Analysis of Consultation Responses

Introduction

There were 94 written responses to the DIUS consultation ‘Increasing Voluntary Giving to Higher Education – Consultation on a Matched Funding Scheme for English Providers of Higher Education’.  Of those 94, there were:
· 67 responses from universities

· 11 responses from sector organisations

· 8 responses from donors 

· 8 responses from colleges

The responses that we have received reflect the diversity of English Higher Education Institutions, but have been positive towards the scheme and any other work that we can undertake to increase voluntary giving.  In this paper, we attempt to bring together the main themes of the responses.

Consultation Questions
The data for responses to the consultation document broken down by respondent type can be found at the end of this document.
Question 1:
Is the data from the Ross Group Survey the best means of establishing baselines?
The response to this question was overwhelmingly yes (71%) with only 11% saying no and 18% unsure.  Most respondents agreed that the Ross Group Survey is the only measurement of voluntary giving that is currently available and so there is no real alternative available.  
However many of the respondents (including many of those who said yes) qualified their responses with concerns about the Ross Group Survey’s accuracy and coverage.  45% of respondents were concerned that the Ross Group Survey data is inconsistent across institutions and is not formally audited, thus making it too unreliable to calculate baselines.  30% also mentioned that completion of the survey is voluntary and so it has not been completed by all of the institutions eligible for the matched funding scheme.  This was particularly the case where institutions assumed that we would need a number of year’s data to calculate average baselines.  The questions included in the Ross Group data were also mentioned as an area for concern, with 17% mentioning that the funding included in the Ross Group data may not be the same as the funding eligible for matching under the rules of the scheme.
The consultation response from the Ross Group also highlighted these issues with the data and although they are happy to work with the Government to tailor the survey to the needs of the scheme, they do not think it should be used to audit or measure the amount of matched funding offered.  They believe that the Government should use a separate process for institutions to report gifts eligible for match funding, perhaps on the lines of the gift aid returns.
Question 2:
If baseline thresholds are set, should they be calculated at the level of individual institutional level data or broad class of fundraising activity?
Setting baselines by individual institutional level data was the most popular response, with 86% of people selecting that option.  The reason given for this was that most institutions felt that the fundraising capabilities of the sector are so diverse, that even if they are split into tiers, it would be very difficult to find classes of fundraising that did not disadvantage some to the benefit of others.
The subject of baselines is quite a controversial issue with 46% stating that we should not have baselines at all and only 4% actually think they are a good idea.  The most common concerns about baselines are that they would disincentivise donors because their donation would be just used to reach a target rather than being matched (65%) and that they make the scheme too complicated to explain to potential donors (38%).  Creating tiers in the scheme was also deemed too complicated by some (9%), although it was seen as a smaller issue.

Question 3:
How should the Government take account of the principle of additionality in designing the scheme?

There were a variety of answers to these questions, many of which focused on the points raised above about keeping the scheme simple and easy to communicate to potential donors.  One idea that was suggested by 33% of respondents was that the simplest way to demonstrate additionality is to measure the increase in the number of donors.
It is also possible to make similar arguments for measuring additionality in terms of the amount raised, as one particularly large gift or slow year as an institution leads up to a campaign can distort the results.  24% of respondents mentioned this concern.

Question 4:
Should institutions be allocated to a particular tier on the basis of past or current performance?

Question 5:
Should institutions be able to express a preference for a particular scheme?
The answers to these two questions are heavily linked.  When institutions were asked if they should be allocated to tiers because of past or current performance 39% said yes and 48% said no, with 14% unsure.  The majority of those who said no favoured a system that was entirely self-selecting, and many of those who said yes also favour some aspect of institutional choice either before allocations are made or as an appeals process.  

When asked if institutions should be able to express a preference for a particular scheme, 92% said yes.  The reasons given for this choice were that only institutions themselves were aware of their future potential and aspiration for development and having goals thrust upon them seems unfair and against the spirit of creating sustainable development across the sector.  The 8% who felt that institutions should not have a choice were all concerned that some HEIs would not make a sensible choice in terms of what they can achieve either by being overly ambitious or overly cautious.
Question 6:
How should we treat institutions for which data on fundraising performance is not currently available?

The most popular response to this question was that institutions should be asked to complete the Ross Group Survey for a set number of years retrospectively (58%).  25% of respondents felt that as long as they can provide some existing data on the levels of giving, that should be sufficient.  However, if any institutions cannot or will not provide data retrospective data 25% believed that they should be restricted to the lowest tier only.  2% of respondents felt that if institutions were not already providing data on levels of fundraising, they should not be eligible for the matched funding scheme at all.
Question 7:
How should any grant underspends be redistributed after 3 years to reward institutions with the greatest levels of relative improvement?

A variety of suggestions were put forward as to how we could re-use any underspends.  The two most popular suggestions were to redistribute the underspend to those who had made the most progress (32%) or to redistribute it to all who exceed their cap (31%).  Either of these suggestions would encourage those who are doing well to continue to seek more funding because there is the possibility of additional money.  The institutions that are likely to find themselves in the lowest tier of the scheme favoured directing any underspends to the 1:1 tier, as they feel that they are in most need of support (9%).  4% of those responding suggested that this funding could be used for training or seminars.  This issue is not a decision that needs to be taken immediately.  It would probably be best to take decisions on underspends during the second year of the scheme, when it has become more apparent how successful the HEIs have been in attracting fundraising.  

Question 8:
Should we measure relative improvement in cash terms, percentage terms or a combination of both?

Most respondents believed that either measuring success in percentage terms (46%) or as a combination of both (41%) would be the most accurate.  Only 14% of respondents felt that cash terms would be the most appropriate.  However, those who suggested that measuring the increase in the number of donors would be the best way to demonstrate additionality, suggested here that the number of donors would be a good way to measure relative improvement.  

Question 9:
What else (if anything) apart from cash donations should we count?
Each institution has answered this question in a particularly self-interested manner by focusing entirely on the types of giving that they currently receive.  56% of those who responded specifically mentioned that giving from overseas should be treated the same, in terms of matching, as UK donations and no one wanted to rule that out.  The results are in the table below:
	Should be Eligible for Matching
	Should Not be Eligible for Matching

	Corporate / Sponsorship
	55%
	Corporate / Sponsorship
	8%

	Legacies
	30%
	Legacies
	15%

	Charitable Trusts / Foundations
	64%
	Charitable Trusts / Foundations
	3%

	Gifts in kind
	22%
	Gifts in kind
	11%

	Shares
	25%
	Shares
	3%

	
	
	Research Grants
	7%

	Gifts from Individuals
	28%
	
	


As the statistics demonstrate, most favour a fairly broad level of inclusion so that they can maximise the possibility of gathering fundraising as possible
Question 10:
Should we match fund gift aid?

90% of all respondents agreed that we should match fund gift aid.  They believe that this will both encourage institutions to discuss gift aid options with donors and for those who already agree to gift aid.  
Workforce

Workforce has been highlighted as one of the key issues.  We did not ask about workforce or capacity issues as part of the consultation.  However, a number of institutions mentioned issues in this area as part of their general comments.  
Conclusions and Next Steps
The above paper is an assessment of the key issues outlined in the formal consultation responses.  We also met HEFCE, UUK and CASE on a regular basis to discuss possible scheme rules and ideas to support the scheme.

Following the consultation, details of the scheme were announced on 3rd April. 

