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Applying Student Number Controls to Alternative Providers with Designated Courses. Response form submitted by Greenwich School of Management (GSM London)
Founded in 1973 and a QAA Subscriber, Greenwich School of Management (GSM London) is an Alternative Provider (AP) with a widening access policy. The School specialises in the provision of employment-orientated undergraduate degree programmes for young people. 

GSM London is one of, if not the largest, AP of designated undergraduate programmes with London based sites in Greenwich, Greenford and London Bridge. Through private investment, the 95,000 square foot Greenford site has recently been acquired and the School is hopeful that numbers will steadily grow over the next few years, bringing educational opportunity and employment to this area of London. Indeed, with tuition fees of £6000 per annum, the School’s degree programmes are attractive to the less well-off young people living with their parents in the Greenford and Ealing areas. 

The Greenwich site, with its annex in London Bridge, is an exemplar of what is expected at Greenford. It is a specialist teaching Higher Education (HE) college with a long history of good academic achievement for home-based low-income London students seeking to improve their lives and career prospects with an affordable quality degree programme. We recognise that employability, while important to all students, is absolutely essential to the social mobility of our undergraduates. We have therefore focused on offering degree programmes with a greater prospect of employment after graduation and have built a cross-campus careers and employability service. Our strategy is to bring our students together with an increasing number of industrial contacts and to support our students and local SME’s in their entrepreneurial endeavours. 

The GSM London response to this BIS consultation is particularly supportive of the new criteria for designation proposed by BIS as it will ensure high standards of provision in the AP sector and level the playing field with the publically funded sector. However, there is considerable unease over the potential for future growth. This is of course a concern for us, having invested heavily in our new Greenford site; however there is also a broader issue relating to economies of scale and the benefits to downward pressure on fees. If BIS is to ensure that APs are able to provide credible competition for traditional providers it is vitally important that a viable growth policy is instantiated along with the number controls policy for APs. 

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.)
	Greenwich School of Management (GSM London) is an Alternative Provider (AP).


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? 
	GSM welcomes BIS’ intentions to increase choice for students by ensuring that all higher education (HE) providers are able to compete on a level playing field.   In order for a competitive market to function and to encourage investment in the market, long-term confidence and security around growth must be provided.

It is crucial that any student number controls brought in provide for a sufficient level of growth to nourish the young and very small AP sector (approximately 1.6% of the designation domain), so that continued investment can be justified and students may continue to benefit from the advantages we offer.

The consultation refers to a ‘dynamic system, responsive to student demand’, which we would be supportive of, as we recognise that the quality, choice and value we offer are drivers of that demand.  The detail of the dynamic system is therefore vital, and without this detail it is not possible to extend full support of any method for controlling student numbers.  

However, the proposed Method 1 is very similar to the present number control system operated in the publicly-funded sector; therefore its introduction would seem to be a step toward levelling the playing field for alternative and traditional providers.  Method 1 also has more stringent quality assurance requirements than Method 2, and would help ensure that only bona fide colleges engage with the designation system. This would protect against possible unregulated HND provision, something that GSM London is very wary of due to the damage it could cause to the reputation of the AP sector.

Method 1 also recognises the role that APs have to play in controlling their own student numbers, something GSM London has experience in as a mature organisation, and allows for a more achievable and realistic timeframe for implementation.  

GSM London would therefore be supportive of Method 1, provided that any student number controls brought in provide for a sufficient level of growth to justify continued investment in the sector and allow APs to benefit from the same economies of scale that are open to traditional HEIs. Not simply growth based upon self-funding students, but a robust growth policy within the eligibility-pool, i.e. for students seeking SLC funding. 

GSM London proposes the following AP-growth scenario as a method of enabling competition in the HE sector to thrive, to the benefit of students and in accordance with BIS policy aims:

· An allocation of 3% of the eligibility-pool to the AP sector in the year of implementation; 

· An allocation of 4% of the eligibility-pool to the AP sector in the second year of implementation;

· An allocation of 5% of the eligibility-pool to the AP sector in the third year of implementation;

· Thereafter, participation in the core/margin system enjoyed by universities.

· Allow APs access to the uncapped HEFCE 25,000 student-pool currently available to traditional HE and FE institutions that charge less than £7,500 per annum with a possible increase in the size of this pool.

· The introduction an additional HEFCE controlled pool for universities and APs that charge £6,000 per annum or less.

· The introduction of a new margin pool for disadvantaged students from low-income households; this can be measured by the number of students accessing maintenance grants.

· Exemption from capping for undergraduate students with A-level grades of ABB or equivalent enjoyed by universities. 

GSM London does not support the implementation of the proposed Method 2, as this would serve to augment differences between the alternative and traditional sectors, rather than moving them towards a level playing field. The outcome of this policy would be to lose the competitive pressure that APs can offer.

GSM London has further suggestions to make in regard to controlling student numbers (please see Question 7 for further detail).



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 (KIS) and therefore complete the National Student Survey and Destination of Leavers in Higher Education survey (if student numbers are large enough to permit this)?

	GSM London is fully supportive of the submission of data to HESA, as it supports students in making informed choices.  Full participation encourages the AP sector to move closer to the requirements of the publicly-funded sector, which would assist in levelling the playing field. 

However, in recognition of the period required for HESA to produce meaningful data, the implementation of student number controls should be delayed until at least 2014/15, in order to provide for AP engagement with HESA and HEFCE prior to implementation.

GSM London would suggest that APs should participate in KIS and, numbers permitting, participate in the National Student Survey and Destination of Leavers in Higher Education survey. However, some provision should be made for very small APs entering the sector.




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?  

	GSM London would be supportive of Method 1, provided that any student number controls brought in provide for a sufficient level of growth to justify continued investment in the sector. 

In addition to this, GSM London would suggest that an ‘opt-out’ policy for self-funding home students at APs in recognition of the fact that they do not place any burden on the Exchequer. However, such a policy should not be a substitute for a robust growth policy; indeed, at GSM London there are very few self-funding students. The growth policy should be within the eligibility-pool, i.e. for students seeking SLC funding. 

GSM London supports the following AP-growth scenario:

· An allocation of 3% of the eligibility-pool to the AP sector in the year of implementation; 

· An allocation of 4% of the eligibility-pool to the AP sector in the second year of implementation;

· An allocation of 5% of the eligibility-pool to the AP sector in the third year of implementation;

· Thereafter, participation in the core/margin system enjoyed by universities.

· Allow APs access to the uncapped HEFCE 25,000 student-pool currently available to traditional HE and FE institutions that charge less than £7,500 per annum with a possible increase in the size of this pool.

· The introduction an additional HEFCE controlled pool for universities and APs that charge £6,000 per annum or less.

· The introduction of a new margin pool for disadvantaged students from low-income households – this can be measured by the number of students accessing maintenance grants.

· Exemption from capping for undergraduate students with A-level grades of ABB or equivalent enjoyed by universities. 



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’? 
	GSM London supports such an exemption for colleges with no more than 100 undergraduate students to ensure that it is not overly burdensome for them to participate in the market. We also recognise that small APs may be best placed to offer some very specialist programmes, increasing student choice, which is vital to the success of the HE sector. 


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?

	Around 80% of GSM students come from low-income households and are eligible for maintenance grants. Current data on our students suggests that over 80% are from low income households, many with no prior familial experience of Higher Education; many students are mature and working while studying, others have returned to education after having children.  We assert that we are currently making a far greater contribution to the Government’s Social Mobility agenda than many traditional universities. 

GSM London supports widening participation in accordance with BIS’ own objectives for HE.  Capping AP student numbers could have a negative impact upon the intake of people with protected characteristics and people from low income groups.  Growth should therefore be provided for within student number controls, to ensure that this vulnerable segment of the HE student community is not further disadvantaged.




Question 7 

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

The AP sector is young and very small (approximately 1.6% of the designation domain), and must be allowed to continue to grow in order to drive competition through quality, value for money and choice, and to justify continued investment in the sector.

Demand for home undergraduate courses in the publicly-funded sector is dropping, most likely as a result of the high fees universities charge. By contrast, the AP sector, which offers much lower fees, is growing.  Preventing growth and discouraging investment in the AP sector would have a damaging impact on student choice and widening access.

GSM London supports the following AP-growth scenario:

· An allocation of 3% of the eligibility-pool to the AP sector in the year of implementation; 

· An allocation of 4% of the eligibility-pool to the AP sector in the second year of implementation;

· An allocation of 5% of the eligibility-pool to the AP sector in the third year of implementation;

· Thereafter, participation in the core/margin system enjoyed by universities.

· Allow APs access to the uncapped HEFCE 25,000 student-pool currently available to traditional HE and FE institutions that charge less than £7,500 per annum with a possible increase in the size of this pool.

· The introduction an additional HEFCE controlled pool for universities and APs that charge £6,000 per annum or less.

· The introduction of a new margin pool for disadvantaged students from low-income households – this can be measured by the number of students accessing maintenance grants.

· Exemption from capping for undergraduate students with A-level grades of ABB or equivalent enjoyed by universities. 

Uncapped self-funding students should not be a substitute for a robust growth policy; indeed, at GSM London there are very few self-funding students. The growth policy should be within the eligibility-pool, i.e. for students seeking SLC funding. 

Timescale

GSM London does not believe any capping mechanism can or should be implemented for the academic year 2013/14. The reasons for this are as follows:

· An acceptable growth strategy needs to be carefully thought through, discussed and agreed, especially with regard to the mechanism for admitting self-funding students. 

· The UCAS deadline has effectively passed already; any decisions which would impact upon the next academic year’s intake of students could result in a need to withdraw offers of places from students who may find it extremely difficult to find alternative places elsewhere.

· Registration with HESA and HEFCE, provision of relevant data for the KIS and publication of such data will take some time. 

· AP plans are mid-cycle and APs have made and have committed to decisions on investment and infrastructure based on projections for the academic year 2013/14.

Self-funding students

Self-funding undergraduate students attending APs should be exempted from student number controls, as they place no burden on the Exchequer. However, such a policy should not be a substitute for a robust growth policy; indeed, at GSM London there are very few self-funding students. The growth policy should be within the eligibility-pool, i.e. for students seeking SLC funding. 

Sanctions

GSM London supports the concept of sanctions for those AP providers that exceed their allocation, but any financial sanctions should be based on the cost to the taxpayer rather than punitive, particularly early on in the implementation process. 

Agency fees

In accordance with the aim to level the playing field between the AP sector and the publicly-funded sector, GSM London believes that fees payable to agencies, of which membership is mandatory under the proposed capping system, should not be greater than that payable by the publicly-funded 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
� 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.
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