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Introduction

There were 155 responses to the consultation document Consultation on Proposed New Criteria for Degree Awarding Powers and University Title (DfES/0655/2003).  The organisational breakdown of respondents was:
57 universities and their constituent institutions; 

27 non-university higher education institutions (‘other HEIs’);
  7 further education institutions, including sixth form colleges; and 

64 other.
There were 148 responses from organisations based in England and 7 from Wales.

Respondents’ views were gathered through a consultation document.  There was a significant number of responses from two HE institutions.  The views expressed have been taken into account but to avoid distorting the statistical analysis, we have counted these as one response per institution and categorised the remainder as ‘other respondents’.  A number of respondents did not direct their response to the questions in the consultation document and, again, although their views have been taken into account, they are not included in the statistical analysis.  This brings the number of responses statistically analysed to 107.
Papers and views presented to the Higher Education Policy Institute Seminar on University Title and Degree Awarding Powers on 28 November 2003 at the Institute of Education, London, have also been considered.  
The remainder of the report includes an overview and a summary of written responses to the questions in the consultation document.  Annex A provides a more detailed statistical breakdown in relation to key questions and Annex B lists all respondents to the consultation document. 
For any enquiries on this report please contact:

Sarah Rennie, 1D Sanctuary Buildings, Department for Education and Skills, Great Smith Street, London, SW1P 3BT. E-mail: sarah.rennie@dfes.gsi.gov.uk

Telephone: 020 7925 7405   Fax: 020 7925 6664

Overview

There were mixed views on the proposal to allow institutions with only taught degree awarding powers (DAP) to be eligible for university title (UT) in future.  Universities UK and individual universities generally opposed the proposal with the Standing Committee of Principals (SCOP) and other higher education institutions (HEIs) in support.  
Despite the opposition to teaching-focused universities, most respondents felt the proposed criteria for taught DAP were clearer than the current criteria.  Similarly, most respondents believed the proposed criteria on taught DAP strengthen the requirements staff have to meet.  
There were far fewer comments on the criteria for research DAP than in response to other questions.  The comments ranged widely, including on how institutions would demonstrate the criteria were met to whether the criteria should focus on outcome measures about research students rather than research staff.  

Most universities supported retaining the current student number criterion for UT - 4,000 full-time equivalent (FTE) higher education students with 3,000 FTE students at degree level.  Other HEIs were almost evenly divided on whether the level should be maintained or lowered.  
More respondents than not were in favour of allowing institutions specialising in one subject area to be eligible for UT.  This included a quarter of university and almost all other HEI respondents that expressed an opinion.  
The proposal for DAP in future to be granted for six year terms, renewable subject to a satisfactory audit was opposed by most respondents.  Two-thirds of universities and virtually all other HEIs expressing an opinion were against the proposal.  Only 24 respondents, including 16 universities, supported the proposal.  The concerns centred on the reputation and stability of the sector.  Many respondents felt that the process for granting DAP and current institutional audit requirements were sufficient safeguards of quality.  
Summary
Q1.  Do you have any comments on the overall framework for the proposed criteria on the granting of taught and research degree awarding powers?

Many respondents, in particular other HE institutions, welcomed the new criteria.  They felt that it was right that the contribution of teaching-focused institutions should be recognised through eligibility for UT and that students should have a choice of universities with differing mixtures of teaching and research.  
Universities were generally concerned about future “teaching only” universities, as it was felt that the proposals failed to recognise a fundamental link between teaching and research.  Many felt there was a need for an adequate research environment and research activity to feed into honour degree level learning and teaching.  There were concerns that decoupling teaching and research would impact negatively on the perception of UK universities, particularly overseas. 

Some respondents agreed that there should be the option of DAP not being renewed if necessary.  However, there were significant concerns that the status of UK universities would diminish if there was a possibility that DAP could be removed (not renewed).  Other HE institutions felt that all institutions with DAP ought to be subject to the same regular inspection standards and there were no higher risks associated with the quality of degrees at HE institutions gaining DAP under the proposed criteria.  
Clarity was sought by a number of respondents on the status of ‘university college’ title.  
Q2.  Do you have any comments on the detailed criteria on the granting of taught degree awarding powers? 

Governance and Academic Management

Respondents generally welcomed the proposed criterion on governance and academic management.  There was support for the emphasis on ensuring governance arrangements and financial, academic and quality assurance systems safeguarded academic standards and the quality of provision.  The explicit references to the UK Academic Infrastructure were also welcomed by some. 
There was a number of detailed comments from respondents asking for greater clarity or strengthening of evidence requirements, including in the following areas:
· the financial management and security of the organisation, with the advice of HEFCE sought where appropriate; 
· assessing how the academic freedom of staff in the organisations would be ensured; and
· how the depth and strength of leadership would be assessed. 

Academic Standards and Quality Assurance
These criteria were also generally welcomed.  There was some concern that the requirements for a regulatory framework should not be seen as requiring strict compliance with QAA Codes of Practice and unnecessary bureaucracy should be avoided.  Some commented that the requirements were similar to those in the current criteria.  

Scholarship and Pedagogical Effectiveness 
The opposition of many respondents to teaching focused universities was set out in responses to this section.  Many felt it was important that academic staff were active researchers in order to inform their teaching.  Otherwise, there was support for the criteria but a number of respondents wanted explicit recognition of professional practice by staff.  It was unclear to some how competency of academic staff would be measured because the proposals did not refer to the qualifications expected.
Some respondents raised concerns about allowing institutions with taught DAP to award taught doctoral degrees. 

The Environment

A point mentioned a number of times on this criterion was the desire for explicit reference to the quality of learning resources, such as IT and physical library provision.  

Q3.  Are the proposed criteria for taught degree awarding powers clearer than the current criteria?

There were 103 responses to this question. 
85 respondents (83%) felt the proposed criteria for taught DAP were clearer than in the current criteria.  7 respondents (7%) did not agree.  11 respondents were unsure. 
Specific comments by respondents included: 

· that transparency of the process and engagement between institutions and the assessing teams was crucial;  
· all criteria under evidence requirements in the ”environment” section were non-specific and open to interpretation; and 
· the criteria for academic standards and quality assurance should ensure appropriate adherence to national frameworks.

Q4.  Do the proposed criteria strengthen the requirements for the granting of taught degree awarding powers?

There were 103 responses to this question. 
63 respondents (61%) felt that the proposed criteria strengthened the requirements for the granting of taught DAP; 19 respondents (18%) said they did not; and 21 respondents unsure. 

Some respondents reiterated their concerns about removing the requirement for engagement in research by staff.  
Q5.  Do you have any comments on the detailed criteria on the granting of research degree awarding powers?

Only 40 respondents provided comments on the criteria.  Comments included: 

· a concern that there was no reference to research active staff being in the full range of the institution’s subject areas; 

· how staff would be judged as being engaged in research or other forms of advanced scholarship; 

· concern that the proportion of academic staff  - a third – that needed to be research active and recognised at national or international level was very low;
· conversely, that for specialist institutions the proportions required were unrealistic; 
· there should be a time-frame for achieving 30 PhD conferments, with some respondents suggesting that 30 should be a minimum and others that it is too demanding; and
· the criteria should focus on the outcomes achieved by research students and not input measures about research staff. 
Q6.  Do you agree that, in future, degree awarding powers should be issued on a renewable basis, subject to a satisfactory external audit?

There were 104 responses to this question. 
63 respondents (61%) disagreed that in future degree awarding powers should be granted on a renewable basis with 24 respondents (23%) agreeing.  17 respondents were unsure. 

Generally respondents who disagreed felt that the proposal would: 
· bring about instability and uncertainty and would damage the sector’s overall reputation and international standing; 

· damage recruitment of foreign students as there would be a lack of confidence in the system;  

· the mission and strategic planning of institutions subject to this provision would be distorted by the need for periodic application; and 

· create a two tier system of institutions with DAP, confusing external stakeholders.  

Some respondents felt that the review would create uncertainty for students with the threat that their qualification would be downgraded.  Recruitment to institutions with renewable DAP could be damaged as students would opt for institutions whose degree awarding status would not be challenged.  There was the possibility of a loss of motivation amongst staff and legal action for loss of career against the institution.  
Some respondents felt that the proposal overlooked the long-standing academic record of certain institutions, which have delegated authority to award degrees on behalf of universities.  They felt that future uncertainty would limit scope for longer term developments, particularly with collaborative and research partners.  The QAA institutional audit and conditions of receipt of funding from HEFCE should act as a sufficient safeguard for institutions.  Some respondents felt that the proposal would pose an unnecessary bureaucratic burden on institutions.  Some respondents said there was no evidence to show that those who may seek DAP in future are of a lower standard than those who currently have the power.  

Some who agreed with the proposal did so on the basis that this criterion was applied to all institutions with DAP, otherwise it would be seen to be unfair.  However, others felt it was a good way of maintaining checks on institutions without a long record of awarding degrees.  
Q7.  If you agree with fixed terms for the awarding of degree awarding powers, is six years an appropriate term?

There were 52 responses to this question. 
21 respondents (40%) said six years was appropriate with 8 respondents (15%) thinking it was too short and 1 (2%) too long.  14 respondents were not sure and 8 disagreed with the proposal.  
Q8.  We have removed the requirement for organisations seeking university title to have students in five subject areas.  Do you think that organisations specialising in one subject area should be eligible for university title?

There were 101 responses to this question. 
48 respondents (48%) were in favour of organisations specialising in one subject being eligible for UT with 40 respondents (40%) disagreeing.  13 respondents were unsure about the proposal. 
Nearly half of respondents were in favour of this proposal, with some supporting the proposal if the institutions were offering highly specialised courses or subjects.  Some felt that it was only fair to recognise the high standards achieved in specialist institutions and others that these institutions should be permitted to compete internationally.   

Others felt that titles such as University College or University Institute were more appropriate, especially if the institution had both taught and research degree powers or a stable partnership and accreditation arrangements with a university which had these powers.  
However, many respondents felt that the concept of a ‘university’ is associated with exposing learners to a wide array of disciplines and so should be reserved for institutions that meet this concept.  A monotechnic institution would be disadvantaged by not having a spread of specialisms and the scope for interdisciplinary and elective opportunities would be severely limited.  

Q9.  Do you think maintaining the current student numbers required for eligibility for university title is right, or that the numbers required are too high or too low?

There were 96 responses to this question. 
51 respondents (53%) supported maintaining the current student numbers required for eligibility for university title with 31 (32%) saying the level was too high.  2 respondents (2%) said the number was too low and 2 were unsure.
The majority of respondents said that the current numbers were right, although some respondents said there was no clear definition of ‘degree level’ courses.  
Those who said the number was too high felt that the size of the institution did not relate to the quality of its provision, and this latter criterion should be used for determining eligibility for UT.  Some felt that a lower figure for specialist institutions would be appropriate
There was a concern that only having a quantitative student number criterion for eligibility for university title, once an organisation has DAP, was an inadequate basis on which to award UT to an organisation. 










Annex A

Detailed statistical analysis of responses to key questions in the consultation document 
On questions 6 to 9, we felt it would be useful to breakdown the responses further to look at those from universities and their constituent institutions, and other higher education institutions. 

Question 6: Do you agree that, in future, degree awarding powers should be issued on a renewable basis, subject to a satisfactory external audit?

	
	Agree
	Disagree
	Not Sure
	No response
	Total

	Universities
	16  
(28%)
	32  
(56%)
	7  
(12%)
	2  
(4%)
	57

	Other HEI
	-
	23  
(85%)
	4  
(15%)
	-
	27


Question 7:  If you agree with fixed terms for the awarding of degree awarding powers, is six years an appropriate term?
	
	Yes
	No*
	Too long
	Too short
	Not sure
	No response
	Total

	Universities
	16  (28%)
	4
	-
	3 
(5%)
	6
	28
	57

	Other HEI
	1

(4%)
	10
	-
	1 
(4%)
	5
	10
	27


*No: although the question was confined to those who agreed with renewable DAP, a number of respondents answered they disagreed with the proposal. 

Question 8: We have removed the requirement for organisations seeking university title to have students in five subject areas. Do you think that organisations specialising in one subject area should be eligible for university title? 

	
	Agree
	Disagree
	Not Sure
	No response
	Total

	Universities
	13
(23%)
	36

(63%)
	6

(11%)
	2

(4%)
	57

	Other HEI
	24

(89%)
	3

(11%)
	-
	-
	27


Question 9: Do you think maintaining the current student numbers required for eligibility for university title is right, or that the numbers required are too high or too low?

	
	Right
	Too high
	Too low
	Not Sure
	No response
	Total

	Universities
	37

(65%)
	7

(12%)
	1

(2%)
	3

(5%)
	9

(16%)
	57

	Other HEI
	9

(33%)
	12

(44%)
	1

(4%)
	5

(19%)
	-
	27


Annex B
List of Respondents to the Consultation

Organisations

American InterContinental University - London

Association of Colleges

Association of Heads of University Administration 

AUT

Basingstoke College of Technology 

Bath Spa University College

Birmingham College of Food, Tourism & Creative Studies

Bishop Grosseteste College

Blackburn College

Bournemouth University
Buckinghamshire Chilterns University College

Canterbury Christ Church University College

Catholic Education Service

Chester College of Higher Education

Church of England Archbishops' Council

College of St Mark & St John

Committee of University Chairmen

Conservatoire for Dance and Drama

Council for Industry and Higher Education

Council of Church Colleges & Universities (based at St Mary's College)
Council of Professors and Heads of Computing (based at Bournemouth University)
Croydon College

Dartington College of Arts

De Montfort University

Doncaster College

Edge Hill College of Higher Education

Engineering Professors' Council 

Falmouth College of Arts

Fire Service College

Hampshire Chronicle Group (on behalf of King Alfred's College Winchester) 

Harper Adams University College

Institute of Education, University of London

Institute of Financial Services 

Kent Institute of Art & Design

King Alfred's College Winchester

King George V College

King's College London

Kingston University

Lancaster University

Leeds Metropolitan University

Liverpool Hope University College

Liverpool John Moores University

Loughborough University

LSC

LSC - Hampshire & IoW

LSE

Management of Small Higher Education Institutions Network (MASHEIN)
Middlesex University
NATFHE

National Postgraduate Committee

Newcastle College

Newman College of Higher Education

NHSU

North East Wales Institute of Higher Education (NEWI)

North Hampshire Chamber of Commerce & Industry

Nottingham Trent University

NUS 

Open University

Royal Agricultural College

Royal Holloway, University of London

Royal Northern College of Music

Royal Veterinary College

Sadler Associates

School of Cultural Studies (King Alfred's College Winchester)
School of Education (King Alfred's College Winchester)
SCOP 

Southampton Institute

St Mary's College

Staffordshire University

Standing Council for Arts and Social Sciences (based at University of Cardiff)
Suffolk College

Surrey Institute of Art & Design, University College

The London Institute

Trinity College of Music

UCAS

UMIST

Universities UK

University College Chichester

University College London

University College Northampton

University College Worcester

University of Bath

University of Birmingham

University of Bradford

University of Brighton

University of Central Lancashire

University of Derby

University of Durham

University of East Anglia

University of East London

University of Exeter

University of Glamorgan

University of Gloucestershire

University of Greenwich

University of Hull

University of Kent

University of Lancaster

University of Leeds

University of Leicester

University of Lincoln

University of Liverpool

University of London
University of Luton

University of Newcastle upon Tyne

University of Oxford

University of Plymouth

University of Sunderland

University of Surrey

University of Sussex

University of Teesside

University of the West of England

University of Wales Institute, Cardiff

University of Wales, Lampeter

University Of Wales, Aberystwyth

University of Wales, Bangor

University of Warwick

University of Wolverhampton

University of York

Wimbledon School of Art

York St John College

Yorkshire Forward
Individuals

Barbara Brunsdon
Dr Helen Betts
Sir Michael Bichard
Philip Birtwistle

Professor Andrew Blake

Dr John Cater

Paul Cotterill

Simon Eden
David E Ensor

Tommy Geddes

J Anthony Ford

Mark Flinn 

Daniel Hodson

Veronica M Harrhy

The Rt Revd Michael Scott-Joynt

Ann Keating

Paul Kinvig
Richard Brian McGulken

Lord Mcnally
Professor Alistar McCulloch

Professor Heather A Mckay
Brian D Millner

Dr Noel Morrison
Christopher Mulvey
Sue Mullen

Professor David J Murray

Michael Pinfold

Karen Powell

Professor Philip E D Robinson

Dr Nick Rowe

Christine Straw

D M Tomkins

Dr Anthony Webster

Professor Anne Williams

155 Respondents
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