
 

 

 

External moderation models for promoting national consistency in ASYE 

 

BASW England Professional Development Reference Group has considered the proposals put 
forward by Skills for Care, and has raised some concerns. 

Members, active in learning & development within the social work profession have referred 
positively to the existing process based on model 1 and suggest that this partnership method is the 
most beneficial. Moving to a different one would have to be an asset to an organisation and there is 
concern that all the other models offer a reduced sample for moderation and a possibly a more 
complex and bureaucratic system which may be costly also. There is also confusion amongst our 
members of the benefits of running both the validation scheme (TCSW) and the moderation 
programme while ASYE is still not embedded across the country. BASW England continues to hear 
reports that NQSWs cannot access an ASYE scheme, particularly those who work in the PVI sector 
and those based in health settings. We are concerned that the added burden of more bureaucracy 
will not encourage employers to move forward with ASYE implementation.  

Although BASW England recognises that Skills for Care have worked hard to improve accessibility for 
NQSWs onto ASYE schemes both in the statutory and non-statutory sectors within adult services, 
there is still a long way to go.   

As stated in the consultation response to TCSW with regard to their proposed validation model, we 
suggest that more work has to be done on the amalgamation of the PCF and the KSSs. There is also 
concern that this is speeding ahead while the adult KSS is still in draft format. 

While we recognise the concept of national moderation for ASYE is an important step forward we 
are concerned about the existing schemes and their growth. We hope that we can be involved in 
help shaping the future of ASYE and this particularly important process of external moderation. 

In response to the suggested models BASW England professional Development Reference Group 
offers the following comments: 

Model 1 - Area panels with partnership moderation.   

BASW England is aware that this model is common amongst providers and often regions take it in 

turns to host, and pay, book venue etc, with suggestions from some SWENs that Skills for Care have 

not contributed financially.  

“Skills for Care have attended the SWEN following our invitation. We meet twice a year, and are 

quorate. We have no problems with commitment, and SfC agreed to act as the central point for 

emails- so we all submit our documents electronically and they distribute them, but to be honest, we 

do that because they offered- we are not dependent on SfC, and can function without them. We 

managed our SWEN this way, and we managed the accolade submission without them.” 

 



Model 2 – Area panels without partnership moderation.   

It is important that areas work together and learn the value of partnership working as is central 

throughout the social work profession. To not have partnerships would be detrimental. SfC can be 

instrumental in moving this forward but cannot be totally responsible for this approach.  

Model 3 – Regional panels with partnership moderation.   

BASW suggests that to have a successful moderation scheme, there has to be confidence in the 

moderators themselves. Learning & development leads report that while SfC are valued as 

colleagues, it is believed that few of the workers are qualified in social work, so it would be difficult 

for them to take such a significant positon as moderators. Would SfC recruit skilled and experienced 

qualified practice educators to do this moderation as we believe suitable and needed for such a 

task? 

Model 4 – National panel with partnership moderation.   

The concept of a National panel brings many problems particularly in relation to the transfer of 

information. Without an efficient electronic portfolio sharing system, which would have to be 

adapted and implemented by each individual employer, the transfer of portfolios would be an 

extremely difficult and possibly expensive task (not that the modification of efficient IT systems 

would be less so).-  

“None of us want to commute with peoples portfolios, and risk breaches of security and loss of 

personal work. I am not lugging folders across boats trains tubes and buses, and neither do my 

colleagues want to. It’s not clear what would be the range of travel expectation. It’s a security risk, 

and a health and safety risk (lifting) and clearly will not enable the same robust level of scrutiny of 

portfolios, or programme evidence. It’s not viable and it’s both a financial and personal cost.” 

 As this will be an employer led programme, do staff have the capacity to take a minimum of a day 

and half out (as panels take a day) and to add on travel time, then the extra cost of transport and 

possible overnight. This option is also expensive and is likely to receive opposition from many 

employers.  

 

Following on from this, BASW England’s preferred option is model 1 which is based on regional 

panels where local employers work together, support each other, give critical but constructive 

feedback, and can access each other’s area better than a national centre. Model 4 is the least 

popular option with our group. 

BASW believes regional partnerships are working well as reported by members and other 

stakeholders. If the plan is to establish HEI panels, then this makes a mockery out of it being an 

employer led programme, there is still tension that many university tutors are not in touch with the 

modern workplace, and would not survive themselves if given a work placement.  How does this fit 

with the DfE proposed teaching partnerships? 

“As employers we deserve far more credit than we are being given, and are responsible in the 

assessment and decision making processes.” 



 Interestingly we note that ’ Feedback to be provided on a template to all employers and to all 

individual NQSWs and assessors submitting reports/evidence’ is something that many ASYE 

programmes are doing already. The templates on SfC website are evident and being used as best 

practice examples. 

(We do add that there are some omissions in respect of these templates such as needed learning 

support for issues such as dyslexia etc and specified review stages) 

BASW England supports any moves to improve the consistent delivery of excellent Continued 

Professional Development but this cannot be planned in a discriminatory and unequal way.  The 

endorsement of training programmes for all SW education providers is an excellent goal.   

Omitted from the documentation are a number of issues which cannot be ‘glazed over’. What will be 

the costs to LAs to submit applications?  What are the consequences of a programme fail? Would 

the programmes get terminated? What happens to the staff NQSWs/ PAs/ PEs and workforce 

development, are they then reported to HCPC, not permitted to run programmes, in this scenario 

who will take over? What’s the incentive for employers to recruit NQSWs (already agencies avoid 

recruiting them)? So many workforce implications linked to HR do not appear in this document. 

At the moment BASW England suggests that the agenda is very muddled. The fact that the KSSs are 

not connected and are designed separately for adult and child & family services is another problem 

regarding standardisation. Child & family services have KSS already imposed without guidance or 

practice models of QA, so where is the standardisation between DfE, SfC and TCSW? Is this not an 

example of poor partnership modelling? 

“There is already a level of scrutiny with ASYE and CPD with HCPC, this needs more thought on 

people getting on with their jobs.”  
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