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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.)
	Luther King House Educational Trust
Alternative Provider – HE and FE


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? 
 

	We would give general support to Method 2. A number who study at Luther King House are mature students following vocational courses, who either access alternative sources of funding (e.g. their sponsoring church) or make a personal choice not to access money from the SLC. We believe it would be unjust if a control on numbers prevented other bodies sponsoring and financing education for those it then wishes to employ. 


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)?
	Though we do not object to providing such data, HESA needs to understand that its interpretation when applied to an institution such as Luther King House could prove highly misleading. 
· The majority of our students are preparing for vocational work with church and community organisations. Their future employment prospects are deliberately narrow, and in this sector will be dependent on particular factors that do not relate to the degree course as such.

· Many students following such courses do not expect the kind of salary levels anticipated by other graduates, but are motivated by different hopes and expectations.

· Luther King House deliberately admits mature students from minority ethnic communities and from poorer backgrounds, some of whom were failed by the education system in earlier life. Their level of achievement will be significant, enabling significant wider participation in the HE sector – but it will often be less than that of others. Providing comparative information in such situations becomes very difficult.

· Numbers of students at Luther King House are small, with many studying part-time, and this adds to the problems of providing comparative benchmarking.

In addition, there is a cost involved in providing such data, and so it would greatly assist to have designated help and assistance from 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?  
	No. However, it would be important that there is genuine responsiveness within the system as set out in 2.2.14.


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’? 

	Yes. In view of the fact that 23 responses is deemed to be too small for inclusion in the NSS (National Student Survey), we would propose that a sensible starting point would be to declare that any institution with less than 25 claiming students should be deemed ‘very small’. Further, when determining number of students we would propose that those solely in receipt of DSA should be excluded since it is often the case that students do not declare disabilities until after accepting an offer or starting their course of study.


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 there are potential equality implications and that every effort should be made to ensure there are no negative consequences. There should be proper recognition of institutions, such as Luther King House, who invest their own resources in order to be able to support disabled students and BME students who are often from low income backgrounds. This means:
· Ensuring DSA does not form part of any calculation of grant and loan funding. 

· Actively encouraging widening participation, perhaps by offering additional numbers able to attend and access funding.
· Recognising that AAB proposals allowing unrestricted recruitment adversely impact on those institutions which select students who do not have traditional entry qualifications.




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

	We welcome the suggestion that any quality assurance review process would be ‘proportionate’ (1.3.9) and that very small providers might face only a ‘lighter-touch level of regulation’ (1.3.15). However, we would draw the attention of the Department to the fact that Luther King House is already inspected by the University of Manchester to QAA standards as part of the arrangements for collaborative provision, and that this includes FSMG checks. In such circumstances, we would suggest that no further assessment is needed.
There should be specific proposals that encourage institutions to provide access to HE for those students from disadvantaged backgrounds. 




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    
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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.





