Response from
The Association of Business Executives
To
Applying student number controls to alternative providers with designated courses
Consultation


Question 1: Respondent details
Name of organisation:

The Association of Business Executives (ABE)

What type of organisation is it? (e.g. Alternative Provider, HEI, FEC, Regulatory Body etc.)

A company limited by guarantee which operates as an examination and membership body. ABE is recognised by Ofqual as an Awarding Organisation. It does not teach its qualifications directly; instead it accredits a network of private and public sector colleges to deliver them.


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?

While the issue is not currently of direct relevance to ABE as it is not an alternative provider, ABE would propose that Method 1 ‘Control based on eligible students’ is the best option. This is because it is closest to the current system.


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 one can sympathise with trying to treat all education providers equally in order to ensure a level playing field, and that those in receipt of government funding should operate to the same rules, in practice it would result in additional costs (as touched on in the Consultation document). These could be an unfair burden on alternative providers who are generally small organisations with fewer resources. Indeed it could lead to alternative providers deciding that it is not worth the cost and hassle of complying with the requirements and so student choice will be restricted as a result.


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?

[bookmark: _GoBack]ABE would question why does there need to be a limit? While one can acknowledge the funding implications, it would open the market for qualifications up to a much more competitive environment and thereby make further education more accessible to a broader range of people who were not currently able to access it. However, ABE can also accept that there would be potential risks from fraud, mis-selling, increased drop-out etc. as well which would need to be managed.


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’?
ABE agrees that there should be an exemption from student number controls for alternative providers with small numbers accessing student support. We would suggest that anything under 100 students is defined as small as that would roughly equate to one class of 33 students for each of three years and so would be appropriate as it is essentially a single course.


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?

ABE does not think that applying student number controls will have any equality implications although increased availability will obviously help broaden access from less well represented groups.


Question 7: Do you have any other comments on the proposals within this consultation document?

Student Loan Company (SLC) funding is currently tied to designated courses at designated providers. However, this only covers a limited proportion of providers of honour’s degree level (hereby defined as QCF Level 6) qualifications. These other providers are the Ofqual recognised Awarding Organisations with their associated networks of tuition providers (which are generally private and publicly owned colleges).

A level 6 qualification from an Awarding Organisation does not currently receive SLC funding as only degree level qualifications are eligible. However, there are numerous students studying for such equally valid qualifications (ABE is not aware of the precise number). This is unfair as it treats a qualification from a university differently to another qualification at the same academic level when the subject (e.g. business management) can be the same. Thus two students studying essentially the same level of qualification are not treated equally as those studying for the degree version will receive funding. 

Moreover if a student studies, for example, for two years at an Awarding Organisation’s tuition provider followed by a final year (a ‘top-up’) at a university (that accepts the qualification for entry at that stage) instead of three years at university, then the student will save a significant amount on the cost of their degree qualification, but they will not be able to receive any funding for the it. Hence not only are some students getting funding as opposed to others, but they are paying more for the privilege (and the UK’s student loan liability is correspondingly higher).

If loans were more widely available then it would be appropriate to ensure that they should just be for courses which have particular relevance and benefit to the needs of the country and will lead directly to jobs.

Therefore if SLC funding was available to anyone who wanted to study for a level 6 qualification, irrespective of whether or not it was a degree, then:

(1) The choice and range of study options for qualifications would be increased, (with the associated quality and other such benefits from the stimulus of competition), and

(2) The costs of obtaining a qualification would be lower (and so more people could study and obtain qualifications with all the accompanying benefits to the economy).

Finally as SLC funding is currently available for HNC and HND, which are below level 6, there is surely a case for allowing qualifications from level 4 (i.e. university year 1) and upwards from recognised Awarding Organisations to also be eligible to receive funding. This would help ensure the development with a level playing field between education providers with the associated stimulus to quality, prices and access from increased competition.
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