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Introduction
There were 44 responses to the consultation document Renewable Degree Awarding Powers – Discussion Paper.  The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:

32  universities and their constituent institutions; 

 2   non-university higher education institutions (‘other HEIs’); and
10 other 
In addition to individual universities and HE colleges, UUK, SCOP, AHUA, CIHE, UCAS, NATFHE, CMU, SCOPE, AOC, LSC and Coalition of Mainstream Universities responded to the consultation.
Respondents views were gathered through a discussion paper. The majority of responses were from views presented to Universities UK. 
The remainder of the report includes an overview and a summary of written responses to the options as outlined in the discussion paper.
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 was an overwhelming response in favour of organisations in the publicly-funded higher education sector gaining indefinite DAP while other organisations have fixed term DAP, with one respondent favouring probationary DAP followed by indefinite DAP. 

Some respondents felt it was necessary to interpret "publicly-funded" as "aided by public funds", as not all institutions currently enjoying degree awarding powers were wholly funded by the HEFCE.
There were a few others who suggested different options such as validation for private bodies by publicly-supported universities. 

There were some concerns about the argument for renewable DAP in respect of what would happen to continuing students if an institution failed to achieve renewal.
However, there were a minority who felt that changes to criteria should be evaluated against teaching quality and overall quality experience of student and evolving consumer needs. It was felt that discriminatory protection of the public sector was rarely a successful long term strategy in any sector.

Summary

Option 1 - Probationary DAP followed by indefinite DAP.

There was 1 response in favour of granting probationary DAP followed by 

indefinite DAP. It was felt that singling out a particular group simply because 

they belonged to the private sector was not a sufficient reason for exempting 

them from having indefinite DAP.
Option 2 - Indefinite DAP for organisations in the publicly funded higher 

education sector and fixed term degree awarding powers for other
 organisations. 
There were 35 respondents in favour of Indefinite DAP for organisations in the publicly funded higher education sector and fixed term degree awarding powers for other organisations. 
It was acknowledged that the Government had now moved to include option 2 for conferring indefinite Degree Awarding Powers to institutions "in the publicly-funded higher education sector", in the sense of being directly funded by HEFCE. This recognition of the case for indefinite powers was helpful. Respondents felt it was necessary to interpret "publicly-funded" as "aided by public funds", as not all institutions currently enjoying degree awarding powers were wholly funded by a HEFC, and the proportion of funding received from HEFCs continued to fall. Most respondents explicitly endorsed time-limited powers for institutions not in receipt of public funding.

However there were concerns that the Department had not made the argument for renewability particularly in respect of what would happen to continuing students if an institution failed to achieve renewal: in this case many doubted if other institutions would have confidence in the work which the students concerned had completed and might be reluctant to take them on. These respondents tended to maintain that if there was any doubt about the longer term security of an institution it should not receive its own degree awarding powers but should be required to obtain validation from an existing University.

Some respondents noted that, in Scotland, SHEFC did not make it a condition of grant that institutions subscribe to QAA audit (nor to their enhancement engagements) but that all institutions voluntarily participate. The mechanism by which quality and standards were maintained in practice in the UK was through peer pressure and the competition for students, rather than that envisaged in the consultation paper.  But there was agreement that all bodies with degree awarding powers should be subject to whatever external quality assurance process is applied to publicly-aided bodies.
Some respondents felt that option 2 recognised the standards that are applied to public sector institutions and to which they are working. There were good safeguards for the sector already in place. It was felt that TDAP should be made conditional on full engagement with the QAA to ensure a consistent approach across bodies with taught DAP through a common system of regulatory oversight. It was suggested that private institutions should be subject to QAA controls.
Others felt that there was a need to consider that plans for the creation of the European Higher Education Area were underway on transferability of qualifications across the EU and therefore a need to consult with European partners.
Some felt that it was useful to make a distinction between ‘public’ and ‘private’ institutions. They were not happy for private institutions to be awarded indefinite DAP at any point after being awarded renewable or fixed term DAP because of lack of safeguards. Some would like to see clarification of the impact within the UK of these proposals with respect to the different administrative areas (England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland)

Some respondents noted that it would be undesirable for different regimes for degree awarding powers to apply in the different parts of the UK. It was noted that references in the Department's discussion paper to HEFCE should have included HEFCW. Some respondents were concerned that the Department has not considered, if necessary using new legislation, an approach which would permit conditionality in the kind of powers conferred.
Others were in favour of option 2 provided that it was informed by appropriate transparent risk assessment mechanisms to identify the particular elements of provision within HEFCE supported sector. It was felt that these arrangements would need to be seen to apply equally to an institution moving from publicly funded sector to the private sector as to a new private provider entering the UK HE market. 

There were concerns that some institutions would be subject to a DAP which has differential impact on their ability to promote their course provision. Some respondents felt that it was important to safeguard the interests of students through regular review of privately owned organisations DAP. There was a need also to support established institutions that did not meet the audit requirements.

Others felt that the quality of the HE provision available should not be sacrificed in order to achieve increased participation in HE through private providers.

There were some concerns about the activities of publicly funded HEIs which franchise, validate or teach overseas on revenue earning basis. There were concerns that there were currently no requirements for the university to act in relation to those institutions that fail to respond to improvements following overseas audits in order to remedy failings that bring into disrepute their own institution and that of the UK HE.
Other Options

8 respondents were not in favour of either option. 
There were suggestions that university status be awarded against consistent and high quality criteria for both private and public sector providers. This would enable a reputational range that would guide the student choice and determine the future of all institutions and the products they offer.

It was felt that changes to criteria should be evaluated against teaching quality and overall quality experience of student and evolving consumer needs. Discriminatory protection of the public sector was rarely a successful long term strategy in any sector.

It was suggested that the same quality assurance should apply to all institutions and that private bodies should be validated by publicly-supported universities. 
Others felt that the idea of DAP for private providers should be dropped; DAP should be made conditional on QA system

Some respondents suggested that new publicly funded entrants with research and taught DAP should have unlimited DAP while new publicly funded entrants with T/ DAP should have time limited DAP. All new privately funded entrants had time limited DAP.
Some respondents felt that whichever option was adopted should guarantee a research informed environment for students on programmes leading to the award of honours degree.

