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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.)
	Richmond the American International University in London 

Alternative Provider (private not for profit University)
Established in London in 1972, Richmond’s degrees are UK-recognised awards for the purposes of section 214 of the Education Reform Act 1988, currently via the Education (Recognised Awards) (Richmond The American International University in London) Order 2006.
We are a relatively small institution, but place a big emphasis on quality teaching informed by research and scholarship and on preparing our students for rewarding employment and active citizenship.    Our academic staff are well qualified (three quarters of FT Faculty hold PhDs) and we have centres of research excellence.  While, to date, the majority of our students have been from mainland Europe and overseas, we are now experiencing rapidly increasing demand from UK students.   In turn, we are exploring strategies to increase participation from our local communities in London and offer a range of scholarships in support of this, including a £3000 annual scholarship for local students from low and middle income households.   


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? 
 

	Our preference is for method 1for two reasons: 
1. to be consistent with the way in which student finance is made available and controlled amongst mainstream providers

2. as the consultation cites that this method will not commence until 2014-15, with 2013-14 as the baseline.   Given that the 2013-14 admission cycle is already well underway and will be near complete before any binding outcome of this consultation, it is already too late to adopt method 2 (which we understand would take the 2012-13 baseline and apply it to control 2013-14 intake)

Having said this, it should be noted that because of the nature of our student population, which includes a high proportion of European students, a relatively high % of eligible students choose not to seek SFE funding.   

  


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)?
	We are happy to submit data and to participate in the KIS. We already provide a partial KIS (live on Unistats from autumn 2012) and have been in discussion with HESA to submit a reduced student return (specified by HESA), aimed at alternative providers, in Autumn 2013.
We have three concerns however:

1. That the outcome of this consultation may be that we are required to provide a HESA return to a different specification and/or timescale to that currently under discussion; the impression is that different agencies associated with UK HE (BIS, HESA and QAA) may be launching parallel initiatives concerning HESA – as a result of this consultation, we have decided to put on hold all work on a HESA return until a single clear way forward is announced.

2. For alternative providers as a whole, given the work involved, it would be impractical to now require a HESA return before autumn 2014
3. That HESA may only hold data which has a legitimate defined purpose: given that much of the current student return content is determined by the needs of statutory customers who are not Richmond stakeholders, we would expect to submit a significantly reduced return (in line with the specification already provided to us by HESA).


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?  
	We would suggest three modifications or alternatives:

If support-eligible students at alternative providers are to continue to be limited to a £6000 tuition fee loan, any headcount control value should be multiplied by a factor of 1.5 to give parity with mainstream providers (i.e. our students are less of a drain on the public purse and therefore we should be permitted relatively  more of them) 

To develop this model further, it might therefore be more worthwhile to control not student numbers but rather the total cash value of the first year of SFE funding to students at each provider
This could be further developed so that administration of the loans and grants system is then delegated directly to the alternative provider.  E.g. each provider is given a fixed pot of state student support funding and may allocate this to students via a pre-agreed process and criteria, with the provider free to also offer unfunded places beyond this without constraint 


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 agree that there should be an exemption and suggest that this is set at 250 students, measure as eligible annual intake.

In arriving at this figure both provider size and the trajectory of student choice and demand should be considered, not least as the consultation document has the objective of creating “A dynamic system, responsive to student demand “.  Richmond provides a distinct alternative to mainstream UK provision, based on small class sizes, high contact hours and integral internships, provided to students with a wide range of entry qualifications.   The teaching-intensive approach provided at Richmond is notably successful at accommodating students with modest entry qualifications, who would not otherwise have the opportunity to access this style of delivery, who then progress to rewarding careers or PG study at leading Universities. 
As with other alternative providers, Richmond has only been a viable option for support-eligible students since the changes to the tuition fee and funding regime in 2012 created more of a level playing field with mainstream providers, who in effect came into line with our £9,000 tuition fee at the same time as our support-eligible students were able for the first time to borrow a substantial part of their tuition fees via SFE, if, regrettably, not the whole £9,000.  As a result of these changes and reflecting student demand for what we offer, UCAS applications for Richmond have doubled in the last two years (UK domicile alone +160%), at a time when applications to the sector as a whole fell by 8% (UCAS figures 2013 vs. 2011 cycle as at 13/1/2013).  Our base numbers for student support shown in the consultation document are small, but it would certainly not be responsive to student demand if our future support-eligible student numbers were capped at anything like our current level.  Nor as a small provider would we wish to have to deal with the administrative burden and planning uncertainty associated with an annual bidding process for small numbers of additional places.  
Thus, response to demand from support-eligible students for places at alternative providers has not been measurable on a level playing field until the last year or so, compared to mainstream providers who were well-established in the admission of state-supported students before MASN, contract range measures or current SNC were introduced.  We suggest therefore that alternative providers with an eligible intake below 250 should remain exempt from SNC.  This will provide an element of elasticity in responding to student demand, without exposing public finances to a high level of additional load or small alternative providers to the workload of an annual bidding round.   
Obviously, via HEFCE, BIS is responsible for the proper allocation of funded student numbers across the sector, whilst some small alternative providers may continue to fall well below the 250 threshold.  Therefore, we propose that each exempt provider is required to simply inform HEFCE what its planned eligible intake will be for the following year, so that numbers can be reallocated elsewhere if necessary.          




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?
	Richmond (like most other alternative providers) does not receive direct funding from any state agency and is almost wholly dependent on tuition fee income.  At the moment we are able to admit everyone we assess as capable of benefitting from our programmes, backed up by a generous and recently introduced scholarship system for those from households with low and even middle incomes.  However, if we were limited to a very small number of support-eligible students, who in turn represented only a tiny proportion of the actual intake otherwise achievable from such students, simple financial survival would dictate that we could only admit those students able to pay our tuition fees in full and without financial support from ourselves.  Similarly, if SNC led to a considerable mis-match between demand for our programmes and available places, it is virtually inevitable that (as is the case at selective mainstream providers) we would only admit support-eligible students with the highest level of qualification.  Given that, as a group, people with certain protected characteristics may have lower than average levels of entry qualification, introduction of SNC may thus have equality implications in terms of the ability of a diverse student body to continue to access our particular mode of delivery and student experience.  Having said this, the scenario will be avoided providing individual institutional SNC and exemptions from SNC are set high enough to reflect alternative providers’ recent entry into the market for support-eligible students and the immediate trajectory of such student demand for places at alternative providers.                        


Question 7 
Do you have any other comments on the proposals within this consultation document? 
	We would ask that, in the interests of providing a level playing field within UK HE and not disadvantaging students who wish to attend alternative providers, the following accompany the introduction of SNC at Alterative Providers (“APs”):

· that support-eligible students at APs are able to access tuition fee loans to the same maximum value as their contemporaries attending mainstream providers (i.e. £9000 rather than the current £6000 cap);
· that categories of student not counted against SNC are the same for APs as they are for mainstream providers (e.g. ABB, ELQ, Foundation Degree  etc) ;
· that a mechanism is provided whereby APs may easily increase their SNC year on year in timely fashion in line with student demand.

We also have some concerns as to the conduct of this consultation.  According to our records, we were neither invited to respond to the consultation, nor to attend a consultation event in London.  While we understand that an e-mail alert to the consultation was sent to institutional SFE operational contacts, these are often relatively junior staff.  It would have been preferable to have contacted the CEO of each provider in writing, with invitations both to respond to the consultation and to attend the consultation event, given proposals which have such substantial and immediate impact on student choice and institutional mission.      
 


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

X 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? 

X 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.





