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Response from AUT and NATFHE - the university & college 
lecturers’ union

Introduction

AUT and NATFHE are pleased to contribute to the consultation on the method for funding teaching.  We have responded, as requested, to the specific questions on the detail of proposed changes.  However we would like to set our detailed responses in the following context:

· Although the method for allocating funding is important it cannot address the underlying problems of under-funding, which will not be resolved simply through the introduction of higher, variable fees.   Many of the proposed changes are concerned to make allocations more transparent, fairer and more evidence-based, and we welcome this – but may largely result in an amount of reshuffling and re-presenting the same amounts of money.  Whilst we are concerned that the overall balance of funding allocation is got right, it is clear that there is a consensus in the sector that teaching is currently under-funded, and reliance on funding sources that will net varying amounts to different institutions, per student, is likely to skew the results away from HEFCE strategic priorities.

· We would also like to see an approach to funding that is based on a holistic approach to institutional activities.  Whilst we welcome the fact that this consultation addresses issues of widening participation, and linked questions such as support for part-time learners and credit-based funding, we would like to see the funding council go further.  It should look to institutions for evidence that teaching and research are being planned and developed in complementary and synergistic ways, and that funding for teaching is based on expectations of staff support, professional development and equality of treatment, just as funding for research should be contingent upon appropriate levels of support for research staff training and career development.  We are disappointed that the promotion of synergy between research and teaching in the interests of students, staff and other sector stakeholders, is not set down as one of the key aims of the funding method, and that there is no mention of the current funding for research-informed teaching.

· The degree of variation in fees, following the introduction of variable fees in 2006, has been downplayed.  However the funding council itself acknowledges that:  “in the period to 2009 we do not envisage the new fee regime resulting in large scale sector-wide change.  For some institutions however, in both the higher and further education sectors, there may well be significant implications.”  In fact we believe this is likely to be a significant underestimate of the potential variation in net income to institutions once student support has been accounted for.  In the first instance it is likely that institutions will not necessarily charge the full fee applied for on all courses – particularly where courses enter clearing – and that actual fee income will vary more than the current “sticker price” suggests.  Secondly the overall amounts to be paid out in student support will vary very widely, as is generally acknowledged.  The amount available to spend on support for teaching and learning, whether in the form of sustaining a high quality workforce or in other forms of support to students, will inevitably be very different in different institutions.  HEFCE’s aim of ensuring a high standard of teaching quality and academic standards must start to address the issue of different resource capacity in different institutions, just as it already seeks to address the different demands and resource needs of different subject areas.  
1a
Do you agree that HEFCE should support and protect its strategic priorities through the funding method? 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don't know

	X
	
	
	
	


1b
Comments:   Yes – although we would like to see the strategic priorities include a more holistic approach to the funding of institutional activities and in particular to promote synergy between research and teaching and learning.  It must also be recognised that the protection of strategic priorities will require new approaches following the introduction of variable fees and – if monitoring shows this to be the case – the increasing divergence in total fee income to institutions, net of student support.  

2a
Do you agree with the concept of replacing premiums with targeted allocations that are outside the tolerance band and that address strategic priorities? 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don't know

	
	X
	
	
	


2b
Comments:   We support this proposal in that it will make allocations against specific priorities more transparent and assist in monitoring activity in relation to expenditure.  However it should be recognised that it may have a neutral effect in terms of overall funding.

3a
Do you agree that we should develop a consistent national framework for the collection of cost information in accordance with TRAC principles? 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don't know

	
	
	
	
	X


3b
Comments:  We recognise the arguments for better evidence on which to base arguments and decisions about the costs of teaching provision.  Nonetheless we would have specific concerns that we would want addressed before there was any move to a “teaching-TRAC” exercise.  Academic staff already have concerns about the potential usage of data currently collected for TRAC purposes and the scope for its being used to identify staff for purposes such as performance measurement.  We would require assurances at sectoral and institutional level that further costing data would not be used for such purposes.  There is also a broader concern that such an exercise would not be used to seek to flatten and drive down the costs of teaching in the sector, and that pedagogical decisions would not be inappropriately cost-driven.  Any exercise aiming to establish the costs of teaching should include the expectation that teaching is informed by research activity and takes place in a research active environment.  It must also take full account of the different forms of provision such as part-time and work-based learning, and provision in FECs.  This must also include the costs of different provision in terms of staff support and development – most importantly the true costs of moving from the use of casualised and hourly-paid part time teaching staff, to the proper integration and supported employment of fractional, part-time lecturers.  

4a
Do you agree that we should not change subject weightings in the short term but should look to make more use of costs to inform them? 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don't know

	
	
	
	
	


4b
Comments: Whilst support for strategically important and vulnerable subject areas should be based on the best possible evidence in relation to costs we nonetheless believe that it is of critical importance that they are properly protected and supported, and that this may well need to include the introduction of different weightings for funding.  For example, a number of different science subject associations, such as the Royal Society of Chemistry, have highlighted how the real costs of undergraduate provision are simply not accounted for in the current HEFCE subject weightings.  

More generally, we remain concerned about the current market-led approach to strategically important and vulnerable subject areas. There is little evidence to suggest that a system based solely on student choices at 18 will deliver efficient outcomes for higher education, for example, such as a balanced and diverse range of subject provision in each region of the country. While we welcome the proposals to improve student demand in subject areas such as physics and chemistry, this will take a number of years to filter down into student decision-making. In the meantime more science and language departments are liable to close. Consequently, we believe that a more coordinated and planned approach to regional subject provision is required.   

5a
Do you agree that we should continue to make an assumption about the income from fees in calculating our grants for teaching? 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don't know

	
	X
	
	
	


5b
Comments:
6a
Do you agree that we should make a fee assumption for full-time undergraduates, in real terms, of £1,750 in 2007-08 and £2,000 in 2008-09? 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don't know

	
	
	
	
	X


6b
Comments: As we have stated in our introduction and responses above we believe the issue of the potential variation in net fee income to be critical.  Whilst we accept that some fees assumption needs to be made – certainly for 2007-08 – we would argue strongly for HEFCE to work with OFFA to monitor the actual level of fee income and student support in the first two years of variable fees and to be in a position to base subsequent fee assumptions on the evidence of this initial experience.


7a
Do you agree with our proposal to consider moving in the longer term towards funding on the basis of credit awarded? 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don't know

	X
	
	
	
	


7b
Comments: We agree that the current treatment of “non-completion” discriminates against those institutions that do most to widen participation, and perpetuates an understanding of student success that fails to recognise different patterns of attendance in the context of lifelong learning, part-time, work based and flexible study.  We support proposals to move towards funding that recognises the costs involved in all volumes of student teaching and learning, and that encourages a broader understanding of student achievement and success.  It is important that such moves are reflected in funding arrangements in the further education sector, and that, in particular, that the “value added” that enables students to move from programmes of study back into employment, without necessarily competing a specific qualification, is recognised in funding.


8a
Do you agree with our proposal to reflect the credit awarded to students who are reported as non-completions, for institutions that report module information in their individualised student data returns? 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don't know

	
	X
	
	
	


8b
Comments:   See above
See our response to 7b above.  This seems an appropriate transitional move that will avoid undue burden on institutions and staff.

9a
Do you agree that we should move over time towards funding solely on the basis of HESA and ILR data collected at the end of the year, and cease to use HESES and HEIFES data for funding purposes? 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don't know

	
	
	
	
	X


9b
Comments: 


10a
Do you agree that we should look to provide extra funds to support those most at risk of not being able to afford part-time study? 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don't know

	X
	
	
	
	


10b
Comments: While we certainly agree that that should be extra funds provided to support those most at risk of not being able to afford part-time study, we are particularly concerned that not only the recruitment to part-time courses, but the implications of part-time fee decisions made by institutions be monitored and reviewed.  As part-time courses and support arrangements were not required to be covered in the agreements institutions made with OFFA we are not clear whether there will be sector-wide information available on the fees charged for part-time undergraduate courses and the implications for institutional income.  This information must be available in order to inform understanding of the impact on institutions and likely longer-term impact on part-time provision.  Part-time undergraduate provision is at very high levels in a number of institutions, and is a key element in widening participation.  It is imperative that it ceases to be treated as an afterthought.


11a
Do you agree that we should investigate the possibility of recognising the additional costs incurred by institutions that have a significantly greater proportion than others of students from under-represented groups? 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don't know

	X
	
	
	
	


11b
Comments:  Not only do we strongly support this proposal we do not understand the concern that it might encourage institutions to recruit students who are not able to benefit from HE. The provision of better funding to those institutions recruiting significant numbers of students who are less well academically prepared for HE and have no family history of HE would be a key factor in helping the staff in those institutions support student s so that they could benefit from their HE experience.  We also know that these institutions are those that are less wealthy and have fewer alternative sources of income than those that are research intensive and take lower proportions of student s from low socio-economic groups, low participation areas, and part-time and mature students.  They will be allocating a greater proportion of their fee income in student support.  There is an urgent need for better support for widening participation, to facilitate more tutorial and pastoral care and better staffing levels.


12
Do you have any further comments? See introduction
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