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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.)
	London School of Business & Finance (UK) Limited
(Company limited by guarantee)

9 Holborn, London EC1N 2LL

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? 
 

	Having given consideration to the relative merits of each of the methods proposed, we are of the view Method 1 (control based on eligible students) represents, on the whole, a better approach to regulation.
Method 1 is preferred as it is better aligned (over the long term) with the policy objective of creating a more level playing field for all higher education providers. By following similar methods in the implementation of student number controls across both HEFCE-funded and Alternative providers, Method 1 would avoid creating a new, additional structural difference in the funding and regulation of HE courses in England.
It is our view that regulatory reform should be focussed on longer-term policy objectives, more than it is on short-term operational convenience.


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)?
	While we appreciate the system-wide benefits of comparable data on higher education courses being available from all providers, we are of the view that a sufficient transition period should be allowed for Alternative providers to implement required changes.
Over the long term, there are clear benefits on comparable HESA submissions across all higher education providers, as well as sector-wide participation in the Key Information Sets (through completion of the National Student Survey and Destination of Leavers in Higher Education survey). However, rapid implementation will abruptly increase the regulatory burden on Alternative Providers, and will therefore contradict the policy objective of a more level playing field. The cost implications are likely to be significant enough to restrict supply, by pushing at least some providers to withdraw from offering designated courses altogether. Therefore, our view is that a phased implantation schedule should be considered, allowing Alternative Providers sufficient time to implement required changes to data collection procedures and management information systems.


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?  
	While other methods for controlling student numbers on designated courses at Alternative Providers may be developed, we are of the view that Method 1 represents a good balance between competing policy objectives. Therefore, we have no recommendation on alternative methods.


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’? 

	We agree that providers with small number of students accessing student support shall be exempted from student number controls.
We suggest that a ‘very small’ number of students accessing student support shall be defined as fewer than 50 students. Such limit fairly balances the need to protect public finances from unexpected surges in expenditure, while encouraging all providers to offer at least some places to students accessing student support and widening, therefore, student choice.


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?
	The proposals on the whole are likely to have equality implications. Caution should be used in interpreting forward-looking statements, however, it is our view that there will be a number of positive and negative equality implications, with neutral impact as a whole.
Market research suggests that mature (24+) learners and single parents (who on the whole are more likely to be women) are often discouraged from taking up education due to constraints imposed by the traditional HE model offered by HEFCE-funded providers (e.g., rigid term timetables, instruction methods, etc.). Better regulation leading to a more level playing field for all providers is likely to encourage more Alternative Providers to offer innovative courses more suitable to learners from disadvantaged backgrounds. This positive implication, however, is also likely to be moderated by the negative equality implication of absolute restriction on supply which will be implemented as a result of the student number control. 


Question 7 
Do you have any other comments on the proposals within this consultation document? 
	No.


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

 FORMCHECKBOX 

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? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes    

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No
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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.





