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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 Hull



[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]
Method 1 is preferred because it most closely resembles the method currently in place for
publicly-funded providers.  

There is, in our view, no justification for a more lenient approach being enjoyed by alternative providers.
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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 Government’s stated intention is to create a ‘level playing field’ and reduce (where feasible) the anomalies in the way different types of institution are treated.  Alternative providers should be required to comply with the statutory returns to HEFCE and HESA for designated courses in line with all publicly-funded providers.  This should include HESES, HESA, KIS, NSS and DLHE.

Alternative providers should be held accountable for the quality of designated course provision in exactly the same way as publicly-funded providers, in the interests of protecting the student experience and public funds. 

We strongly support public sector responsibilities, most notably concerning Freedom of Information, equality and procurement, also being required of alternative providers in order to ensure a level playing field.
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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?  
	
No, the approach should mirror (as closely as possible) the method applied for publicly-funded institutions as explained in response to Q2.



[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’? 
	
The threshold for student number control should be set at ‘greater than 10 students’.  This would exclude 29 providers based on 2011/12 data. It is noted that, historically, a number of FE Colleges have delivered very small proportions of HE within the existing regulatory framework

It is, however, accepted that the administrative burden could not be justified for 10 or fewer students.





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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 We have no evidence which would support a response to this question.



Question 7 
Do you have any other comments on the proposals within this consultation document? 
	
The extension of Student Number Control (SNC) to alternative providers is welcomed on the important condition that there is no consequent impact on the SNC quota for publicly-funded institutions.  Student places should not be reduced further in publicly-funded institutions to create the quota for alternative providers. This would be creating an artificial market ignoring the demand for public sector places from students.  The existing cap on entrants with qualifications below ABB+ for 2013 is expected to result in well qualified students missing out on university places because of the risk of institutions exceeding SNC.  Competition for good students with qualifications above the threshold will again be strong in 2013.  Many institutions are likely to experience a reduction in this population which cannot be offset by taking in additional students below the threshold if all the SNC places have already been filled. This might prove to be an unintended consequence of Government reforms adopted at great pace.





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
|_|
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]|_| Yes    		|_| X No
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