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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.)
	MATTERSEY HALL COLLEGE
(Alternative Provider – Degree courses validated by Chester University))


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? 
 

	On balance, given the information available so far, we prefer Method 1.
Institutions have no final control over whether or not eligible students apply for student loans (any student accepted on to the programme who is eligible for student support has a right to claim it). In order to work within the cap using Method 2, we would need to know which students who are eligible for student finance intend to apply for it. And on that basis we would fill our quota based on those eligible who advise us that they will be applying for finance. However, if some of those who give prior indication that they will not apply for student finance change their minds that could put our numbers over the limit. In a larger institution, those who change their minds in either direction may balance out; with smaller numbers, statistical averages may not be applied so readily. Our only course would be to count every eligible student against the cap – which takes us back to Method 1. This decision might be subject, though, to an indication of whether there would be an allowed ‘margin of error; and what the penalties for oversubscription might be.
In either case, though, the implementation of this before AY 2014-15 seems unrealistic.


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)?
	Maybe – but only if any costs involved were fair and proportionate to the size of the institution. The collection and submission of data is time-consuming, and for smaller institutions, with fewer members of staff, the time taken and the costs involved are disproportionate. If institutions are expected to contribute towards HESEA’s costs those too need to be fair. There are other examples of smaller institutions being discriminated against (e.g. in the banding for QAA subscription) – any charges would need to be directly proportionate to the size of the institution.


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?  
	Any cap needs to allow for year on year fluctuations and the possibility (encouraged in the consultation document) for growth. 
We would prefer a method similar to Method 2 – but based on the maximum number of eligible students actually applying for loans over, say, the previous 3 years. That period has been suggested with regard to financial statements; & it makes sense to use the same period to determine the institution cap (since the two are very closely related). However, there would also need to be a margin of flexibility built in – something in the order of 10-20% - so there is room for natural fluctuations and for growth. 


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’? 

	In answer to the first part of the question – yes, it would make sense to exempt colleges with small numbers of students accessing student support. We would suggest that ‘small’ could be in the order of 120 (that would include our own institution – so we do declare an interest here). This figure would also correspond to those in the lowest quartile (in the figures for 2011-12, institutions with numbers of 120 or fewer take up only 23% of the total bill – including the next group would raise that to just over 25%) – which might be a less arbitrary definition of ‘small’ or even ‘very small’. Removing these institutions from the cap would reduce, significantly, the administrative costs both for the institutions and for the regulators – and would add little (certainly as a percentage of the whole student support budget) if anything at all to overall support costs.


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?
	It is difficult to see how restricting the number of students accessing awards will not have an effect on uptake of student places on all groups. Though it will affect low-income groups more – since once the cap has been reached, provision can be made for other students to access HE at their own expense.


Question 7 
Do you have any other comments on the proposals within this consultation document? 
	QAA subscription: The document indicates that QAA subscribers, as well as alternative providers that have had a recent QAA inspection for EO (the wording isn’t entirely unambiguous, but I am advised that that is the correct interpretation) satisfy the conditions for designation. We had a successful inspection by Bridge Schools Inspectorate – which might be considered at least as an interim qualification – though we are also subscribers to QAA, which means we satisfy the requirement stated in any case. However the subscription fees are such that this is anything but a level playing field. Currently, the lowest band applicable to QAA subscription is for institutions with 5000 students or fewer. For an institution with 5000 students the cost of subscription per head would therefore be around £5 per student; for an institution of 125 students, the cost is £200 per student – a huge imbalance that discriminates against smaller institutions. We are generally in support of subscription to, and regular review by, QAA – but there is a need to look at subscription charges.
Timetable: The plan to implement caps in AY 2013-14 is unrealistic. Institutions are already admitting students – without any real guidance as to what the caps may be. To go ahead with imposing the cap in AY 2013-14 there would need to be some guarantee that no sanctions will be imposed on institutions who go over the cap – unless it can be shown that the institutions have acted unreasonably to increase numbers significantly beyond what might be expected. In our view 2014-15 is a much more realistic starting point for this. This would allow time to collect and collate relevant data, and to make adjustments to budgets, etc.
Potential for growth: it is hoped that, given the very small percentage of funds that are spent on alternative HE providers, this will not become an excuse for cutting numbers. We aim to provide a high quality service, often at a significantly lower cost than publicly funded institutions, and we should be given enough flexibility at least to maintain numbers, but also to grow year on year. We trust that any cap imposed will be higher, and certainly not be less than current numbers.


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.





