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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.)
	The Manchester College (FEC)


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? 
 

	Method 2 appears easier to apply and is more in line with the principle of Government control of investment in HE. However, it leaves open the question of students who initially do not access funding but, due to a change of circumstances during their studies, apply for funding at a later stage. This needs to be addressed.
We should note that if Method 2 is selected it will equate local applicants not accessing funding to international students (for whom there are no controls). In this case it is necessary to consider whether the destinations (progression outcomes) of these learners should be considered along with those of the local learners (i.e. those accessing funding). We feel they should not.


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)?
	Yes, we feel they should, to the extent that they are drawing down public funding for the students on these programmes. In this way the value for money they offer would be measured in the same way as all other providers.


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?  
	This depends on the reasons justifying the control of the student numbers in the first instance. If the only reason is control of public expenditure then we believe Method 2 is adequate. However we feel that there are issues related to widening participation to education and employment, including placing successful role models in under-represented communities, which should be considered when places are allocated to alternative providers.


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 do not agree that there should be any exemptions; the principle of transparency should apply to everybody claiming public funds. If this were not applied to alternative providers with small numbers there would immediately be obvious risks:

(a) alternative providers would gain an unfair benefit over other providers who have to take risks in developing new provision or supporting the delivery of valuable, but not particularly in-demand, provision (where usually small numbers occur)
(b) there would be a danger of allowing some providers to abuse the system by packaging their provision in such a way as to allow them to take advantage of the exceptions on most occasions, thus claiming public funds but not following the rules


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?
	We believe that there is a risk of negative implications for people with protected characteristics and for people from low income groups. We have alluded to this risk in our answers to questions 4 and 5. An inevitable consequence of imposing a cap on enrolment together with quality controls (ie destinations, employment outcomes etc.) would be to give providers an incentive to pick those students who fall into “easier to achieve” categories. This will have the effect of impeding the ability of disadvantaged categories of learners to gain access. We cannot see how this will not be a natural consequence of the measures unless and until these providers are required to have a social mission as a concomitant to equal treatment regarding student number controls. 


Question 7 
Do you have any other comments on the proposals within this consultation document? 
	These proposals are one element of Government policy on the role of competition in education, and we are well aware both of the Government’s position and of the ongoing debate on this subject, including the comparisons that are often made with the USA by those who have doubts about the Government’s policy. Here is not the place to rehearse that debate. However, we would urge caution that a policy with desired positive quality outcomes does not create, in reality, some of the negative consequences already seen elsewhere. David Willets, in a recently published exchange of views on this subject stated that “[choice and completion] must always be rooted in a national culture, strong institutions and a set of moral understandings.” We would go further and say that, although it is not possible to create a set of moral understandings or social commitments by legislation it is equally unrealistic to believe that they will naturally occur wherever they are needed simply by the opening up of free markets.
Examples already exist, in Greater Manchester as elsewhere, of providers in whose business plans individuals with low prior attainment simply do not feature. Opening up HE to a wider market – widening participation, in effect – is dependent on both a set of values that are not susceptible simply to market forces, and, crucially, on cost. It is Further Education institutions, through their responsiveness to learner need and proven ability to offer affordable, high-quality provision to non-traditional participants, which offer the best use of public funds in the drive to widen participation and choice in Higher Education.


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? 

Yes    



© Crown copyright 2012

You may re-use this information (not including logos) free of charge in any format or medium, under the terms of the Open Government Licence. Visit www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence, write to the Information Policy Team, The National Archives, Kew, London TW9 4DU, or email psi@nationalarchives.gsi.gov.uk.
This publication is also available on our website at www.bis.gov.uk 

Any enquiries regarding this publication should be sent to:
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills

1 Victoria Street

London SW1H 0ET

Tel: 020 7215 5000

If you require this publication in an alternative format, email enquiries@bis.gsi.gov.uk, or call 020 7215 5000.

URN 12/1292RF
� 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.





