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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.)

	
UNIVERSITY OF BUCKINGHAM

The University is an HEI and an Alternative Provider.

The University of Buckingham is a conventional not-for-profit university with degree awarding powers under Royal Charter since 1983. It is a member of UUK and audited by QAA, but is independent of HEFCE funding. It is regulated by the Charities Commission. It subscribes to HESA and the OIA and participates in the National Student Survey (NSS), Destination of Leavers in HE (DLHE) survey. In addition, it participates voluntarily in the Postgraduate Taught Experience Survey (PTES) and Postgraduate Research Survey (PRES). The University offers two-year undergraduate degrees with a four-term academic year.

The University has headed the NSS for the past seven years. Its success is based on high quality teaching in small groups. The University is also proud of its research and has discussed with HEFCE the possibility that it might make a submission to the REF in 2018/2020.

In its earlier years, the majority of students were from overseas, but since home students have had access to student loans their number has grown. Home students now make up about half the student body.

The two-year degree is socially progressive because it is so cost effective for students, although they are disadvantaged by the fact that they cannot access the same total loan as those studying for a three year degree (see 7 [3] below).

As part of its charitable obligations, the University gives an automatic bursary to all students who qualify for the government maintenance grant. From September 2013 it will also offer a bursary to local students who wish to save money by living at home. 
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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]
The University strongly favours Method 1, which would put alternative providers on the same footing as HEFCE funded universities.

As the HE landscape has changed, and in the current economic climate, we are seeing an increase in the proportion of eligible students taking up loans, as well as an increase in applications from local students of limited means saving money by living at home. Method 1 allows the flexibility for such students to access student loans. Method 2, which is based on previous patterns of uptake of loans, would, we feel, work against equality of access, particularly to those from low income groups.


The University also believes that Method 1 provides for greater consistency in the treatment of all Higher Education providers in England.
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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 University supports the principle of openness and transparencyand the provision of accurate information to prospective students. It has engaged voluntarily with the external regulatory framework – including Institutional Reviews by QAA – since 2002. It has been making HESA Returns since 2005 so is aware of the additional burden this can place on a small institution. Therefore, any requirement on Alternative Providers to prepare HESA data should be proportionate – with the possibility of a partial Return. The University believes that participation in the KIS (and the NSS and DLHE) should be voluntary. For very small institutions, these activities require a disproportionately high level of resourcing, whilst publication thresholds frequently preclude the results from being published. 
The University acknowledges that the HESA Student Return may provide a means of monitoring student numbers under Method 1. It welcomes the opportunity for APs who submit data to HESA to benefit from the high grades policy enabling unrestricted recruitment of ABB+ students.
The University supports the principle that all institutions in receipt of student loans should subscribe to an appropriate form of quality assurance and welcomes the statement that QAA is developing the detail of a proportionate quality assurance review process for Alternative Providers with a lighter touch regime for very small providers.  
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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?  
	
Whichever of the two methods is used to control student numbers, the University supports the proposal set out under 2.2.14 and believes it is essential that provision is made in the regulations for an institution’s reasonable growth and that there should be an opportunity to submit a strategy for such growth. While the University understands government’s need to control the number of students in receipt of public finance in alternative providers, many of these alternative providers need to grow to survive, albeit in a controlled way. Sometimes there will be step changes (as opposed to steady year on year growth – with the opening of a new Faculty or Department, for example), and it is vital that such developments remain possible without cutting back existing provision. 



The University further believes that any cap should be on the on the total amount of student loan funding available to an institution, rather than on the number of home students. In other words, once the permitted allocation has been taken up, alternative providers should be allowed to continue to recruit students on to designated courses on the understanding that those who apply after the institution’s quota has been used will not be eligible for loans.
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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’? 
	
See (3) above. The University supports the principle that very small, charitable, not for profit providers (with a commensurately low uptake of student loans) should be exempted from student number controls (e.g. fewer than 100 students or loans totalling less than £1million per annum).The University believes that the regulatory burden for very small providers should be proportionate.



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.] 
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See (2) above. It is the University’s experience that current conditions in the HE sector and in the wider economy are resulting in more students needing to access student loans. If alternative providers are to offer equality of access, it is important that controls are based on the number of eligible students rather than on the number who have previously taken up loans.  

There is also the possibility that number controls will impact on applicants with protected characteristics which might have affected their entry qualifications: an institution is likely to give priority to more highly qualified applicants if there are number controls on those eligible for loans.
 



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

	
1. The University believes that implementing number controls on student loans in September 2013 is impractical. 

· The main UCAS application round (our chief entry route for UK students) has now closed. The majority of offers for September 2013 have already been made, and many more will be made over the next two months, and cannot be withdrawn if conditions are met. So any cap would now be retrospective and inequitable.

· For sizeable institutions which offer a large number of courses (Buckingham offers over eighty undergraduate courses), the business of applying for course designation and approval by BIS/SLC is not going to be achieved over night. Students need to know they are eligible for loans before accepting places – and students are already accepting places at alternative providers (and by implication turning down others) for September 2013. Moreover some students accepted deferred places through UCAS a year ago (on the understanding that they would be eligible for loans), and it would be unfair to disappoint and disadvantage them at this stage. 

· Applicants for September 2013 believe that they have applied for designated courses and that they will automatically qualify for loans under present arrangements. It would be embarrassing for institutions, and for Government, if this turns out not to be the case. There is the likelihood that applicants will not select an alternative provider as first choice (the UCAS deadline is in May) if there is any doubt about the availability of loans. This would have potentially catastrophic consequences for alternative providers in an already difficult market.


2. The University suggests that where alternative providers, like Buckingham, are already fully reviewed by QAA, courses leading to an undergraduate degree should be automatically designated for student support. Indeed, to decide otherwise would lead to an uneven and unfair playing field, rather than the level playing field which is the aim of the proposals.

Furthermore, although the University of Buckingham already complies fully with the same regulatory framework as HEFCE-funded HEIs (QAA, HESA, NSS, DLHE, KIS, OIA), and has to fulfil its obligations to the Charity Commission, UK students wishing to study here may  access only a maximum loan of £6,000 rather than the £9,000 available to students at HEFCE-funded HEIs.

3. The University believes that the current system of student loans for alternative providers, where the loan is per annum rather than per course, is unfair to providers of two-year degrees. In itself a two-year degree is cheaper for the student than the equivalent three-year degree because of lower tuition fees and living costs, and should therefore promote wider access. However students from poorer homes cannot access these cheaper degrees: their loan entitlement for two years at an alternative provider (tuition fee and full maintenance loan, excluding maintenance grant) is limited to £23,000. If they study for three years at an alternative provider, their entitlement is £34,500 (with no increase in tuition fee, but a further year’s living costs). If they study for three years at a publicly-funded institution, their entitlement is up to £43,500. (All figures for providers outside London.) 
 



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|_|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: Check13]x Yes    		|_| No
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