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Applying Student Number Controls to Alternative Providers with Designated Courses. Response form

There is no obligation to use this form when responding, but doing so will make your responses easier to analyse. There is no obligation to answer all questions. We look further to receiving your feedback.

The Department may, in accordance with the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information, make available, on public request, individual responses.
The closing date for this consultation is 23 January 2013
Please return completed forms to:

Simon Batchelor,
Higher Education Directorate

Department for Business, Innovation and Skills

2 St Pauls Place,

125 Norfolk Street,

Sheffield S1 2FJ

Telephone:
0114 207 5015
Email:
HE.consultation@bis.gsi.gov.uk 
Question 1

Name of organisation (or name of person if the response is a personal response and is not submitted on behalf of an organisation)?
What type of organisation is it? (e.g. Alternative Provider, HEI, FEC, Regulatory Body etc.)
	Arts Educational Schools London (known as ArtsEd)

Alternative Provider


Question 2 

Do you have a preference for Method 1 (control based on eligible students) or Method 2 (control based on students accessing funding)? If so, why is this? 
 

	ArtsEd favours method 1, for the following reasons:

1. ArtsEd’s courses offer a full-time, conservatoire, vocational training in Acting and Musical Theatre.  We have neither the desire nor the resources to expand numbers of students beyond our current self imposed limits of 28 on the Acting course and 50 on the Musical Theatre course.  There is therefore no risk of ever-increasing costs to government in funding students on our designated courses.

2. Based on current figures, approximately 60% of students on these courses are funded through the government’s Dance and Drama Awards scheme (the scheme funds students to take the Trinity College London Diplomas, but students on the course are also eligible for a degree)  This reduces the number of students applying for student loans to a maximum of 29 each year.  However from September 2013 applicants will have to undergo new means testing, which may result in fewer students being eligible for DaDA funding in future, and consequently eligible students will apply for student loans instead.  Capping ArtsEd’s student numbers under method 2 would prevent these students from being able to access loans, and could therefore have an adverse effect on the diversity of the cohort.  For 2012 entry, we received just under 2,000 applications for 78 places on our designated courses.  Course leaders want places to go to the most talented at audition – but preventing students from accessing student loans could mean that places go to those with the richest parents, rather than those with the most talent and potential to succeed in their chosen career. 
3. As ministers and civil servants will be aware, the DaDA scheme is guaranteed to run until 2015 but will be reviewed after the next election. Were the scheme to be discontinued, the only funding available to students other than ArtsEd funded bursaries would be student loans.  Therefore number control based on method 1 would give the school the flexibility to allow students to access loans instead of Dance and Drama Award funding.



Question 3 
What is your view on submission of data to HESA? Do you think designated courses at alternative providers should participate in the Key Information Set and therefore complete the National Student Survey and Destination of Leavers in Higher Education survey (if student numbers are large enough to permit this)?
	ArtsEd would be happy to submit data to HESA, and participate in the Key Information Set.  However, Drama UK (formerly the National Council for Drama Training) is looking to set up a mechanism to allow all accredited drama schools to submit data through its own website.  In order not to duplicate reporting structures, ArtsEd would like ministers and BIS colleagues to enter into discussion with Drama UK to see whether data collected in this way would be acceptable as an alternative to signing up to HESA.
Drama UK

 http://www.drama.ac.uk/ 

Tel: 020 7529 8794

  


Question 4 
Are there any other methods for controlling student numbers on designated courses at alternative providers that you would recommend instead of Method 1 or Method 2?  
	n/a


Question 5 
Do you agree that there should be an exemption from student number controls for alternative providers with small numbers of students accessing student support? If so, do you have suggestions as to how the Department should define ‘very small’? 

	As institutions will be in receipt of public money, it seems only fair that alternative providers should comply with regulations in the same way as other HE institutions, unless the numbers accessing support were in truly tiny (e.g. single) figures.  However it would be easier for institutions to give data for all eligible students, rather than just singling out those actually accessing funds, otherwise the information given may be skewed.  For example, if a course has 50 graduates, 45 of them working in a related field within 6 months, this would translate to 90%.  However if the data was based on the ten students who actually accessed student loans, of which 5 of them were working in a related field within 6 months, this would bring the figure down to 50% - a big difference and not an accurate picture of the students’ success.



Question 6 
Equality considerations: Do you think that the proposals for applying student number controls will have any equality implications (e.g. positive, negative, or neutral) for people with protected characteristics (as set out in the Equality Act 2010), or people from low income groups?
  What impacts might there be and do you have any evidence of possible impacts?
	We can see no likely impact on people with protected characteristics, but as articulated in the answer to question 1, we anticipate that if method 2 were used, and the numbers capped at the current rate (i.e. based on those actually accessing loans rather than those eligible to apply for them) then this would have a negative impact on those from lower income groups were the Dance and Drama Award scheme to be abolished.


Question 7 
Do you have any other comments on the proposals within this consultation document? 

	It is clear from the proposals that the aim is to create a level playing field for alternative providers within the HE funding landscape.  We believe this to be a fair approach, but for students wishing to study on vocational degrees at drama and musical theatre schools, the funding landscape is neither clear nor fair.  
If they are accepted onto a course at one of the schools in the Conservatoire for Dance and Drama (RADA, LAMDA, Bristol Old Vic Theatre School, Circus Space and four dance schools) or to one of the Hosier Schools (Central School of Speech and Drama, Rose Bruford, LIPA) they will be eligible to apply for loans of £9,000, and the government further tops up the school via exceptional funding in recognition of the high cost of conservatoire vocational training.  
If the student is accepted at a school which has become part of a larger university, such as East 15 (University of Essex) they will also be eligible for £9,000 loans but the school receives no exceptional funding.
Students on all the above courses are also eligible to access maintenance loans and means tested maintenance grants.

If they are accepted at a school like ArtsEd, Mountview or ALRA which offers Dance and Drama Awards and whose courses are also designated for student funding, the picture is more complicated:  
· Student A is granted a Dance and Drama Award, and the student contribution to fees is capped at £1,275 (2011-12 rates).  Student A’s parental income is below a certain threshold and they are entitled to a grant for the student contribution, and further grants for maintenance.
· Student B is also granted a Dance and Drama Award, but comes from a middle income background.  They are entitled to only a partial grant for tuition fees, and no maintenance grant.  However they are not eligible to apply for a maintenance loan through the Student Loan Company, as they are not allowed to access two kinds of government funding for the same course (FE funding for fees through the DaDA, and HE funding for maintenance).  Student B therefore has to find the balance of fees and maintenance privately. 
· Student C is not awarded a DaDA, and is eligible to apply for a £6,000 loan and for maintenance loans of up to around £7,000, with partial grants available to those from the lowest income groups.   
A further group of schools including GSA (University of Surrey) and Italia Conti (University of East London) have both HEFCE and DaDA funding, so any student not awarded a DaDA can apply for £9,000 loans and the full range of maintenance loans and grants.
In this landscape it seems only fair that the cap on loans for designated courses be raised to £9,000 to match those at other HEFCE funded institutions, and alternative providers offering designated courses are allowed to sign up to access agreements with the Office for Fair Access.  Then at least the individual student can be confident that they will be able to fund their courses in the same way as their friends studying art, English Literature, or Drama.  

If all students on designated courses were eligible for loans of £9,000, with access to maintenance loans and means tested grants no student would be disadvantaged by their choice of course or their parents’ income.




Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge receipt of individual responses unless you tick the box below:

No acknowledgement necessary
At BIS we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be okay if we were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents? 

Yes    
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� Section 149(1) of the Equality Act 2010 imposes a duty on Ministers to have due regard to three specified equality matters when exercising their functions. These are: a) eliminating discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is prohibited by the Act; b) advancing equality of opportunity  between people who share a relevant protected characteristic and people who do not share it; and c) fostering good relations between people who share a relevant protected characteristic and people who do not share it. The Equality Duty covers the following protected characteristics: age, disability, gender, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief and sexual orientation. The duty to have due regard to the need to eliminate discrimination also covers marriage and civil partnerships.





