Student number controls for 2012-13: invitation to bid for student places (HEFCE 2011/30)
Annex B:  Guidance and template for applications 
Guidance on criteria for core and margin bidding process

1. In assessing proposals, we will use the following three criteria:

· demand
· quality
· average fee.

2. Applications from further education colleges (FECs) will be assessed against the same criteria as higher education institutions (HEIs). Below, we suggest possible evidence that could be provided for each criterion in support of an application. We suggest evidence that could be provided by institutions that we currently fund directly, and who therefore have access to particular performance measures, and we suggest alternatives for other institutions that may not have access to these performance measures, or where the delivery of new provision is concerned.
3.  Institutions are not required to submit all the evidence listed; our full list is intended as suggestions that universities and colleges could use to construct their application. For all three criteria, we will consider other relevant information where it is provided. However, institutions must provide information on quality assurance outcomes (paragraphs 5, sub-paragraphs a-c and l-n); student satisfaction (paragraph 5, sub-paragraphs d and p) and validation (paragraph 5, sub-paragraphs e and q). Bids that meet the criteria will be able to provide robust evidence of the attractiveness to students of the places they are bidding for and their ability to fill them. They will have independent verification of the quality of their provision, in particular from their own students. 
Demand
4. The proposal should identify the needs and likely levels of demand from potential students or target groups in 2012-13. This could include evidence provided in the following areas:

a. The ratio between applications and places on the courses proposed or at the institution generally.

b. Previous and current delivery of provision – to include any prior significant under-recruitment against the student number control.

c. The institution’s track record in delivering previous allocations of additional student numbers, where available.

Quality
5. The proposal should provide assurance that the institution demonstrates at least satisfactory or better quality and standards of its educational provision. We will make a judgement based on the evidence provided; however institutions with a no confidence judgement in Institutional Audit or Integrated Quality and Enhancement Review (IQER) or very low National Student Survey (NSS) results are unlikely to be successful. Some institutions may wish to bid to provide specific provision. In these cases, we will consider any course-level information provided as part of the application. 

For institutions that are already directly funded
a. Most recent Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA) institutional audit outcomes for HEIs.

b. Most recent QAA collaborative provision audit outcomes, if applicable.

c. Most recent IQER outcomes – applicable to higher education provision in FECs.

If the institution has received a judgement of limited confidence in any of the processes listed in sub-paragraphs 5a-c, despite this being a passing judgement, you must provide clear evidence that recommendations have been addressed to QAA’s satisfaction. We will consider the nature of the recommendations made in QAA’s most recent audit or review report. If QAA has been unable to comment on responses to the recommendations by the time of the bid, an institution must provide clear evidence to enable us to make a judgement as part of the assessment process. We will consider positively any features of good practice in the reports, if these are drawn to our attention.

d. Student satisfaction – evidence that students are satisfied with the institution as a whole or, where applicable, at course level. This should include, where available, the institution’s 2011 benchmarked NSS score for overall course satisfaction which HEFCE has previously published – please see www.hefce.ac.uk/learning/nss/data/2011/ – and the 2011 NSS score for subject satisfaction. If the data show the overall satisfaction rate is significantly below the institution’s benchmark, and/or if the subject satisfaction score is below 55 per cent, then the institution will need to provide a clear rationale as to why this is the case and why it is not a significant matter, as well as provide evidence of measures being taken to improve student satisfaction and early signs of their effectiveness.
e. Assurance that the provision is, or will be, a validated/accredited programme of study that can be marketed according to UCAS guidelines.

f. Evidence of, and from, the validating organisation, if applicable.

g. The student completion rate at the institution.

h. The student retention rate at the institution.

i. Evidence from current Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy.
j. Evidence from professional, statutory or regulatory bodies.

k. Other evidence of quality which the institution feels is appropriate.

For indirectly funded institutions and new providers

l. The most recent IQER outcomes – for higher education provision in FECs. If the institution has received a judgement of limited confidence, despite this being a passing judgement, clear evidence must be provided that recommendations have been addressed to QAA’s satisfaction. We will consider the nature of the recommendations made in QAA’s most recent report. If QAA has been unable to comment on responses to the recommendations by the time of the bid, clear evidence must be provided of progress to enable us to make a judgement as part of the assessment process. We will consider positively any features of good practice in the report, if these are drawn to our attention. 

m. Evidence that the institution exceeds the Skills Funding Agency’s and Young People’s Learning Agency’s minimum levels of performance.

n. Most recent outcome of Ofsted review or report.

o. Information from the Skills Funding Agency’s Framework for Excellence.

p. Student satisfaction – evidence that students are satisfied with the institution as a whole or, where applicable, at course level. This should include, where available, the institution’s 2011 benchmarked NSS score for overall course satisfaction which HEFCE has previously published – please see www.hefce.ac.uk/learning/nss/data/2011/ – and the 2011 NSS score for subject satisfaction. If the data show the overall satisfaction rate is significantly below the institution’s benchmark, and/or if the subject satisfaction score is below 55 per cent, then the institution would need to provide a clear rationale as to why this is the case and why it is not a significant matter, as well as provide evidence of measures being taken to improve student satisfaction and early signs of their effectiveness. If not currently part of the NSS, information should be provided from the institution’s own student evaluation and feedback system relating to HE study.
q. Assurance that the provision is, or will be, a validated/accredited programme of study that can be marketed according to UCAS guidelines.

r. Evidence of, and from, the validating organisation.

s. The student completion rate at the institution.

t. The student retention rate at the institution.

u. Evidence from current Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy, or similar.
v. Evidence from professional, statutory or regulatory bodies.

w. Other evidence of quality which the institution feels is appropriate.

Average fee
6. Institutions must confirm that they will meet the average net fee level of £7,500 or less. The average fee should be calculated on the following basis:

a. It should represent the average fee, after any tuition fee waivers, per full-time equivalent (FTE) student for the whole institution for each year of active study for students subject to the new full-time undergraduate regulated fee regime, who start in the 2012-13 academic year. Tuition fee waivers provided from funding made available through the National Scholarship Programme may be included.

b. Only tuition fee waivers can be taken into account for the purposes of bringing average fees down to, or below, £7,500. Expenditure on student bursaries, or other reductions in charges made to students, such as for accommodation, should not be treated as tuition fee waivers.

c. It should include full-time undergraduate study only, excluding part-time, postgraduate, and Postgraduate/Professional Graduate Certificate of Education (PGCE) provision. We are excluding HEFCE-fundable full-time PGCEs from the calculation of the institutional average fee, because the detailed financing arrangements for such courses have not yet been fully settled or included in institutions’ access agreements with the Office for Fair Access (OFFA). However, eligible institutions may still bid for increases to their student number control limits in relation to full-time PGCE provision.

d. It should include only provision fundable by HEFCE – so, for example, provision funded by the NHS or the Training and Development Agency for Schools should be excluded. 
e. It should include the fees and student FTEs for all franchised-out provision, but not for any franchised-in provision. 
f. It should include sandwich courses and Erasmus students; both at 0.5 FTE and on the basis of the fee charged to the student or paid in the form of a grant on behalf of the student. The maximum regulated fee chargeable to a student on a sandwich year-out or on a language year abroad is half that for (other) full-time undergraduates. It is not yet known whether HEFCE will continue to compensate institutions so that they do not charge a fee to new-regime students on an Erasmus whole year abroad. We may test the credibility of the fee level if, for example, the institution is using many sandwich or Erasmus placements to ensure it does not exceed the eligibility threshold of £7,500.

g. It should not take account of students who withdraw from their studies part-way through the academic year, including those that do not pay their full tuition fee for the year on the grounds that they have withdrawn from the course early.

h. Students taking accelerated full-time undergraduate programmes, such as bachelors degrees taught over two years rather than three, should be treated in the same way as any other full-time undergraduate. Institutions are not permitted to charge fees to such students above the usual maxima set out in legislation, and the FTE value of such students should not exceed one in any year.

7. Institutions must have an access agreement with OFFA if they intend to set any FT UG or PGCE fees for those entering from 1 September 2012 above £6,000. OFFA has confirmed that institutions may apply for a new access agreement or revise their existing access agreements. OFFA may require institutions to submit their revised or new access agreements as early as 4 November 2011 (timetable subject to confirmation by OFFA).
Template for applications

8. Applications for student numbers from the newly created margin for 2012-13 must be made electronically using this template and the spreadsheet at Annex C. Both can be downloaded from www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs alongside ‘Student number controls for 2012‑13: invitation to bid for student places’ (HEFCE 2011/30). 
9. The completed template and spreadsheet should be e-mailed to coreandmargin@hefce.ac.uk by noon on Friday 11 November 2011. We will confirm receipt electronically. Please see HEFCE 2011/30 for further information.
10. Complete all sections, clearly addressing the criteria and information requirements set out in the guidance. Text boxes may be expanded to the required length.
	Name of institution: 
(Please note that we will not accept collaborative proposals.)

	Contact person (the named contact must be available to answer any queries during the week commencing 19 December 2011)
Title and full name:

Position:

Address for correspondence: 

Telephone: 

e-mail:

	Demand

Identify the needs and likely levels of demand from potential students or target groups in 2012‑13. For further guidance, please see paragraph 4 of this annex. (Word limit for this section: 500 words.)



	Quality

Provide assurance that the institution demonstrates satisfactory quality and standards, or better. For guidance on what evidence to provide, and how we will make our judgement, see paragraph 5 of this annex. (Word limit for this section: 750 words.)


	Average fee
The average fee level at the institution must be £7,500 or less for the duration of the provision. For guidance on how to calculate the average fee, see paragraph 6 of this annex. (Word limit for this section: 300 words.)
Average fee
£

Average fee assumptions must be reasonable and achievable and institutions should ensure that commitments in OFFA access agreements can be met. Provide brief information on how the average fee level has been determined, particularly if the average fee is significantly different to the estimated average fee after fee waivers for 2012-13 previously published by OFFA
. For more information see ‘Access Agreement data tables for 2012-13’, available at www.offa.org.uk/publications/. 
Are you intending to amend an existing or apply for a new access agreement?  Y / N



	Risk

Briefly describe what you perceive to be the key risks to delivery of student numbers and how these will be mitigated. (Word limit for this section: 300 words.)


	Confirmation of approval by the head of the institution: The proposal should be authorised by the head of institution or an appropriate deputy. Please attach supporting evidence such as an e-mail or scanned copy letter confirming authorisation, or indicate when it will be available.


� OFFA’s calculation is for illustrative purposes only. It is for 2012-13 entrants and only includes fee waivers for OFFA countable target groups. HEFCE is using the OFFA figure as a reference point but institutions should note that the purpose and methodology is different. 








