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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.)
	I am responding on behalf of Belfast Bible College (BBC). BBC have courses validated by The University of Cumbria.  
We are a Theological College, and as such are an alternative Provider, and a Listed Body.


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 would, we think, be preferable, as smaller institutions (and most of the listed bodies are smaller) would struggle to manage the extended regulatory systems demanded by method 1.  A further concern about Method 1 is that is relies on data as to the number of eligible students rather than actual take up.  We have a high number of eligible students who in fact never take up the student loan because their fees are being paid by their sponsoring church, a mission organisation, or from personal funds..  So for a CAP using this method to be equitable and accurate it would need to take into account % of update of eligible students at each institution which might add another level of unnecessary complexity to the system.
Other concerns about both methods would be yet another subscription required (to HESA) for collecting and analysing data if the ABB policy is included.  Indications are that the fee would be “proportionate” but there is no indication of what this would be.

A category of fewer than 500 students would be advisable – there is a great deal of difference between a provider with say 300 students and one with 1,000.

In terms of accuracy of data there won’t be much difference for us in method 1 or 2 in that they are both based upon data from the autumn before admissions next September.  Because we are outside the UCAS system we do not (or could not) have the same information about applications for the following academic year by the end of the Autumn before.  Eligibility for student loans is not something we ask about on application forms currently and therefore we don’t have that information for applicants so far for 2013-14.

In your response could you advise how the cap is administered (how universities ascertain eligibility from applications) where as an alternative provider we again do not have to work to an UCAS deadline for applications i.e. we continue to receive applications all year.  In a university where 90% of undergraduate students are eligible applying a cap simply means applying a single overall admissions limit.  For us this would not be the case since we are dealing with a small number of students.  If in June we have reached our CAP of eligible students and then we receive 15 more applications in July and August of which 10 would be eligible for student loans, they all meet our admissions criteria and we have space on the programme for them – legally how can we refuse down?

However, we recognise the need for an agreed processes for adjusting student number controls to allow for a measure of institutional growth and change.


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)?
	The student number question is the key one.  Where alternative providers are comparable in size with universities that are recognised bodies then the same data requirements should be expected.  However, many of the alternative providers, though of high quality, are narrower in scope and therefore smaller in number that universities, and so the demands of HESA and the NSS would be onerous, and out of proportion to their institutional scale.  


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?  
	Given the fact that student numbers at alternative providers compose a very small part of the overall HE student provision (less than 1%, according to Annex A of the November Consultation] then the concern should be to manage unrestricted growth, rather than numbers per se.  This would seem to suggest that  (a) number controls should apply to only those institutions large enough to be seen as ‘significant’ (over 1000 students, as this is the threshold for university status, would seem a logical figure) and then (b) access for smaller institutions to these funds would be restricted by the more carefully applied designation framework, which would give assurance that funds are directed to bona fide listed bodies. 


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’? 

	As noted above, cumbersome regulatory structures could easily exclude small providers, which has not been the stated intention of BiS.  A logical point for controls to engage would seem to be  at that point where institutions approach the critical number where university status can be awarded: 1000 students.  Though this would currently include only 3 of 110 providers, it would currently cover some 42% of all such loans, and safeguard against the sudden growth of for-profit institutions. However, small institutions should still be required to show the marks of quality.


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?
	In our circumstances this measure may unfairly discriminate against younger students since they are most likely to be eligible for a student loan and will be capped whilst our older students most of whom have had previous careers and loans or grants therefore will never qualify and therefore would not be capped. 

A large percentage of faith-related validated colleges (Christian, Jewish, Islamic) are listed bodies, and many are included in the list of alternative providers in Annex A of the Consultation.  If student number controls were applied in such a way as to make it impossible for students from such niche providers to access student finance (because of the economies of scale) then this would certainly run counter to the goal of widening access and promoting equality, and affect those in the ‘protected characteristics’ heading of ‘religion or belief’ (Equality Act, 2010).


Question 7 
Do you have any other comments on the proposals within this consultation document? 
	The review of designation procedures is welcome (and the requirement of validation), since there appear to be courses currently designated which are not in any way academically validated, and which are neither recognised bodies or listed bodies. 
We welcome the recognition, at various points in the consultation document, that the treatment of small providers (2.3) must be considered by these new regulatory systems.  They will be adversely affected if there is not a significantly ‘lighter touch’ applied: costs should reflect student numbers, and not simply be a slightly-reduced bottom line (as was the case with QAA ERO adjustments).
We would encourage the consultation to give greater attention to the distinction between profit and not-for-profit organisations, rather than the current distinction between so-called public (HEFCE-funded) and private, which is increasingly blurred (as much of the academic literature on this topic recognises).  The charitable sector should not be lumped together with the for-profit sector.




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.





