 

implement and influence reform. They have also recognised and cited 
benefits to their customers as a result of improvements. 

 

It’s been a useful experience and preparation for reform and change. 

People are positive and see the benefits for flexibility in our products and 

meeting business demands for smaller more flexible qualifications [where 

that exists]. We’re still waiting to see what happens in the wider arena 

though. (ASET) 

 

Positive. It’s made us integrate teams better and it’s improved our 

relationship with our partner in Wales. (CACHE) 

 

The CQFW has helped Edexcel understand the principles of credit and 
enabled us to comment confidently on other emerging frameworks. 

(Edexcel) 

 

…people in the organisation now know about credit – there is less concern 

about its introduction and less anxiety about managing it...The project has 

helped us prepare for the demands of reform. (City & Guilds) 

 

The added value of credit lies in its currency – operatives who arrive with 

accredited skills will save a company money and time in training. (SEMTA) 

 

The report has provided FAB and its members with a detailed analysis of 

the practice of awarding bodies in the project that will help FAB to inform 

and support its members and others to develop their credit sense and 
capacity.  The report will be used to inform guidance for awarding bodies 

that will be developed by the end of the year as part of the FAB project. 

The report has also captured some of the areas for development that were 

raised by the participants as a result of the project activity.  FAB will be 

working with CQFW and other stakeholders to take these forward for 

consideration by the Credit Common Accord Forum.   

 

Federation of Awarding Bodies and Credit Works 

http://www.awarding.org.uk/
http://www.creditworks.uk.com/
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Introduction to the Credit and Qualification Framework for Wales 

from the CQFW Secretariat 

 

The Credit and Qualification Framework for Wales (CQFW) has been 

developed to encourage more young people and adults living in Wales to 

participate in learning. It enables small learning achievements (credits) to 

be formally recognised. These credits may be accumulated towards 

qualifications, allowing both adults and young people to learn in a manner 

that suits their needs. Existing qualifications frameworks are not being 
replaced. However, recognition of partial achievement within those 

qualifications will be available for individuals who otherwise might be 

considered not to have succeeded if they were unable to continue their 

studies or fell at the final exam hurdle. 

The vision: 

A single credit and qualification framework for Wales will: 

 support the development of an inclusive society where everyone has 

the opportunity to fulfil their potential; 

 assist in removing barriers to progression; 

 promote recognition of the skills required to support economic 

growth in Wales;  

 offer parity in the recognition of achievement for learners of all 
ages, whether they are learning in the workplace, community, at 

school, college or university.    

 

This allows Learners to explain to others the relative value of their award 

to transfer their knowledge and skills between career paths, providers and 

even countries and provides employers with a much clearer picture of 

what employees/learners know and can do; 

 

Employers gain a means of comparing the value of applicants’ and 

employees’ achievements and a clearer way of expressing the skills 

and qualifications applicants need.  

Credit is: 

• a currency for learning achievement that provides a measure of 
learning outcomes achievable in learning time at a given level; and 

• an award made to a learner in recognition of the verified 

achievement of designated learning outcomes at a specified level. 

 

One credit within the Credit and Qualifications Framework for Wales 

equates to learning outcomes achievable in 10 hours of learning time. 

The level of learning has usually been determined by the qualification 

being studied or the year of study within a particular programme of 

learning. Now, credit level descriptors have been developed to 
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promote a more generic understanding of level as an indicator of the 

demand, complexity, depth of study and the autonomy expected of 

the learner. These descriptors of credit and credit levels, widely 

accepted across Wales, Northern Ireland and England, ensure that any 

unit can be located at the correct level. They span the full spectrum of 

post-compulsory learning from Entry level to postgraduate and 

professional learning at Level 8. 

 

Credit levels are: 

• indicators of relative demand, complexity, depth of study and 

learner autonomy; and used to locate units or modules. 

• units or modules of learning that can only be assigned to one credit 

level  
 

The development of the CQFW has been overseen by ACCAC, ELWA and 

HEFCW and developed in conjunction and consultation with awarding 

bodies, OCN, Ufi, training providers, further and higher education, Sector 

Skills Councils, DYSG, LSDA and other parties interested in developing 

the Credit and Qualifications Framework for Wales. 

 

For further details please contact the CQFW Secretariat e-

mail:cqfw@elwa.org.uk Visit:www.elwa.org.uk/cqfw 

 

This report has been part funded through the European Social Fund 

Objective 1 and 3  
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Section 1:  Context, history and development of credit 

principles in Wales 
  
 

There has been a long history of credit in Wales through different 

initiatives including developments in HE, the Credis project and the 
extensive provision through OCNs. This history entered a new stage when, 

in July 2001, Jane Davidson, Minister for Education and Lifelong Learning 

in Wales committed to having a single credit-based qualification 

framework operational by April 2003.   The major awarding bodies – City 

and Guilds, Edexcel, NOCN, OCR, WJEC and the Wales OCNs – were all 

involved in the subsequent work that resulted in the launch of the Credit 

Common Accord in July 2003.   

 

At that time the Federation of Awarding Bodies (FAB) was a relatively new 

organisation set up to act as a trade association for vocational awarding 

bodies.  However FAB quickly became involved in the work on the Credit 

and Qualifications Framework for Wales (CQFW) both to take part in the 

development on behalf of the wider awarding body community and also to 
keep the FAB members informed of the developments in the CQFW.  FAB 

is a member of both the Credit Common Accord Forum and the CQFW 

Policy Reference Group. 

 

All concerned have taken a developmental approach to the building of the 

policy, principles and processes that are needed to make the CQFW a 

reality.  Lively discussions have been held in cramped and crowded rooms 

in many venues around Cardiff and elsewhere.  Although these may have 

been heated at times, they have been central to working through the 

complex details that are a part of any credit framework and system.   

 

CQFW through ELWa was successful in obtaining ESF funds in 2004 and 
this has supported a number of projects designed to make the CQFW an 

operational reality and thus support the life-long learning agenda in 

Wales.  A significant amount of the ESF funds was directed to projects 

managed by the individual awarding bodies – City and Guilds, Edexcel, 

OCR, WAMITAB and WJEC – that have assigned credit to qualifications and 

many cases awarded credit to learners.  The collaborative approach 

described above has allowed these projects to involve all the relevant 

stakeholders, including awarding bodies, centres and the regulator, 

ACCAC, in ‘learning by doing’. 

 

CQFW and FAB both agreed at an early stage that it was crucial to capture 

the lessons being learned by these awarding bodies so that these could be 

shared across the participants and importantly, passed on to other 
awarding bodies who would in time engage with the CQFW.  We also 

wanted to give some medium-sized and smaller specialist awarding bodies 

the opportunity to become involved in the credit work. This would also 
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allow us to check that the messages emerging from the projects were 

applicable across the range of qualification provision.  

 

ESF funding was made available to support this cross awarding body 

activity and the project is described in more detail in the next section.   

FAB had neither the resource nor the expertise to carry out this 

project itself and it contracted Credit Works to undertake this work. 

Credit Works have reported regularly to FAB and this comparative 

analysis is a key milestone in the FAB project.  The report will allow 

FAB to provide CQFW with a full analysis of the activity and 

identification of issues that need further discussion within the Credit 

Common Accord developments.
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Section 2: Background to the Project 

 

 

1. Summary 

This section describes briefly the aims and activities of the FAB project in 

Wales which led to this report. A related European Social Fund (ESF) 

Objective 1 and Objective 3 Capacity Building project in Wales is also 

briefly described. The methodology leading to this report’s analysis is 

provided, and the purpose and relationship between this report and the 
related guidance document is explained.  

 

2. Project Outline and Relationship to other ESF Project 

There were two separate but closely related projects which supported the 

implementation of the CQFW during 2004-5. The project leading to this 

report, referred to in this report as ‘the FAB project’, was led by the 

Federation of Awarding Bodies (FAB) to support the CQFW implementation 

strategy. The work was funded by ESF and matched funds from the CQFW 

partnership. 

This FAB project built on another CQFW ESF project which had begun 

earlier in 2004 and through which five awarding bodies and one SSC were 

supported to develop their systems and processes to assign and award 
credit to learners in Wales. This earlier project, referred to in this report 

as ‘the Building Capacity project’, continued its work alongside the FAB 

project. In summary the purpose of the Building Capacity project was to: 

 Build capacity and support implementation of the CQFW by 

identifying the processes and resources needed by awarding bodies 

to assign and award credit 

 Resolve issues regarding processes and quality assurance needed to 

meet awarding body and CQFW requirements 

 Allow awarding bodies to make necessary business decisions 

associated with commitment to the CQFW 

 Provide support to awarding bodies to facilitate such decisions 

 Roll out credit based learning programmes to learners in Wales. 

 

Specifically the five awarding bodies (subsequently referred to in the FAB 

project as the First Wave group) were: 

 Assigning credit to existing qualifications 

 Developing processes and capacity in the development of credit 

based qualifications 

 Learning the implications for IT systems, data capture, and 

certification and preparing for these 

 Communicating the principles and purposes of the CQFW internally, 

and externally to customers and partners in Wales 
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The overarching purpose of the FAB project was to analyse the lessons 

learned across awarding bodies and share and spread those lessons more 

widely across awarding bodies in FAB membership. The specific aims of 

the FAB project were therefore to: 

 Support the work of up to 4 other awarding bodies to be able to 

assign credit to qualifications offered by them in Wales.  

 Provide updating and training to the awarding bodies in FAB 
membership on the assigning and awarding of credit in Wales.  This 

to take the form of 5 workshops and a series of individual meetings 

during the life of the project. 

 Undertake a comparative analysis of awarding body experience of 

assigning and awarding credit within the project in Wales; as a 

result of this analysis to produce update reports in Q4 of 2004, Q1 

and 2 of 2005 and a final report in Q4 2005.  

 Produce a guidance document, including examples of good practice, 

for use by awarding bodies offering qualifications within the CQFW.  

 

This report constitutes the comparative analysis in point three above. The 

guidance document referred to in the final point is a separate publication, 
Learning from experience – implementing credit in the CQFW: A Good 

Practice Guide for Awarding Bodies. This Guidance is due to be published 

in early 2006.  

The First Wave group in the Building Capacity project began the work on 

assigning credit in 2004. Awarding of credit began in 2005. This FAB 

project began its work in the summer of 2004. The four “other” awarding 

bodies (later referred to as the Second Wave group) began the process of 

assigning credit in spring 2005. A list of awarding bodies involved in the 

project can be found at Appendix 1. 

3. Methodology for Comparative Analysis 

A key aim and task of the FAB project was to undertake a comparative 

analysis of awarding body practice in developing and offering credit-based 

qualifications for the CQFW in the ESF project, focussing on their 
experience of assigning and awarding credit and the development of 

appropriate quality assurance processes. 

Work on the analysis of credit practice was on-going from July 2004 and 

informed Credit Works’ Interim Reports for FAB and ELWa in December 04 

and March 05. Detailed analysis was undertaken in July and August 2005.1  

The methodology comprised desk research, telephone interviews with key 

stakeholders; investigation and analysis of findings; production of a report 

and guidance using outcomes of the investigation and analysis. 

 

 

                                    
1 See Appendix 4 for a list of primary and secondary sources 
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Desk research included: 

 Study and analysis of all stakeholder project reports [including formal 

written reports and presentations made to meetings, stakeholder 

internal and external evaluation reports, as they were made available 

to Credit Works] 

 Examination of minutes of relevant meetings, including in particular 

meetings of the ESF Implementation Group, Second Wave Group, 
relevant FAB Credit and Framework  Group, Credit Common Accord 

Forum and information/reports from other relevant events.  

 Analysis of discussion or position papers presented by stakeholders to 

the above fora. 

 Examination of data and information from ACCAC Quality Assurance 

Monitoring Reports 

 Data collected and analysis made by Credit Works of credit practice, 

including a mini-survey of awarding bodies in the project in November 

04 and interim reports in December 04 and March 05.   

 Guidance and tools generated by Credit Works (and others) to assist 

in-project design of credit based products for the CQFW. 

 

Email questionnaires and telephone interviews 

A set of common question prompts helped to shape a comparative 

qualitative analysis of credit practice in the project, provided a framework 

for discussion and ensured that all stakeholder organisations involved in 

the project were able to contribute. In some cases there was a need to 

ask for additional information and views to those provided in written 

reports to ELWa.  

Question prompts were based on initial analysis from the desk research. 

Credit Works provided a summary of key points from each interview to 

each stakeholder interviewed. The interviews focused on the key 

representatives in stakeholder organisations, but were not necessarily 

limited to those representatives.  

Report 

A draft report was produced in September 2005 and circulated to 

members of the FAB Credit and Framework Group for comment. The final 

report was produced for FAB in October 2005.  

4. Relationship of Analysis to Guidance 

This report and analysis is not a comparative evaluation of performance of 

awarding bodies, nor is it a critique of the CQFW, nor the FAB project or 

the ESF project as a whole. This document aims to be a critical but 

positive analysis of awarding body credit practice. It has directed and 

informed the development of guidance for all awarding bodies engaged in 

the CQFW and the suggested ways forward which will help FAB and its 

membership plan for CQFW implementation in the future. The analysis in 
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this report also provides the source material and substantiating evidence 

for Learning from experience – implementing credit in the CQFW: A Good 

Practice Guide for Awarding Bodies to be published early in 2006. In 

particular this report and the guidance document aim to: 

 Inform and support the development of credit practice in Wales  

 Develop and provide reliable guidance and examples of good practice 

around assigning and awarding credit  
 Foster development of positive credit practice to support the necessary 

reforms to be made to awarding body products, processes and systems  

 Support awarding bodies in their preparations for offering credit-based 

qualifications in Wales from 2006. 
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Section 3: Summary of key findings 
 
Introduction 

 

This section summarises the key points to emerge from the analysis of 

credit practice in Wales. Full details, including descriptions of the 

activities, detailed analysis, discussion of the issues raised, and where 

appropriate suggested ways forward, can be found in the relevant sections 

of the report. 

 

Assigning credit 
 

 In the main credit was assigned to existing qualifications accredited 

in the NQF. It was clear however that this involved more than 

simply adding numbers to existing qualifications. In addition to 

learning how to apply credit principles in practice, awarding bodies 

learned important lessons on designing new credit based 

qualifications for the future. These lessons are analysed in the 

report. 

 Awarding body decisions on which qualifications to include in the 

CQFW were largely driven by business interests and customer 

demand. The need to build capacity and manage change internally 

also affected their choice of qualifications. 
 Some qualifications were more conducive to being revised or 

redesigned as credit based than others. This depended largely on 

key design characteristics and features (described fully in the report 

but including for example whether a qualification was designed in 

small units each at a specified level). Relative complexity also 

affected the decisions on which qualifications to include in the 

CQFW. 

 There were specific technical challenges in assigning credit to GQs in 

particular, and to NVQs. The project enabled these technical issues 

to be examined and analysed in some depth, and some awarding 

bodies began to model possible solutions which now require further 

collaborative work to take forward. Ultimately however it was the 

design characteristics of the qualification, rather than the 
qualification type necessarily, which determined the relative 

difficulty in assigning credit. 

 Awarding bodies were able to develop processes for assigning credit 

which were largely based on their existing practices of qualification 

development. Although the processes and methodologies differed, 

there were key common features which are described in the report. 

 The range and combination of staff used was key to achieving 

reliable and consistent results on credit values. With the provision of 

training and support, awarding body staff were able to apply their 

experience and expertise to assigning credit. 
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 The importance of professional judgements, reached through a 

systematic process, was central to determining credit value. 

 Using (notional) Learning Time to reach decisions on credit value 

was new practice for awarding bodies and they therefore began the 

process of assigning credit less confident about this aspect of 

qualification/unit design. Many issues concerning Learning Time 

were identified and tackled during the life of the project and by the 
end of the work participants were largely confident about their 

decisions on credit value. 

 Participants had more experience of judging levels and were 

therefore more confident about this aspect. However scrutinising the 

level of each unit in a qualification had not always been common 

practice and the project did therefore identify and tackle issues on 

levels of units. 

 Awarding bodies recognised the need to incorporate credit into their 

systems and processes in a sustainable way and some were 

formulating plans to address this. 

 

Capacity building and staff development 
 

 Building credit capacity within and across awarding bodies in FAB 

membership was a major aim and outcome of this project. 

 The awarding bodies and the CQFW partners recognised their 

mutual interest in successfully developing and applying credit 

capacity. 

 Learning by doing, assigning credit to awarding body qualifications 

in practice, led to greater understanding of strategic, technical and 

other issues, and helped to bring about cultural change. 

 The project supported mutual learning by key stakeholders which 

helped to build a sense of shared ownership of the CQFW and 

mutual interest in its success. It was recognised that no single 

stakeholder had the capacity to introduce reform of this magnitude. 
 Collaboration was recognised as essential but nevertheless there 

were some tensions between collaboration and competition between 

awarding bodies. 

 Training activities for staff, the use of guidance materials, and 

practice based approaches were all factors in building capacity 

successfully. 

 

External relations 

 

 Successful partnerships and collaboration had driven forward the 

CQFW from the start. The CQFW is itself a partnership between 

ELWa, ACCAC and HEFQW (backed by WAG), and awarding bodies 
(led by FAB) had a direct influence and helped to shape the CQFW 

through the Credit Common Accord (CCA) Forum and other fora. 
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 ACCAC played an active role as a partner in the project and had to 

continue to meet its (joint) legislative responsibilities alongside this 

developmental role. 

 SSCs generally had little active engagement in this project (with the 

exception of SEMTA). Project partners recognised the need for their 

increased engagement. 

 
Assessment 

 
 The assessment strategy for a qualification was a key design 

characteristic affecting how easy or difficult it was to make the 

qualification credit based. The implications of different assessment 

practices for credit based qualifications are examined in the report. 
 Awarding bodies used the project to test arrangements for 

assessment, standardisation and verification and to identify possible 

changes to assessment practice in the short, medium and long term. 
 Some awarding bodies used the project to examine issues in 

applying mark based assessment to credit based units and 

qualifications. Analysis indicated that credit based units could be 

designed to accommodate mark based assessment. 
 There was little historical experience of grading credit achievements 

and some awarding bodies therefore used the project to examine 

the issues around grading and to develop potential solutions.  
 

Quality Assurance 

 

 Existing awarding body systems for quality assurance were 

successfully applied to credit based qualifications. 

 External quality assurance professionals (moderators, verifiers etc) 

played a key role in assigning credit, and their potential role in post 

accreditation quality assurance of credit began to emerge as credit 

based qualifications were used in the field. 

 There was some evidence that provider and employer demand for 

more customised learning packages may change with the 

introduction of credit, which could have implications for quality 

assurance systems in the longer term. 
 New regulations for the CQFW were drafted for use in the project 

then shaped and informed by practice and experience. This 

approach, whereby CQFW principles and criteria were trialled and 

revised in a systematic way, was welcomed by awarding bodies. The 

development of CQFW regulations depended on open collaboration 

and mutual trust between key stakeholders with ACCAC taking 

responsibility for their application and interpretation.  
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Awarding credit  

 

 Awarding bodies adapted their existing awarding systems to the 

demands of the CQFW for the purposes of this project. However 

they identified issues, signalled in the report, in using and managing 

credit information amongst stakeholders and for wider 

implementation for the future. 
 It was felt important that learners receiving credit certificates as a 

result of the project should have confidence in their validity beyond 

Wales. 

 Awarding bodies in the project began to explore a model for mutual 

recognition. Evidence from the project suggested that mutual 

recognition of the value of credit was needed amongst the full range 

of stakeholders to provide maximum benefit for learners. Some of 

the conditions for mutual recognition were discussed with project 

participants and these are explored in the report. 

 

Challenges 

 
 There were specific technical and operational issues concerning APL, 

GQs, and grading which were identified and examined in the project. 

From initial discussion of these issues it is clear that they now 

require further development, including the development of new 

practices which will need to be trialled and closely monitored over 

time. 
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Section 4. Assigning Credit  

 

 

1. Summary 

In this section we look at assigning credit and level to qualifications in the 

project. We examine the rationale for selecting qualifications; features and 

characteristics which affect assigning credit; and the drivers which 

influenced the choices awarding bodies made. 

 
We examine the process of assigning, including who was involved and the 

methodologies adopted. We identify the significant specific issues raised 

through assigning credit and level, including the nature of units; (notional) 

learning time; levels; and specific issues related to NVQs. (General 

Qualifications are addressed briefly but examined more fully in Section 

5.2) 

 

Finally we look at the lessons learned overall and their application in the 

future. 

 

2. Introduction 

The assigning of credit and level to qualifications by awarding bodies for 
their inclusion in the CQFW was the major strand of work for this project.   

Awarding bodies in the project were, in the main, assigning credit and 

level to existing qualifications.  

Apart from this one criterion there was no prescription on the 

qualifications chosen as this was a voluntary awarding body activity. The 

features of the qualifications chosen, and the rationale for their choice, 

therefore reveal some interesting insights. 

3. Summary of qualifications in the project  

Nine awarding bodies were working to assign credit and level and submit 

qualifications to the CQFW during the project: five in the First Wave (City 

& Guilds, Edexcel, OCR, WAMITAB, and WJEC), and four in the Second 

Wave (AMSPAR, ASET, CACHE and NCFE). First Wave awarding bodies 

received ESF matched funding to support the development and began the 
process in summer 2004. Second Wave bodies were supported by FAB 

and Credit Works during the process of assigning but were not given 

funding to support development. They began the development process in 

spring 2005 and submitted qualifications to ACCAC by summer 2005. 

During the project a wide range of units and qualifications, from NVQs and 

VRQs to GCSEs/GCEs and from Entry level to level 4 were submitted to 

the process of assigning. A wide range of subject and sector areas was 

covered including: catering, early years, enterprise, employment skills, 

tourism, administration, retail, customer service, IT users, history, 

horticulture, waste management, public service and performing arts. The 
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profile of learners and the learning contexts targeted by the qualifications 

was extensive, ranging from 16-18 year olds in schools to adults 

undertaking in-house company training. A full list of qualifications 

developed can be found at Appendix 2. 

Where amendments were proposed to existing jointly regulated NQF 

qualifications, these were submitted for approval to the regulatory 

authorities. Amendments were approved through the joint regulatory 
process, and credits and qualifications were awarded to a number of 

learners who completed the awards at the time of writing. However one 

awarding body chose to go through the process of assigning but not 

awarding for the purposes of this project. In addition a Second Wave 

awarding body chose to assign credit and level to an existing qualification 

which had not previously been accredited in the NQF. This qualification 

was therefore assigned credit and level, submitted to QCA for 

accreditation, and then to the CQFW. 

4. Rationale for choice of qualifications 

On analysis it is clear that the two main drivers for selecting qualifications 

to become credit-based were: 

 Business interests and customer demand 
 Building capacity and managing change internally 

 

Many awarding bodies cited business reasons for their choice of 

qualifications for the project, selecting qualifications where they knew 

there was a demand for the flexibility that credit offers. 

The decision to select these qualifications was a business one, based on 

market feedback on the original qualification and confirmed through 

discussions with customers. It had already been decided that there was 

demand for free standing qualifications in Moving and Handling so the 

decision to make a suite of smaller qualifications made business sense as 

it reduces duplication and results in more responsive marketable products. 

(ASET) 

Other business drivers included the opportunity to link this project’s work 
with other strategic initiatives in the business. Some awarding bodies 

chose on the basis of the role and importance of the qualification in Wales, 

and/or because of the numbers of centres or a key strategic partnership 

involving the qualification in Wales. Faced with choice managers also 

selected qualifications which were due for review and development or in 

one instance which had been reviewed in anticipation of credit 

development. 

…some existing recent qualifications had anticipated the introduction of 

credit – with smaller units and with level assigned to them. These were 

also targeted. (City & Guilds) 

Building capacity and introducing change was a key aim of participating 

awarding bodies and they chose their qualifications in order to maximise 
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the opportunities for this. For the First Wave awarding bodies especially, 

ESF funding support and a longer timeframe for development allowed a 

range of qualifications to be selected which increased involvement of 

professional staff and helped ensure that the range of issues to be tackled 

were identified through the project. 

…the ones chosen provide a broad spectrum which enables us to involve 

many Professional Officers, learn lessons across the range and build credit 
sense more widely. (OCR) 

Another aim was to build credit awareness in the organisation and use the 

opportunity to do some internal capacity building in City & Guilds. (City & 

Guilds) 

For Second Wave bodies, qualifications were chosen carefully to allow 

more staff to be involved. 

Employment Skills is not subject specific, like sport or travel – more cross 

company staff would be involved spreading the benefit of the project 

across our organisation. (NCFE) 

A shorter timeframe however meant choosing qualifications less likely to 

present significant issues and difficulties. 

We felt that by reviewing a smaller qualification, discrepancy in relative 
size of units was less likely to occur. (NCFE) 

In the First Wave awarding bodies WJEC had a significantly different 

profile from the others in the project in that 90% of its business was in 

General Qualifications (GQs) and uniquely it also awarded the Welsh 

Baccalaureate Qualification (WBQ). Its rationale for selecting qualifications 

was political as well as being driven by business and capacity needs. 

In the case of the Welsh Baccalaureate, this was expected to be included 

by WAG and could of course offer the prime application for a credit system 

in Wales. Other choices were motivated by priorities for Wales and to 

some degree we were trying to get a spread of WJEC qualifications. The 

truth is that 90% of our business is in GCE and GCSE. (WJEC) 

At the time of writing credit was not assigned to WJEC General 

Qualifications, although there was an expectation that this would be 
achieved in part by March 2006.  WJEC identified and faced significant 

issues in its attempts to assign credit to its General Qualifications. These 

issues are explored in Section 5.2. 

In addition to these two main drivers for choice awarding bodies generally 

selected qualifications which presented fewer difficulties and problems 

with assigning credit. There were exceptions to this but it was recognised 

that some qualifications lent themselves more readily to credit (see below) 

and at this stage, where they could, awarding bodies avoided 

qualifications they knew would pose more difficulties.  
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5. Lessons learned on choice of qualifications 

Qualification Design 

The relative difficulty of assigning credit and level depended significantly 

on the design of the existing qualification. There were some features of 

designs which lent themselves to credit, some features which raised issues 

to be tackled, and at the other extreme other features which made use of 

credit especially difficult.  

Features which lent themselves to credit included: 

 Achievements already organised into small units 

 Each unit at a specified level 

 Independent units capable of separate assessment 

 No synoptic assessment 

 

… units should be capable of being independently assessed, quality-

assured and awarded. No qualifications have ‘synoptic’ units and no unit’s 

achievement depends on the achievement of another unit. These design 

principles have meant that it has been possible to assign credit to existing 

qualifications without any need to make any changes to their design, 

structure, assessment or quality assurance. (OCR First INTERIM Report) 

All our qualifications offer unit based assessment anyway so this wasn’t 

really an issue; neither is grading... (We are) already using internal and 

external moderation and unit based assessment which seem to work well 

with credit. (ASET) 

We were in the process of removing the external assessment component 

from the qualification anyway – so this scope to remove it was convenient 

for us… removal of the (synoptic) external assessment component makes 

unit achievement and certification more straightforward – now when you 

get the four units you get the qualification. (NCFE) 

…the qualifications chosen worked with credit – no synoptic assessment, 

and units could be used on a ‘stand alone’ basis or integrated for delivery. 

(EDEXCEL) 

In addition qualifications which were designed with units of the same size 
and level were generally easier to assign credit to, although the process of 

assigning did raise issues for some awarding bodies (see Issues Raised 

below). Often these types of qualifications anticipated a structured 

learning programme and were designed with a notional scheme of 

learning in mind which made the process of assigning credit more 

straightforward. In effect the awarding body had in part anticipated the 

learning time needed in its design of the qualification.  

Some qualifications such OCR Nationals are designed with units of the 

same size and level. They anticipate a structured programme of learning 

and input. As such, when ensuring the size of a unit, a notional scheme of 

learning is created as part of the development process. Such qualifications 
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are often the simplest to assign credit to. In contrast some qualifications, 

such as NVQs, or OCR CLAIT, are built around the functions that 

determine the skills and knowledge required. (OCR First Interim Report) 

Features of qualifications which raised some issues for awarding bodies in 

attempting to assign credit included: 

 Qualifications with large units (in one case 140 (notional) learning 

hours) 
 Synoptic assessment – where award of credit is dependent on 

achievement of more than one unit 

 Examinations and tests 

 Grading of credit awarded 

The issues that arose are discussed in relevant sections of this report. In 

addition there were some specific issues raised around assigning credit to 

NVQs. An examination of some of the issues raised in assigning is given 

below.  

However the most significant issues and difficulties were identified in 

assigning credit and level to General Qualifications. In general these were 

related to design features such as: 

 Multiple levels in a single qualification (e.g. GCSEs incorporating 
more than one level of achievement) 

 How/where learning outcomes and assessment criteria were 

specified in the existing qualification 

 Assessment, including the use of mark-based assessment and 

assessment structures 

 Awarding structures and their relationship to the above  

 

These features of GQs, which often ran counter to the credit principles in 

the CCA, are explored more fully in Section 5.2. 

In addition to the design and technical issues of assigning credit to GQs, 

there were important political implications in assigning credit to GCEs and 

GCSEs which are popularly perceived to be of equal value and size. 

It is worth noting that OCR had planned to assign to both GQs and VQs. It 
recognised the relative difficulty of assigning to GQs and elected to tackle 

assigning of VQs first. Having subsequently tackled GQs it recognised that 

the credit values it assigned were very provisional but nevertheless valued 

the lessons learned from the process. 

6. The Process for Assigning Credit and Level 

Whilst the CQFW Credit Common Accord (CCA) which was developed in 

conjunction with a working group consisting of Awarding Bodies, 

Regulatory Authorities, Open College Networks and others provided 

information and guidance on the principles for assigning, there was no 

prescription or specific guidance on the process or method to be used. 

Generally awarding bodies found this lack of prescription helpful. It 
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enabled them to develop and test out processes based on their existing 

approaches to qualification design and approval. 

 

The Common Accord guidance was helpful, specific enough and not 

prescriptive on process – very important for us to have this scope in the 

project. We were pleased it was flexible enough for WAMIATB to conduct 

the project. (WAMITAB) 
 

Developing process based on existing practice was common across most 

of the project participants and there were many similarities and 

characteristics shared in the processes used. 

Who was involved 

There was a pattern across the awarding bodies in the roles, expertise and 

composition of those involved in the assigning process. The following 

features were common: 

 Initial training/briefings were provided for the staff involved. This 

training was provided by key staff involved in or managing the 

CQFW project and was supplemented by guidance drawn from 

CQFW documents. A basic understanding and familiarity with credit 
principles and their application (in general and as they are 

represented in the CQFW CCA) was therefore required of those 

involved in assigning. (See Section 6. Capacity Building and Staff 

Development for more details) 

 The project manager or key worker with more experience and a 

more developed understanding of credit was involved in the process 

of assigning. 

 A combination of internal staff and key “independent” staff such as 

external examiners and consultants was used. (See also Section 9. 

Quality Assurance) 

 A range of experience and expertise was used including qualification 

development, assessment, subject expertise, delivery, and 

moderation/verification. 
 

We used a credit expert, a subject specific expert, a practitioner, and an 

External Verifier. We designed documents, and slotted the ‘assigning of 

credit’ into our qualification design process (EDEXCEL) 

These staff are responsible for managing the development of vocational 

qualifications and their day to day management. In addition, Professional 

Officers work with a range of external consultants such as Chief 

Examiners, Moderators etc who often contribute to developing 

qualifications and writing assessment material. Typically, these 

consultants are also teachers or trainers as well as experts in their 

subject/sector. (OCR First Interim Report) 

All the qualifications development team were involved [4 officers + 
assessment manager]: The assessment manager particularly focusing on 
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checking assessment criteria and methods. The Chief Assessor, a training 

provider writing distance learning materials, and H&S tutors were also 

consulted. (ASET) 

All these common features appear critical to successful outcomes. 

Notwithstanding the fact that this was a “learning by doing” project, an 

understanding of the principles of credit, as well as the key technical 

features was essential to developing consistent results. All the awarding 
bodies provided some training/development though it varied in nature and 

extent according to their particular profile, context and perceived needs. 

All provided guidance materials and had staff with more experience of 

credit working alongside less experienced staff in the project. 

The combination of staff used was also a critical feature. Internal 

professional staff provided experience of the qualifications and the 

regulatory requirements and context, including experience of credit. This 

contributed to the consistent application of the credit principles and any 

awarding body design, and helped to ensure consistency of assigning 

across qualifications. Independent staff provided the wider or specialist 

perspective and helped to ensure robust decisions. (See also Section 9 

Quality Assurance) 

The range of expertise and experience used proved critical in reaching 

sound professional judgements, particularly on credit value. Here the 

experience of the range of different contexts and learners who might 

achieve the units was essential to reaching sound judgements on the 

learning time required to achieve the units. (See also Section 4.7 

(Notional) Learning Time). 

On new material when they were asked for a view the consultants seemed 

more insecure… not happy to come to a final conclusion… This showed us 

that we needed the right mix of expertise among consultants to make 

confident decisions on credit value. (City & Guilds) 

Not all awarding bodies used practitioners/centres directly. However all 

used people with practitioner experience, some used practitioners directly 

in the assigning process and others consulted with practitioners to 
check/support their assigning decisions.  

Process and methodology 

All the awarding bodies used different processes based on their current 

approaches to the development and approval of qualifications. The 

methodologies varied significantly, ranging from panel processes, which 

brought experts together in a meeting, to telephone interviews by a small 

project team gathering data then reaching decisions in consultation with 

the Chief Moderator. 

Methodologies included:  

 Use of expert panels followed by testing out assigning decisions with 

awarding body centres 
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 Briefing of external consultants using an awarding body’s own 

customised guide; followed by cross checking of decisions using 

internal expertise and then regulator involvement in finalising 

decisions. 

 Devising an internal process using existing expertise and a 

‘scorecard’ approach. 

 Staff development for qualification writers; followed by assigning 
credit in expert workshops; followed by cross curricular internal 

scrutiny and regulator approval. 

The following features were common to assigning processes: 

 Initial training/development and briefings as above. 

 The use of guidance documents and tools to support people through 

the process.  All awarding bodies drew on the CQFW documents, 

especially the CCA and the NICATS level descriptors. Most Second 

Wave bodies also used the guidance on assigning drawn up by 

Credit Works based on the experience of the First Wave bodies2. All 

the awarding bodies either supplemented guidance documents with 

their own documents or drew up their own from the outset based on 

that provided but contextualised for their own qualifications. 
 

In addition some of the awarding bodies collected and used data from 

their own systems and/or from centres to support the process. 

Staff were provided with a Guide to assigning credit. This Guide had been 

created using core documentation provided by ELWa, but re-written as a 

users’ Guide to assigning credit. It was also contextualised to OCR’s 

qualifications and processes and was designed for use with OCR’s external 

consultants. (OCR First Interim Report) 

(We used) CCA, the Credit Works checklist and our own tool based on 

these… We used data including age profiles, previous qualifications, 

backgrounds of learners etc to help reach a clear view of the average 

learner or learners on average. Together with the provider expertise this 

worked well. (CACHE) 

 A combination of independent judgements and then collective 

judgements was used. Even those awarding bodies using panel 

processes had asked those participating to reach their own initial 

decision (sometimes in pairs) based on their experience and 

expertise. This was regarded as important in ensuring rigour in the 

process, avoiding undue influence and providing as much objectivity 

as possible before coming together to make decisions. It also 

enabled the rationale for the decisions to be clear. In the larger 

awarding bodies with more staff involved this was clearly 

documented to enable an audit of decisions, something regarded as 

particularly important when introducing this new dimension. 

                                    
2 The assigning credit checklist can be found in Learning from experience – implementing 

credit in the CQFW - A Good Practice Guide for Awarding Bodies to be published in 2006. 
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Each consultant would then work in isolation with the Guide to arrive at a 

credit value for each identified unit and submit them postally, together 

with a report outlining how comfortable they were with the process and 

the usefulness of the Guide and supporting documentation (OCR First 

Interim Report) 

Professional Officers, who are experienced in conducting awarding and 
moderating meetings, chaired review meetings with the aim of reaching 

agreement about the credit values assigned to the selected units. Further 

guidance was issued at the meetings with the intention of overcoming the 

inconsistencies in the area of learning time. (OCR Second Interim Report) 

…we went ahead and prepared documentation based on the ACCAC form 

and the Checklist provided by Credit Works and panel members used this 

independently before coming together to discuss their views. (CACHE) 

To ask the internal member of staff and the assessor to work 

independently using the guidance and procedure provided, and then 

compare their recommendations using external expertise. (WAMITAB) 

…a group discussion would not necessarily produce objective results. 

Talking to people individually meant that centre staff gave us their views 
based on their own experience – without the influence of others. We then 

considered their responses and came to a conclusion using the response 

data. (NCFE) 

…being so new we have to be able to track back the rationale leading to 

all decisions so we build confidence in the outcomes. (OCR) 

 The importance of professional judgements in reaching decisions 

was recognised and reflected in all the processes. All the awarding 

bodies used the CCA guidance which provided examples of activities 

which might contribute to learning time. Some used highly 

systematic processes for considering each of the activities cited in 

relation to their units and recording their judgements. Others used 

them more as a check to confirm or question decisions reached. The 

evidence we have indicates that whilst all the awarding bodies were 
systematic, the degree of formality in their process varied according 

to the size and complexity of the organisation and its internal 
3culture. However all the awarding bodies came to recognise that 

assigning is ultimately a professional judgement reached through a 

systematic process. This issue is explored further in Section 4.7 

below under (Notional) Learning Time. 

 

We have learned how professional judgement is so important in making 

decisions where credit is concerned. (EDEXCEL) 

Real experience of use of these NVQs mattered - alongside the guidance. 

It was important to understand that examples of learning activities that 
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could be included in calculating credit values were just that – examples – 

and not essentials. Useful in guiding us to our conclusions on credit 

values. (WAMITAB) 

On assigning credit value they were not so comfortable. They had a better 

feeling for ‘average’ time in relation to classroom contact for example, for 

time associated with other activities they were not so sure. When we used 

a grid to hep them think about this - it helped. But it was still important to 
stand back and reflect on whether the judgements made using the grid 

looked right… (City & Guilds) 

7. Specific Issues Raised in Assigning Credit to Units 

The CCA provided design principles for units which state that: 

Learning to which a credit value is to be assigned must be structured into 

units, which conform to the following specification: 

A unit may be of any size but must include: 

a. a coherent and explicit set of Learning Outcomes with associated 

Assessment Criteria; and 

b. should be uniquely identifiable by code and title.  

(Credit Common Accord, ELWa 2003) 

 
The CCA also stated that a unit must include learning outcomes, 

assessment criteria, credit value (number of credits at a credit level), and 

unit title and code. 

It is clear from the evidence that how these principles were interpreted 

and applied to the qualifications in the project varied somewhat. This 

manifested itself in the way awarding bodies maintained or adapted the 

format for the units used in the existing qualifications. 

Generally it appears that units submitted contain significant additional 

information to the specification given by the CCA. The specification of 

course was a minimum one but the additional information (such as 

content and delivery information) supplied as part of the unit  made it 

more difficult to isolate the required unit information and make 

comparisons across units presented in different formats. The additional 
information also seemed likely to lead to differences in the degree of 

specificity of the learning outcomes presented by different awarding 

bodies. For example outcomes may be less precisely specified where 

additional information is supplied under content. Assessment criteria may 

be similarly affected. 

There was not, at the time the First Wave awarding bodies embarked on 

the exercise in 2004, a common format for unit design and presentation 

which would have helped to highlight this issue. Therefore some First 

Wave bodies submitted units which do not appear to match the full unit 

specification described in the CCA. 
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… we simply reviewed the NVQs in relation to credit value. We did not turn 

them into credit based units with learning outcomes, assessment criteria 

etc. (WAMITAB)  

The Second Wave awarding bodies used a unit template supplied by Credit 

Works which matched the specification in the CCA. Whilst this is no 

judgement on the actual quality of the units themselves, the common 

format did produce more consistency in how, and how precisely, learning 
outcomes and assessment criteria were specified and presented. This also 

made comparisons across units from different awarding bodies an easier 

exercise. 

However the introduction of a unit template did not resolve many of the 

issues relating to assigning experienced by the awarding bodies and 

explored in this and other sections of this report. There remained issues, 

for example, in how assessment criteria were specified, the degree of 

clarity required in assessment criteria and the nature of their relationship 

to the learning outcomes. However the common unit template seemed to 

enable greater consistency and clarity in specifying the achievement 

required, and it enabled the value of achievements to be more easily 

compared across awarding bodies’ units. 

The First Wave awarding bodies were of course using unit formats which 

were familiar to them and which were consistent across their own 

qualifications (and/or across types of qualifications such as NVQs). The 

issue of comparing outcomes of assigning across awarding bodies has not 

yet been pursued although it has been raised by some in the project. (see 

Section 6 Capacity Building and Staff Development) 

The awarding bodies have recognised the impact of credit on unit design 

and development, and the importance of training and development to 

support this. Second Wave awarding bodies appeared not to have 

problems in using the unit format provided. However this format has not 

been tested with the First Wave group. 

It will be important to have training for both those who write the unit 

syllabus/learning outcomes and assessment criteria together so the unit is 
cohesive from the outset and minimal amendments will be necessary 

before submission. (CACHE) 

 

(Notional) Learning Time and Credit Value 

Definitions and Application - Ascribing credit value to a unit depended 

on reaching a judgement on Learning Time because credit value is based 

on the Learning Time attached to the learning outcomes and credit level. 

One credit is assigned for learning outcomes achievable in 10 hours of 

learning time. 

The Credit Common Accord (CCA) defined Learning Time as,  
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a measure of the learning substance of a unit or whole qualification. It is 

related to the amount of time a typical learner might be expected to take 

to complete all of the learning relevant to the achievement of the learning 

outcomes. 

Learning Time is ‘notional’ in that it is recognised that the actual time 

taken to achieve the outcomes of a unit will vary from learner to learner. 

These variations will of course depend on the individual, their abilities, 
aptitudes and motivation. This is true even where the learners’ experience 

is almost identical as in formally taught courses with a high level of tutor 

input and directed study. 

However many units in the CQFW may be taught and learnt through a 

wide variety of contexts and modes of delivery, ranging from college, 

community to workplace, and from formal taught courses to on-line 

learning. The amount of “delivery” or taught time may vary considerably 

in these different contexts, as will the expectations and reality of time 

spent in say private study or revision.  

Some units, such as NVQ units, are based on the concept of competence, 

independent and separate from notions of teaching and courses, and in 

their purest form concerned only with recognition of skills and knowledge 
acquired in the workplace. Qualifications assessed only through external 

examination place different demands on awarding bodies and providers, 

where there is no requirement for continuous internal assessment of 

progress and achievement. The concept of time spent learning and 

achieving can appear alien and incongruent to awarding bodies operating 

in such contexts. 

In addition for some units in the framework, the profile of learners who 

may achieve the units can be very diverse, varying for example from a 

17year old in full time education to an adult returner, learning part time at 

work or in the community. The variations in learner profiles could cover 

previous attainment, current skills, and experience of learning and how 

recent this is, as well as age and present circumstances. 

In all these situations the understanding of Learning Time as “notional” 
and its use in reaching a judgement on credit value can be difficult but 

critical. 

Awarding bodies have substantial experience and understanding of taught 

or contact time and of Guided Learning Hours (GLH). However using and 

operating Learning Time and applying the above definitions and variables 

are new to most people and organisations. The project participants’ 

experience in identifying and tackling the many issues related to Learning 

Time was therefore particularly valuable. 

Not surprisingly most awarding bodies in the project reported that they 

had more difficulty and less confidence in assigning credit using Learning 

Time than they did in assigning level. Whilst issues around level did occur, 

those participating already had substantial experience and understanding 
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of the application of level through the NQF. However, despite their 

unfamiliarity and relative lack of confidence in using Learning Time, it was 

notable that by the end of the project all the awarding bodies reported 

feeling confident or reasonably confident about the judgements they 

reached on credit values. 

Typical Learners - Many of the project participants however struggled 

with the concept of a “typical learner” (extracted from CCA definition). 
Some argued that it was an unhelpful construct. Others incorporated 

discussion to reach an agreed understanding of the “typical learner” into 

their process for assigning. One such awarding body had an exceptional 

example of deferring a decision on credit value for one qualification as 

those involved had such diverse experience of the profile of learners that 

they were not able to agree a “typical learner” and hence the time it 

would take them to achieve the outcomes of the units. (Note; the decision 

to defer was taken in part because the qualification was due for revision in 

any event) 

On analysis it was clear that some awarding body staff were interpreting 

the CCA definition more literally, trying to come up with an agreed profile 

of the typical learner for the unit (in some cases this became translated as 
the average learner), and then using this profile as the basis for 

determining the time expected for this “typical learner” to achieve the 

outcomes. Credit Works’ advice to project participants therefore was to 

replace the concept of: 

the amount of time a typical learner might be expected to take to 

complete all of the learning relevant to the achievement of the learning 

outcomes, 

with the concept of, 

the amount of time learners on average might be expected to take to 

complete all of the learning relevant to the achievement of the learning 

outcomes4. 

It must be said that whilst some awarding body staff felt that this 

distinction was extremely useful and overcame difficulties they were 
experiencing in trying to conceive of a “typical” learner, others had been 

interpreting the definition in that way in practice already. 

Pre-requisite learning-In addition, and particularly in the early stages of 

the project, some participants needed clarification about pre-requisite 

learning.  Some staff when working independently had included pre-

requisite learning into the learning time for a unit. Similarly there was a 

danger that co-requisite learning (required but not specified in that 

particular unit) was being counted towards Learning Time. Collective 

discussions, moderations and quality checks used by awarding bodies 

tackled these issues.  

                                    
4 This amendment to the CCA was agreed by the CCA Forum in September 2005 
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Professional judgements -Taking the CCA definition overall however it 

is clear that Learning Time is simply the measure used to reach a 

judgement on the “substance” of the unit. In practice, through the 

processes that awarding bodies developed and applied during this project, 

staff used their professional experience and expertise, together with any 

data available, to consider the  range of contexts, delivery modes, and 

learner profiles and to agree the time on average they would expect for 
learners to achieve the designated outcomes. Best practice in awarding 

body processes ensured that there was sufficient breadth and depth of 

professional expertise used to reach that judgement. In effect the 

awarding bodies were making a professional judgement through a 

systematic process, using time as a commonly understood measure whilst 

recognising that the time is ‘notional’. These professional judgements 

were often supplemented by data such as learner profiles and by 

consultation with centres and other relevant interests and experience.  

Using learning time and assigning credit are new to most stakeholders. It 

is important that a common and consistent understanding and application 

of the concepts are reached if consistency in credit values and mutual 

trust between stakeholders is to be achieved. Many participants also 
recognised that ‘collaborative working between awarding bodies, 

particularly within sector groupings, would support confidence and quality 

enhancement in the accuracy of the judgements and the consistency of 

credit values reached.  

The difficult part was arriving at NLT/credit value, especially for new 

qualifications were there’s no actual experience of delivery. Whilst the 

achievements can be related to existing practice and delivery which are 

similar, people are more anxious about the accuracy of their estimations 

in these circumstances. This may be over anxiety because there’s less 

actual evidence on which to base judgements and maybe we should just 

be more confident about our professional judgements, providing the 

process for assigning is sound.  (ASET) 

 I think we now need some cross awarding body work to look at how we 
each assigned credit. When the project was new we were all fairly 

cautious about the process and about how each of us [awarding body, 

SEMTA] would go about it. Now we have built trust between us it is time 

for collaboration to share practice and test our understanding against 

other awarding bodies in the project. Such collaboration would also help 

us come to a common understanding on Learning Time for example, to 

move away from the ‘average learner’ to ‘the time it takes on average for 

a learner to achieve…’ for example. Develop mutual understanding and 

build mutual confidence in each other’s processes.  (EDEXCEL) 

 

Level 
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Participants were generally more confident in assigning level to units and 

reported fewer difficulties and issues. This is almost certainly due to the 

fact that those involved had substantial experience of different levels in 

the NQF. 

 We used The Credit Common Accord and the NICATS level descriptors – I 

wanted to avoid getting bogged down in too much detail. Finer detail 

would have confused the decision making process – I think you should 
take a helicopter view and use level descriptors that are short sharp and 

precise. The consultants we used understand what level 2 is – they teach 

it, have operatives that work to it…  (City & Guilds) 

However some awarding bodies did identify issues with units which had 

been assumed to be at the level of the qualification. This assumption was 

called into question by the assigning process and adjustments to units 

were sometimes required. 

Similarly some units were found to contain a mix of levels of learning 

outcomes and assessment criteria. Some outcomes and criteria were 

found to be at a level above or below the pre-existing level of the unit. 

Again this was revealed by the assigning process and adjustments to units 

made. 

In developing whole qualifications awarding body processes had inevitably 

tended to focus on level of the qualification as a whole. The scrutiny and 

focus on level of individual units was less common prior to the project and 

constituted a development of new practice for most of the awarding 

bodies in the project. 

There were also issues of level which were particular to NVQs and these 

are discussed alongside other NVQ issues below. 

NVQs 

NVQ units are units of competence, designed around the functions of 

particular occupations. They are conceived as competences not as 

outcomes of learning, and NVQ units therefore do not describe or include 

learning outcomes. 

 Our assessment practice is to view NVQs as measurements of 
competence rather than outcomes from training.  (WAMITAB) 

Nevertheless awarding bodies in the project were able to assign credit to 

NVQ units and were reasonably confident in the degree of accuracy and 

consistency of the values assigned. The most substantial experience from 

this project was through WAMITAB, although City & Guilds also assigned 

to NVQ units. They found that the concept of Learning Time can be applied 

to NVQ units. 

We focussed on an exercise which involved taking a unit from the NVQ in 

Customer Service– Representing Yourself and Your Organisation; then 

examined the knowledge and performance requirements; and consultants 

were asked to determine the level of the unit. (City & Guilds) 
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NVQs are unitised qualifications and the experience of this project 

indicates that they are first and foremost perceived as whole 

qualifications. Because it is the whole qualification which assures 

competence for an occupational role, less prominence is placed on the 

achievement of individual units. The design assumes achievement of the 

whole qualification to be primary. 

We had never looked at NVQ units in isolation before – we (and the 
sector) tend to view NVQs only as whole qualifications.  (WAMITAB) 

The importance of achieving whole qualifications is not incompatible with 

the credit system where rules of combination can still be used to ensure 

competence in an occupational area. Whole qualifications which are 

unitised are however fundamentally different conceptually from a unit 

based system where qualifications are built up from the units. The unit 

based system requires practitioners and designers to place more emphasis 

on units. This will have other implications for the design of all 

qualifications. There are particular implications for NVQs in relation to 

level (see below). 

NVQ Levels -Because NVQs are designed primarily as whole qualifications 

they are levelled as whole qualifications using the NVQ level descriptors. 
Individual units within the NVQ are not necessarily levelled in this way. It 

is not unusual therefore to find units which are common to NVQs of 

different levels. For example exactly the same unit may be found in NVQ 

level 1 and level 2 qualifications. Before the project this practice was 

accepted and implicit for one NVQ awarding body. The assigning of credit 

would make this practice explicit: henceforward a candidate achieving a 

level 2 unit through a level 1 qualification would be exempted from having 

to achieve it again at level 2.  

In addition there are currently 5 level descriptors for NVQs where there 

are 8 levels plus Entry level for the CQFW. These factors clearly have 

design implications in the longer term if NVQs are to become genuinely 

credit based, and pose issues for the interim in assigning credit to existing 

or new NVQ units, especially above level 3. We assume the design 
principles for new NOS take account of these existing differences and 

future demands.    

In the longer term those designing units and qualifications for competence 

in occupations will need to ensure that each unit is correctly assigned a 

level which matches agreed credit level descriptors. Even more 

importantly they will need to ensure that the level of units specified in the 

rules of combination for the qualification achievement meet the necessary 

level of competence for the occupation. In other words the level of each 

unit as well as the level of the whole qualification will have to be 

considered in the design process. 

In the interim very specific issues were faced and addressed by awarding 

bodies. Awarding bodies in the project generally found a good degree of 
consistency between NICATS and NVQ level descriptors at levels 1-3. 
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However more difficulty was encountered at the higher levels where an 

NVQ level 4 should be equivalent to NICATS level 4 or 5, and an NVQ level 

5 should be equivalent to NICATS level 6 or 7. This disparity was 

magnified and complicated when NVQ units were included at different 

levels to those specified for the NVQ overall. 

 For example a level 3 NVQ containing NVQ level 4 units could be awarded 

at CQFW level 5 using the NICATS descriptors. This would mean awarding 
a level 3 NVQ which contained level 5 units. This is not an issue unless the 

majority of unit achievements overall are above the level of the 

qualification. Then there is an issue!  (WAMITAB) 

 

To avoid candidates falling short of full NVQ level 4 requirements two 

awarding bodies in the project (with common NVQ units) agreed that the 

highest operational level of the NVQ should be assessed for the 

achievement of the unit i.e. NICATS level 5 for the assessment of 

achievement of NVQ level 4. 

This was managed amicably despite the rather ‘tortuous nature’ of the 

exercise and perhaps emphasises the need for convergence and 

consistency between the two sets of level descriptors. 

8. Lessons Learned and Future Development  

There were some clear lessons which could be drawn from the evidence of 

this project. These can be summarised as follows. 

 

 Some qualifications were more conducive to being revised or 

redesigned as credit based qualifications. This depended largely on 

their existing design characteristics. 

 The processes that awarding bodies used in designing qualifications 

could be adapted to the demands of designing credit based 

qualifications. Staff involved were able to adapt to these additional 

demands.  

 There were major obstacles to be overcome in designing credit 

based General Qualifications and NVQs. It was not within the 
capacity or responsibility of a single awarding body to address these 

issues alone. 

 There were certain practices; such as using examinations and tests 

for assessment, and grading; which were highlighted and which 

require a consistent approach from the awarding bodies and the 

regulator. New practices will need to be trialled and closely 

monitored over time. 

 Awarding bodies found some aspects of revising/designing 

qualifications (to make them credit based) easier than others. This 

often related to previous experience and practice. For example there 

was more confidence in assigning level than there was in assigning 

credit. It should be possible to overcome this with guidance and 
practice. 
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 There were some aspects of existing guidance and use of 

terminology that required clarification. For example “typical learner”, 

credit exemption and credit transfer. This clarification should 

improve the practice of awarding bodies in the project and simplify 

guidance for those new to credit. 

 

The expertise gained and the new guidance generated through this project 
has yet to be tested in the design of new qualifications. Awarding bodies 

were positive about the impact of this project but realistic about its 

limitations and the further work to be done. 

 

When we develop new units from scratch it will be a different matter… 

(NCFE) 

In the future, 3-5 years probably, units will be developed with credit 

automatically included. Therefore the units will look different from those 

seen currently aimed at ‘NVQs’.  (WAMITAB) 

We have learned though that the process needs time to develop the skills 

and experience across a range of qualifications. We don’t believe you can 

just attach credits to units as a simple exercise in a short timeframe. It’s a 
developmental process using experience, communication and feedback 

and we should treat the assigning of credit as a developmental process. 

(ASET) 

 

 In addition to applying the lesson learned to new qualifications 

awarding bodies will be faced with the need to develop and roll out 

systems and processes for assigning in an efficient and sustainable 

way. There was recognition amongst project participants that if 

credit is to be the basis of qualifications for the future then it will be 

integral to all awarding body processes and systems. Ensuring a 

sustainable way of doing this was being actively considered by 

awarding bodies in the project. 

 

Not sure yet… whether ultimately we will be able to use fewer people in 

the design/assigning process… I am not yet convinced of the most 

efficient method of quality assuring our decisions. (City & Guilds) 

 

We plan to formalise the process. Proposals have gone to OCR’s Credit 

Steering Group and the intention now is to embed credit into our existing 

systems and processes rather than having separate processes for credit. 

(OCR) 

 

This approach kept the process cost-effective and efficient and it needs to 

be - when we roll the process out across our whole portfolio. (NCFE) 
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Section 5. Some Challenging Issues   
 
 
This section pays specific attention to three particularly challenging issues 

that arose in the project, APL in a credit system, the application of credit 

to General Qualifications (GCSEs and GCEs), and grading of credit 

achievements. In the case of GQs and grading some work has been done, 

but at the time of writing, there were significant issues and no agreed 

position among project participants. In the case of APL, we felt it was 

necessary to clarify the relationship between APL, credit transfer and 

credit exemption and the role these might play in a credit system. Project 

participants and FAB made it clear that they would welcome some analysis 
of these three issues.   

  
Section 5.1 Accreditation of Prior Learning in a credit 

system 
 

The development of a unified system of credit-based awards has 
significant implications for our understanding and practice regarding 

Accreditation of Prior Learning (APL). Terms such as APL, credit transfer 

and exemption were used in different contexts by many of the project 

participants and emerged repeatedly throughout the research evidence. 

However there was not a consistent and shared understanding of exactly 

what these terms meant in the context of a credit system. We have 

referred to all these terms in other sections of the report and the short 

definitions and descriptions which follow explain our use of the terms. 

In addition the project participants recognised the importance of reaching 

this shared understanding and asked that further explanation and 

guidance be provided through the analysis. This section aims to contribute 

to reaching that understanding and will be expanded in the Guidance 

Document5. 

Firstly it is important to note that we are describing accrediting prior 

learning. To accredit means to give official recognition or to certify as 

meeting required standards. In the context of a credit system this means 

the award of credit. The distinction between Accreditation of Prior 

Learning and Assessment of Prior Learning will be made later. 

The introduction of a credit system also provides opportunities for credit 

transfer and credit exemption which both differ from, but can be related to 

APL. A definition of APL is offered below together with further explanation 

on the use and application of all three terms. 

                                    
5 Learning from experience – implementing credit in the CQFW - A Good Practice Guide 

for Awarding Bodies 2006 
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Accreditation of Prior Learning: The award of credit based on 

verifiable evidence of the achievement of a unit or units gained 

through prior learning. 

As in all award of credit, the award is made for designated outcomes at a 

particular level. The nature of the evidence (and any assessment which 

produced the evidence) would need to match any specifications set by the 

awarding body or other responsible body. The more flexibility that exists 
in assessment arrangements and the more achievements are specified in 

units in the framework, the greater the opportunities for APL. APL is not 

offered for already certificated learning achievements as this would lead to 

the same achievements being accredited more than once. (It should be 

noted however that Certificates of Attendance do not constitute certified 

achievement.) 

Given that units identify learning achievements rather than the contexts 

or methods of learning then the nature of the prior learning (e.g. whether 

formally taught, experiential or work based) should be immaterial. It is 

possible however that other requirements linked to the units result in the 

evidence being insufficient to lead to the award of credit. In this instance 

assessment of prior learning may be required. Assessment of prior 
learning may be necessary where a particular assessment method or 

evidence is specified, or where the evidence is out of date, unreliable, or 

just not available; for example where prior learning was experiential, a 

long time ago or very informal. In such cases assessment will be needed 

in line with any requirements in order to supply evidence of unit 

achievement. However in the overall context of a credit system, where 

credit is awarded for verified achievement, it is not essential to distinguish 

between APL and APEL. 

Credit Exemption is claimed for already certificated achievement. It 

offers the opportunity for learners to have certificated achievement which 

is not credit based count towards the achievement of credit based 

qualifications. The more flexible the rules in allowing exemptions (within 

and across awarding bodies) then the greater the opportunities for all 
achievements to count (and hence to support progression) towards whole 

qualifications. 

Credit Transfer allows learners to transfer credits achieved for one 

qualification towards the achievement of a different qualification. The 

more flexible the rules of combination for achievement of a qualification 

the greater the opportunities for credit transfer to support whole 

qualification achievement. 

Taken together APL, exemption, and transfer are all devices which can 

support greater recognition of achievement, progression and accumulation 

of achievements towards whole qualifications. The rules of combination 

and other requirements specified (such as assessment) will determine how 

usable these devices are to individual learners. However if arrangements 
for APL are established within the overall system of credit then the facility 
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to claim credit on this basis should be part of the offer made to learners. 

If exemption and transfer are enabled and supported across, as well as 

within awarding bodies then opportunities for people to build 

achievements towards qualifications from different learning episodes in 

different contexts can be greatly enhanced. 

 

Section 5.2 General Qualifications 
 

Three awarding bodies in the project offer and award General 

Qualifications (GQs) which are for the purposes of this report, GCSEs and 

GCEs offered to learners by participating awarding bodies in Wales.  
This section examines what awarding bodies discovered and the obstacles 

they found in introducing credit to GQs; and some suggested ways 

forward.   

 

Obstacles to applying credit to GQs 

The difficultly in applying credit to GQs in Wales principally lies in the 

apparent incompatibility between systems for measuring achievement 

used for vocational and academic qualifications, and current government 

specifications for GQs, alongside an uncertain position for the future of 

GQs in England – the principal market for GQs in the UK due to the size of 

its population. For awarding bodies in the project to seriously tackle credit 

and GQs, the question was (after wholesale reform of GQs was postponed 
in the 14-19 white paper for England) whether it was the right time to 

invest significant effort and resources.   

 

We have been hanging on so long to find out what’s happening with [the 

reform of] GCSE/GCEs – 90% of our business is in this area – and in 

practice we can’t afford to experiment here, given the anticipated 

demands from a range of reforms to these qualifications expected fairly 

shortly.  WJEC staff are involved in all sides of the business here from 

development to operations which means that we need to be clear about 

practical applications before we can commit staffing… Providing and 

developing a range of educational services in Wales is a central function 

for WJEC; however the business reality is that we offer GCSEs and GCEs 

in an open market and any changes to provision have to satisfy both 
regulators and customers across England and Wales.  

(WJEC)  

 

Notwithstanding these circumstances two awarding bodies in the project 

attempted to tackle the issues that arose from associating credit with 

GCSEs and GCEs. The third GQ awarding body in the project involved GQ 

staff in training sessions and discussions on assigning, assessment and QA 

of vocational qualifications. Their input was considered valuable. Given 

management structures which usually separate these staff in the large 

awarding body organisations, both VQ and GQ staff welcomed and said 

they benefited from input and ideas from their colleagues. However in this 
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case it became difficult to justify and sustain the involvement of GQ staff 

in the project, once the prospect of reform of GQs receded with the 

publication of the 14-19 (England) white paper in early 2005. Overall, GQ 

staff involved in the project had less history or knowledge of credit than 

their VQ colleagues. They said the project ‘started them thinking’ and they 

found what they learned very valuable. 

  
Systems and specifications 

WJEC made a useful early contribution on the differences in origin, culture 

and assessment practice between most GQs and VQs. The key difference 

was encapsulated in the perceived comparative effectiveness (and 

objectivity) claimed for two means of measuring achievement, with 

‘criterion-referencing’ on one hand and ‘marks-based assessment’ on the 

other. There were however significant gains for those awarding bodies 

that brought together staff and other experts from the two traditions to 

address and solve problems that emerged in the project. In practice, we 

found that differences between these two systems, and differences in 

culture and professional history between GQ and VQ protagonists, were 

not as much an obstacle to progress as differences in current government 
specifications for GQs. All Awarding bodies in the project worked within 

current government specifications and regulations for the qualifications 

selected for the project. The success of their efforts was directly related to 

how much these specifications helped or hindered their work. The 

specifications for GQs were an obstacle, as the reader will see from what 

follows, when awarding bodies attempted to find workable solutions within 

the current GQ specifications. In this section we have focussed on some of 

these technical obstacles to applying credit to GQs and suggested some 

ways of overcoming them.  

 

It would be fair to say that the attempts to assign credit to GQs will 

appear from our report to raise more questions than answers. This aspect 

of the project helped to identify questions, many of which had not been 
fully considered before. At the time of writing, WJEC was renegotiating the 

timescale for completion of project tasks. They were able to raise what 

they believed would be the major issues for them in achieving their 

objectives in relation to credit and GQs and we have considered those 

issues in our analysis.  

 

Technical issues in applying credit to GQs 

The work of the three GQ awarding bodies on GCSEs helped to shape and 

inform the analysis in this section.   

 

GCSEs 

Level - We have illustrated some of the difficulties in applying credit 
(using the current GQ specifications) by telling the story of one awarding 

body exercise with a specific GCSE. This qualification was composed of 

three units, two achieved by assessment of evidence from coursework, 
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internally marked/externally moderated, and a third unit achieved through 

examination. GCSEs in England and Wales are designed to notionally 

cover both level 1 (grades D to G) and level 2 (grades A* to C). This does 

not match the CQFW’s expectations that a unit is only ever at one level in 

the Framework.  

 

The awarding body working on this GCSE felt that as a result of the 
‘coursework’ units notionally spanning two levels, it would be best to 

unpick them to create two sub-units and then map the Assessment 

Criteria they had identified against the NICATS Level Descriptors. 

 

The awarding body identified a number of problems associated with this 

approach. GQ awarding bodies do not currently award below unit level - 

meaning that radical revisions to the specification and awarding structures 

would be necessary in order to award credit in this way. If only one unit 

could be awarded, there was a question about what level of achievement 

would be shown on a candidate’s certificate if they achieved such a unit - 

both level one and two, or just level two? In addition, new pass marks 

would have to be devised at both levels of the sub-units. These would be 
different to the existing grade boundary marks and would therefore 

complicate the awarding process greatly. 

 

An alternative solution was for credit to be awarded to candidates which 

reflected learning time assigned for the unit and level awarded dependent 

upon the grade the candidate achieved. Achievement at Grades A*-C 

would result in an award of credit at level two, whereas achievement at 

grades D-G would result in the award of credit at level one. This resolution 

itself, however, also presented challenges. Though not explicitly stated in 

the CQFW CCA, it was accepted by awarding bodies and others in the 

project, that a unit would only be assigned one level. This is a basic rule in 

functioning credit frameworks, that units are composed of learning 

outcomes, assessment criteria, a level and have a credit value. This 
means that issuing credit for units at more than one level would require a 

revision of this basic principle. Note also that credit values cannot be 

assigned to a collection of units (whether they are at the same level or 

not).  

 

The awarding body went on to test out theoretically, what would happen if 

they  ‘unpicked’ the third, examined unit – i.e. what would happen if two 

‘sub-units’ were devised at levels one and two. In addition to the issues 

identified above, they came across complex difficulties in relation to 

constructing a single examination paper to reflect these changes. They 

found it would need to be written to ensure that level one questions only 

contained the level one content highlighted in the revised specification and 
that the same method would have to be adopted for examining at level 

two. This raised the question of whether all level one questions would 

need to be completed accurately in order for the award of credit. If not, 
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the percentage of the questions that must be completed accurately would 

need to be defined. Furthermore, if one level one question was not 

achieved, would a candidate fail the credit unit? What if they had 

managed to answer some level two questions accurately? This theoretical 

exercise raised some very important questions for GQs and credit. There 

are, as discussed in Section 8 Assessment, issues to be addressed in 

associating credit based units with examinations, and we now know that 
these are  further complicated in the case of GCSEs which span two levels 

in the CQFW.  

 

GCE 

One awarding body assigning credit values to a GCE found the exercise 

less problematic because GCEs are notionally viewed as sitting at one 

level. There was a debate about whether or not learners’ progression from 

AS to A2 should be taken into account when assigning credit values and if 

so, would that affect the relative credit level of the Units at AS and A2?  

 

Relative size of GQ units and GQ whole qualifications 

In assigning credit to units in the GCSE in question different credit values 
were assigned to each of the units. Credit values are a measurement of 

volume and not level. However this may become an issue for GCSEs 

where individual units are tacitly accepted as having the same value 

(though teachers may recognise that some units take longer to achieve 

than others). In addition, what might the public reaction be to credit 

volumes (in one or more subject area) at level one being greater than at 

level two? 

 

The project did not produce evidence that different GQs might be assigned 

different credit values, though this would clearly be a likely logical 

outcome of further development of credit based GQs. These implications 

need full consideration before implementation and use of GQs in the 

market, and substantiates the awarding body case for more careful work 
on the development of credit based GQs before moving to awarding, 

whatever the political imperative. What may be tacitly accepted now in 

practice, that there is a difference in size (and perhaps level of difficulty) 

among GQs (of the same type and ostensibly at the same level) would be 

made explicit and public by the application of credit to GQs as they stand.  

   

Other issues (raised by and discussed with awarding bodies but 

not yet addressed in practice) included: 

 

 Should/could the practice of ‘compensation’ be extended to 

achievement of GQs?   

 Is there a clear relationship between the level of Entry level 
qualifications and lower grade GCSEs? 
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 A demand for reporting at unit/paper and/or subject level and 

timing of this will have an impact on awarding arrangement for GQ 

awarding bodies   

 The development of a standard credit volume for 

short/single/double awards 

 Impact on assessment practice - assigning level and volume for 

tiered assessment (subjects involved in project follow most common 
GCSE model: i.e. tiered paper and untiered coursework) 

 

A way forward for credit based GQs?  

The tension between the adhering to the CQFW CCA credit principles and 

applying design specifications for GQs was articulated by each GQ 

awarding body in the project. Awarding bodies could see the potential 

benefits of designing credit based GQs (though this does not mean that all 

wished to abandon the existing GQ specifications or traditions). Through 

testing the CCA credit principles through the project they were however 

able to identify what would need to change to enable the design of credit 

based GQs: 

 
 There is a danger that credit-rating existing GQs (using the model of 

‘equivalencing’ tried in the early stages of the CQFW) is again put 

forward as a solution to the issues raised. As considerable progress 

has been made among awarding bodies on developing their capacity 

to use credit in designing qualifications, and that such credit-rated 

qualifications would not articulate with other credit based units and 

qualifications in the framework, there is little to be gained from 

pursuing that route, especially if new approaches to designing credit 

GQs are developed and tested.  

 

 If credit is to be fully implemented then all unitary awarding bodies   

will need to think through the design processes required. An 

individual awarding body cannot “go it alone” in designing credit 
based GQs. This will need to be done collaboratively by awarding 

bodies and across the relevant UK countries. Awarding bodies need 

to know from the authorities how and by whom this will be initiated. 

 

 Current units in the GCSE discussed would have to be redesigned to 

recognise achievement at separate levels. Credit based units cannot 

include outcomes and criteria at more than one level. 

 

 Some GQ Awarding body staff in the project began to think about 

designing GQs in this way. They recognised opportunities – to offer 

learners the opportunity to achieve units at level 3 or 4 within a 

level 2 or 3 award. There is considerable scope for rewarding 
achievement at unit level – which may be seen as an attractive 

option to schools and colleges. 
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 We have suggested in Section 8 that examinations can be 

associated as a method of assessment with credit based units, 

retaining the philosophy behind marks-based assessment and 

holding to credit principles. This is a major step and could be taken 

forward by the GQ awarding bodies alongside those VQ awarding 

bodies which use examination as a method of assessing 

achievement. 
 

 To award credit an awarding body has to be satisfied that the 

learner has achieved all the outcomes in a given unit. The mark or 

grade criteria associated with the assessment task(s) designed to 

show the learner has met assessment criteria could be the threshold 

or pass mark boundary. Grading could be used to distinguish further 

between candidates achievements (at the level of the unit).  

 

 It appeared from the GCSE case study discussed that the current 

grade boundaries differentiated (effectively) between candidates 

achieving at levels 1 and 2. They of course go further and 

distinguish between achievements within levels 1 and 2 and the 
application of such grade boundaries could be tested in devising 

individual credit based units for selected GQs. 

 

 Bringing qualifications of different types (ones that have traditionally 

stayed apart) into a credit framework may mean that the content, 

design of course materials and coursework, assessment 

requirements and range of possible achievements may also need to 

change to ensure proper articulation between units as well as 

qualifications. 

 

 There is a need to explore how credit based units can be used to 

recognise the core elements of the WBQ. 

  
 Could some common units be developed for GQs that could be 

shared across awarding bodies?  

 

5.3 Grading credit achievement 

 

It is worth noting that there is little or no historical experience of grading 

(criterion referenced) credit achievements – this is largely new territory. 

Awarding bodies in the project brought their expertise in grading to the 

issue and potential solutions were identified. We found that it was possible 

to devise a system for grading credit achievements and that the four point 

system of grading achievement could be adapted to work with credit 

based units and qualifications. Some of the issues that emerged 

concerning grading were actually features of examination based 

assessment rather than grading per se. We have looked at examinations 
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and credit in Section 8 and the particular challenges of designing credit 

based GQs in Section 5.2.  

 

One awarding body in the project that had assigned credit to units, 

associated (published) grade criteria with credit achievement and planned 

to award credit on this basis. Their view was that the four point system of 

grading credit achievement (fail, pass, merit and distinction) worked 
successfully. They found that there was a need for careful distinction 

between grade boundaries, particularly at level 2 but that this was a 

‘solvable’ issue.  

 

One specific session for awarding bodies on grading credit achievement 

was held in June 2005; this section is informed by the Credit Works 

presentation on grading and the discussion with awarding bodies and 

other stakeholders which followed. Interviewees raised questions and 

discussed grading with Credit Works and in two cases detailed email 

discussions were conducted over several months. Again, the points made 

below are informed by these detailed discussions.   

 
Thinking about how to grade credit achievement was not seen to be a 

relevant exercise by all awarding bodies in the project, as some did not 

grade achievement and appeared to have no future plans to do so. 

Traditionally, grading of achievement is common practice in the 

assessment of acquired knowledge. Assessment of skills achievement is 

rooted in the concept of competence measurement. ‘Competence’ is 

achieved by reaching a threshold of ability to use a particular skill and 

once reached and demonstrated, competence is achieved; grading of 

achievement of competence is not common practice. The CQFW makes no 

reference to grading and as such offers no advice on grading credit 

achievement. However awarding bodies say that they will continue to 

grade achievement, principally to: 

 
 Help HE distinguish between candidates for entry  

 Aggregate overall achievement 

 Meet customer demand for recognition of higher achievement 

 Rate qualification achievements  for UCAS, and performance 

tables/indicators 

 

Are there particular issues in grading credit achievement? 

As in other areas of implementation of the CQFW, VQs and GQs will 

present different challenges to attempts to grade credit achievement. The 

relationship between qualification choice for the project and the ease or 

otherwise with which awarding bodies assigned credit carried through to 

grading, and followed a similar pattern of ease or difficulty.    
Difficulty with grading credit achievements will have to be addressed if 

credit based GQs are designed – there will be no choice for awarding 

bodies but to grade GQ credit achievements. But GQs vary in their design 
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and structure and it was clear from the project that some GQs were more 

conducive to the application of credit than others. Awarding bodies 

suggested that the traditional subject (knowledge based) syllabus 

presented a different set of challenges to the ‘vocational’ GCSE which 

assesses development of skills and the application of knowledge in a 

context.  

 
Grading credit achievements was and is new practice – and it will be 

important for awarding bodies and providers to keep focussed on these 

credit principles when writing grade criteria and applying these criteria in 

practice. 

 

Grading credit –applying the principles in practice… 

 

 All the learning outcomes must be achieved for credit to be awarded 

– irrespective of the grade associated with that achievement. 

 

 Credit is only assigned for the learning outcomes specified in that 

unit –higher grade criteria should not be additional learning 
outcomes. 

  

 Only a single credit value can be associated with a given unit - 

achievement of a higher grade does not mean that more credit can 

be awarded for the achievement of that unit. 

 

 All pass criteria devised for achievement of a unit must meet all 

learning outcomes adequately  

 

 Dealing with additional grading demands - higher grade criteria 

must still be at the level of the unit, and not above it. 

 

One grading scale for all achievements? 
Can a single system of grading be applied to all achievements in the 

CQFW? There are three models of reporting and grading achievement 

commonly in use in the current qualifications system: 

 

2 point scale – fail, pass  

4 point scale – fail, pass, merit, distinction 

8 point scale – graded achievements in GCSEs and GCEs 

 

All three scales were either used or tested in the project. The 2 point scale 

has been commonly used to report most criterion referenced credit 

achievements. The four point scale is used in Edexcel BTEC and OCR 

National qualifications and we found, could be applied to credit based 
units in these qualifications. The 8 point scale is used in GCSEs and GCEs, 

and in GCSEs spans two levels. We have made some specific points on 

GCSEs and this form of grading in Section 5.2. The application of the 
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principles outlined above for grading credit achievements to GCEs using 

an eight point scale, (where all achievements are nominally at the same 

level) may become more difficult the larger the number of grades applied. 

Can the awarding body be sure that A* grade criteria are at set at level 3 

and not at level 4? Application of the four point scale to GQs would require 

a major common policy shift in Wales and England, and appeared to GQ 

awarding bodies to be unlikely at present.   
 

Do we grade achievement at unit, cluster of units, or qualification 

level?  

Awarding bodies in the project suggested in discussion that their current 

practice of grading of achievement was driven by market demand. They 

reported that there would be a continued demand for grading at unit, 

component/module, and qualification level. We found there was no 

technical obstacle to grading credit achievements other than those 

rehearsed and referenced in this report. Grading of units as well as 

components/modules might complicate articulation of credit achievements 

and impede credit transfer, but demand for grading of achievement will 

continue from providers, HE, employers and (therefore) learners. We do 
not know however what the impact of unit achievement and certification 

will have on the demand for graded qualifications or components of them.   

 

Grading credit – an issue that won't go away… 

There are unanswered questions concerning the impact of grading on the 

operation of the CQFW. This is not a speculative report, but at our 

discussion with awarding bodies we raised and discussed these questions: 

 

 What will happen when units of NVQs feature in graded diplomas – 

the Welsh Bac for example? 

 

 How will graded GQ credit achievements and ungraded vocational 

credit achievements be compared in assessing the performance of 
under 19s and their associated providers? 

 

 How will the ‘mix’ of graded GQ and ungraded VQ units affect 

calculations for entry to HE? 

 

Each of these questions supposes a continued mix of graded and 

ungraded achievements in the CQFW. Credit accumulation and transfer 

are undoubtedly complicated by the additional discriminating factor of 

grades.   

 

Grading credit achievements – thinking ahead 

Should awarding bodies collaborate on standardising grading systems, in 
the absence of a fixed position from the regulator?  Awarding bodies said 

that there was much value in involving both GQ and VQ staff with different 

expertise and approaches to assessing (and grading) achievement. It was 
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clear that graded credit achievements would affect all recognised bodies 

contributing to and using the CQFW – if mutual recognition of 

achievement is to work. Thus it was felt that awarding bodies which did 

not grade achievement would also have an interest in discussing the 

standardisation of grading systems for the CQFW. 

 

Will the demand for grading change with the introduction of 
credit? 

A final thought that emerged from discussion on grading credit 

achievements in the CQFW: will the demand for grading change with the 

introduction of credit? If the CQFW recognises achievements at all levels, 

would learners opt for credit for higher achievements that could count and 

be transferred to other qualifications? For example, would a candidate 

pursue achievement of a level 4 unit in a given GCE subject (rather than 

an A* at level 3) if achievement of that level 4 unit led to credit exemption 

from a higher level qualification? How would achievement of such a level 4 

unit be viewed by an HEI considering a candidate for entry or an employer 

recruiting an ‘A level’ trainee?   
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Section 6. Capacity Building And Staff Development 

 

 

1. Summary 

This section examines how the awarding bodies involved used this project 

to support capacity building. The project has been learning by doing so 

participants gained the understanding, experience and skills to apply and 

operate credit and also to expose some of the issues and questions and 

begin to model solutions. They were all positive about this. 
The project itself was a mutual learning process based on real practice. It 

enabled awarding bodies and other key stakeholders to come together 

and share their understanding of issues and explore these. This was 

recognised as beneficial and mutually supportive BUT did raise issues 

around commercial interests and competition. 

Explicit staff development and training was also a key part of capacity 

building. We have analysed the common characteristics of this. 

 

2. Building Credit Sense 

For FAB and for the awarding bodies involved, a major aim of this project 

was the development of experience and expertise in credit in awarding 

bodies. From the outset FAB was aware of the critical role of awarding 
bodies to the successful operation of the CQFW, and of the need to spread 

understanding and expertise amongst as many FAB members as possible. 

 

Our real interest was in spreading the expertise gained by those directly 

involved in the project across as many FAB awarding bodies operating in 

Wales as possible.  And to be honest to make the CQFW happen – as 

awarding bodies are clearly central to its success. (FAB) 

 

There was mutual interest between awarding bodies and the CQFW 

partners in the successful development of this credit sense. If, as in 

Wales, the CQFW is to be the basis of the future system, and if it is to 

provide the mechanism for more flexible and responsive learning and 

achievement, then awarding bodies need to understand it and its 
implications for their products and organisation. Taking part in the project 

provided an early opportunity to build this understanding. For their part all 

CQFW partners recognised the importance of the awarding bodies to 

making the framework work in practice. They also recognised that its 

implementation would have implications for their own practice and 

capacity. 

 

Although a major outcome of this first phase has been the assignment of 

provisional credit values to existing qualifications, its main purpose has 

been to develop expertise in credit with key OCR staff. (First Interim 

Report OCR) 
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Another aim was to build credit awareness in the organisation and use the 

opportunity to do some internal capacity building in City & Guilds. (City & 

Guilds)  

We need to review staffing in terms of how CQFW runs, is managed, 

administered, monitored and supported. It will need to be integral to 

everything…. 

Everyone needs to know about credit. (ACCAC) 

3. Learning by Doing 

The project was conceived and designed to be practice based. The 

awarding bodies and all the other partners would learn about credit by 

using it in practice. They would do this both individually and collectively, 

building credit sense in individual staff and organisations and sharing and 

comparing the experience across project participants. 

 

Staff at all levels and in a variety of roles were engaged in project activity 

and the project’s approach meant that they were working on real 

products. It was clear from the evidence that all learned significantly from 

this process and not only about the specific issues relating to the 

qualifications chosen.  
 

The project has increased the profile of credit in NCFE – we now have real 

examples of how credit will impact on NCFE. Reviewing existing units and 

qualifications has led to us think differently - changing the way we look at 

all our qualifications. (NCFE) 

 

We got people at all different levels involved and thinking about it. It’s 

been very good to learn from doing and the Professional Officers and 

others have gone away with expertise so we now have people ready for 

reform.  (OCR) 

 

The experience enabled the awarding bodies to consider the strategic 

implications for the organisation, its products, services and systems. It 
enabled them to plan and initiate management of change in the 

organisation. 

 

This project is about preparing for the future – making our products in all 

areas of our portfolio more flexible – we want to use this experience to 

help us think and plan ahead. (NCFE) 

 

Even where certain staff roles and functions were not involved in project 

activity the experience drew out the implications for these staff. 

 

There’s a lot of lessons to pass on to those writing syllabus and 

assessment for units. They need a clear understanding of the learning 
outcomes and how they can be demonstrated to meet the assessment 

criteria (CACHE) 
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There was clear evidence that the project experience built understanding 

of the basic principles and skills and confidence in specific processes such 

as assigning. This appears to be the case across all the awarding bodies 

participating. 

 

All staff involved in the project have indicated that they now have a good 
understanding of the basic principles of credit. They proved able to debate 

issues and technical points with expertise and are confident when 

discussing the uses and purpose of credit. It is evident that staff in 

Vocational Assessment have a good grounding in credit (OCR First Interim 

Report) 

 

In addition, the practice based approach supported cultural change in 

some of the awarding bodies. It appears that such cultural shifts would be 

less easy to achieve by theoretical discussions and exploration of how the 

credit system might work in practice. 

 

This is a different way of working and was a challenge. For example there 
was criticism of the NICATS level descriptors at first and many suggested 

they did not apply to their sector (or had not been developed with 

knowledge of their sector). Now there is an understanding that the 

NICATS level descriptors are there to be used to guide us in the process of 

levelling achievements, not simply followed as a set of instructions. 

(EDEXCEL) 

 

In the process of assigning in particular, the awarding bodies were testing 

out their existing models and approaches, amended and adapted as 

necessary to work with credit. Applying these in practice to real 

qualifications meant that key issues were identified, thoroughly explored 

and understood in practice, and that possible solutions could begin to be 

developed. 
 

There are issues on the GQ side but the process itself was useful in 

generating lessons and starting us thinking. The GQ staff involved had 

less history or knowledge of credit and it really started them thinking and 

they found it very valuable. (OCR) 

 

All of the key issues raised in the project (for example, mutual recognition 

of units or the development of quality principles for the CQFW) have been 

explored and discuss collectively. In the case of GQs (of direct concern to 

three of the awarding bodies in the project) collective discussion took 

place, to help identification of common solutions. Any commonly agreed 

solutions reached through the project are likely to be at the level of 
principle, but they will have been based on a clear and common 

understanding of how such principles affect practice. 
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4. Mutual Learning: Sharing Experience and Practice 

At the highest level, all project participants worked collaboratively to learn 

together how the CQFW could work in practice. They were able to share 

understanding, analyse experience and work collectively to identify and 

address the issues in introducing such major reform. This collaborative 

and collective approach to developing credit sense and capacity provided 

both opportunities and challenges to the project partners. Appendix 3 
details FAB organised events that supported the project and disseminated 

ongoing lessons from practice. The project itself emerged from (and was 

underpinned by) the development of the Credit Common Accord Forum for 

the CQFW, where awarding bodies were strongly represented.   

 

If awarding bodies work with the regulator to develop the regulatory 

framework... we have a critical mass now involved through the CQFW 

project… we have built the CQFW together so we have to make it work 

together, build it together so we can operate it together. (FAB) 

 

The challenges of taking this radically different approach to reform, one 

based on mutual learning and trust, are explored elsewhere in this report. 
This section will now examine how the awarding bodies were able to share 

experience and learning and the opportunities and tensions inherent in 

this. 

 

The project revealed many examples of awarding bodies working 

collaboratively and/or sharing experience in addition to the meetings and 

activities which had been structured into the design of the project. 

 

In the Second Wave group it was agreed that two additional awarding 

bodies would shadow the experience of those participating. This proved to 

be beneficial to both the “shadower” and the body being shadowed.  

 

Whilst there were not sufficient resources in the project to support all the 
awarding bodies who wanted to participate in the Second Wave, those 

shadowing were able to gain a fuller understanding of credit in practice by 

observing at close hand the experience of those involved. They were able 

to not only observe but also to engage in discussion about real life 

practice and issues around assigning credit to specific qualifications. This 

enabled them to build their understanding and think through implications 

for their own organisation and practice. 

 

Those being shadowed had the benefit of an expert but objective eye able 

to look in some detail at the process and outcomes of assigning credit. 

This lead to useful and practical additional advice and support being 

available to participants. 
 

As part of Second Wave project Geoff Ford from SAS shadowed ASET. This 

proved really helpful as he was able to share thinking and ideas and 
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provide another “expert” view from an awarding body but there was no 

competition or conflict of interest between SAS and ASET. (ASET) 

 

The evidence indicates that shadowing can provide an effective and cost 

efficient tool for capacity building. 

 

In addition to more systematic shadowing some awarding bodies were 
able to share their practice and experience of assigning. For example 

NCFE, a Second Wave group was able to discuss and share experience of 

assigning with Edexcel. 

 

We met with the Edexcel team working on the CQFW project – to talk 

through the processes we had used – exchanged understanding on 

methodology. We found that whether you used a huge panel or qualitative 

research you were likely to come to similar conclusions on credit size. It 

was very useful to talk to another awarding body which was further down 

the road of development. (NCFE) 

 

It was clear that in addition to strengthening the experience and 
confidence of the participants, this sharing of practice also played a key 

role in building mutual trust and understanding across awarding bodies. 

The importance of this for the future of the CQFW has been raised 

elsewhere in the report but it is worth emphasising here the value of 

mutual learning in developing shared understanding of the credit 

principles and their application, and hence mutual trust in operation of the 

system. 

 

Now we have built trust between us it is time for collaboration to share 

practice and test our understanding against other awarding bodies in the 

project… Develop mutual understanding and build mutual confidence in 

each other’s processes. (EDEXCEL) 

 
Inevitably collaboration and sharing practice raised issues about 

competition between awarding bodies. FAB and all the awarding bodies 

involved were conscious of the tension between collaboration and 

competition. 

 

Vocational awarding bodies experience of the [introduction of] the NQF 

was traumatic - the imposition of external assessment [with little real 

detail on requirements] had a direct impact on our businesses. But of 

course we were and are in a competitive market. If one AB managed to 

come up with a way through the regulations that worked this was not 

shared – because it could have given that awarding body a competitive 

advantage – so inevitably such solutions are not shared (FAB) 

 

ASET and SAS were able to work together because they were not in 

competition and there was therefore no perceived conflict of interest. 
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Where there was potential competition between awarding bodies there 

were indications of wariness or reluctance to give too much away. 

We hoped people would have – in the meetings - shared more of the 

actual material they were working on though. This is maybe a symptom of 

being in competition as awarding bodies. (NCFE) 

It was clear from the evidence that models of sharing practice which did 

not create tensions around competition were possible and these models 
could be extended. Equally clear was that awarding bodies were willing to 

share when they perceived this to be in their business interests. At the 

time of writing, where they will draw the line on this collaboration has not 

been explicitly and collectively explored and identified.  

5. Provision of Staff Development and Training 

All the awarding bodies in the project had engaged in credit discussions 

and/or developments prior to their engagement with project, either 

through CCAF or FAB events/groups. 

 

The project itself provided numerous structured events and activities to 

share experience and support capacity building all of which were generally 

well supported. (See Appendix 3 for more details). These included: 

 FAB seminars for members not participating in the project to learn 

from the experience 

 Workshops at the annual FAB conferences in 2004 and 2005, open 

to all delegates 

 CQFW project implementation meetings for participants explicitly 

structured to allow sharing and discussion of experience and issues 

 Workshops for Second Wave awarding bodies  

 Publication and dissemination of 2 Interim Project Reports 

 Information and reports posted on FAB and Credit Works websites 

 Agenda items on FAB Framework and Credit Group open to all FAB 

members to attend. 

 

The demand from awarding bodies for activities and events to support 
capacity building was notable. Those participating generally took every 

opportunity to become better informed, attending the numerous CQFW 

and FAB meetings plus QCA events around the emerging FfA, in addition 

to internal development work and training. 

 

We have also made good use of recent QCA seminars on specific issues 

relating to the FfA, as well as initial QCA seminars on the broader FfA 

consultation, in order to get as many people involved as possible.(City & 

Guilds) 
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We have attended every QCA workshop on the FfA to date. (NCFE) 

 

Participation in these activities was clearly intended to enable engagement 

and understanding in order to influence change internally and externally. 

 

The CQFW has helped Edexcel understand the principles of credit and 

enabled us to comment confidently on other emerging frameworks. 
(EDEXCEL) 

 

The awarding bodies all deployed key staff who became credit “experts” 

internally and who were then used to build capacity and support change. 

These staff had usually developed their expertise through the activities 

described above. They were used to provide specific training for others 

and/or to work alongside others in the process of assigning. 

 

I would begin with a very short training programme – about 1 ½ hours 

with consultants who were to be involved in the assigning process (City & 

Guilds) 

 
In summary, the process included two briefing events for staff with input 

from colleagues with a background and experience in credit. (OCR Second 

Interim Report) 

 

In addition many of the awarding bodies used external consultants to 

raise awareness and spread understanding of the principles and 

implications for practice more widely in the organisation. The use of 

external consultants by awarding bodies also supported change 

management, especially cultural change, in some organisations. 

 

People in NCFE used the experience and learned from it – and the wider 

team found the Credit Works presentation and training day very helpful. 

(NCFE) 
 

Credit Works provided training that was open to all – then we honed in on 

those staff who were to be directly involved (EDEXCEL) 

 

Ultimately though, the awarding bodies wanted to develop a sense of 

ownership. By developing credit sense and then applying this sense to 

their own products and services, they began to build credit into their own 

approaches to qualifications, so that its longer term strategic implications 

and benefits could be realised. 

 

The NICATS handbook, Common Accord Document and Credit Works 

workshops were all useful at that stage - getting us started. We developed 
our own Edexcel approach from there. (EDEXCEL) 

 



Learning from Experience – A Comparative Analysis of Awarding Body Credit Practice within the CQFW 
Credit Works November 2005 

56 

All the participants drew extensively on the guidance documents supplied 

to support their internal staff development. 

 

We used the Credit Common Accord guidance and the whole host of Credit 

Works material! (NCFE) 

 

Many however developed their own guidance documents, taking CQFW 
and the CCA and contextualising for their own qualifications, processes 

and systems for assigning. These became key resource for staff 

development and support. 

 

We took the existing CCAF documents and developed our own guidance 

for OCR external staff...The guidance document we used was useful. It 

was widely valued by those involved. (OCR) 

 

All involved in the project are aware of the importance of building capacity 

across their organisations. They have developed or are developing training 

and development plans to address this. 

 
In addition we will devise a training plan to be completed in October 05 for 

future roll-out and communication across the organisation. 

Everyone found the training useful and we believe it’s helped build credit 

sense across the organisation. (OCR) 
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7. External Relations 

 

 

1. Summary  

Awarding body liaison with external organisations in the project varied and 

was determined by the nature of the project tasks themselves – i.e. whom 

they had to (or wanted to) liaise with to achieve their project objectives. 

This section describes the experience, benefits and issues arising from 

relationships with external organisations during the project; the benefits 
of collaboration; liaison with the regulator(s) and SSCs, inter awarding 

body liaison; how these relationships worked in practice, and how liaison 

with external organisations  worked during the process of assigning credit 

to existing (and in one case, new) awarding body qualification(s). 

 

CQFW  

The CQFW team was responsible for coordinating meetings between 

project partners and collecting and disseminating progress reports. The 

CQFW team strongly believed that collaboration and partnership were 

instrumental in driving the project and identified the following benefits: 

 

 Successful partnerships and collaboration have driven the 
CQFW forward from the start – the CQFW partnership predated 

the inception of the ESF project. The development of the Credit 

Common Accord in 2000-2001 set the scene and tone for the 

development of the CQFW. A level of trust had been established 

between all members of the CCA Forum and this trust continued to 

evolve throughout the lifetime of the ESF project  

 A Tripartite partnership between ELWA ACCAC and HEFQW 

backed by the WAG – These key partners are and will be 

ultimately responsible for the management of the CQFW. Awarding 

bodies will continue to exert their influence through FAB, likely to be 

more effective if the organisations with authority over the CQFW are 

able to continue the collaborative approach they established 

between them through the project.  
 Collaboration on principles and implementation driven by 

awarding bodies – individual awarding bodies and FAB have had a 

direct influence and have helped shape the CQFW. 

 Buy-in and engagement from these bodies as a result – 

awarding bodies and others involved now have a genuine stake in 

the CQFW, are effectively co-owners of the framework and a mutual 

interest in seeing it function successfully.   

 ACCAC has played an active role as a partner in the project 

and had to straddle two roles – continue to meet its legislative 

obligations to the NQF alongside QCA and CCEA, and engage in the 

development of practice through experience of the CQFW as it 

evolved through the project.   
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Federation of Awarding Bodies 

FAB conducted the project which involved significant external liaison with 

its members – principally through the organisation of seminars for 

awarding bodies not directly involved in the project; regular meetings of 

the FAB Framework and Credit Group featuring the FAB CQFW project as a 

standard agenda item; FAB workshops and seminars for awarding bodies 

on specific topics arising from the project; workshops at FAB national 
annual conference. In addition, attendance at ESF implementation group 

meetings; membership of and attendance at meetings of the Credit 

Common Accord Forum; membership of and attendance at the CQFW 

Policy Forum.6  

 

Individual project partners’ experience of external liaison can be 

summarised as follows: 

 

Sector Skills Councils 

Awarding body contact with SSCs for the purposes of the project was 

limited due to the evolving status of these new bodies:  

 
Edexcel worked with one SSC that was relevant to the pilot – SEMTA. We 

would have involved more SSCs if it had been possible. In general SSCs 

need to be involved to build their understanding of designing credit based 

units and there is mutual benefit for awarding bodies and SSCs to develop 

a collaborative common understanding of credit. Credit may be 

instrumental to sector qualification strategies and development of NOS…  

(EDEXCEL) 

 

Awarding bodies had little contact with SSCs in assigning credit to their 

qualifications, for the following reasons, among others:   

 

 In some cases the qualification was not (yet) relevant to a particular 

SSC (NCFE) 
 The SSC had not viewed the changes proposed and made as 

requiring their detailed approval and was happy to agree to the 

proposal in broad terms and  the awarding body relationship with 

the SSC in question is historically positive and current  (WAMITAB)  

 SSC interest was related to content and NOS, not the structure of 

the qualification – especially where the structure proposed retained 

many of the design features present in existing NQF qualifications – 

for example the knowledge content remained unaltered and the 

assessment method was consistent with other SSC approved 

qualifications (AMSPAR) 

 The awarding body chose qualification(s) for the project that 

required little or no detailed SSC involvement. This was done 
deliberately to keep the process simple or achievable, or because 

                                    
6 See Appendix 3 for further details. 
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SSCs were still in their infancy (and not ready to process proposals) 

when the CQFW ESF project began. 

 

Some awarding bodies were aware that SSCs and awarding bodies will 

need to collaborate much more closely on the application of credit in 

recognising achievement. SSCs will need to become engaged in 

qualification design – and this raises issues of how practicable it would be 
for one recognised body to assign (design and see approved) credit based 

units and another recognised body to award – without collaboration on the 

design of units and qualifications.   

 

Awarding bodies considered that Credit ought to be instrumental to SSC 

Sector Qualifications Strategies - yet there was no consistent evidence 

from this project that credit has registered with SSCs in this way.  

 

Of course one project participant, SEMTA, is an SSC – and like the 

awarding bodies in the project benefited from exposure to the implications 

of credit for its business. In its SQSs SEMTA has reflected the importance 

of credit for meeting demands for increased flexibility. However the 
project took SEMTA beyond this acceptance of the potential benefits of 

credit – they have had to deal with the consequences for implementation 

– which has potentially far reaching consequences for how they respond to 

employers needs and demands for recognition of achievements beyond 

sector occupational qualifications. For awarding bodies, SSCs with this 

level of awareness are more likely to be able to act as successful 

collaborators in unit and qualification design.   

 

ACCAC and awarding bodies 

Liaison with ACCAC on awarding body proposals – First Wave 

awarding bodies were all members of the CQFW Credit Common Accord 

Forum. A close working relationship with ACCAC was established between 

these awarding bodies and ACCAC – they had worked together on drafting 
the Common Accord and had a working knowledge and understanding of 

their relative positions on the CQFW. 

 

We have had close communication with all regulators throughout. ACCAC 

has been happy to help to keep bureaucracy low and controlled.  

(City & Guilds) 

 

We’re not awarding so we haven’t had too much liaison with ACCAC 

though we’ve had various meetings and dialogue which has been helpful. 

(OCR) 

 

At early stages in the project it was not always easy to make rapid 
progress – the need to invoke the joint regulation process in the approval 

of qualifications/units for inclusion in the NQF (prior to inclusion in the 
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CQFW) did add delay and raised questions about regulator responses to 

proposals from the awarding bodies.  

 

The units were submitted as ‘amendments’ to existing qualifications to the 

Regulatory Authorities– this took time but Edexcel and ACCAC worked 

closely to ensure centres and learners were not subjected to lengthy 

delays.(EDEXCEL) 
 

The pace of processing submissions by the regulator(s) improved over the 

course of the project. 

 

Each Second Wave awarding body followed a common process agreed 

with the regulator for submitting their proposals. In addition ACCAC asked 

Second Wave awarding bodies to complete relevant sections of Assigning 

and Awarding Credit for Stage 1 Pilot, CQFW, Working Document, ACCAC 

June 2004. On behalf of the second wave awarding bodies, FAB agreed 

with ACCAC that submissions for CQFW accreditation needed to be seen 

as work in progress.  There was also a need for ACCAC to keep the 

demands of joint regulation in mind – a difficult task with the FfA in the 
process of being introduced in England and the NQF being phased out.  It 

was agreed that it was helpful if both awarding bodies and ACCAC saw 

Second Wave awarding body submissions as relating solely to the 

qualifications to be covered by the ESF project. This allowed all involved  

to learn from experience and change processes and other elements as 

appropriate before they were applied across the awarding bodies) to other 

qualifications in the CQFW in due course. 

 

We had generally positive feedback on our proposal, but the process of 

being approved [as an awarding body for the CQFW] was unclear in 

places… I expect the regulations will catch up with practice… as part of 

this project. (NCFE) 

 
Inter awarding body liaison 

Awarding bodies are businesses, often in competition with each other, but 

on many occasions in the project they were happy to work together, 

collaborating on solving common problems where they judged it was in 

their mutual interest to do so.  

 

We intend to liaise with OCR, C&G and Edexcel on Key Skills values and if 

possible to exchange experience with OCR on General Qualification issues. 

(WJEC) 

 

Other Awarding bodies met to share understanding and experience. 

Passing on of expertise from First to Second Wave awarding bodies 
happened informally – there was no obligation on any awarding body to 

share their knowledge in this way. 
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We met with the Edexcel team working on the CQFW project – to talk 

through the processes we had used – exchanged understanding on 

methodology. … It was very useful to talk to another awarding body which 

was further down the road of development… (NCFE) 

 

And, beyond altruism, some recognised  the need now and in the future 

for further collaboration to help to confirm the validity of each others 
processes, to move towards mutual trust  of each others approach to 

assigning credit to units in qualifications, and build mutual confidence in 

the CQFW. 

 

I think we now need some cross awarding body work to look at how we 

each assigned credit. When the project was new we were all fairly 

cautious about the process and about how each of us [awarding body, 

SEMTA] would go about it. Now we have built trust between us it is time 

for collaboration to share practice and test our understanding against 

other awarding bodies in the project. Such collaboration would also help 

us come to a common understanding on Learning Time for example…. 

develop mutual understanding and build mutual confidence in each other’s 
processes. (EDEXCEL) 
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Section 8. Assessment  
 

 

1. Summary 

This section describes how awarding body choice of qualification related 

(partly) to the likely perceived impact on assessment and quality 

assurance practice - where the awarding body was in a position to choose 

from a variety of qualifications in its portfolio. This section also examines 

what impact if any, the awarding body choice of qualification had on 
approaches to assessment of achievement; and the relationship between 

credit and marks based assessment. Grading of achievement of credit 

based units is addressed in section 5.4 and the potential impact of credit 

on General Qualifications described and discussed in section 5.2.  

 

2. Qualification choice and assessment practice 

Three awarding bodies in the project were able to choose qualifications 

from their portfolios for the project that were (in their judgement) 

conducive to the application of credit. We have discussed these 

characteristics in section 4.  

 

Awarding bodies chose (in the main) unitised VRQs with assessment 
requirements that they believed would function with little adjustment of 

assessment practice as units in a credit framework.  

 

…the qualifications chosen worked with credit – no synoptic assessment, 

and units could be used on a ‘stand alone’ basis or integrated for delivery. 

(EDEXCEL) 

 

Awarding bodies looked for qualifications where the component units 

were: 

  

 Units of assessment rather than units of content – where learning 

outcomes and assessment criteria were identifiable within the units 

as they stood and ideally, where the units were fully integrated into 
programmes of delivery – i.e. not used as teaching units but as 

units of assessment.  

 

 stand alone units – where each unit was at least capable of being 

separately assessed and awarded.  

 

And awarding bodies avoided qualifications that depended on a synoptic 

assessment task – where unit achievement would be dependent on 

achievement of another unit or units in a component or module of the 

qualification.  

 

We were in the process of removing the external assessment component 
from the qualification anyway – so this scope to remove it was convenient 
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for us… removal of the (synoptic) external assessment component makes 

unit achievement and certification more straightforward – now when you 

get the four units you get the qualification. 

(NCFE) 

 

The two awarding bodies that made the (credit assigned) units available 

to centres for piloting purposes wanted to ensure that providers were able 
to continue their existing practice in teaching and assessment and 

integrate the revised units comfortably into their programmes. For 

example, if assessment of achievement across units was preferred by a 

provider for curriculum and delivery purposes, this approach was not 

discouraged, as long as the units to which credit was assigned were 

capable of being separately assessed and certificated.   

 

No new assessment practice was introduced by any awarding body – and 

this was clearly intentional. Awarding body arrangements for assessment, 

standardisation of assessment decisions and verification of results were in 

themselves being tested to find what changes to practice might or might 

not need to be made in the short, medium and long term.  
Two of the awarding bodies piloted use of the credit assigned units with 

providers during 2004 and 2005. At the time of writing no assessment 

issues were reported by these providers through their awarding body.  

 

3. The potential impact of credit on current assessment practice   

Each of the awarding bodies that were able to select qualifications for the 

project was aware of some of the challenges to come in applying credit to 

other products in their portfolio. Some of these challenges were 

unavoidable for five awarding bodies in the project which respectively: 

 

 awarded NVQs only  

 assessed achievement of one mandatory unit in the qualification 

through examination. 
 assessed all achievement of its qualification through one 

examination.  

 awarded GCSEs and GCEs as part of its practice and decided to 

include 2 such qualifications in their project. 

 awarded mainly (90%) GCSEs and GCEs.  

 

Issues relating to assessment practice did not emerge in the case of the 

NVQ awarding body; their focus was on the assigning of credit to units in 

their qualifications, which up to now have been achieved as a whole and 

not through the accumulated achievement of units. 
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4. Credit and marks based assessment 

The particular issues in applying credit to GQs are discussed in Section 

5.2. However, we know the fundamental issue of applying marks based 

assessment to credit based units cuts across the qualification types 

represented in the project. Some awarding bodies in the project were 

keen to examine the issues in associating credit based units with marks 
based assessment, and the fruits of those discussions and other presented 

evidence are discussed here. 

 

Almost all awarding bodies in the project used marks-based assessment 

with some qualifications in their portfolio.  

 

Yes we’ve introduced a test by e-assessment for unit 1 but this wasn’t 

because of credit. There are lots of advantages like quick and specific 

responses based on the candidates test and speedy results and efficiency 

for the large numbers who take this unit. 

(CACHE) 

 
E-assessment is still commonly a version of multiple choice tests, and 

these will continue to have their place in any fit for purpose assessment 

strategy. The introduction of more complex e-assessment may be more 

amenable to the accumulation of evidence of achievement over time 

towards the award of credit, though this might be more accurately 

described as a systematised method for collecting evidence for 

assessment than actual assessment. Marks based assessment is likely to 

grow with the advent of e-assessment and the development of credit 

based units will have to take account of this.    

 

Different routes to achievement? 

The basic ingredients of credit based units are learning outcomes, 

assessment criteria, level and credit value.  When all the specified 
achievements in a unit are achieved and verified a person can be awarded 

credit(s).  In marks-based assessment (examinations or tests) 

achievement occurs when the examination taker (candidate) can 

demonstrate a proportion of the knowledge or skill being tested.    

In other words the candidate does not have to demonstrate that they 

have all the knowledge and skill being tested in the examination in order 

to achieve the (unit or qualification) outcome.  

At face value these two approaches to assessing achievement appear at 

odds with each other, but this is not necessarily the case.  

 

Can credit based units be designed to accommodate marks based 

assessment?  
We would argue that its is possible to design credit based units which 

include learning outcomes and assessment criteria that could use a test or 

examination to assess achievement of all or some of the outcomes in a 
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given unit. In such a case the learning outcomes and assessment criteria 

would need to be sufficiently precise for judgements concerning 

achievement to be made, but not so prescriptive that failure to achieve an 

outcome in a particular way precluded achievement.  

Examinations are routinely changed and or recycled from item/question 

banks, usually over a stated period of time. Each examination paper will 

be different, but consistency of content is required to standardise the 
achievement of candidates over time. An analysis of one awarding body’s 

examination papers in the project shows that questions focus consistently 

on three aspects of a curriculum: 

 

 assessing the acquisition of a particular skill (in a variety of ways 

across all papers in the cycle)  

 the acquisition of particular knowledge items (again assessed 

through a variety of different but consistent questions).  

 The papers also test the acquisition of a further (variable) set of 

knowledge items to demonstrate wider application of the skill 

tested.  

 
It would be possible therefore to write learning outcomes which described 

the skill to be assessed, and criteria which would be used to judge that 

the outcome had been met.  

It would also be possible to write learning outcomes and assessment 

criteria to match the particular knowledge items.  

The set of variable knowledge items could be assessed either in the 

context of application of the skill tested, or specific learning outcomes and 

assessment criteria written to exemplify acquisition of (some of) a wider 

set of knowledge items. The degree to which the candidate had been 

successful in achieving the learning outcomes in a unit could be reflected 

in grade criteria (additional to the information contained in the unit) which 

would be used for this purpose. Grading of achievement is discussed in 

Section 5.4.  
 

Barriers to associating credit based units with marks based 

assessment  

It has to be said that the two cultures which gave rise to criterion and 

marks based assessment have different origins, and until recently, have 

followed different paths through the evolution of qualification 

development. These differences are often promoted and defended by the 

different protagonists of each method. Arguments are made for the fitness 

for purpose or the relative ‘precision’ or otherwise of the two methods of 

assessing achievement. These differences of view will present a further 

challenge to mutual recognition of credit achievements. We have explored 

this potential barrier in Section 10.2 
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Section 9. Quality Assurance 

 
 
1. Summary  

In this section we look at the role of professional external awarding body 

QA staff – moderators, external verifiers, and examiners and discuss the 

positive impact their involvement in assigning credit might have on post 

approval/accreditation quality assurance; future issues for quality 

assurance where employers, learners and providers begin to construct 

programmes from units across traditional sector/subject divisions and 

what to expect of such QA staff in these circumstances; consequences for 

the regulator’s accreditation process if/when providers and 
EVs/Moderators feedback requires changes to units in the CQFW.  

We also look to the future and discuss models of QA that may need to be 

developed for an efficient and effective CQFW, and some of the potential 

consequences for the regulator and awarding bodies. Awarding bodies, in 

the main, chose qualifications for the project that minimised the 

consequential impact on their assessment and quality assurance systems. 

The project shows that the arrival of the CQFW could have important 

consequences for awarding body (and regulator) QA practice.  

 

2. Developments in QA practice 

There is little or no evidence that awarding body systems in quality 

assurance were changed as a result of the project. One awarding body 

spoke of ‘tweaking’ their current system to accommodate changes, and 
another recognised that once the CQFW began to work – i.e. once centres 

were able to construct programmes from a range of units rather than 

qualifications, that there would be consequences for post-approval 

external moderation/verification QA process.  

 

3. The role of external QA awarding body staff in pre and post 

approval QA  

We have seen how external moderators/verifiers played an important role 

in assigning credit to units in awarding in qualifications. These staff bring 

extensive subject/occupational experience to their roles, and as working 

moderators/verifiers have a close understanding of teaching and 

assessment practice. Providers are likely to raise issues concerning 
curriculum and assessment with them, and they have first hand 

experience of sampling learners’ evidence for assessment. In this project 

such staff played a key role in the assigning process, either contributing to 

or checking the decisions of awarding body colleagues or subject/sector 

experts on unit content, credit level and value, bringing their knowledge of 

the provider experience to the table and influencing assigning decisions. 

Assigning decisions were then taken by the awarding body and formulated 

into proposals to suit the operation of the existing regulatory system. As 

such, qualification amendments (in all but one case) were then submitted 

to the regulator for approval. However the assigning of credit to existing 
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qualification (units) was a new process for awarding bodies. Even after 

regulator approval, could they be sure that their decisions on credit value 

and level were right? To check and possibly amend these decisions, the 

practice of involving external awarding body QA staff in post-approval QA 

processes began to emerge as awarding bodies began to pilot use of 

approved units in the field. 

 
We have not changed QA systems and processes. We will be asking our 

Moderators to give us feedback on how the credit based units in the 

Employment Skills qualification work – whether the level and values 

chosen were right… we may tweak their responsibilities and the format of 

standardisation to include this.. (NCFE) 

 

Two pointers to changes in future practice emerge here; the involvement 

of moderators in post-approval feedback on assigned credit levels and 

values, and the need to add this task to their moderation responsibilities. 

There may also be a need for training of moderators to equip them to 

undertake this task consistently. 

 
Information on the effectiveness or otherwise of assigning decisions will of 

course come from the experience of centres using these credit based units 

– and the experience and advice of centres will often be moderated 

through experienced external QA staff. 

 

We are now asking Centres [engaged in delivering the assigned units] to 

test out our credit decisions – get our results validated by practice.  

(City & Guilds) 

 

4. Quality assurance and quality improvement  

 

ACCAC and ELWA staff were involved in two workshops with centres that 

had delivered the revised units. We asked Centre staff, from their 
experience, were the credit values level and content of the units accurate 

and workable? (EDEXCEL) 

 

Direct involvement of the regulator in such post approval QA is a 

departure from usual practice; clearly regulator staff were learning about 

implementing credit too, and these experiences were no doubt invaluable 

to the development of their own understanding. This may also be a more 

effective way of working for both the regulator and awarding body, but 

will it be sustainable after the project has ended? If not, as is likely, how 

can such positive approaches to working with the regulator be 

incorporated into future practice? 

 
And what are the consequences for regulation which broadens the focus of 

activity from pre-approval QA to post approval quality improvement? 

Normally qualifications are accredited by the regulator for a period of two 
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or more years. Amendments are made by application to the regulator by 

the awarding body. There is a danger that review of units (as well as 

qualifications) and their amendment through the regulator could become a 

bureaucratic and costly process and still fail to deliver improved products 

with the speed and efficiency providers should expect.   

 

5. Provider involvement in quality assurance and improvement   
As awarding bodies became more confident in using credit based units 

they were able to encourage providers to use these units in customised 

combinations. As this practice developed, new issues began to emerge for 

awarding body QA staff: 

  

 Where a programme is made up of a variety of subject/sector units 

there may be an issue if the external moderator/verifier is not an 

expert across that variety. This may be less of an issue at Entry and 

Level 1 where detailed subject/sector expertise is of less importance 

than a broad understanding of achievement requirements at those 

levels and because subject/sector content is of less importance than 

the transferable knowledge and skills being learned and assessed. 
However in the view of one awarding body (and its providers), 

verification of achievement would need subject/sector expertise at 

Level 2 and above.   

 Subject/sector moderators could be used to sample and cross- 

check moderator/verifier decisions – a way of bringing 

subject/sector expertise to the process, but this may not be 

sufficient at level 2 and above.  

 

This foretaste of experience is an important indicator for the future. 

Though some awarding bodies and providers are yet to be convinced that 

there will be a demand for customised learning and that qualifications will 

continue to be used to structure provision and consequently remain the 

main goal of most learners, the assumption (in taking the decision to 
develop the CQFW) is that this will not be the case in the longer term. In 

this project, it was clear that once providers began to realise the potential 

of using the credit system in this way the demand for customisation 

increased. Even where this customisation was provided by only a single 

awarding body, it signalled a potentially significant impact on future QA 

practice.   

 

6. Are there implications for awarding bodies with a different QA 

infrastructure? 

Where does this leave awarding bodies that do not use external QA staff 

to QA assessment decisions made by Centres? Those awarding bodies that 

rely entirely on examinations and tests to assess achievement may be less 
likely to have an infrastructure in place which is readily adaptable to the 

new demands of a credit system, as described in this section. Their staff 

and operations are likely to be more centralised and their services to 
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providers organised and operated to suit the needs of an examination 

system, which by its nature is a more remote assessment and operational 

process. It is clear from project evidence that where awarding bodies were 

able to use their own external QA staff in assigning or checking assigning 

decisions, there was more confidence in the veracity of those decisions.   

However we know from this project that chief examiners are equipped 

with similar knowledge and experience to that of external 
moderators/verifiers, that they are subject experts who teach (and often 

manage) the curriculum they examine, and that their responsibilities for 

setting examination papers mean they have developed an intimate 

knowledge and understanding, over time, of the assessment requirements 

for their qualifications. In many cases these examiners play a different 

external QA role for the same or other awarding body qualifications. 

  

7. ACCAC CQFW quality assurance monitoring reports 

As part of the ESF project, ACCAC appointed a team of consultants to 

examine how effectively awarding bodies in the project were meeting the 

(working) Credit Common Accord General Criteria in practice. Consultants 

produced an audit trail and judgement against each of the working 
general criteria for four of the First Wave awarding bodies. The ACCAC 

consultants’ reports were consistent with awarding body views of their 

own practice; that awarding body QA practice in the project met the 

working criteria for the CCA satisfactorily. In some aspects of practice 

there were suggestions made by consultants for improvements to record 

keeping, training and selection of staff for involvement in the assigning 

process, though awarding bodies were in the main aware of these issues 

and were taking steps to address them. The consultants were generally 

very positive about the detailed and systematic approach taken by 

awarding bodies in assigning credit. Where issues arose (for example, in 

interpretation of CCA principles, determining (notional) learning time) 

these were consistent across the project and needed to be addressed for 

the CQFW overall. These common issues identified by the ACCAC 
consultants are addressed in different sections of this report.  

 

In two instances consultants added their own discursive analysis which 

examined early impact on providers and their staff and   awarding body 

staff and operations. It would not be fair to draw detailed conclusions from 

these discursive analyses. Yet it appeared that increased provider 

involvement in designing credit based units and ongoing improvement of 

the quality of credit based provision would have implications for the 

quality assurance of the CQFW in the (no too distant) future. Instances 

were cited where provider staff were likely to place additional demands on 

awarding body QA practice, particularly once the CQFW begins to take 

shape as a workable and comprehensive credit framework. 
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These included: 

 

 Requests from provider staff to be able to play an active part in 

designing credit based units – weighing the costs and benefits to the 

awarding body of such increased involvement, including capacity 

building of provider staff required. Where awarding bodies did train 
provider staff in assigning credit, the process and outcomes were 

judged more consistent and reliable. 

 

 Both a willingness and unwillingness in some cases to revise practice 

in the light of the introduction of credit – managing the impact of 

the division of a (previously determined) level 2 unit into a level 1 

and a level 2 unit – where some provider staff felt this was a more 

accurate reflection of the unit requirements, others were concerned 

that this action undermined the value of achievements in the new 

level 1unit. This may be an issue where provision is organised by 

providers into levels – and learners slotted into programmes at a 

particular level. A reluctance to shift practice among some providers 
may influence their thinking and opinions in designing credit based 

units. Awarding bodies will need to be aware that this is the case 

when involving providers in unit and qualification design.  

 

 A demand for more credit based provision to be introduced quickly 

as learners were keen to access and gain achievement as they 

progressed through a programme, and a demand for additional 

(sometimes optional) units to recognise new skills and knowledge 

being introduced to the programme year on year. This may place a 

strain on awarding body resources and the capacity of the regulator 

to manage approval of additional units. 

 

 Discovery of significant unrecognised outcomes - in planning and 
evaluating, for example - as a result of reviewing existing units.  

 

 Discovery that evidence can emerge from learning activity in 

pursuing one set of (qualification) units that could be used to count 

towards achievement of another awarding body’s units offered by 

the same provider. 

 

 Positive impact for learners likely to drop out mid-year – the fact 

that they gain credit for their achievements as they progressed 

appeared in one case to have a positive impact on their 

achievement and retention – this is likely to increase demand from 

providers where there are problems with learner retention and 
achievement. Recognition that learners are able to achieve units at 

different rates, especially evident when learning is ‘remote’ and self-

organised. In both instances there will be issues of manageability of 
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assessment and implications for the timing of 

moderation/verification/unit certification.  

 

 Timing of the introduction of new units was crucial to providers – 

quite small changes to assessment requirements had an impact on 

curriculum organisation and preparation.  

 
 Understanding at provider level of key concepts in using credit – 

notably (notional) learning time versus contact time, prerequisite 

learning, and matching unit requirements to the evidence presented 

by learners, rather than matching learners to whole qualification 

routes.  

 

 Provider staff involved from different subject/sector areas need to 

share their experience and develop cross curricular expertise in 

using credit. 

 

Whether the existing approach to quality assurance should be adapted or 

rethought to accommodate such new and perhaps increased demands on 
the regulation and quality assurance of the CQFW continues, at the time 

of writing, to be a subject for discussion.  

 

8. Regulating the CQFW:  the future of regulation and awarding 

body QA in the CQFW 

From the outset beginning with the discussions which lead to the 

establishment of the Credit Common Accord there has been a discussion 

about the nature of regulation and quality assurance of the CQFW; what 

kind of regulation was needed for a credit framework? Given the 

aspiration of regulators to move towards ‘lighter touch’ regulation, would 

the establishment of a credit framework (rather than a pure qualifications 

framework) mean there was a need for a rethink on regulation and 

awarding body QA? This issue surfaced regularly at CCAF meetings and 
discussions at the FAB Framework and Credit group. The feeling was – 

before there was a move to amend existing practice, should stakeholders 

not use the opportunity to think more broadly about the purpose and 

value of regulation and awarding body QA, and go back to the 

fundamental question – will the current approach to regulation for the 

NQF work for the CQFW? Should not stakeholders agree the fundamental 

principles and purpose of QA, and once agreed, use these as the starting 

point for developing regulations and QA practice to suit?  

 

We referred earlier in this section to the continuing debate about the 

future regulation of the CQFW and there is no doubt the awarding bodies 

have used this debate to ‘think outside the box’ on regulation and 
awarding body QA. This has been driven as much by the broader impetus 

for reform and dissatisfaction with the regulatory environment created by 
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the NQF as any new demands which may be made on the system by the 

introduction of credit through the CQFW. 

 

The stance on regulation in our industry is at a high level of principle. The 

regulators don’t know or prescribe the detail of how awarding bodies 

design or operate qualifications – they take the line that you [the 

awarding body] submit a proposal and we will tell you if it’s acceptable or 
not. Awarding bodies have learned to fill that vacuum through bitter 

experience! That’s the way it worked for the NQF. (FAB)   

 

The introduction of credit does not (per se) mean that regulators have to 

change this fundamental ‘stance’ on regulation, though we can see from 

the issues discussed in this section already that credit will begin to have 

an impact on approaches to regulation and QA, as providers have access 

to more credit based units in (and across) the CQFW. We can see from the 

way in which this project has been conducted that the experience of 

awarding bodies in the project has been different from the experience 

described here. The First Wave awarding bodies and SEMTA are all 

members of the CCAF and worked together to develop the CCA, test its 
principles and develop the CQFW through practice. ACCAC has been a 

partner throughout in this sense, and has had to regulate awarding body 

activity in the CQFW at the same time.   

 

The project created the need for processes to manage and take forward 

submissions. ACCAC is receiving submissions of qualifications with units, 

credit and level, which are in the NQF and have to be managed through 

the joint regulatory function…As these are existing qualifications, existing 

systems for awarding bodies and the NQF have been used to avoid any 

additional bureaucracy. Other regulatory bodies have been kept informed 

and advised all along as these are jointly regulated qualifications. (ACCAC) 

 

The evolution of new regulations for the CQFW – drafted for use within the 
project and then shaped and informed by project practice – is critically 

different from the way in which regulations for the NQF were developed. 

The idea that the principles and criteria contained within the CQFW can be 

trialled and revised in a systematic way requires both willingness on the 

part of awarding bodies to engage in this task and open collaboration with 

the regulator, who ultimately will have to take responsibility for their 

application and interpretation.  

This approach has depended on the development of mutual trust both 

between awarding bodies and between them individually and collectively, 

with the regulator. There is a belief among all stakeholders in the CCA 

Forum that this is the only way such a radical reform of the qualifications 

system can be implemented and managed; no single stakeholder has the 
capacity to introduce such reform without the support and trust of all the 

others and this can only be achieved through collaboration.  
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The engagement of a number of awarding bodies in the development of 

the CQFW has meant that they have a genuine interest in seeing the 

CQFW succeed; it belongs as much to them as to the regulator. This is 

clearly different from how these awarding bodies (and FAB) viewed their 

stakeholder interest in the NQF.  

 

As part of the project, FAB commissioned an analysis of the implicit and 
explicit quality assurance principles to be found in relevant regulatory 

documentation for the CQFW. The purpose of this exercise was to stand 

back from current regulatory practice of the NQF and identify the 

underlying principles behind the operation of regulations adapted for the 

CQFW and awarding body QA practice. The exercise was useful in distilling 

those principles for discussion. The key question at thee time of writing is 

whether and how each of these principles should be applied in the 

regulation and QA of the CQFW.  

There is an expectation that analysed credit practice (and guidance) that 

has emerged from the project will both inform the interpretation of quality 

principles and shape regulation of the CQFW.  

 
For example, if awarding bodies knew/understood from comparison that 

methods A B or C were all sufficient for assigning credit – there would be 

no obligation to use a particular method but we would all have confidence 

in whichever method was chosen. (FAB) 

 

This way of building confidence across awarding bodies is quite different 

from the practice of centralised approval of their processes and systems 

by the regulator. 

 

Quality principles are needed – and awarding bodies compliance with 

them… it’s so important that processes are comparable – but not the 

same. A baseline of confidence is needed across awarding bodies for 

mutual trust and comparability of product and service. 
(FAB) 

 

Can awarding bodies continue the partnership they have made with the 

regulator in developing the CCA and implementing credit through the 

project?    

 

If awarding bodies work with the regulator to develop the regulatory 

framework... we  have a critical mass now involved through the CQFW 

project… we have built the CQFW together so we have to make it work 

together, build it together so we can operate it together. (FAB)  

 

Inter-awarding body agreement on QA principles, and perhaps even a 
level of sharing of practice, coupled with a demand from providers for 

more involvement on design and improvement of products for the CQFW, 
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suggest there is a need for fresh thinking on how to build mutual 

confidence in the quality of operation of the CQFW. 

This suggests that a practice based developmental approach is what is 

needed to take regulation of the CQFW forward, building on mutual trust 

between the CQFW stakeholders, expanded to include providers, 

employers and learners. 
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Section 10. Awarding Credit  
 
 
1. Summary 

Two distinct aspects related to awarding credit are discussed in this 

section:  

 

 the issues that arose for awarding bodies in adding (or planning to 

add) credit information to certificates and notification of results, and  

 

 mutual recognition of credit achievements between awarding bodies 

operating within the CQFW.  
 

We examined how awarding bodies in the project either awarded credit 

based units within qualifications or made internal preparations of their 

own to report and/or certificate achievement and include credit 

information in qualification and or unit certificates and notification of 

results; why one awarding body raised issues concerning certification 

across England and Wales for learners registered in Wales and for learners 

living in England and registered with and through providers/centres in 

Wales; discussed the questions that were raised by awarding bodies on 

the need for a centralised system for maintaining records of credits 

achieved and looked at why not all awarding bodies had planned to notify 

learners with credit information on certificates and notification of results in 

the same way.  
 

We have also addressed separately the question of mutual recognition (of 

credit achievements) in this section. We have stood back from the 

technical questions of how credit achievements in the CQFW could be 

mutually recognised by awarding bodies and discussed some fundamental 

questions about mutual recognition which should engage stakeholders 

(including employers, education institutions and learners). We believe a 

wider discussion is needed for ‘buy-in’ - for mutual recognition to begin to 

work across all these interest groups.  

 

The concept of mutual trust is discussed in this context (a prerequisite for 

effective mutual recognition). This raised interesting questions concerning 
the locus of responsibility for mutual recognition (beyond regulation), and 

examined the consequences for a ‘voluntary’ model of mutual recognition 

and the range of stakeholder support that would be required to make 

mutual recognition work in practice.  

 

Credit Works has contributed a separate discussion paper of its own to 

FAB on technical principles for Mutual Recognition of units and 

qualifications across awarding bodies.  
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10.1 Awarding credit – adding credit information to 
certificates and notification of results  
 

Adapting internal systems to the demands of credit 

Awarding bodies faced issues in using and managing credit information, 

for learners (on units/qualifications certificates, in notification of results); 

for themselves and providers (maintaining credit information about their 

own units and qualifications, and learners’ credit achievements), and in 

the interface between awarding bodies – a national system for maintaining 

all or some of this information.  

 
All awarding bodies appeared to be able to adapt their existing systems to 

the demands of the CQFW for the purposes of the project. Typically 

though, responses suggested  

 

We have made changes for the pilot – wider introduction may be a 

different matter… (EDEXCEL) 

 

The degree to which adding credit information to their own systems was 

problematic related partly to the qualifications chosen for the project. 

Some awarding bodies were able to add this information to their existing 

system   

 
[Once the qualification is accredited] …we will put credit information on 

the unit summary page … and introduce a field which shows that credit 

has been awarded as part of the CQFW project. Unit certificates will 

include unit title, credit value and level.  (NCFE)  

 

Different external rules for certification 

Though no awarding body reported specific obstacles to adding this level 

of credit information to their own systems, technical capacity was not 

always the issue. Different, sometimes external, rules for certification of 

achievement sometimes were. 

 

…on the status of certificates with credit added - GQs, Welsh for Adults 

and the BAC all present different reporting, awarding and certificating 
issues. (WJEC)  

 

Where there were fundamental questions still to be resolved, on credit and 

General Qualifications for example, awarding bodies were unwilling to best 

guess the plans or potential requirements of the authorities for 

certification. See 4.2 for a discussion of GQs and credit.   

 

Recognising the value of credits awarded in piloting the CQFW  

Not all of the awarding bodies in the project aimed to or actually 

certificated credit achievement. For those that did however, there were 

unanticipated problems that needed resolving while the project was 
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ongoing. The boundaries between England and Wales were far more 

permeable for learners and centres than at first recognised. Learners 

registered with providers in Wales were often (in significant proportions) 

resident in England. Credit (CQFW) information was included in their 

certificates regardless of the learner’s country of residence.   

 

…With the coming of the FfA [framework for Achievement] this has to be 
resolved – it is an equal opportunities issue for learners – the credit they 

receive has to be valid across Wales and England at least – we have many 

English learners registered in Welsh centres! (WAMITAB) 

 

The main objective of all the awarding bodies in the project was to ensure 

that the validity of any credits awarded in the piloting and implementation 

phases of the CQFW was safeguarded and honoured. In the view of those 

awarding bodies for whom this was relevant, any learners receiving credit 

certificates as a result of the project needed to know that this information 

was valid across England and Wales, and would ultimately also be 

recognised (as of value) in Northern Ireland and Scotland. For the 

purposes of the project, awarding bodies and the regulator agreed that 
‘Welsh learners’ were defined as those learners registered in Welsh 

centres.      

 

Awarding bodies in the project made it clear they were unable to consider 

dealing with two credit management information systems in Wales and 

England.- This is an issue beyond the control of the awarding bodies but 

essential to their ability to use the CQFW (alongside any other credit 

framework in the UK) - the interface between the awarding body MIS and 

any individual national system for Wales - and beyond that, any interface 

with other national systems - the QCA proposed operational/business 

model for the FfA, for example.     

 

Reporting grading information 
 

 On grading credit achievements:  

 

 Should the credit transcript carry grade information to fully 

represent a learner’s achievements?  

 Where will grade information appear if not on the credit transcript?  

 

A central record for the CQFW  

 

… should awarding bodies be duplicating information about credit on 

certificates [in addition to the credit transcript] or will this add to 

bureaucracy? (Edexcel) 
 

The questions on grading are perhaps symptomatic of the absence (as 

yet) of a clear plan for maintaining a central record for the CQFW.  Do 
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awarding bodies need to carry credit information on certificates or is this a 

duplication of the function of the (centrally maintained) credit transcript – 

does this information need to be held in more than one place?  

In the absence of published plans for a central record for the CQFW, 

awarding bodies in the project signalled such potential for duplication. At 

the time of writing, awarding bodies, through and with their centres, are 

the only organisations maintaining a record of credits achieved in the 
CQFW. 

 

Planning for full implementation 

One major awarding body in the project summarised what they were 

doing to prepare for full implementation of the CQFW [and FfA], beyond 

the project. It reported: 

  

 Building reporting of credit and level in to major internal system 

change  

 Reporting credit on all unit certificates 

 Qualification  certificates will stay the same – a separate [awarding 

body own] record will show credit information 
 Anticipating a demand for unit and qualification certificates into the 

medium term –so they will provide them  

 If [funding] targets change from full qualifications to combinations 

of units the impact of credit will be much greater and have 

consequences, among other things, for keeping records, certification 

and interoperability with a national information system. 

 

10.2 Awarding credit - mutual recognition of credit 
achievements between awarding bodies operating within 
the CQFW   
 

Signatories to the CQFW CCA agree to: 

 

Recognise the award of credit of other bodies that are signatories [of the 

CCA] should they decide to allow learners to transfer credit into their 

award structure…  

 

The CQFW places no obligation on any recognised body7 to go further than 
this. In the early days of the development of the CCA, this objective may 

have seemed ambitious enough. Awarding bodies had yet to begin to 

make use of credit in designing units and qualifications. Towards the end 

of 2005, with the issue of ownership of units at the foreground of 

awarding body concern with the emerging FfA in England, there was a 

need to show that a collaborative, voluntary mutual recognition of credit 

achievement was plausible and workable. At the time of writing, a model 

for mutual recognition was in development for the CQFW. This report 

                                    
7 For the purposes of this project and report, the named awarding bodies and one SSC.      
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makes no comment on those proposals as they stand at the time of 

writing.  

 

This section examines broad but important questions concerning mutual 

recognition, and in particular at the relationship between cooperation, 

mutual trust and mutual recognition. We also look at mutual recognition 

from an SSC perspective, focussing on evidence from the SEMTA 
experience in the project. 

 

All the evidence submitted for this analysis suggests that there is need for 

mutual recognition of the value of credit awarded among the full range of 

stakeholders; awarding bodies but especially employers, education 

institutions and learners. However the technical means of mutual 

recognition is achieved, the currency of awards transferred depends upon 

buy-in from all these stakeholders, including awarding bodies. We also 

suggest that this objective could be achieved by both voluntary 

collaboration and through improved transparency in regulation.  

 

Mutual trust between stakeholders is a prerequisite for effective mutual 
recognition. Awarding bodies will have to trust that the processes and 

principles which underpin awards of credit made by their competitors are 

robust, reliable and comparable. Institutions constructing programmes 

from units operated/owned by different awarding bodies will expect the 

same. If learners use transferable units to construct their programmes 

and routes to HE, they will need to know that the combination of credits 

they are awarded are recognised and accepted by the receiving institution. 

So how can such mutual trust be fostered and established?  

 

Mutual trust – between awarding bodies… and the regulator  

We have suggested in Section 8 that a changed relationship between the 

ACCAC and awarding bodies evolved during the life of the project and that 

the partnership established between them will need to continue for the 
CQFW to fully succeed in the future, despite the tension between the 

different roles and responsibilities of the two parties.   

 

Awarding bodies are all approved by the regulator now and their 

qualifications are all accredited into the NQF – but there is no mutual 

recognition across awarding bodies – mutual confidence is needed not just 

in the units [in a credit framework] but in assessment processes. Mutual 

recognition cannot depend on the regulator – awarding bodies have to be 

confident about each other’s processes. And that they are reaching the 

same standards… 

(FAB) 

 
This suggests that a centralised system (voluntary or compulsory) of 

approval/accreditation of units would not on its own be sufficient to build 
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confidence across awarding bodies sufficient for workable mutual 

recognition. 

 

This raises interesting questions concerning the locus of responsibility for 

mutual recognition (beyond regulation), and again suggests that there is a 

need for continuing collaboration between CCA stakeholders to maintain 

and develop mutual trust and confidence - and a method of regulating 
which places a measure of responsibility upon ‘recognised bodies’ for the 

CQFW – awarding bodies and SSCs – overseen by an external regulator 

capable of intervention when necessary. 

 

There is an expectation that the regulator should intervene where quality 

standards are being breached or compromised – which they seem 

reluctant to do now. (FAB)   

 

Both parties would need to act voluntarily for such an arrangement to 

work, with mutual self regulation operating between awarding bodies to 

prevent standards being ‘compromised’. Practice (as suggested 

throughout this report) could (to a degree) be shared between awarding 
bodies to improve the quality of unit and qualification design, and in itself 

would build ongoing mutual confidence. Intervention - the ‘stick’ of 

compulsion/coercive action, reserved for regulator intervention when 

breaches of standards occur, would help to focus awarding bodies on self-

regulation.  

  

There is of course a tension for awarding bodies between acting in each 

other’s mutual interest and competing for business in the market. 

Awarding bodies do now appear to be clearer about where their mutual 

interests lie, 

 

Awarding bodies have changed though – they are more active in coming 

up with collaborative ideas for introducing change. Led in the main but not 
exclusively by the larger awarding bodies, they have become more 

business focussed – they understand their businesses more and are more 

analytical than they were three or four years ago. This then affects the 

way they respond to proposed reform – why for example, should they 

accede to proposals that they don’t think will work for their businesses?  

Awarding bodies are much more aware now of where their business is [in 

the market] and how it should operate to be successful. (FAB) 

 

This level of mutual interest depends upon a level of mutual trust, needed 

for mutual recognition between awarding bodies. The distinctions (and 

tensions) between their interests remain, but acting in their collective 

interests to drive and influence reform is a relatively new concept.  
 

The point where mutual interest in collaboration ends has shifted through 

the life of the project as mutual trust has evolved.   
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The driving cost in designing qualifications is assessment. The cost of 

some parts of the process matter less and ways of managing new 

requirements around credit may be shared [perhaps assigning?]  - but 

approaches to assessment are less likely to be shared – because of 

competition.  

On awarding for example, awarding bodies will share principles but not 
the detail – this part of the service is what can distinguish one awarding 

body from its competitors – maybe cost savings, better quality of service… 

(FAB) 

 

So awarding bodies will continue to distinguish their products and services 

in the marketplace and draw their own boundaries around what is in their 

mutual interest to share. What is and is not shared is however 

underpinned by the application of a set of quality principles which apply to 

all recognised bodies and their units and qualifications in the CQFW,  

 

The answer is that quality standards need to apply across all units and 

qualifications in a credit framework. Mutual recognition needs to apply 
across the spectrum of non formal, customised, general and occupational 

qualifications – a platform of quality standards which applies to all aspects 

of their design and operation.  

(FAB) 

 

This perspective is rehearsed in Section 9 and we suggest is an essential 

prerequisite for mutual recognition between awarding bodies (and all 

other CQFW stakeholders) to work.   

  

SSCs and employers – another perspective on mutual recognition 

Before we examine technical aspects of mutual recognition of credit 

achievement in the CQFW, we would like to take into account the 

perspective of the SSC involved in the project – and the employers that 
they represent. Any model of mutual recognition will need their 

engagement and support. 

 

The solution is perhaps the development of mutual confidence across 

awarding bodies [not just through the regulator] and now that confidence 

needs to involve SSCs too. The idea that SSCs SQS will approve 

occupational qualifications (and their assessment strategies) may produce 

consistency and comparability – but what about non SQS qualifications 

and their quality and validity - where will they fit in? (FAB) 

 

One task for SEMTA in the project was selection and approval of in-

company training programmes for inclusion in the CQFW. These 
programmes were not accredited in the NQF. 
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The issue of mutual recognition [across awarding bodies] of the in-

company achievements we have described only comes up if there is an 

‘award’ somewhere along the line and a single awarding body signs off 

that award on the basis of credit accumulated across a number of ABs. If 

they resist or are not prepared to then we have a problem… however if 

the learner just accumulates credit from different awarding bodies and 

adds them to their credit record then mutual recognition between 
awarding bodies does not matter – especially if employers (and/or the 

SSC) recognises the value of [a variety of] such credit achievements [in 

the CQFW]. I think though we will need awards to show how many credits 

people have got – you know maybe a ‘gold award’ for 50 credits for 

example. 

And this may be related to how universities regard CQFW credits for 

progression into HE. (SEMTA) 

 

This is a different perspective on mutual recognition – and suggests that 

there is a need for cooperation between awarding bodies for learners to be 

rewarded for the milestones they reach as their skills and achievements 

are recognised at work – ‘a ‘gold award’ for 50 credits’ for example. Rules 
of combination would no doubt still apply, but perhaps in a more flexible 

way than for occupational qualifications designed to demonstrate the 

achievement of competence. However, there may not always be a demand 

for mutual recognition. Whatever system is devised to resolve the 

technical obstacles to mutual recognition between awarding bodies, the 

demand for mutual recognition is more likely to be driven by employers 

and learners and by providers where funding arrangements are driven by 

political priorities in Wales. This suggests that investment in processes for 

mutual recognition of units – potentially costly for the regulator and 

awarding bodies – should be governed by demand rather than principle. 

However SEMTA experienced the flip side of taking a purely demand led 

approach.  

 
Managing and collaborating to meet the demand for mutual 

recognition 

What demand did we find in the project for mutual recognition? We have 

referred to the drive for agreeing a model for mutual recognition among 

awarding bodies. The process of mutual recognition could be costly and 

time consuming. SEMTA’s experience provided an early indication that 

apparent demand for mutual recognition should be taken at face value, 

and that managing that demand will need the involvement of SSCs, 

employers and awarding bodies. 

 

Demand may be skewed by the unforeseen effects of public funding 

priorities. SEMTA’s initial experience in calling for sector programmes for 
proposed accreditation into the CQFW was instructive in this respect. 

Private training providers sought endorsement from SEMTA for in-

company training programmes by seeking their inclusion in the CQFW – 
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partly driven by their understandable commercial interest in gaining 

SEMTA approval for the content and quality of their training, perhaps as 

well as improved access to public funding. 90% of training programmes 

put forward were in management and business development. 

Many SSCs may have to deal with such demand for recognition of in-

company training programmes offered by training companies with 

commercial interests.   
  

Employers themselves are perhaps less likely to be interested in such 

endorsement and could be motivated by mutual recognition of learning 

outcomes to save money, help with recruitment and improve productivity,  

 

There is a difference too between training provider and company 

motivation – the training provider’s product is training – the company 

provides internal training when it has to in order to improve productivity… 

We have now decided to aim to bring in 40 programmes from which we 

will select 20 for the project. We are now looking for different specific 

programmes which relate to product development, including operating 

[machinery and equipment] – i.e. which develop operative engineering 
skills needed in our sector. (SEMTA) 

 

If an SSC becomes proactive in this way and selects in-company training 

programmes on the basis of diversity, demand and the aim to recognise 

and value in-company training, then mutual recognition between 

employers of the status and value of such achievements will be needed. 

Companies will recognise the validity of credit awarded elsewhere using 

other criteria – SSC approval, awarding body certification and 

fundamentally, evidence of achievement from observation of day to day 

operation of machinery and equipment.  

Inter-awarding body collaboration will be needed if they are to provide an 

award for the achievement of combinations of such credit achievements.  

 
Recognition of units and qualifications across UK country credit 

frameworks 

Awarding bodies offering NVQs, SVQs, GCSEs and GCEs operate across at 

least one UK country boundary. VRQ awarding bodies, in most cases, 

operate across Wales, Northern Ireland and England.   

 

We are trying to negotiate recognition [for our assignment of credit 

decisions] across the CQFW and the SCQF… I think they could populate 

each other’s frameworks… (City & Guilds) 

 

The technical differences between the CQFW and FfA proposal in terms of 

the fundamental principles of credit are minimal. Both frameworks use the 
credit-based unit as the building block of the credit framework. 
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The SCQF (currently) assigns credit values to approved/accredited 

qualifications. These qualifications are not necessarily composed of credit 

based units specified in the CQFW and FfA. Technically however, it 

appears, from SCQF published requirements, that CQFW units and 

qualifications could be assigned credit in the SCQF – which would be 

welcomed by learners and employers and by awarding bodies offering 

products across national boundaries.  
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 Appendix 1. Awarding bodies involved in the project   
 

‘First Wave’ Awarding Bodies:  

 

 City & Guilds 

 

 EDEXCEL 

 

 OCR 
 

 WAMITAB 

 

 WJEC  

 

SEMTA also participated as a project partner in the First Wave of the 

project 

 

 

‘Second Wave’ Awarding Bodies: 

 

 AMSPAR 
 

 ASET 

 

 CACHE 

 

 NCFE 

 

3 further awarding bodies ‘shadowed’ the Second Wave group: 

 AAT 

 IIB 

 SAS 
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Appendix 2. A full list of qualifications included in the 
project 

 

Name of 
awarding 

body 

Qualifications included in the ESF CQFW Project8 

ASET ASET Level 2 Certificate in Emergency First Aid in the Workplace 

ASET Level 2 Certificate in Moving & Handling  

(Individuals) (Objects) ** 

 

CITY & 

GUILDS 

Introductory Diploma in Travel & Tourism   Level 1 Diploma 

First Diploma in Travel and Tourism  Level 2 

Level 2 Certificate in Mental Health Work   

Level 3 Certificate in Community Mental Health Care   

Electrical and Electronic Servicing NVQ level 2 (Signal Reception) 

 Electrical and Electronic Servicing NVQ level 3 (Signal Reception) 

Entry Level Certificate in Using ICT (Entry 3) 

(Start IT)  

NVQ level 3 in Early Years Care and Education 

First Diploma in Culinary Arts (level 2)*   

 

EDEXCEL Edexcel Level 2 BTEC First Diploma in Public Services 

Edexcel Level 3 BTEC National Diploma in Public Services 
(Uniformed) 

Edexcel Level 3 BTEC National Certificate in Public Services 

(Uniformed) 

                                    
8 All qualifications listed were already in the NQF with the exception of * (not listed) ** 

(new proposals for the NQF and CQFW) *** (BTEC Customised qualifications for inclusion 

in the CQFW). OCR qualification units were processed and tested for the project but not 
submitted for inclusion in the CQFW. WJEC qualifications listed ****are scheduled for 

submission during the current implementation of the CQFW to 2007.  



Learning from Experience – A Comparative Analysis of Awarding Body Credit Practice within the CQFW 
Credit Works November 2005 

87 

Edexcel Level 2 BTEC First Diploma in Performing Arts (Music) 

Edexcel Level 2 BTEC First Diploma in Business 

Edexcel Level 3 BTEC National Diploma in Business 

Edexcel Level 2 BTEC First Diploma in Manufacturing Engineering 

Edexcel Level 2 BTEC First Diploma in Electronics 

Edexcel Level 3 BTEC National in Vehicle Repair and Technology 

(Light Vehicle) 

BTEC First Diploma in Vocational Studies  

BTEC Award in IT Skills for Business 

BTEC Certificate in IT Skills for Business 

 

OCR  

OCR Entry Level Certificate in Enterprise 

(Young Enterprise Team Programme) Entry 

3  

OCR Level 1 Certificate in Enterprise (Young 

Enterprise)  

OCR Level 2 Certificate in Enterprise (Young 

Enterprise)  

OCR Level 1 Certificate for IT Users (New 

CLAIT)  

OCR Level 2 Certificate for IT Users (CLAIT 

Plus)  

OCR Level 3 Certificate for IT Users (CLAIT 

Advanced)  

OCR Level 1 Certificate in Administration  

OCR Level 2 Certificate in Administration  

OCR Level 3 Certificate in Administration  

Customer Service NVQ Level 2  
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Customer Service NVQ Level 3  

Key Skills at Level 2  

OCR Level 1 National Certificate in Health 

and Social Care  

OCR Level 2 National Certificate in Sport  

OCR Level 3 National Extended Diploma in 

Sport  

OCR Level 2 NVQ for IT Users  

OCR Level 3 NVQ for IT Users  

OCR AS GCE in Sociology  

OCR Advanced GCE in Sociology  

OCR GCSE in Applied Business (Double 

Award) 
 

WJEC Welsh for Adults ****  

 

Components [units] of Welsh Baccalaureate Qualification****  

 

AMSPAR Certificate in Medical Terminology for Non-Clinical Professionals 

Level 3 ** 

 

CACHE CACHE Level 3 Diploma in Home-Based Childcare ** 

 

NCFE NCFE Level 1 Certificate in Employment Skills   
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WAMITAB Level 4 in Waste Management Operations: Managing Landfill 
Hazardous Waste 

Level 4 in Waste Management Operations: Managing Landfill Non- 

Hazardous Waste 

Level 4 in Waste Management Operations: Managing Treatment 

Hazardous Waste 

Level 4 in Waste Management Operations: Managing Treatment Non-

Hazardous Waste 

Level 4 in Waste Management Operations: Managing Transfer 

Hazardous Waste 

Level 4 in Waste Management Operations: Managing Transfer Non-

Hazardous Waste 

Level 3 in Waste Management Operations: Inert Waste 

Level 3 in Waste Management Operations: Civic Amenity Site 

Level 4 in Waste Management Operations: Managing Incineration 

Level 3 in Waste Management Operations: Closed Landfill 

Waste Management Operations: Level 1 

Waste Management Operations: Level 2 

Waste Management Supervision Level 3 

Managing Waste Collection Operations Level 4 
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Appendix 3.  FAB organised project activities   

 

 

Date Meeting Delegates 

2004 

23 Aug FAB Framework and Credit Group 14 

30 Sept FAB Framework and Credit Group 12 

15 Nov FAB Framework and Credit Group 10 

25 & 26 

Nov 

FAB National Conference – credit seminar 

on 26th Nov 
62 

14 Dec FAB Framework and Credit Group 12 

2005 

19 Jan 2nd wave – initial meeting 12 

2nd Feb 
FAB Framework & Credit Group meeting 

and meeting with CQFW team 
18 

9th Feb 
FAB meeting with John Valentine Williams 

(ACCAC) to discuss CQFW 
14 

12th Apr 
(am) 

2nd wave meeting 13 

12th Apr 

(pm) 
FAB Capacity Building Seminar on CQFW 18 

19th Apr FAB Framework & Credit Group 10 

3rd Jun FAB Framework & Credit Group 11 

16th Jun 2nd wave meeting 10 

1st Jul FAB Capacity Building Seminar on CQFW 16 

21st Jul FAB Framework & Credit Group 9 

20 Sept FAB Capacity Building Seminar on CQFW  

 To be completed in December 05.  
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Appendix 4. Primary and secondary sources  
 
 

Interview Records with staff and representatives from the following 

organisations 

 

 ACCAC 

 ELWA 

 FAB 

 City & Guilds 

 EDEXCEL 
 OCR 

 WAMITAB 

 WJEC 

 SEMTA 

 CACHE 

 NCFE 

 ASET 

 AMSPAR 

 

Awarding Body and SSC Reports 

 

 OCR first Interim Report, April – Oct 2004 
 OCR second Interim Report, Nov 04 – June 05 

 City & Guilds, Interim Report, July 04 –March 05 

 City & Guilds Interim Report, 20th July 05 

 City & Guilds Report on the Development of Units, July 05 

 City & Guilds April – June 05 

 EDEXCEL, May 04 –Jan 05 

 WJEC, March 05 

 WAMITAB, May 04 – Jan 05  

 SEMTA quarterly report, April 05 – June 05 

 Additional Awarding body and SSC progress reports and 

presentations to ESF Implementation Group meetings 

 

 
ACCAC Audit Monitoring Consultants Reports 

 

Interim and Final Reports for: 

 

 City & Guilds 

 EDEXCEL 

 OCR 

 WAMITAB 

 

Minutes of Meetings 04-05 
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 ESF project Implementation Group 

 CQFW Credit Common Accord Forum 

 FAB Credit Working Group/Framework and Credit Group 

 2nd Wave Awarding Body Group  

 FAB building awarding body capacity seminar notes   

 

Published Documents 
 

 Implementation Plan, Credit and Qualifications Framework for Wales 

 Credit Common Accord 

 Assigning and Awarding Credit for Stage 1 Pilot, CQFW, Working 

Document, ACCAC June 2004 

 CQFW Stocktake Research Final Report December 2004 – January 

2005  

 Guidance on Determining Credit and Level Values for SVQs Units 

and SVQs DRAFT – Version 5,  Miller West, 2004 

 

Miscellaneous 

 
 Awarding Body submissions to ACCAC 

 Copies of units submitted 

 Presentations at conferences and events (e.g. CQFW presentation to 

QCA) 

 FAB/CQFW seminar report 12.04.05 

 Responses to mini survey of awarding bodies. Nov. 04 

 Learning from the FAB Credit and Qualification Framework 
for Wales Project, Dec 04 

 Learning from the FAB Credit and Qualification Framework 
for Wales Project, Credit Works second update report: 

April 2005 
 Internal Awarding Body and SSC (assigning credit) processing 

documents and forms. 

 Additional case study material provided by Awarding Bodies and 

SSCs 

 

 

CQFW CCA Forum Discussion Documents 

 

 Mutual Recognition 

 Quality assurance principles for the CQFW  

 
 


