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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.)

	
The International College of Oriental Medicine UK Ltd “ICOM”, founded in 1972.

We are an “Alternative Provider” offering a BSc Hons degree in Acupuncture, with an onsite teaching clinic that serves the local community.  Working with universities since 2000, our degree programme is validated by the University of Greenwich and accredited by the British Acupuncture Accreditation Board.  
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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]
Our experience is that almost all of eligible students access loan funding; the overall number has continued to rise over recent years and particularly so during the recent economic downturn. Both methods of control are not attractive to small providers due to their rigidity.  However if a control is imposed then we have a preference for Method 1 which should be more transparent and easier to administrate.  We would however seek clarification that the limit imposed is a limit only on the number of students eligible to access loan funding and not an absolute limit on student numbers themselves. This is clearly stated in the consultation document section 2.1.1 but elsewhere is not so clear, for example in section 2.2.1

As the consultation paper acknowledges, there must also be an accommodation for expansion of numbers as time progresses.  If not, growth will be stifled at the expense of narrowing, rather than widening participation, a key aspect of higher education provision.
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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]
98% of our students are mature, with an average age of mid thirties and so they do not fit with the national graduate profile participating in the KIS.  In choosing to study acupuncture most have made a career change or want to re-train after a gap in education or work.  Nearly all of our graduates become self-employed acupuncture practitioners, in a variety of practice settings.  They are equipped with the basic business practice skills ready to set up in practice but due to the vocational nature of the programme it would not necessarily be research meaningful to accumulate data from such small numbers of self employed people.  We track our own graduates using lower level tools, in order to inform our programme delivery.
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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?  
	
The inflexibility of either method is of great concern for small providers.  For example, in a lower recruiting academic year there is a risk that the cap would be reduced.  Since our student numbers are already relatively very low (at under 150) then any further reduction would be detrimental to the viability of the college.  

What feels more just would be if either the numbers are averaged over, say, a five year period or that any “unused” number due to under-recruitment in one year can be rolled over into the next year.
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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’? 
	
ICOM very strongly agrees.  The question is twofold:

1. Quality Assurance processes. Due to evidence based research and other trials its validity as a health profession is becoming more and more widespread and accepted.  

The lead professional body, the British Acupuncture Council (BAcC), support a robust quality assurance and rigorous degree training programme for students through their educational arm, the British Acupuncture Accreditation Board (BAAB), which confers accreditation.  There are less than 10 fully accredited such programmes in the UK. Our college works with local hospitals and Macmillan centres, offers renowned continuing professional development (CDP) and advanced professional practice opportunities. 

In addition our programme is scrutinised by external examiners twice a year and undergoes validation events and continual quality assurance monitoring by our university partner, who is in turn closely monitored by the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA).  To duplicate the whole assurance process by yet another QAA process is not required.  

2. Viability.  Imposing student number controls on small or very small providers such as ours runs the risk of low numbers of students taking up places due to lack of funding, thereby limiting this form of training and closing down options for students in the future. This will lead to the loss of employment opportunities and a fundamental change to an area of the health sector. We believe than a small HEI with fewer than 200 students should be defined as “very small” and therefore exempt.




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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It is difficult to measure the impact of withdrawing student loan access to people with protected characteristics apart from the obvious disadvantage of any accompanying reduction in Disability Funding which would probably entirely preclude them from being able to afford to study.  

The government has put several initiatives in place to widen participation for all social groups. For lower income groups it is our experience that the application of number controls will severely limit the number of students embarking upon the programme.  From the outset, it is clear that more than half of prospective candidates will only seriously consider studying if they are eligible for loan funding and so they would be very adversely affected if the controls are imposed on small providers.




Question 7 
Do you have any other comments on the proposals within this consultation document? 
	
It is of course vital to ensure that all educational provision is subject to rigorous and demanding scrutiny.

Acupuncture training provision is a specialist area; the handful of accredited institutions are providing high quality education and training, continually developing and refining programme curricula and delivery in order to meet the needs of the widest participation possible.  

The government itself has recognised this in deciding not to push for statutory regulation for the acupuncture profession because they concluded that the standards set by the BAAB were more than satisfactory.  It is likely that the profession will come under the auspices of the Professional Standards Authority for Health and Social Care.

Through continual demanding scrutiny by both our University partner, the University of Greenwich, and our professional partner, the BAAB, the highest possible standards of training and education are already in place and monitored.  Our degree programme is very challenging; there is no need for yet further processes or duplication of current ones.  We invite those who think otherwise to examine our current quality assurance systems to look for any perceived “gaps” or weaknesses before looking to impose other measures.

For small providers to undergo the QAA process separately, and in duplication, the cost is prohibitive. 




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: Check13]|X| Yes    		|_| No
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