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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.)
	London School of Science and Technology
Alperton House

Bridgewater Road

Wembley

Middlesex

HA0 1EH

Alternative Provider



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? 
 

	In framing our response, it is important to first stress that like any other provider (and indeed any sensible business), LSST has forecast its income and therefore it’s invested (and committed) expenditure over a three year financial horizon.

Introducing any cap within this period is therefore going to result in unpredicted business and financial tension, which is ever more heightened (and made somewhat more unreasonable) by the suggested 6 month lead time; significantly curtailing any sensible business safeguards and risk mitigation measures that may otherwise have been in place.

This stated, and of the methodologies outlined, LSST would favour – subject to a reasonable 3 year lead time – Method 1, given that it more closely aligns the private sector with the controls applied elsewhere.



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 welcome greater transparency for alternative providers and of moving towards a ‘more level playing field of regulation between similar providers’, and in this spirit we are supportive of working with and through HESA, NSS and DLHE.
This stated however, the cost of engaging with such bodies needs to be carefully considered by the Department, as currently the apparent cost to alternative providers is entirely inequitable and unsustainable.
The majority of alternative providers are at best small and this needs to be factored into any future pricing arrangements.



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?  
	As expressed in our answer to Question 2, an alternative to the two Method’s as outlined and scheduled in the consultation paper, is that of timing.

Given the relative infancy of the sector, which, unlike our public counterparts, has not enjoyed and benefitted from many years of direct Government support, introducing capping measures within unreasonable timescales will create turbulence and perhaps even collapse.



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’? 

	LSST has been delivering education for 10 years and has (relative to its tenure) grown modestly.

We recognise that if the Government truly wants a diverse and ‘responsive higher education sector in which funding follows the decisions of learners and successful institutions are free to thrive’, then reducing the barriers to entry is essential.
Sensibly, we believe that there should be ‘time-bound’ exemptions for ‘new’ providers.   This would allow new entrants (subject to their portfolio, quality and pedagogic innovation) to attract up to 250 students before any restrictions are applied.



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?
	The average learner at LSST is 36 years of age and is from (what is often described as being) socio-economic deprived areas.

Wider afield, and certainly in our experience, alternative providers attract disproportionate numbers of ‘Widening Participation’ students and relatively few students that would be counted as being within the (uncapped) ABB+ category.

Given this then, (and as well documented through published research) there appears to be an unacceptable inequity (of opportunity) for those learners who can be profiled as being WP as opposed to those fortunate to fulfil the ABB+ category.
In accord, we believe that the Government should think very carefully about how it presents any future policies and perhaps should be mindful of the successful challenges that have previously been made by the specialist institutions, particularly those in the performing and creative arts.




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

	Dear Colleagues

In regard to your consultation of, ‘Applying Student Number Controls To Alternative Providers with Designated Courses’, we welcome greater transparency for alternative providers and of moving towards a ‘more level playing field of regulation between similar providers’.

However in the spirit of moving towards that goal and not to contradict your ‘key plank [...] to reduce the barriers which may artificially restrict the growth of alternative providers’, the Department must recognise the commercial ramification that will be borne out of the timescales suggested for implementation.

Like any other provider (and indeed any sensible business), LSST has forecast its income and therefore it’s invested (and contractual and committed) expenditure over a three year financial horizon, and yet taking the date of the consultation (November) to the date of proposed student number control (April), the Department is in effect giving providers less than six months notice, in lieu of any legislation, reasonable consultation period or lead time, to agree a (yet to be determined) cap.

Moreover, and given your core principal of a more competitive landscape that places, ‘Students at the Heart of the System’, only permitting providers to indirectly receive public funds through the customer (the prospective student), the Department is artificially penalising the alternative provider sector who have not (arguably given their tenure) been able to match the comparable profile of our colleagues in the public sector who, in contrast, have benefited from many years of direct Government support.

In light of this, the Department should either agree a phased SNC plan with each provider that takes into account any reasonable and planned growth or to undertake a more rigorous and fair approach to consultation with the sector with a view to introduce SNC instruments in 2015/16.

This would be a reasonable action by a Government department charged with supporting business and industry, particularly in light of the restrictions that have already been put in place to existing providers and of the barriers that heavily restrict new entrants.  

In accord with your own statistics (Annex A.1 of the consultation document), and in absolute contrary with the anti-competitive remarks made in the media, the growth of the student support cost of alternative providers has risen by only 0.1% over 4 years and continues to be less than 1% (at 0.6%) of the total spend. 

Furthermore, and in complete contrast with the inference made in paragraph 11 of the consultation paper which suggests that the rationale for reform is causal to financial support growing from £19m to £100m, the growth of the private sector has maintained a consistent average of 0.5% of total spend over a five year period, strongly evidencing that the alternative provider sector is not growing any faster than its public sector counterparts.

In fact the alternative provider sector is still very much in its infancy and is very vulnerable to the ebb and flow of government change, international competition, and the ‘risk’ portfolio perception by potential investors.

In closing then, if this Government wants to safeguard the diversity of the Higher Education, it needs to support growth whilst also introducing greater transparency measures.  To this end, this Government needs to consider policies that would allow staged growth within the eligibility pool, perhaps supporting a modest 3% share in Year 1, followed by 4% in year 2 and finally 5% in Year 3; thereafter, creating a level playing field that will allow private providers to enjoy the core and margin and ABB mechanisms that are available to the public sector. 

We eagerly await the finding of your consultation.

London School of Science & Technology 




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.





