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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 
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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.)

	College of Integrated Chinese Medicine

Alternative provider



[bookmark: _Toc222902185][bookmark: _Toc287009290]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? 
 
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]We firmly oppose control in the first place for reasons we will outline below. If there is to be control, we have a marked preference for Method 1. Not all of our students avail themselves of Student Loans and Method 1 appears to facilitate the management of our student intake better than Method 2.

The consultation document clearly states in 2.1.1 that providers are able to offer places to students beyond the limit set if the student is not seeking a Student Loan. This is not clearly stated in 2.2.1  however.
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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)?
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]The main issue for us here is that you are not really comparing ‘like with like.’ The average age of our students is 35 and we accept virtually no school leavers. Most of our students are looking to make a career change or to get back to work after taking time off to bring up a family, having been made redundant or taking early retirement. Once qualified many become self-employed and a significant number become part-time acupuncture practitioners as they still need to look after home and family or have other commitments.

Therefore we do not feel that the Key Information Set, which is designed for University leavers at a very different stage in their lives, is appropriate.
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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?  
	As a small provider we are concerned that both methods will be inflexible. If we had a low intake one year then we run the risk of being capped at a low number for consecutive years. As classes are relatively small we think any cap is inappropriate.  If there had to be a cap we would prefer it that the student numbers are averaged over a number of years.



[bookmark: _Toc222902188][bookmark: _Toc287009293]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’? 
	Yes we agree that there should be exemption for providers with a small number of students accessing student support.  There is no doubt at all that these requirements are not viable for ‘small’ or ‘very small’ providers.

The cost of an extra QAA visit and the work entailed in such a visit would place an intolerable burden on small providers.

Our acupuncture course is validated by Kingston University who carry out rigorous quality assurance procedures. The College’s course is also accredited by the British Acupuncture Accreditation Board. This Board has an international reputation for its rigour. 

The QAA inspection would be an unnecessary duplication and would mean that we have quality assurance checks carried out by three separate bodies.

We think that an institution with fewer than 250 students accessing student support should be defined as “very small”. If a provider has student numbers below this level the financial burden will be excessive. This would lead to ‘very small’ providers going out of business leading to a loss of employment and opportunities for mature students who wish to re-train after redundancy, unemployment or after bringing up a family.



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?[footnoteRef:1]  What impacts might there be and do you have any evidence of possible impacts? [1:  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.] 

	[bookmark: _Toc222902189][bookmark: _Toc287009294]People from low-income groups are heavily dependent on the Student Loans system. If numbers are capped there will be a significant number of people who will be denied access to HE and the ability to learn a skill that can provide them with work opportunities that might not otherwise be available. Acupuncture continues to grow in acceptance and popularity in the UK and as a result of Student Loans an increasing number of students with low incomes now have the chance to retrain as acupuncturists. 



Question 7 
Do you have any other comments on the proposals within this consultation document? 
	We strongly believe that the current processes are extremely robust and are not in need of changing. Our validating university, Kingston, ensures that the College is compliant with QAA standards. An additional inspection from the QAA would be financially extremely hard to bear and counter to this government’s stated aim of reducing regulation and ‘red tape’ where possible.

The government recently decided not to implement statutory regulation for the acupuncture profession as the high standards set by the British Acupuncture Accreditation Board were already sufficient.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Instead the profession is likely to come under the auspices of the Professional Standards Authority for Health and Social Care. Instead of introducing a new bureaucratic process, we believe that a combination of the validating University’s existing quality assurance measures combined with accreditation by a body registered with the Professional Standards Authority for Health and Social Care to be more than sufficient.

These new proposals are unnecessary and unwieldy.




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:
Please acknowledge this reply
X|_|

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? 
[bookmark: Check12][bookmark: Check13]X|_| Yes    		|_| No
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