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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

1.  This report presents the findings of a research study commissioned by the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) into sub-contractual partnerships between higher and further education (HE/FE). These are partnerships in which the student is registered with a higher education institution (HEI) but the course pursued is delivered wholly or partially in a further education college (FEC). It covers only those arrangements where the student place is funded by the HEFCE. The research arises out of the Council’s wish for more detailed information about the financial arrangements underpinning the schemes in order to ensure accountability, and about the quality of the student experience in order to meet concerns sometimes raised about standards. The research, based on detailed case studies involving different types of schemes, analyses these issues. 

Types of sub-contractual provision

2.  Sub-contractual partnerships are often colloquially referred to as franchise schemes. In practice, sub-contractual arrangements are to be found in both franchised and validated forms of provision. A fuller account of the different varieties of HE/FE collaborative provision, and the extent to which sub-contractual arrangements underpin them, is given in Chapter 3. This report uses the term sub-contractual arrangements to refer to all forms of provision in which funding passes indirectly from the HEFCE to the FEC via the HEI. Franchised and validated arrangements refer to specific forms of collaborative provision, and are used here in that context only.

3.  Three models of sub-contractual provision are identified which differ as to rationale, target student group, success criteria and association with franchised/validated forms of provision. Schemes, in practice, incorporate more than one model. It is not possible to identify one model, or type of scheme, as more successful than another given the range identified. Overall, sub-contractual provision has resulted in:

· Wider/extended access, via the types of students enrolled and increased local delivery of HE.

· The development and extension of HE qualifications in specialist vocational areas of provision, based on FE expertise.

4.  Hitherto, sub-contractual arrangements have underpinned provision which has distinctive characteristics or a distinctive client group. As higher education changes, more students are simply being attracted to locally delivered higher education. However, we know less about the characteristics and needs associated with such students and to what extent sub-contractual arrangements are leading to new courses targeted at such groups. 

The student experience

5.  The research used the extent to which the Higher Education Quality Council’s (HEQC) Guidelines on Collaborative Provision (1996) had been implemented to consider the quality of the student experience. The research suggests that the quality of the student experience in FECs is broadly comparable to that in HEIs. This needs to be understood in the following contexts:

· Where there is no comparable student group in the HEI, it reflects the view that the student experience is appropriate to higher education.

· Where comparable groups do exist, the student experience may be intentionally different, i.e. seen as more appropriate to the client group, such as mature non-standard students.

6.  In general, students are positive about their learning experience. They value the individual attention and small-group teaching and benefit from the development of both subject-specific and study/transferable skills.  The latter are increasingly being developed across the whole of higher education, but there is still a disjuncture between HE and FE approaches to teaching and learning which requires more attention at the point of progression.

7.  Students, according to the arrangements of the various schemes, are largely successful in achieving their intended qualification or in progressing to the HEI.  Improved scheme- monitoring data would help to establish more clearly factors associated with withdrawal/failure/non-progression. Institutions should consider arrangements for the central collation and publication of these data across the scheme as a whole.

8.  The HEQC guidelines are being implemented. The research examined four key areas for evidence: recruitment/admission and induction; on-course experience; student achievement and progression; and quality assurance (QA) arrangements. There is widespread evidence of implementation but monitoring for compliance is less securely developed. Where evidence of non-compliance exists, this is often reflected equally in provision across the HEI, rather than being specifically associated with sub-contractual provision.

9.  There are areas where practice might be improved. These include:

· Periodic review of schemes as a whole to ensure a critical reassessment of achievements against aims and objectives. Such a procedure would also ensure a regular overview of all relevant materials; incomplete and/or insufficient documentation currently exists in many schemes.

· The designation of a central unit actively involved in scheme management.

In addition, the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) should consider the development of more differentiated guidelines to assist institutions in addressing areas of practice causing concern. It should also consider further guidance on the management requirements of large and complex schemes.

Beyond the guidelines

10. The  research considered the relationship between quality, geographical proximity and single/multiple partnerships in the light of earlier concerns about quality and the specific recommendations in the Dearing Report for there to be a normal presumption of a single HE partner.

11.  The evidence from the research is not uniform. Most arrangements are between institutions in local/regional proximity. There is no evidence that student progression is affected in such schemes by relative distance from the HEI. Geographical proximity to the HEI does not, in itself, promote greater use of HEI learning resources. Distance does not influence attendance at key meetings concerned with assessment or moderation. It does affect involvement in staff development and similar activities.

12.  The propensity to develop single/multiple partnerships is influenced by the nature of the schemes. There is no consistent view across the sector. Some schemes have such a presumption, others stipulate this requirement for closely linked (associate) colleges, others make no requirements. Some HEIs, particularly pre-1992 universities, believe any single partnership requirement should be at subject rather than institutional level.

13.  Many multiple partnerships and sub-contractual arrangements with distant partners could be said to arise from issues connected to subject provision. The strength of this argument would, of course, need to be tested in each case.
Funding

14.  All schemes use a marginal income model (commonly referred to in the sector as a fees-based model) as the basis for funding, with significant adjustments (both additions and reductions) at scheme level to reflect a variety of factors, in particular, high-cost provision, special HEI-FEC relationships, HEI involvement in teaching or other activities incurring costs, and administration/validation charges. 

15.  There are significant variations in the funding received by FECs. This is partly a consequence of the fee levels in operation at the commencement of the scheme. In addition, the adjustments can have a significant impact. The amount currently paid to  FECs varies from £990 to £2,200 for Band 1 students and from £1,600 to £4,143 for Band 2. Expressed as a percentage of 1992/3 tuition fees this varies from 53 to 150 per cent. A calculation using the HEFCE’s new funding methodology (commencing 1998/9) shows percentages varying from 31 to 98 per cent. 

16.  There is little costing at course level in either FECs or HEIs. There has been none at all in the indirect cost areas such as QA and co-ordination/management of schemes. Consequently, it is not possible to state whether marginal or full costs are being covered in the FECs, or whether HEI costs are being covered by their administrative charges. It would be good practice for both parties to undertake a cost/benefit analysis of their franchise-type schemes.

17.  Present funding arrangements have generally supported growth and diversity of provision. There are cogent arguments in favour of the maintenance of sub-contracted HEI/FEC funding in respect of provision part-delivered in college with guaranteed progression to the HEI to complete a recognised award. Where, however, the HEI simply validates provision and there is no progression, or where there is no guaranteed student progression from FEC to the partner HEI, there is more scope to investigate alternative funding arrangements. 

Contractual arrangements

18.  The HEQC guidelines continue to remain valid in this respect and the need for a written agreement, carrying corporate authority, is recognised by all institutions. There is a need to ensure that all agreements cover the full range of responsibilities and obligations on both parties. The research evidence is that there are three areas of uncertainty and difficulty which would benefit from clear statements of intent or procedure in documents: 

· Student recruitment, particularly, where under-recruitment might cause particular difficulties in the HEI and FEC.

· FEC staffing, in particular, the employment of part-time staff and the staff development opportunities to be made available to all staff teaching on sub-contractual courses.

· Student access, and the extent of such access, to HEI facilities.

There is scope for periodic institutional review of contractual arrangements. This could assist the clarification of financial arrangements and ensure agreements are updated to reflect change and institutional development.

Accountability and value for money

19.  The basic framework of accountability is in place: funds passed from HEIs to FECs are being used for teaching students enrolled on an HE programme; the quality of student experience is comparable; and adequate systems are in place to handle basic financial and student number information. The framework of accountability would benefit from attention to the following:

· Further clarification of requisite resource levels, both in contracts and validation documents. Responsibilities for staff development/scholarship work, library and computing facilities and other resources could be more sharply defined.

· Better information on student cohort data and success rates across schemes.

Sub-contractual schemes create added value through widening participation and the development of higher-level qualifications, particularly in specialist vocational areas. Given the current absence of costing data, a more formal analysis of value-for-money will await the evidence from the forthcoming costing study commissioned by the HEFCE.

PART 1: POLICY AND PRACTICE

Chapter 1: Schemes in operation: findings and reflections

Introduction

20. The drive to increase participation rates in higher education, following publication of the Government’s 1991 White Paper Higher Education: A New Framework, resulted in increased links between higher and further education institutions. This included the growth of franchise-type relationships where students are registered with a university or HEI but the course they pursue is delivered wholly or partially by an FEC. This report adds to the earlier studies published by the HEFCE, Funding the Relationship (January 1995) and A Future Funding Approach (February 1996). It is concerned with two aspects of this type of relationship: the quality of the student experience and the financial arrangements which currently exist between HEIs and FECs. 

21. The diversity of franchise-type arrangements is widely acknowledged. They have made a distinctive contribution to the delivery of four key objectives: 

· Facilitating local access to HE and widening opportunities for lifelong learning.

· Expanding sub-degree and vocationally oriented provision.

· Widening participation at levels 4 and 5 among under-represented groups. 

· Levering up the higher-level skills of the workforce. 

22. From the limited evidence then available, Funding the Relationship (1995) concluded that there was no evidence that the quality of experience of franchised students in FECs was better or worse than that of their counterparts in HEIs. Since then, evidence published as part of  the HEQC’s Learning from Audit programme, specifically that derived from audits of collaborative provision, has enabled further conclusions to be drawn as to strengths and shortcomings with respect to quality assurance arrangements underpinning such provision.  However, collaborative provision is treated as a whole and no specific conclusions can be drawn from audit as to whether franchised activity is of more concern than other types of collaborative provision, for example validated courses. Consequently fears have continued to be expressed that certain types of franchising schemes may be less successful and robust than others in two key respects: the quality of the student experience and financial accountability.

23. To contribute to the evidence-base on franchise-type relationships, the research concentrated on examining how a limited number of franchise schemes, selected to be as representative of the sector as possible, operate in practice. The research was conducted by means of interviews with staff and students and the examination and collection of extensive documentation. Two sets of questions were explored:

(i)  Quality of experience: Are franchise-type relationships able to provide a quality of student experience broadly comparable to that of non-franchised students? What factors appear to have most impact on quality of experience? Are certain types of schemes more likely to deliver a comparable quality of experience than others?

(ii)  Accountability: What is the relationship between the financial and contractual arrangements of franchised provision and the success of such schemes. Are funds being used properly? Do the arrangements offer value-for-money? 

24. This report only covers those arrangements where the student place is funded by the HEFCE. The first task was to establish which types of collaborative provision are underpinned by sub-contractual financial relationships. The diversity of collaborative partnership arrangements has been widely acknowledged, but little is known about the specific changes in patterns of provision which have occurred throughout the decade. The former HEQC, now the QAA, tried to clarify the types of provision to be found in collaborative partnerships. The following categories of provision were identified: franchised, validated, joint, accredited and open and distance learning. (A fuller description of these is given in Chapter 3.) 

25. Sub-contractual arrangements have supported the growth of collaborative provision primarily in two areas. Most are to be found within franchised provision although in a small minority of franchised schemes the FEC takes responsibility for resourcing the programme and so they are not strictly sub-contractual schemes. Some validated schemes, however, are sub-contractual and, although presently this is a minor strand of collaborative provision, there is evidence that it is growing in scale and importance. Joint programmes can be sub-contractual but no such schemes were found in practice in the course of this study. More work is needed to establish the extent and nature of validated sub-contractual schemes. The QAA should consider whether further guidelines are required to support quality assurance of this type of validation, particularly where the HEI has no expertise in the area of provision being validated.
26. This report is arranged in two parts. Part 1, Policy and Practice, provides an overview of the main findings of the research and focuses on schemes in operation. It firstly deals with the quality of the student experience, with particular reference to HEQC/QAA guidelines on quality assurance and their application to support collaborative provision. This is followed by an assessment of the financial and contractual arrangements and the extent to which franchise-type schemes offer accountability and value-for-money. The subsequent section considers the management of sub-contractual provision by institutions and its relationship to the quality of the experience. Part 2 of the report, Analysis, provides a more detailed exploration and explanation of sub-contractual partnerships. It is organised into two chapters, the first dealing with financial and contractual arrangements and the second with scheme characteristics and the student experience.

The quality of the student experience

Models of collaborative provision

27. In considering whether some schemes are more successful than others in guaranteeing the quality of the student experience, it is necessary to establish whether schemes can be categorised according to type and their salient features identified. This proved impossible in a simple form but the research did identify three models of collaborative provision. Most schemes, in practice, are a mixture of these models, but each model displays distinctive characteristics. Together they demonstrate that ‘the student experience’ is diverse; they illustrate the nature of that diversity and help identify in what ways it is possible or realistic to establish whether such experience is broadly comparable to that of students in the HEI.

Model A 

28. This is the ‘classic’ form of widening access. It is characterised by:

· Mature student entry often with no/non-standard qualifications.

· Degree qualifications with years 0/1 undertaken in FECs.

· Guaranteed and linked progression to the HEI.

· A directly comparable group in the HEI only at level 1.

· Distinct teaching and learning strategies and sometimes a different/adapted  curriculum.

·  FEC expertise in identifying, recruiting, advising and teaching this type of student.

This provision is typically franchised.

Model B

29. The rationale, target student population and success criteria are different from Model A. It is characterised by:

· Students with a similar age and qualification profile to those in new universities.

· National rather than/in addition to local recruitment.

· Specialist subject expertise, often strongly vocational, offered by the FEC.

· No comparable provision, and therefore no comparable student groups, in the HEI.

· Complete qualifications undertaken in the FEC and therefore no linked progression.

This provision is typically validated.

Model C

30. This model shows the greatest diversity but the key characteristics are:

· Provision is locally delivered.

· In the majority of cases, complete qualifications are provided in the FEC.

· Recruitment is both local and increasingly also national via Clearing.

· Provision is not targeted at entrants with non-standard qualifications but at a diversity of students sharing a requirement for higher levels of support than is available in the HEI.

· Comparable provision may or may not exist in the HEI.

· A distinct sub-set of provision caters for the Higher National Diploma (HND) qualifications validated via the HEI.

· Progression, particularly from sub-degree qualifications, frequently takes place but may not be guaranteed.

This provision is both franchised and validated.

Defining the quality of experience
31. It will be obvious from the models that consideration of the comparability of the student experience is not a simple task. The research reinforced the point that in many schemes there is no directly comparable group in the HEI. Given the diversity of collaborative relationships and the fact that schemes attract many non-traditional learners 

and others who would find entry directly into the HE system difficult, the question of what underpins and guarantees the student experience is less transparent than it might first appear. 

32. For the purposes of this study, the comparable quality of student experience is defined broadly as the extent to which various franchise-type schemes implement the HEQC’s recommendations on collaborative provision in Guidelines on Quality Assurance (1996). The key principles are that such provision should:

· Enlarge teaching and learning opportunities without prejudice to HE award standards and quality of learning experience.

· Have QA arrangements no less rigorous and open to scrutiny than those for non-collaborative provision.

· Clearly define, record and subject to periodic review the scope and nature of partners’ responsibilities.

· Encourage and enhance institutional and educational development where desired by partners.

· Inform students of the responsibilities of the parties involved and how the relationship affects student entitlements and responsibilities.

33. The HEQC elaborates these principles with reference to practice in the following areas: (i) the purposes, strategies and objectives of the provision; (ii) partnership arrangements and agreements; (iii) QA arrangements; (iv) meeting students’ needs and requirements; (v) staffing and staff development; (vi) publicity and promotional material.

Alignment with the HEQC guidelines

34.  It should be stressed that the research did not constitute a formal ‘audit’. Nevertheless, the case-study data provide a means of gauging the extent to which institutional practice adheres to the Guidelines on Quality Assurance. The main findings are:

· In broad terms, the Guidelines on Quality Assurance are adhered to or are being addressed. Adherence to their principles and practice does not appear to be more or less strongly associated with any particular model. 

· Documentation is available and is generally consistent with the principles and many of the practices identified by the HEQC. However, the case-study data do indicate that some scheme documentation is less robust than is desirable. The documents setting out the contractual arrangements between partners,  and identifying the responsibilities and obligations of the parties involved, are rarely comprehensive. There is not a seamless set of immediately available documents. Some have not been recently updated or systematically reviewed. Documents written at different points in time are sometimes mutually inconsistent and some still refer to committees and structures no longer in existence. This suggests that the periodic review applied to individual courses, and arrangements with particular colleges, are not being systematically applied to the scheme as a whole.

· Some central HEI systems are struggling to keep pace with changes in collaborative relationships. Although HEIs are aware of this problem, there is no evidence to suggest they are attempting to slow the pace of change to allow systems to catch up with practice. 

· Monitoring for compliance with the guidelines needs continuous and permanent attention by HEIs. Where evidence of non-compliance exists, this is often reflected equally in provision across the HEI rather than being solely associated with the scheme for collaborative provision. If there are already deficiencies within the HEI’s management or QA systems, then collaborative provision adds to the strains. 

Factors supporting the quality of the student experience

35. The models demonstrate the difficulties in arriving at general conclusions of equal relevance to all types of provision. However, the evidence from the research highlights key areas of convergence in the structures and processes which support a high quality of  experience for students on franchise-type courses. The main findings are:
Recruitment/admission and induction

· There is considerable diversity in procedures for recruitment and admission. For many local students and those with non-standard qualifications the process is direct and personal and involves opportunities for one-to-one advice and counselling. This is a more appropriate experience for this group than the formal UCAS procedures used by most HE students. Quality of experience here is high.

· There is a higher chance that some courses in colleges, as compared to HEIs’ courses, will not run owing to poor recruitment. Evidence of fluctuating recruitment patterns is widespread. While efforts are made to find alternative places for students in this eventuality, the process seems reliant on efforts made by individual lecturers rather than a standard set of arrangements. Schemes should review these procedures and clarify the extent of their responsibilities to students.

· There is evidence of increasing national recruitment to some courses in FECs. For some specialist courses, as in Model B, this reflects an important component in the target recruitment group. As more colleges join UCAS, perhaps because they have directly funded courses they wish to advertise, other courses are increasingly being incorporated in the same material. Less is known about non-local students choosing to study in FECs. Better statistical cohort data would help to identify whether such students are more likely to drop out or fail, perhaps because of a lack of positive choice or poor advice at Clearing. This reinforces proposals elsewhere in this report for improved data about sub-contractual provision.

· Admission is sometimes formally delegated to the FEC, subject to HEI regulations on student qualifications, and sometimes is the subject of recommendations from the FEC to the HEI. In all schemes these responsibilities were clearly set out and, while experience in the HEI and FEC differs, the student experience is not affected.

· Initial induction procedures have been greatly improved and all schemes include/involve the HEI in some appropriate way. This tends to vary according to whether students have linked progression. Arrangements to cover the subsequent transition stage from FEC to HEI are also being put in place, especially in those schemes with linked, guaranteed progression. The guidelines identify the need for information and advice to be available to students but it is clear this is unlikely to be sufficient. In best-practice arrangements, more is being done to minimise problems at transition. Those students most likely to experience discontinuity are those on schemes where progression frequently occurs but is not guaranteed, e.g. some schemes of the Model C type. All schemes should consider specific induction arrangements for transferring students.

On-course experience
· Most students are highly positive about their learning experience. They comment on the high levels of support and assistance offered. Students receive individual attention and small-group teaching and many benefit from the attention given to the development of social confidence as well as intellectual skills. 

· Whatever the type of course, teaching group sizes are typically smaller than in the HEI. This, together with a different approach or emphasis to teaching and learning in the FEC, often results in a different student learning experience despite a common or similar curriculum being followed. This difference, often valued by both FEC and HEI as leading to a more appropriate educational experience, particularly for under-confident or under-prepared students, can make the transition to the HEI difficult. There is evidence that more could be done to address this issue and to target support in appropriate areas, e.g. adjustment to large lectures or the pace of classes. Institutions need to consider the relevant guidelines and the QAA should clarify whether an appreciation of the ‘teaching and learning ethos of the awarding institution’ is equally relevant for all forms of collaborative provision.

· Students benefit from high levels of commitment on the part of staff teaching on collaborative courses, despite difficulties in some FECs arising from present conditions of employment. 

· Students’ rights of access to university facilities vary. In the majority of cases, equal rights exist.

· The utilisation of HEI learning resources by students on franchise-type courses is low. The evidence is that few FEC students appear to make use of them. It is likely that the barriers are related to cultural and social factors rather than practical questions of distance. It is impossible to identify usage more precisely because HEIs rarely monitor this aspect of provision. If utilisation of resources is an element underpinning quality, then more needs to be done to promote such use. 

· Where students have criticisms they more frequently relate to the FE environment, sometimes including the lack of specific or separate facilities for HE students, rather than the course provision itself. 

Student achievement and progression

· Both FECs and HEIs monitor cohort data internally, but data relating to the scheme overall are often inadequate. It is therefore difficult to tell if progression rates vary as between different schemes, types of provision, different FECs, or students having different social/educational characteristics on entry. The following findings have therefore to be understood in this context.

· Most students are successful in the achievement of the award for which they registered and/or progression to the HEI. Achievement on the college-based course is good and progression to the HEI, where relevant, is high.

· After the first term, retention rates are good in most colleges; university evidence is that there are differences in retention between partner colleges. Better monitoring could assist some colleges to improve retention.

· Most HND students, whether formally linked to a degree scheme or not, want to progress. Failure to do so is often a result of lack of very local access which in turn engenders pressure for the development of local progression arrangements, sometimes in the form of top-up degrees. Tutors put progression rates to degrees at around 70 per cent.

Quality assurance arrangements
Academic audit reports have raised concerns in relation to collaborative provision. The guidelines specify detailed issues for consideration at both institutional and programme level. Evidence from the case studies is as follows:

· There is considerable evidence to suggest there is a large amount of uncosted investment in quality assurance processes, with some individual co-ordinators carrying  significant responsibility which is not formally ‘recognised’. This can easily lead to the under-resourcing of collaborative schemes and undue reliance on individuals with commitment rather than formal systems.

· Improved co-ordination and more active approaches to management and review are being developed in many schemes. Colleges are also very aware of this issue. This remains, however, an area of concern and more investment is needed in it. In particular, timetables for periodic review have sometimes been overtaken by major changes in the HEI, for example the introduction of modularisation, and this has resulted in extended gaps between review cycles, to the detriment of schemes.

· Devolution of responsibility for standards to faculty level has been a common trend in many HEIs. This was evident in most schemes in the case studies. Links with partner institutions, including co-ordination, monitoring and assessment responsibilities, now frequently rest at that level in terms of day-to-day operations. This can increase the chances of FECs having a variable experience of provision across a scheme unless there is a central unit actively engaged in scheme management as a whole. 

· There is also a trend towards FECs taking a more proactive role and responsibility for monitoring and review. Devolution of responsibility can encourage a stronger sense of ownership of franchised provision within the colleges. It also helps to integrate the process with internal QA procedures in the college. There needs, however, to be a sufficient cohort of staff involved in collaborative provision to develop active review. There is also a need to ensure that involvement from the HEI includes some staff with active engagement in relevant areas of provision and not only central QA staff. 

· The development of complex modular degree schemes poses a particular challenge for co-ordination within franchise arrangements. The QAA should consider whether specific guidelines are needed to cover this form of provision. Evidence suggests that co-ordination solely at unit or module level fails to meet the needs of staff in FECs. The module leader in the HEI may have no other involvement with collaborative provision. Students may need extra guidance as to module choice and lack a home base on transition. Often a central unit can play a vital role in such circumstances.

· At lecturer level, concern for standards is paramount and lecturers clearly prioritise moderation and assessment procedures. Attendance by some FEC staff at assessment boards continues to be a problem in a small number of schemes owing to difficulties in securing release from other duties. The potential for students to be disadvantaged in such circumstances is increased. The responsibilities of partner institutions in the area of assessment are central to the maintenance of standards, and breaches should result in formal measures being taken. 

Factors requiring attention

36. The research identified four particular areas with potential for improvement:

· The quality of the national data on collaborative provision suffers from the inadequate and sometimes erroneous data returns made by a number of HEIs in their statistical returns. This issue should be jointly addressed by the Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) and institutions.

· The matter of the periodic review of schemes as a whole in terms of documentation and arrangements for co-ordination needs to be addressed. 

· Practice in some areas still needs to be improved. It is in the area of practice that QAA guidelines could assist by greater differentiation according to type of provision. 

· Initial induction and transitional arrangements for progressing students have been improved. Support at the point of transition is weakest in the area of teaching and learning and this requires further consideration.

Beyond the guidelines

37. Following the recommendations on franchising in the Dearing Report, there is a need to consider whether the research provides evidence relevant to their consideration. The research also identified additional factors which influence the quality of provision offered to students and which are not directly addressed in the HEQC guidelines. The Dearing Report has recommended new criteria for franchised provision which should rule out serial franchising and include a normal presumption of a single HE partner. The latter would appear to imply a partner in close geographical proximity, for example, to allow for student progression. The issue of geographical proximity is also relevant to student access to resources, involvement in joint staff development activities, attendance at meetings and other forms of HE/FE interaction. Because of its potential impact on the quality of collaborative provision, geographical proximity is considered as a separate category. There are also implications for quality arising from the scale and complexity of schemes.

(i) Geographical proximity

38. Expectations that the first level of HE qualifications might increasingly be provided in colleges and the proposals for regional centres of excellence set out in the Dearing Report emphasise the importance of clear thinking on geographical proximity – and its connection to the proposal for a single partner. The research found the majority of links were with an HEI in reasonable geographical proximity, although this could vary from less than a mile to considerable distances, even within regional schemes. It is obvious that for some FECs the nearest HEI is not close, although it is in the same region. Many, though not all, multiple partnership links were also with HEIs in the same region. The links with distant HEIs were as follows:

· Some are based on specialist subject expertise. In one case, the links involve specialist vocational provision, some with colleges at a considerable distance, but as the college’s only partner. 

· Another, and more widespread, example involves Certificate in Education FE courses. Where such provision involves links to a distant HEI, and many such links are of long standing, it usually results in multiple partnerships for colleges. 

· Some arise from a decision to seek a second HEI partner for particular area(s) of provision. This is a variant of the first example but the provision here might be more widely available, and indeed is sometimes available in the HEI with which an FEC already has links, but the reputation of another HEI in this area of provision is stronger or distinctive. Typical examples are to be found in the subject area of art and design. 

· A small number of links did not appear to be based on clear criteria, either by the college or HEI.

39. Given the complexity of schemes and the interface between single/multiple partnerships and geographical proximity, the evidence is difficult to summarise. Were the Dearing recommendations to be followed, the QAA might have to decide which is the more important of these factors in supporting quality. 

40. Existing guidelines for ensuring the quality of student experience assume that FEC-based students will benefit from access to the facilities of a well-resourced parent HEI. Strictly speaking, the guidelines refer to students having access to and information about resources, but obviously the underlying assumption is that such information would lead to their use. This research suggests that geographical proximity is not the major determinant of the use of HEI facilities by students from the FEC. Further consideration needs to be given, therefore, as to how important/desirable the use of HEI facilities is in assuring the student experience. The evidence from Teaching Quality Assessment reports is that learning resources in many FECs are inadequate. FE tutors interviewed in the course of this research generally assert that college resources are adequate to support student learning at that level. Consequently, it seems there is often no direct encouragement to students to utilise HE resources.

41. Opportunities for student progression are clearly an important element in many schemes. It is therefore important to clarify the effects of geographical proximity/distance on progression. This report has already highlighted the absence of coherent scheme data in many schemes. However, the schemes which involve linked progression are in reasonable geographical proximity, i.e. are regional schemes. Nevertheless, the point at which ‘distance’ can raise practical problems for students is often quite close. There is no evidence that within regional schemes distance is a decisive factor in progression.

42. Geographical proximity does affect the involvement of FE staff in joint events. Formal events such as assessment board or moderation meetings are not affected in this way. It is in areas such as staff development and other meetings that distance most clearly affects attendance. Clearly this is an issue of concern but it is also part of a wider problem in ensuring involvement by FE staff in events which colleges more frequently regard as beneficial but optional. There is also evidence that where course teams meet regularly, on a scheduled basis known well in advance, attendance is not affected by distance. 

(ii) Serial franchising and multiple partnerships
43. The Dearing Report has suggested that new criteria for franchising arrangements should rule out serial franchising and include a normal presumption that the franchisee should have only one education partner. We found no evidence of serial franchising in our study and consequently make no further comment on this proposal.

44. The issue of a single partner is more complex. Some schemes have a presumption of a single partner, with  additional partners allowed where an area of provision is not offered by the HEI. Some schemes differentiate between FECs in close partnership (often called associate colleges) and apply single partnership requirements only in such cases. Other HEIs are opposed to exclusivity arrangements, either as a matter of principle or because they perceive the basis of quality to reside at subject level and consequently accept that different partners may be appropriate for different subjects.

45. FECs often have single partners even where no such requirements are imposed. Many with additional partners have links involving different curriculum areas. Not all single partners involve the HEI in closest geographical proximity. There is no evidence of FECs making choices to change/add partners based primarily on financial considerations in the sense of incentives. There is evidence of colleges wishing to extend their HE provision into new areas and being unable to secure Maximum Aggregate Student Numbers (MASNs) from their existing partner, seeking additional links elsewhere. These might be seen as ‘reluctant’ multiple partners as opposed to those exercising positive choice. While some colleges have major and minor partners, others have arrangements involving comparable numbers of students. This is particularly true where different curriculum areas are involved.

46. The major quality consideration associated with multiple partnerships is the requirement for FECs to comply with multiple QA procedures. FECs generally do not perceive any major difficulty in adapting to more than one set of  HE quality procedures, although they do agree that more active management is required. Colleges with multiple partnerships are more likely to report having adopted an HE model of quality assurance for all provision in the college. Those HEIs involved with colleges having multiple links do not report greater problems with QA compliance as a consequence. 

47. If franchising were to be limited solely to single partners, it is probable few pre-1992 university schemes would survive. They do not offer HNDs. They tend to offer fewer curriculum areas. They are not universities to which the majority of FE students apply, and colleges are keen to develop partnerships with universities offering a wide range of opportunities. Partnerships with pre-1992 universities, are, however highly valued by partner colleges. If single partner arrangements were to become the normal presumption, then this research suggests there would be a period of considerable restructuring required for some institutions for which the timescales would need to allow.

(iii) Scale/complexity
48. There are considerable differences in the scale/complexity of franchise-type schemes. These differences manifest themselves in: the proportion of students on sub-contractual courses relative to total student numbers in the HEI; the number of franchised students in both the HEI and each FEC; the number of FEC partners; the types of sub-contractual provision; the number of active programmes; and the balance of students enrolled on each programme. There is the additional question of whether the scheme has different institutional arrangements with partners.

49. The scale and complexity of schemes can affect the quality of collaborative provision if it is not firmly embedded within an adequate framework of co-ordination. This problem has been exacerbated by the pace with which franchise-type arrangements have grown, a point recognised in the HEQCs Learning from Audit 2. The more complex the scheme, the greater the need for active management and co-ordination across the scheme as a whole. This in turn highlights the need for a central unit or individual(s) with responsibility for partnership provision.

Financial and contractual arrangements

50. To understand the present financial arrangements between HEIs and FECs, it is useful to set them in context. Most sub-contractual schemes began in the early 1990s. There were already a number of local links in existence between HEIs (particularly the former polytechnics) and FE colleges, designed to widen participation. Funding to HE institutions was then largely via a block grant reflecting historic funding levels, plus some additional capital and non-recurrent funding.  In 1989, the Government decided to increase tuition fees very substantially and cut the block grants paid to institutions by the funding councils, correspondingly. The intention was to provide an incentive to institutions to recruit extra students. It also provided the financial catalyst for many of the sub-contractual schemes onto which some, at least, of the extra students were recruited.

51. Most HEIs received only fee income for these additional students; hence this policy was widely referred to as fees-only funding. However, in the interests of efficient expansion, efficiency gains were also levied on block grants to institutions and these took account of the total student numbers recruited by the HEI and their year-on-year increase. The greater the increase, the lower the level of the efficiency gain imposed, acting as a further incentive to expansion.

52. Fee income was the starting point from which most HEIs then negotiated the funding arrangements with their FE partners, i.e. passing on to the FEC the fee income they received per student, subject to the variations set out below. Actual fee levels depended, of course, on whether students were Band 1 (lower-cost courses) or Band 2 (higher-cost, mainly laboratory or workshop-based courses). A number of FE institutions were also in receipt of recurrent grant for their HE provision from the (then) Polytechnics and Colleges Funding Council (PCFC), paid via their Local Education Authority (LEA). Some subsequently chose to develop a close partnership with an HEI as a means of protecting and expanding their HE provision. This money was then usually ring-fenced by the HEI and passed to the FEC in addition to fees. 

53. In a further complication, for the academic year 1993/4 the fee levels for Band 1 students were reduced and the others were frozen. The following year, fee levels for both bands 1 and 2 were reduced. This effectively returned the balance between fees and grant for Band 1 to that which existed in 1989, and most franchised provision falls in this fee band. However, as compensation to institutions for the loss of fee income, fee compensation was built into the block grant. Because of the timing of changes to fee levels and fee compensation, the fee levels applying to the sub-contractual schemes varied significantly depending on when the schemes commenced. Basically, schemes starting in the three years from 1990/91 to 1992/3 were linked to the higher fee levels then applicable, those commencing subsequently, to the lower.

54. In addition, most HEIs apply a range of adjustments to this fees-based set of financial arrangements. Deductions are sometimes made for management or administration or validation charges (frequently in the order of 10 per cent), for any contribution to the teaching which is undertaken by staff from the HEI (this can be as high as 25 per cent), or to reflect the efficiency gains levied on the HEI. HE institutions also make increases or additions to funding. These sometimes reflect or recognise a special relationship between the HEI and an FE college, are sometimes intended as an incentive to recruitment, or may recognise particularly high-cost schemes.

55. The result is a complex set of variations on a single theme. However, this results in significant variations in the actual funding being received by FECs. Funding for Band 1 students ranges from £990 to £2,200 and for Band 2 students from £1,600 to £4,143. The lower end of the range typically reflects either the start date of the scheme or high teaching loads or full course development undertaken by the HEI, with consequent deductions. The upper levels reflect either very high-cost provision which the HEI nonetheless wants to include in its portfolio, or colleges receiving block grant in addition to fee income because of their original directly funded status.

Alternative perspectives on funding

56. From 1998/9, the HEFCE is introducing a new funding methodology which uses a standard unit of resource for each subject area and is based on the principle of funding similar provision at similar rates. Expressing current funding allocations in the context of the new framework produces a range of 31 to 98 per cent of these standard units of resource. About half fall in the range of 45 to 60 per cent. In some institutions this is broadly comparable to the percentage of funds typically allocated to academic departments. While a few institutions have arrived at this percentage as a result of a conscious policy decision to treat the FEC on a comparable basis, in most cases it seems to be an accidental consequence of other policies. Moreover, since overhead and capital costs (which most HEIs provide centrally for their internal academic departments) are not recognised the present funding arrangements are still most accurately described as a marginal income-based funding system.

57. Perceptions about the appropriateness of these arrangements vary widely, often depending on the level of funding the FE college receives from other sources, most notably the Further Education Funding Council (FEFC). In part this is because institutions have few other means of judging or assessing available funding. There is very little cost information pertaining to the courses in these programmes in either the HEI or FEC. Total costs do not drive funding levels.

Costs and resources

58. The resources available for and utilised by these courses are primarily determined by the validation/approval procedures and the QA process. There is very little use of costs to inform these. While the lack of cost information might seem ill-advised from a good-practice perspective, there is no evidence that this has adversely affected the student experience. Where costing studies have been undertaken, some FEC managers have been able to negotiate additional payments or, in other cases, a relaxation of the course requirements, for example, the number of elective modules to be offered. At a minimum, it is good-practice for the HEI to ensure that:

· Physical resources are of an appropriate nature and broadly comparable to those provided by the HEI on similar courses.

· The members of validation and/or institutional approval panels are aware of funding levels and what this represents in terms of physical resources.

· Academic as well as financial staff understand the basis of the funding arrangements.

· Any physical resources to be provided by the HEI are clearly set out.

Contractual agreements

59. Institutions would be assisted if financial and validation arrangements were linked in a more transparent way in contractual agreements. As a prerequisite it would be good practice to undertake a risk assessment of these courses, particularly on the question of minimum student numbers. Volatile recruitment patterns are a feature of many schemes and under-recruitment poses a serious risk to both FEC and HEI, and can have a detrimental financial impact on both. 

60. Two further aspects of contractual agreements need to be stressed. The first is the importance of clarity as to any learning resources and other facilities the HEI intends to make available to students studying in FECs and the terms on which that availability is offered, for example, whether students have full user rights at the library. This information should be widely publicised. The second contractual issue is the nature and extent of any rights the HEI might have to specify the terms and conditions under which staff teaching on HE courses will be employed. Common problem areas are the involvement, if any, of part-time staff, the hours which staff substantially involved in these courses should teach, and the requirement to undertake staff development. The contract should be clear as to the rights and responsibilities of both institutions.

61. In addition, there is a need to ensure that contracts cover all appropriate areas. Institutions should review the clauses itemised in chapter 2 to ensure they are included in all contracts or otherwise appropriately covered. Contracts need to be sufficiently comprehensive and legally enforceable to ensure good management and minimise risk. However, while effective contractual agreements should underpin sub-contractual arrangements, they must not be seen as the driving force. Far more important is the spirit of co-operation and goodwill which needs to exist between HEI and FEC for schemes to fulfil their main objectives.

Value-for-money

62. Value-for-money is here considered in its widest sense of value for all public monies expended. This includes funding from both HEFCE and FEFC as well as LEA tuition fees. Technically, value-for-money is a question of whether courses funded under sub-contractual arrangements result in the same, or better, quality of provision and outcome for the same, or less, monies expended. In a less formal sense, it is a question of whether public monies are being used both efficiently and effectively in ways which create added value.

63. Evidence of added value can be found both in respect of widening/extending access, via the types of students enrolled and the increased local delivery of higher education, and in the development of higher education qualifications in specialist vocational areas of provision, based on FE expertise. Examples of all of these are identified earlier in this chapter. There is also evidence that the quality of the student experience is broadly comparable to that of equivalent students studying in the HEI. 

64. This study has identified the range of funding being transmitted from HEIs to FECs to support franchised students. The missing element is information on costs, namely the total monies spent on students on franchised courses. This information will become available from a separate study which is costing directly funded HE students in FECs and comparing this to costs in HEIs. Following the outcomes of this study, further research may be taken forward and a more formal value-for-money calculation could be made. 

65. If the total costs, including the management premium, are less than the cost of direct provision in HE, then sub-contractual provision provides value-for-money. If the costs are greater, value-for-money can only be demonstrated by identifying the extent of added value derived from the involvement of FECs and confirming that the premium thus justified exceeds the higher costs.
Accountability

66. There are two aspects of accountability to be considered: the HEFCE’s accountability for the funds it provides to institutions and each institution’s accountability for the public funds under its control. In each case, the respective accounting officers have to ensure the funds are used appropriately and with probity. 

67. The key issue is whether the quality and quantity of provision are reasonable for the sums expended by the HEI and whether public monies are being managed in a way which is defensible to Parliament. The research shows that the funds are being used for appropriate activities, here the teaching of students on HE courses. In all the cases examined, the funds passed to the FE college were being used for teaching students enrolled on an appropriate HE qualification. 

68. In the absence of costing information it is not possible to specify that all the funds were being spent in this way. Institutional perception, however, is that income for sub-contractual courses provides only part of the total costs of provision; appropriate evidence for this would presently need to use proxies such as physical resource levels, including staff numbers and skills, accommodation and books. Alternatively, some institutions might consider undertaking one-off costing studies, both to provide more reliable information on this issue and to help inform their future funding negotiations. In any event, further clarification of resource levels would be beneficial both in contracts and in validation documents. In some cases, responsibility for staff development and scholarly activities and the provision of library and computing facilities would benefit from being more sharply defined. 

69. The quality of the student experience is broadly comparable. Schemes all have mechanisms for taking corrective action should problems be found in the quality of provision. Many schemes are covered by formal clauses in their memorandum of agreement describing the action to be taken in cases of dispute or disagreement. In practice, there were few reports of these clauses being used. It is good practice to have such clauses, but far more beneficial for problems to be resolved in a non-legalistic way, in an appropriate forum.

70. Adequate management information systems are in place to handle basic financial and student number information, leading to proper invoicing and reporting to HEFCE and HESA and other appropriate bodies. However, there is a need to improve management information on student cohorts across schemes. In summary, the basic framework of accountability is in place. There are no major omissions; many schemes would, however, benefit from better information on:

· the resources used on franchised provision, and a comparison of this with the funding levels provided to FECs by the HEIs; 

· student cohort data and success rates across schemes.

The management of sub-contractual provision
71. There is no evidence that different forms of sub-contractual relationship can be linked in any systematic way to variations in the quality or accountability of franchise-type provision. However, the research has identified a number of ‘facilitating’ or ‘predisposing’ conditions which are more likely to be associated with the success of franchise-type relationships. This section summarises the main findings on the operational and management issues which impact on the quality of franchised provision.

Strategic commitment and institutional management

72. Franchise arrangements can operate with little strategic input from the centre. However, by defining the strategic objectives and clarifying the scope and nature of collaborative partnerships, senior management creates the direction and framework within which school/departmental staff operate. The commitment of senior managers makes a difference because they are in a position to establish institutional commitment to this form of provision. 

73. Audit reports suggest that lack of transparency in strategic planning may make many colleges reluctant to invest time and resources in franchised provision on a long-term basis because they feel there is no stability or consistency in the system. The research found that partnerships with a strategic committee involving all colleges have higher levels of satisfaction and mutual understanding. There is clear evidence of a long-term investment in the partnership arrangements. The absence of a strategic management committee is sometimes, however, a reflection of the small scale of the provision rather than a lack of strategic commitment. 

Link personnel

74. Larger schemes, with more (types of) colleges and courses involved, require significantly greater investment in terms of co-ordination. Personal contacts at key co-ordination points (scheme, school, course/module level) are as important as the systems designed to develop, manage and monitor schemes. Audit has drawn attention to the need for more active management of provision and for the responsibilities of link personnel to be more formally recognised. This research concurs with the view of audit and provides evidence that progress is being made, but suggests that the development of systems and the establishment of link personnel need to be better co-ordinated. 

75. Scheme management as a whole is crucial. This is not just a question of strategic links at senior management level, but of a central locus of responsibility within the HEI. Such a locus enables a comprehensive oversight of sub-contractual provision to be maintained. It can provide a constructive counter-weight to the faculties which have recently assumed devolved responsibilities for standards. The personnel in such units are associated with franchised provision and provide a focal point for FECs to raise issues about provision across faculty boundaries. They are also able to minimise the risks of a diversity of practice developing which can affect the experience of individual colleges in respect of collaborative provision. 

76. Course or unit co-ordinators (sometimes both) typically provide links directly with college staff. All universities were able to provide lists of such personnel and their counterparts in colleges. This is in many ways the most crucial link in the chain. It is at this level that academic liaison takes place, with discussion of course-related issues, e.g. module assignments. The importance of such links not only reflects current trends for devolved responsibility to schools and faculties, but also provides a vital dimension of quality assurance. If a school has a large amount of provision, there is frequently an overall co-ordinator at school level. Where co-ordinators exist above unit/module level, higher levels of satisfaction are expressed by colleges.

77. This role of link co-ordinator has its counterparts in many FECs. If the college has a number of HE programmes, there is often an overall co-ordinator for HE at senior management level, in addition to HE course co-ordinator(s) drawn from staff teaching on the programmes. 

78. There is clear evidence that provision which is organised as a course, with a course leader and course committee, is more readily understood in FE, and in consequence franchised provision is also easier to organise. Co-ordination levels have obvious parallels with roles and responsibilities in FE and HE. 

Summary

79. The research identified three models of sub-contractual provision, which differ as to rationale, target student group and success criteria.

80. The findings of the research suggest the quality of the student experience in FECs is broadly comparable to that in HEIs. In areas where differences are apparent, the provision is seen to offer a more appropriate experience for particular types of student. The QAA guidelines on quality assurance are broadly adhered to. However, the research identifies areas requiring attention: improved documentation; more active management; monitoring and review of schemes; and attention to the transition from FE to HE, with support for students. In particular, improved data on sub-contractual provision and the student cohort are urgently needed at national and scheme level. 

81. Funding is mainly on the basis of fees being received by the HEI and adjusted upward or downward according to a variety of factors. This results in considerable variation in the funding being received. Funding is not, however, a major driver in these schemes. The basic framework of accountability is in place; better information on costs of provision at institutional level would further improve accountability and the transparency of negotiations between HEIs and FECs.

82. The issues of geographical proximity and single partnership need to be clearly distinguished. The evidence is not definitive and the report indicates the combinations of partnerships to be found, the reasons for their existence, and the balance of evidence as it affects QA procedures.

PART 2: ANALYSIS

Chapter 2: Financial and contractual arrangements

Introduction

83. This chapter examines the financial and contractual arrangements that underpin franchise-type schemes between HEIs and FECs. It amplifies the main findings on these arrangements set out in Chapter One of the report. Four key financial issues are considered: the basis on which franchise partners are funded; how franchise funding compares with the funding of the HEIs’ other students; how the financial arrangements work in practice with respect to resourcing and staff roles; and costs and financial arrangements. The discussion of these financial arrangements needs to be read in conjunction with the Tables which present the details of the financial models described (Table A), the variations to the basic funding model encountered by the research (Table B), funding levels in the FECs (Table C), and responsibility for the provision of physical resources (Table D).

84. Later in the chapter, the focus switches to the contracts and other agreements that exist between HEIs and FECs. Attention is given first to the particular types of documents that exist for franchise-type schemes. This is followed by an overview of the main clauses found in the documentation. This part of the analysis needs to be read in conjunction with the more detailed analysis included in Appendix II of the report. The final section on contractual arrangements highlights good practice, with particular reference to risk assessment. The chapter concludes with a summary of the main findings of the research with respect to both financial and contractual arrangements.

The basis of the funding

Marginal funding model

85. The sub-contractual schemes explored in the case studies were set up in the early 1990s. This was a period of expansion in HE, supported by a policy widely referred to as fees-only funding. HEIs received tuition fees for these students, and planned to pass most of this to the FECs, to reflect their responsibilities for the teaching.  Funding in subsequent years continued to reflect the income seen by the HEI to be attributable to these additional students. However, following the initial doubling of tuition fees to fuel expansion, fees were later reduced and partly replaced by fees compensation. The effect on Band 1 students (the largest franchise area) was to bring the balance between fees and grant back to the level of 1989 (details of the fee Bands are given in Part one of the report). 

86. Throughout all these changes, HEIs continued to apply a ‘marginal income’ model of funding to the franchise arrangements - FECs were mainly funded at the level of the fees being received (but not taking into account the effect of the lower efficiency gains).  Where an HEI was actually receiving a block grant that had always been attributable to an FEC’s HE students, this was ring-fenced and passed across to that FEC as well.

Table A

Financial models

Funds allocated

to FECs based

on:
Example of model
Presence in case studies

full costs

direct costs

‘full’ funds

additional funds

‘fees-based funding model’/marginal income model

additional funds

(A) reduced

additional funds

(B) increased

commercial influence on

price


all costs (HEI and FEC) are calculated and those of the FEC funded either at that level, or at a level proportionate to the income available to the HEI

the direct costs incurred by the FEC are calculated (these would generally include staff costs, and extra library resources, but not accommodation or administration costs, for example)

the full funds that could be deemed to accrue to these students assuming all students are funded at comparable rates (e.g. fees plus the institutional Average Unit of Council Funding (AUCFs) for a subject or HEFCE’s new standard units of resource)

the additional income accruing to the HEI at the time these extra students are being recruited, is passed to the FEC

the additional funds accruing to the HEI (see above), reduced to reflect a validation or administration charge or other overhead or direct costs of the HEI

the additional funds accruing to the HEI (see above), increased to provide an incentive or in recognition of special relationship, or to help meet higher costs

what the market will bear
one: ‘joint venture’ based on fee income available to HEI

none

one HEI with two regional colleges along these lines: original FEC’s block grant ring-fenced

this is the model that applies to ALL other case studies, modified, however, by A or B (or both) below

most of the case studies

some of the case studies

non per se, except in some case studies where reductions were made to the additional funds (A above), to take into account (high) part-time fees.

Table B

Variations to the fees-based funding model

Each column illustrates a particular combination of variations to the fees-based funding model that has been applied to one or more schemes.


Combinations applied to schemes
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Note:
All illustrations are based on fees-based funding models with the exception of (xii) which shows


 variations to a ‘full’-funds model, i.e. including original block grant

87. When the source of the funding changed (tuition fees from LEAs were reduced and replaced with tuition fee compensation from the HEFCE), this did not itself alter the basis of the funding passed to FECs. However, the exact timing and calculation of the fees compensation meant that the total amounts received by the HEI did change, and this dilution was reflected in the FEC funding. In some cases this was extensive, for example:

· Where HEIs recruited above their MASN, they received reduced funding which, in turn, was proportionately passed on to the FEC.

· Where a scheme started in 1993/4, the tuition fees for Band 1 were at an intermediate stage - fees compensation would have only been calculated from that total, not the full original fee.

· Where a scheme was in place in 1992, but the subject areas or student numbers changed in 1993, fees compensation (based on 1992 provision) would not reflect the altered provision.

88. Franchise schemes set up since the early 1990s have been based on the same principle – that is additional income accruing to the HEI made up of current tuition fees plus the appropriate amount of tuition fees compensation. For the purposes of this report, this ‘fees-based funding’ is termed marginal income funding.

Variations to this model

89. This marginal income funding model is used by all HEIs (except for two schemes - as shown in Table A). However, there can be significant variations to this model to reflect any of the following factors:

· Particularly heavy resource demands in these courses.

· A special relationship between the HEI and FEC.

· HEI costs.

· Other factors impacting on the HEI income for these students.

Some examples of these variations are shown in Figure 1 below.

90. The research suggests that these factors alone may not necessarily result in altered funding. However, they have tended to result in a funding variation if they existed alongside any one of the following:

(i)
Senior management support in the HEI for the franchise. This might result in additional resourcing for initial library provision or for high course costs; or additional funds in recognition of a wider relationship with the FEC (including, for example, the block grant funding we saw in one scheme); or it might mean that any small teaching or administration input by the HEI is not charged.


(ii)
Direct costs incurred by the HEI. Teaching input by the HEI is often reflected in a charge (per hour) to the FEC (unless it is very small or ad hoc), and curriculum input (provision of materials) is often reflected by reducing the funding to that of current fees only, i.e. not including fees compensation.


(iii)
Finance policy in this area. Funding is determined centrally and there may be an institutional policy for the recovery of overheads and validation, management and administration costs. This might result in a rate per student, or a percentage of total funds, being deducted. Efficiency gains required by the HEFCE are usually passed on to the FEC (except in some cases of strong management support, as in (i) above).

In some HEIs, there is scope by FECs to negotiate some of these variations.
Figure 1

Examples of factors leading to variations in the funding approach

particularly heavy resource demands in these courses. HEIs may provide:

· some core funding (i.e. in addition to fees compensation) for a particularly high-cost course (e.g. furniture design, requiring individual workbenches);

· one-off capital funding (to stock the FEC library; or introduce IT communications links).

a special relationship between the HEI and FEC:

· HEIs may provide an amount per student (often equivalent to 10 to 20 per cent of the fees-based funds) to reflect a wider partnership/commitment;

· other special payments are sometimes (rarely) made, for example, an output-based payment when the student progresses to the HEI, and one significant set of schemes where the HEI gives its ‘regional’ FECs a block grant which includes a significant element of core funding. Other HEIs give fees plus some core funding on part-time courses to encourage recruitment.
HEI costs:

· perhaps the most common variation relates to the charges made by HEIs to cover their indirect costs – administration/management/validation/student support/QA. Costing does not inform the 10 or 15 per cent charged, with the exception of the institution that used as a base the same percentage that was applied to all their own departments. Registration fees are sometimes charged on first-year students;

· otherwise charges are made to cover the direct costs that the HEI incurs on the franchise courses - teaching, or materials/course development.

other factors impacting on the HEI income for these students:

· the other most common variation is the reflection of the efficiency gains required each year by the HEFCE. These are often passed on to the FEC.



Alternative funding models

91. Alternative models would include those based on costs - or full funds. The former could be based either on full costs, including overheads, or on only the direct costs of running the schemes. We found one example of a joint venture where both HEI and FEC carried out teaching and charged the joint venture operation, sharing fee income proportionately.

92. The alternative full-funds model would be based on fees plus an element of the original grant to the HEIs. The way that this core funding is used in each HEI is reported by them annually in terms of the Average Unit of Council Funding per student (AUCF). No HEI has taken account of this AUCF (either institutional average or for each type of subject) in its funding to the FECs (with only one exception, where the HEI ‘passes on’ the FEC’s original block grant; this does not reflect the HEI’s overall average AUCF). After all, as institutions would say, this grant was being received for the students taught by the HEI before the franchise schemes were set up. 

93. The alternative view, reinforced by the new funding methodology, is that the HEI’s block grant covers all provision. The new funding methodology may lead to a change in perception as to which funds could be deemed attributable to which students.

94. Table A summarises the various funding models that could have been used. The marginal income funding model is the basis used for all the franchise schemes studied (excepting the joint venture and the ring-fenced block grant instances, above). The same principles have been applied to part-time courses. Courses are funded in ways that reflect the (marginal) income stream to the HEI, and are perceived (by the HEI, at least) to be fair. This means that fees-based funding is the basis used. However, in many schemes the rationale is not as clear as with full-time provision - payments are often made for a module (rather than per student) and tuition fees are market-based, rather than those of the LEAs. 

How the funding to the FEC relates to the funding to the HEI

95. The FECs are receiving marginal income-based funding (based on original fees, now calculated as current fees plus fees compensation), subject to variations. These variations can have a significant impact. Table C shows, for a range of schemes, the range of monies currently being paid to the FECs (column 2) and the differing proportions of the original 1992/3 tuition fees (column 3) that can be calculated. The percentages vary from 53 to 150 per cent. The lower figures reflect either significant teaching input by the HEI, or little or no fees compensation. Reduced fee compensation can be attributable to significant course development by the HEI or (commonly) to the timing of the fees compensation introduction, for example, schemes set up in 1993/4 when funding was set at the (lower) tuition fee rate then applicable. The higher figures (up to 150 per cent) reflect HEIs passing back to the FECs the block grant that the FECs had originally received under direct funding arrangements.
96. A second calculation is shown in the fourth column - the amounts passed to FECs, as a percentage of tuition fees plus AUCF for the relevant subject area. These figures must be viewed with great caution as they depend on the AUCF. These calculations are institution-derived, with assumptions varying between institutions, but based on costs. The core grant itself varies widely between institutions for historical reasons.

97. It is of note that these percentages (funds as a percentage of HEI income, however defined) are not generally known by FECs, although some have tried to calculate them. The original basis (fees) was known by FECs, and generally accepted as a fair principle. 

98. Comparisons of funding levels between HEIs are difficult. With AUCFs varying so much and the variations having such an impact on the resulting calculations, it is not possible to draw conclusions from most of the figures shown in the fourth column. It is also of note that the amount each FEC is receiving is only one influence on its view of the fairness/generosity

Table C

The FECs’ funding levels

Price

group

(a)
£ per full-time equivalent (FTE)

student pa

(b)


% original fee

(1992/3)

(c)
% current funding (fee plus HEIs  AUCF)

(d)
% new funding (standard unit of resource)

(e)

D

C

B
£990 - £2,200

£2,100 - £3,822

£1,600 - £4,143
53% - 119%

76% - 138%

58% - 150%
31% - 78%

50% - 98%

37% - 87%
38% - 85%

54% - 98%

31% - 80%



The differing funding levels and percentages result from a range of factors as explained in the text of this chapter.  They should not be read as a sign of inequality in some of the arrangements.

(a)
defined in HEFCE Circular 10/97

(b)
generally 1996/7 levels of funding

(c)
not all schemes were set up in 1992/3; for some, 1993/4 fee rates were applied.  However, these 
calculations are based on 1992/3 levels

(d)         university AUCF for 1996/7 as reported for this subject area.  For part-time schemes, current funding is assumed to include fees at LEA levels

(e)
as assumed in HEFCE Circular 10/97, commencing in 1998/99



Table D

The provision of physical resources

Physical resource
Main responsibilities for provision

(common model)

Course development:

  subject areas

  materials

Marketing

Recruitment

Induction

Teaching

Examinations/

Moderation

Quality assurance

Staff development

Facilities:

lecture rooms

studios/workshops

equipment

libraries/IT

Student services:

pastoral support

social facilities

student welfare

Administration & 

Management (including finance/

infrastructure/all

overheads)


HEI- with some FEC involvement FEC- with some HEI involvement

Both

FEC

FEC- with some HEI involvement

FEC

FEC

both FEC and HEI

FEC

FEC

FEC

FEC

FEC - often HEI as well *

FEC

FEC - often HEI as well

FEC 

both FEC and HEI

* (although often not significantly used)

of the funding. Even more important are its own funding levels on other courses - ALFs (Average Level of FEFC Funding per unit) - as well as its perception of the costs of franchised courses. The latter is covered in section 2.4 below. ALFs can affect the FEC’s perception of its franchised income - a lower percentage (perhaps owing to an HEI’s high AUCF) can be perceived well by a FEC with a low ALF, and conversely.

99. It is, however, now possible to use a third calculation to compare schemes. The HEFCE’s new funding methodology (being introduced in 1998/9) is based around a standard unit of resource. This represents the total funding (fees and grant) for each of four price groups. Subjects are allocated to price groups. Standard units of resource for each group are given in HEFCE Circular 10/97. (Differentials were based on reported departmental expenditure in 1994/5.) These calculations provide a useful proxy for costs, for comparative purposes. 

100. The last column of Table C shows the funds being passed to the FEC as a percentage of these standard units of resource. These vary significantly, from 31 to 98 per cent. However, it is important to note that variances in the percentages shown on Table C reflect a range of factors as we saw above and should not be read as a sign of inequality in arrangements. 

101. Some HEIs are now trying to ensure that the FECs are funded at levels comparable to their own departments (treating FEC departments as an extension of their own departments and ensuring equity to all areas). In two institutions, these internal calculations have shown around 55 or 60 per cent of HEI income allocated to departments, not dissimilar to many of the FEC funding levels in the last column of Table C. This, of course, assumes that the franchised provision is incurring only direct costs and that indirect costs/overheads are being covered elsewhere. It tends to ignore the fact that overhead costs are being generated in the FEC for these students - estates, quality assurance, library, enrolment, etc. (see Table D).

102. The assumption that franchise-type provision incurs only direct costs is of great significance to FECs (and HEIs). The level at which this is happening and implications for the colleges should be carefully explored and understood by both HEI and FEC.

How the arrangements work in practice

The role of staff in the HEI department 

103. The research shows that senior management and the central finance unit are the strongest deciding influences on the funding basis. HEI departments do not decide what is to be paid to FECs. This is determined centrally, although with appropriate head of department involvement, when the schemes are set up. It is usually an institutional policy (the basis used is applied to schemes across more than one department). It is important to note that we found no cases where either HEI or FEC decided to enter into a franchising arrangement because of any direct income advantage this might bring.

104. Staff in the HEI department generally show a limited knowledge of the basis of the funds, and often even of the amounts, being passed to the FEC. Internal income allocation and financial systems vary widely, and the department may receive all of the monies to be passed to the FEC, or not. This is always ring-fenced (separately allocated in the HEI’s internal income allocation model) and, subject to adjustments such as for overseas students, the allocated income is passed to the FEC. This provides an income/expenditure statement. It is therefore extremely unlikely that there would be any direct cash advantage to the department should the FEC receive less funding. In the case studies there were examples of some specific amounts of money (around 5 or 10 per cent of the fees-based funding) being allocated to the HEI departments to help recognise the effort they put in - but these were not based on costs. 

105. Academics are concerned to ensure that the level of monies passed to the FECs is fair, but they have no sound basis on which to assess this. Generally, their ability to influence the amounts passed over is limited. In any case, the funding basis is agreed at the start of the scheme and is unlikely to change except to reflect changes in HEFCE funding or fees (this was applicable in all the schemes we reviewed).

106. When income and costs are devolved to an HEI department by the centre, that department will generally make the comparison between its own income per full-time equivalent (FTE) student taught on-campus, as dictated by its own income allocation model, and the amount the FEC is receiving. In one institution, this exercise had led to an institutional (finance/management-driven) policy of convergence (where the FEC was receiving less) and capping (where the FEC was receiving more), through the mechanisms of the administration charge and the efficiency gain. This scheme is starting to show a different rationale from one of institution-derived marginal income funding, to that of department-derived marginal income, i.e. parity with its own departments. The HEI considered that the FEC should receive the same amount per student as their own departments were getting. (As noted above, HEI departments are often ‘topsliced’ or taxed for overheads: the FEC’s funding on this basis would not include this.)

107. Academic staff have considerable influence over the physical resources required from FECs. It would be good practice to ensure academic staff are aware of their funding levels, how these were arrived at and HEI/FEC agreed policies on how physical resource levels are to be determined. We consider this next.

Physical resources
108. The type of resources required for franchised schemes are the same as those for other HE programmes. Table D shows the main types of resource and which partner usually holds the main responsibilities for providing them. The ‘usual’ expectation is that the FEC provides all the teaching and facilities, within the context of an appropriate student support, QA and institutional infrastructure. HEIs provide a QA infrastructure, and are heavily involved in the course development. They also have input to the induction process, and often provide libraries/IT (access to their own) and student facilities, as well as spending managerial, operational and finance time on the schemes.

109. The respective responsibilities of the HEI and FEC are not directly related to the level of funding, except in cases where the HEI provides specific resources that could be considered  ‘direct’ cost items, for example, teaching input.

110. There are significant differences in the amount of involvement that different HEIs (department or management) will have in schemes, but most of these are in ‘indirect cost’ or overhead areas, such as quality assurance, examination and provision of library access, and they do not lead to variations in funding. However, where this input is in a ‘direct cost’ area - teaching input or the preparation of materials - it is generally treated on a one-off basis, and will potentially lead to a variation in funding (reduction in funds), as covered above.

111. Except in these latter cases, the different funding levels amongst the schemes are not generally reflected in different levels of resource input by the FEC.  Funding levels are not the primary driver of resource levels. Resource levels are determined by validation processes, and influenced to some extent by annual reports/committee reviews and other FEC policies.

Validation/quality assurance processes
112. When a course is initially developed and validated by the HEI, resource levels are specified in the documents and considered by the validation committee members. The overall aim is to ensure the suitability of the learning environment. We were told that visits to FECs are made by members of the validation committee to reassure themselves of resource levels. As part of this they consider aspects with resource (cost) implications. These include:

· Staffing levels and staff experience and skills (by approving CVs).

· Library provision - they will consider the range and number of books, borrowing rights and reference provision; similarly with computing facilities.

· Space - particularly where a particular subject has specific needs, for example workbenches, or a separate HE studio.

113. Further scrutiny is evident when courses are validated for a third year (degree level). Annual or biannual course reports are also expected to include any issues surrounding resources (but this is not a key purpose of these reports). The precise format of the reports and the manner in which the validation reviews and visits are conducted vary. HEI quality assurance manuals usually describe procedures, at least in general terms. There is little, if any, connection between the resources specified during this process and the funding being received by the FEC. 

114. It would be good practice to ensure that:

· The physical resources are of an appropriate nature when compared to those provided by the HEI on similar HE courses. 

· The validation committee members are aware of the funding available, and what this might represent in physical resource terms (to identify where the FEC is under particular pressure, and, conversely, to ensure that the HEI’s funds are being properly used).

· Any physical resources to be input by the HEI are clearly set out (access to library, provision of staff development opportunities etc).

· It is very clear to what extent the HEI should or can specify staffing input in the FEIs. This applies particularly in two areas which often seem to cause contention and concern between the FEC and HEI:

(i) 
Is it appropriate for the HEI to require that FEC staff are timetabled hours that will allow them time for development and scholarly activity? 

(ii) Are part-time staff’s CVs to be approved by the HEI, and is it appropriate for the HEI to specify that part-time staff are to be employed on HE terms? 

Practice in these two areas varies widely.

115. HEI requirements for specifying the types and levels of physical resource should be described in the Memorandum of Agreement (at a level of principle) and in connected validation manuals or reports. It is important that these documents are cross-referenced.

FEC policies
116. Of course, validation processes are only one factor driving resource levels. There are three main factors influencing the FECs, outside the validation process:

(i)
The level of support for HE provision. This is usually high within FECs and there is also proactive support for ensuring appropriate levels of provision (HE) for these students. One of the great strengths in FECs is their ability to provide tailored support to those areas of their provision which need it. This is an institutional mission in FECs, and an FEC’s total income is by far a greater driver of resource use than the income being received by the FEC on any one particular course or type of provision. We found no income/expenditure comparison of the HE provision against the FE provision in a FEC.

(ii)
FEC funding levels (for example, the funding per student an FEC is receiving from all sources, which varies greatly from college to college), coupled with its internal budgeting/income allocation methodology. This varies between FECs. Generally, the provision for franchised students is considered as a (separate but) integral part of the department’s or institution’s total provision. Franchised HE students experience similar levels of provision to that of directly funded students.


The same is true of other income, notably, in this area, fees for any overseas students.  These are generally higher than the franchise income per student and provide an additional source of funding for the courses as a whole. Similarly, directly funded HE in FECs can be much higher or much lower level per student than franchise income. We found no evidence of any substantive difference in the resource provision for these HE students as opposed to franchised students.

(iii)
Franchise income. Subject to the comments in (i) and (ii) above, two specific factors will have some impact on resource levels (although often a fairly slight impact):

· the amount of franchise income; and

· the FEC’s view of the generosity of the funding.

117. The impact of the income being received on resource levels is likely to be significantly greater in cases where the funding levels are being reduced, particularly if the level of HE franchise provision in an institution is more than ‘marginal’ and the FEC is experiencing cost pressures (owing to a reduction in high ALFs).

118. Pressures on resources can be felt as a result of the perceived mismatch between subject requirements and the applicable fee bands. For example, business and management can be considered very tightly funded as it is in Band 1; design can be considered tightly funded as it is a high-cost Band 2 subject.

Costs and financial arrangements

119. The use of physical resources leads to cost. There is little costing in FECs at a course level. Where it has been done, it is on an ad hoc basis, using assumptions and methodology that would not be comparable with other costings elsewhere. Whilst the lack of cost information might be considered ill-advised (in terms of good practice), the quality of the student experience is not being affected because, as we have argued above, cost/income is not the primary driver behind the provision. However, findings arising from a costing study might imply that either institution was subsidising the other, in which case this position should be justified under their financial memorandum. 

120. Where costing has been done, it does inform the FEC managers, and is used in three ways:

(i)
Negotiations around the fees-based funding level with the HEI - i.e. to keep the overhead/administration charge from the HEI low, or to convince the HEI of the need to provide one-off capital funding.

(ii)
Negotiations around the HEI’s (validation committee or annual review process) specification of resources - i.e. that the library stocks will be improved over a two- year period rather than one; or to cover a syllabus in a different way from, for example, providing a specialist lecturer for a module with too few students.

(iii)
Consideration of the viability of the scheme - that the FEC will not run a course with less than six, or 15, students; that the FEC will not be able to continue with the scheme should funding drop further; that the FEC is unable to take on additional courses at this level of funding.

However, as is appropriate, this costing information only informs these negotiations, and decisions; it does not drive them. The support for franchising in the FECs is such that other imperatives will generally drive decisions.

121. It needs to be emphasised that HEIs are not asking FECs for cost information (except at the margin). FECs are respected as autonomous institutions by HEIs, who do not wish to interfere with internal arrangements including costing methods, internal resource allocation models, and terms and conditions of staffing (with some exceptions in the case of staffing). Consequently, there has been little costing of these courses in HEIs. Specifically, we found none in the indirect cost areas such as QA and co-ordination/operational management.

122. Given the lack of good costing information, it is not possible to state reliably whether marginal costs in the FECs are being covered, or full costs; or whether the HEI costs are being covered by their administration charges. FECs (and HEIs) hold divergent views on these:

· ‘The funding is reasonable, but does not cover more than marginal costs.’ 

[This is the most commonly held view. It is substantiated in part by a broad comparison of FEC average income levels (all students) with those of its franchised students alone - the former are generally higher. There are provisos here to do with the integrity of the calculation, particularly with the high number of part-time students.]

· ‘We are making a loss.’

· ‘Funding is generous; and we resource it generously as a result.’

· ‘The college is subsidising the franchised courses.’

· ‘We would be financially better off by stopping the franchising and     

  bringing the MASNs in-house.’
123. As Table C shows, the funds passed to FECs are lower than the assumed standard units of resource. There is a perception (by FECs and HEIs) that total cost levels in FE are generally, but by no means always, lower than in HE. On the other hand, some FECs display higher-quality buildings and infrastructure than some HEIs. This study has not sought to address this question, which is the subject of a parallel costing study in FECs.

124. The particular nature of franchising demands the input of similar resources from both FEC and HEI in some areas. The existence of QA structures in two institutions (sometimes operating jointly in parts), coupled with franchising arrangements in the HEI (often handled through an additional layer of committee and co-ordinators), will lead to additional costs compared to those for a student taught in an HEI. The use of central overhead facilities in both institutions will also lead to higher resource input overall - central management, finance, student records, recruitment/induction, progression management etc. 

125. The dis-economies of this form of provision, along with any direct cost advantage or disadvantage, need to be weighed against the non-financial benefits of franchising discussed earlier in this report. It would be good practice for both parties to undertake a cost/benefit analysis of their franchised scheme. This would inform (but should not, by itself, drive) franchising policies.

The financial agreements
126. Funding levels are determined at the start of franchise arrangements, and reviewed (on the margins) annually. They are often included as an appendix to the original memorandum, but in the case studies it was rare to see the appendix actually attached to current copies in circulation. This is covered in more detail in Chapter 3.

127. HEIs will usually inform the FECs of the income they are to receive, in line with the agreed basis - fees plus a given amount for fees compensation plus or minus adjustments (charges etc.). Changes year on year will be made to reflect such factors as efficiency gains and, for part-time students, fee levels. The full basis of the funding calculation is rarely evident.

128. At a senior level in both institutions, there was an understanding of the reason for and basis of the financial agreement. As we have suggested, this understanding was not generally shared by either academic or administrative/financial staff in either institution. The former sometimes did not know the actual amount being passed across. This lack of knowledge had little impact on resource levels, as funding is not a main driver of this. However, it did lead to some mistrust and some uncertainty, in the academic departments, about the processes and possibility of obtaining extra resources (in both HEI and FEC).

129. There is a wide range of accounting procedures in place. Invoices can be raised by either or both institutions; statements of funds due can be raised at the beginning of the year or left until payment is due; payments are made usually termly, but sometimes in ten tranches, twice-yearly, or even 80 per cent upfront and the balance at year-end; FECs or HEIs can be responsible for collecting fees from students or LEAs. It is usual to find final payments adjusted for actual student numbers, and reflecting LEA payment terms in terms of mid-course leavers. There are isolated examples where this does not happen, but this is due to the spirit of partnership (it would be considered nit-picking if the numbers are very small) rather than to a lack of accounting controls. Similarly, we found no case where the fees compensation element (or any other core funding element) per student was adjusted to take account of higher student numbers.

The form of contracts
130. A memorandum of co-operation (or similar document) exists for all schemes. These are mainly non-legalistic in nature, but are formal documents. An HEI usually uses the same type of document for all of its schemes. However, franchising arrangements are not covered by a seamless set of readily obtainable documents, covering all aspects. Each memorandum needs to be viewed alongside an annual financial agreement. This is generally referred to in the memorandum (but often not appended) and often consists of letters or invoices.

131. Validation documents provide the only description of resource levels required from the FEC as well as, to a lesser extent, annual report/course meeting notes. These may be referred to in the memorandum, but the underlying principles and resource responsibilities are not always clear. There is some inconsistency of terminology in the various documents. The basis of funding, except where it is (part-time) fees only, is not stated in any agreement.

132. The memorandum itself is not considered very useful by HEIs and most never refer to it. Some are in existence only as part of the preparation for an impending audit. However, other HEIs found the memorandum helpful for ensuring that there was common understanding on any issues regarding minimum student numbers and in isolated other areas, for example, to ensure that annual reports are provided by the FEC.

Clauses

133. The study examined in detail at least one agreement from each of the eight HEIs visited and had sight of other agreements from the same HEIs, and from HEIs that were not visited. The researchers do not claim legal expertise and therefore cannot provide a legal view on any of these documents. We refer to good practice in the next section of this chapter.

134. The study has revealed a wide range in the format and content of such agreements, as shown in the detailed analysis of contract contents in Appendix II. None of the agreements is as comprehensive nor as carefully crafted as the FEFC Model Contract for Off-Site Collaborative Provision (Circular 96/06, Annex C). Agreements appear to be drawn up from first principles, independently of others’ contracts, although evidence showed that later ones did incorporate good practice from earlier HEIs’ schemes. In some cases, there is an overall strategic agreement within which various courses are covered, often in subsidiary documents. In other cases, there are separate agreements for each course.

135. There is a spectrum of styles in the documentation, ranging from tightly worded legal documents to relatively simple explanations of who does what, and when and how partnerships are funded. Topics covered in the agreements, to a greater or lesser extent, include the following items. They are not mutually exclusive:

· Definition of terms

· Exclusivity (effect of mergers)

· Subject matter/purpose

· Period of agreement

· FEC status

· Publicity

· Intellectual property/confidentiality

· Legalities

· Corrupt gifts or payments

· Assignment and sub-contracting

· Disputes

· Termination

· Breach

· Indemnity

· Review

· Amendment or Variation (to the agreement)

· Quality assurance 



Responsibility for QA



Programme committee



Programme management



Staffing



Liaison



Admissions



Assessment and examinations

· Administration and resourcing


FEC responsibilities


HEI responsibilities


Students


Finance

Appendix II gives a clause-by-clause analysis of how the eight case-study HEIs have covered these topics and which areas they do not cover. 

Commentary on clauses/paragraphs/sentences
136. Areas covered in scheme documentation include the following:

Definition of terms. This does not often appear, but given the wide range of terms used across the HE and FE sectors, its inclusion is useful practice. 

Exclusivity (effect of mergers). For the one scheme where this clause appears, some fairly complex legalistic clauses have been used to cover most eventualities, including the possible merger or amalgamation of either party with a third party.

Subject matter/purpose. This is usually a preamble which sets the scene, either in strategic or operational terms. It provides pointers and a direction for the document.

Period of agreement. Usually a nominal number of academic years but sometimes subject to more frequent review or termination.

College status. This is used to reinforce FEC and HEI independence while allowing varying degrees of public association.

Publicity. The words used here tend to refer to the HEI being reactive and supportive to varying degrees, without resources being specified. There is little reference to proactive approaches to overall marketing of the partnerships.

Intellectual property rights/confidentiality. This clause is not very prevalent. There may be potential problems for those schemes where it is not mentioned.

Legalities. There is patchy reference to key legal requirements such as health and safety, equal opportunities etc.

Corrupt gifts or payments. One reference.

Assignment and sub-contracting. About 50 per cent of agreements contain a clause covering this. In practice FEC sub-contracting is unlikely to happen without the HEI’s co-operation, but formal clarity is preferable.

Disputes. These are mostly, but not always, catered for, with a formal referral process described from department to school to senior management of the institutions, then an independent arbitrator. One scheme provides for use of a firm of accountants if necessary.

Termination. This is covered by most, but not all, schemes. There are a variety of termination options and some quite complex consequences. However, safeguarding the students’ interests is a key requirement here and this does appear consistently.

Breach. There is specific reference to this in only two agreements.

Indemnity. Institutions should confirm that they have this adequately covered. Agreements vary widely.

Review. Review of the agreement appears in most, but not all documents. However, quality assurance reviews are always included, so a review of the agreement, per se, may be less important, the more so when the agreement covers a finite period.

Amendment or Variation (to the agreement). There are three references to this happening (by mutual consent).

Quality assurance. Large sections of the agreements are devoted to quality assurance, including validation, admissions, monitoring, reporting, leadership, examinations, assignments, assessments, amendments, staffing, management and liaison. The overall theme is the need for the FEC to satisfy the HEI that quality is being maintained. This is achieved through a variety of committees and boards, with many of them having joint membership, and also student consultation. These are specified in agreements, although there may be scope to refer more specifically to the HEI’s institutional QA guidelines that cover franchising. Liaison is clearly critical and in some cases is encouraged at the most senior levels in the two organisations. However, there is little uniformity in the formal agreements of different institutions, with similar concepts and QA provisions appearing under different headings. For example, a scheme which does not mention liaison in the agreement, nevertheless has a joint steering committee and a joint Board of Examiners. The need for the HEI to approve the CVs of FEC staff is not included in several agreements. It is often unclear if part-time staff’s CVs are included in this approval requirement. Staff development is mentioned in a few instances, but there is no consistent treatment. Clauses usually involve broad statements of intent.

Administration and resourcing. Agreements have the common theme that the FEC is responsible for providing resources to run the course(s) to the satisfaction of the HEI. The respective responsibilities of the two institutions are spelt out in some detail in some documents and in much less detail in others. More detail leaves less room for ambiguity. For example, student information provided by the FEC to the HEI may be inadequate unless the requirements are clearly spelt out.

Students. Enrolment and registration are nearly always mentioned and it is clear that students enrol at the FEC but as students of the HEI. However, the words ‘enrolment’ and ‘registration’ are used to describe activities at both locations. There are clauses detailing students’ entitlement to facilities such as library, computing and sports facilities at both FEC and HEI, though sometimes the agreements are silent in this whole area (particularly regarding access to student welfare and students’ union facilities at the HEI). There are references to students’ progression rights, in some agreements. In nearly all cases, there is a reference to student numbers: target or agreed numbers for full-time courses, maximum and/or minimum numbers for part-time courses.

Finance. The degree of transparency on funding is variable but typically:

· the HEI collects full-time fees

· the FEC collects part-time fees and retains them

· the HEI pays the FEC an agreed amount, e.g. by three instalments, with deductions for agreed HEI expenses, such as validation

· funding for full-time students depends critically on target numbers

· funding for students who drop out is withheld or recouped according to LEA terms

· clawback imposed by the HEFCE for over or under-recruitment is passed on to the FEC

· there is an annual review of funding

· (overseas students are treated differently).

This regime is stated clearly in only a couple of the formal documents seen (memoranda and financial appendices), though discussions suggested it applies to most of them. Capital funding is not usually mentioned in the agreements, although one or two state the possibility of this.

Good practice

137. The HEQC’s Guidelines on Quality Assurance contain several important principles which continue to remain valid. The need for a written agreement carrying corporate authority is recognised by all institutions. However, there is a need to ensure that agreements cover all responsibilities and obligations that are on both the parties. There is also scope to use the agreement to set the arrangements in an appropriate context (by stating clearly its purpose, ethos and potential development). 

138. Agreements that are drawn up in a very legalistic style need to ensure that the spirit of co-operation and trust needed for a successful operation is not stamped out. The legalistic or comprehensive nature of the contracts has not been found to be a key factor in improving the student experience. It is, however, essential for good management, accountability and reducing risk.

139. The HEI should also ensure that the main risks to which it is exposed are dealt with in the agreement in an appropriate way (as of course, should the FEC). The HEI’s main risks are:

· Shortfall in student numbers (which might lead to clawback of HEFCE funding) - either in this provision, or elsewhere in the HEI.

· Reductions in public funds for these students.

· Unacceptable quality.

· Lack of clear accountability, i.e. that: 


-
adequate physical resource levels are being made available for this provision 

by the FEC 


-
student records are maintained and appropriate management information 


passed to the funding and other bodies, and the HEI, as required.

· Confused responsibilities over the provision of facilities.

· Inflexibility in the face of change, for example, in demand, in the FEC’s or HEI’s strategy or subject profile, or in the student population.

140. These risks are all minimised if good relationships, communication and goodwill exist between the HEI and FEC. However, clear drafting and the inclusion of clauses that deal specifically with each of these should be in place in all institutions’ agreements. Few of the memoranda and supporting documents we saw covered all of these comprehensively, although all institutions would claim to have coverage sufficient to reduce risk. Institutions might like to consider this coverage to ensure risk is minimised. It would be appropriate for a risk-assessment exercise to be undertaken by finance/legal staff in the HEI.
141. Three particular areas were raised by a number of institutions as having potential for uncertainty and difficulty. These would benefit from clear statements of intent or procedure in the agreements. They are:

(i)
Student recruitment. The under-recruitment of students causes problems. This might cause particular difficulties for the HEI (which is not achieving its MASN, or, alternatively, which wishes to run the programme at even lower numbers perhaps to gain entrants to other programmes). There is the potential for difficulty with quality (student experience is affected if numbers are too low), as well as pressures on the FEC (costs of provision become uneconomic).

(ii)
FEC staffing. HEIs have differing policies with regard to their involvement in FEC staffing. There is often a lack of clarity of policy on three aspects in particular, and these can be a cause of friction between FEC and HEI: CVs of part-time staff; timetabled hours; and terms and conditions of part-time staff.

(iii)
Access to HEI facilities.
In too many schemes, the students’ right of access to HEI facilities is not sufficiently clear.

142. There are two further aspects for which some institutions may wish to review their contractual arrangements:

· A clearer linking of key documents relating to the franchise arrangements would help to ensure continued clarity of processes and, more particularly, of financial arrangements. The basis of the financial arrangements (with reasons) could, for example, be more clearly spelled out and understood by both parties and all individuals involved.

· There is scope for ensuring that the agreements are periodically reviewed and updated to reflect change and institutional development, as well as termination (as suggested in the HEQC guidelines).

Summary
143. Most of the schemes reviewed were established in the early 1990s at a time of expansion of student numbers on a basis commonly described in the sector as ‘fees-only’. The research shows that in most cases the HEI simply passed on to its FEC partner the same (more or less marginal) funding which it received per student. Variations to this basic model to recognise teaching responsibilities, to pass on efficiency gains etc. differ considerably between schemes.

144. The issue of how the funding of franchised students compares with the funding of HEI-based students is complex. The data show that the levels of funding passed to the FECs span quite a wide range around the original tuition fees (from about 50 per cent of the fees to about 150 per cent) according to a variety of circumstances in the particular relationship at that time. When re-expressed in terms of the HEFCE’s new funding method (1998/9), these levels of funding all fall within the new standard unit of resource (about half fall in the range of 45 to 60 per cent).

145. There are different resource bases and cost structures amongst these institutions, and in the absence of costing information - which is not the purpose of this study - it is not possible to comment on the adequacy of these levels of funding.

146. The research found that arrangements for the financial management of these relationships are satisfactory. However, understanding of the financial basis of the relationship is often confined to senior managers (rather than the academic staff involved) and documentation is often unsystematic. 

147. With regard to contractual arrangements, the main areas where there is scope for improvement in many of the schemes are:

(i)
Accessible, clear and linked documentation (so that anyone who needs to can readily understand the nature of the agreement and the financial arrangements without having to do significant detective work).

(ii)
Clear policy statements in areas that commonly cause difficulty, including:

· under-recruitment

· expectations on FEC staffing

· access to HEI facilities.

(iii)
Risk assessment (which should be conducted particularly on the question of minimum student numbers).

(iv)
A process for regular review and updating of agreements.

Chapter 3: Scheme characteristics and the student experience 

Introduction

148. This chapter attempts to broaden the perspective by examining institutional practices and policies with regard to sub-contractual schemes and their implications for the quality of the student experience. It switches the focus of attention from the financial and contractual basis of franchise-type relationships to the characteristics of HEI/FEC links and a comparison of their relative strengths and weaknesses. The intention is to identify in more detail the main elements of the institutional case-study schemes and to explain the distinctive outcomes of HE in FE under sub-contractual arrangements. 

149. Judging the success of sub-contracted HE in FE, however, is a difficult task because of the diversity of relationships within schemes, not least the variety in their objectives. To make sense of the complexity of operations on the ground, three basic models of sub-contractual provision are identified. The components of these models are intended to provide an explanatory framework within which to locate the detailed findings of the case studies, with particular regard to differences in the quality of the student experience. The models are a careful representation of the key dimensions of the diversity found across the case-study arrangements.

150. The first part of the chapter sets out the basis of the three models of sub-contractual partnership. It begins by considering the range of collaborative provision found across the sector and the place of sub-contractual relationships in the continuum of existing arrangements. This is followed by a description of the characteristics of sub-contractual arrangements in terms of their strategic dimensions, scale and complexity and curriculum coverage. Subsequently, the three models of sub-contractual partnerships are elaborated and the relationship between the models and success factors explored. 

151. The second part of the chapter develops the notion of differentiated models by considering key elements in the management and operation of the case-study schemes. The focus is on the relationship between the quality of the student experience and operational issues, broadly defined. Three key processes are explored to amplify the main findings outlined in Part 1 of the report: first, the management of schemes and systems of control; second, the structures and processes which support the student experience; and, third, quality assurance and alignment with the HEQC guidelines. The chapter concludes with a summary of the key areas of convergence which support a high quality of experience for students on such courses. 

The range of collaborative provision

152. Most institutions have differentiated types of collaborative provision and many, in addition, have differentiated types of partnership arrangements with different institutions. Sub-contractual relationships can underpin a number of different types of collaborative provision and it is therefore necessary to identify these and to consider which typically involve sub-contractual relationships in practice. The starting point was to consider the types of collaborative provision identified by audit.

Franchised programmes

153. Franchised provision denotes a scheme or course developed and approved and validated by the university as leading to a university award which is franchised in whole or part to a collaborating institution. Some institutions sub-divide this category referring to franchising by sub-contract, in which the university receives tuition fees and income from the HEFCE and then pays the partner an agreed sum to deliver the course. This is in contrast to franchising by licence (or hybrid franchising) in which the partner becomes responsible for resourcing the programme and pays the university an agreed licence fee per student. Other institutions differentiate types of franchising by reference to whether the course is developed and taught in the university or developed in the university solely for delivery in other institutions. The financial differentiation (if any) in the latter case is not spelt out in audit. 

Validated programmes

154. Validated provision denotes a scheme or course designed and delivered by a partner institution but validated and approved by the university as leading to a named university award. This may replicate areas of provision/expertise in the university or not. A specialised sub-set of this type of provision is the validation of BTEC awards, namely the process by which, under licence from BTEC, the university judges a complete programme of study to be appropriate to lead to an award of BTEC. The distinctions in the case of BTEC may be finely drawn; some are franchised, some may be franchised by licence, and some validated. As one audit report commented, ‘the working distinction between a franchise and validation seems to be a function of the student funding route rather than whether a programme is, or has been, provided by an academic unit of the university’.

Joint programmes

155. These programmes are jointly devised, delivered and assessed in partnership with one or more partners, usually combining different areas of expertise from partner institutions.

Accredited programmes

156. These programmes offered by a partner institution or organisation and deemed worthy of a given level of credit in relation to particular awards of the university. Some universities use the term ‘recognised’ programmes where the ‘recognition’ takes the form of credit-rating.

Distance/open-learning programmes

157. This type of programme is largely self-explanatory; it is a major form of collaborative activity for some universities.

Characteristics of sub-contractual partnerships

158. Sub-contractual relationships can be found in a variety of collaborative partnerships. Using the terminology above, sub-contractual arrangements underpin most franchised provision other than overseas franchising; they support some validated provision; and they can also be found in some joint courses, although examples of such usage were not evident in the case studies undertaken for this report. 

159. Under present funding arrangements, sub-contracting arrangements involve an agreed number of students from the HEI’s MASN being handed over to the FEC partner(s). The fees-based funding passed to the FEC (see Chapter 2) reflects recruitment numbers. ‘Ownership’ of the programme or curriculum is a separate issue and varies from scheme to scheme.

160. Nomenclature is a problem in sub-contractual provision. The term ‘franchising’ tends to be applied to the broad spectrum of collaborative provision involving any sub-contractual partnership between HE and FE partners. This may include validated provision. In this report we refer to a franchising arrangement when the programmes are owned, developed and taught in the HEI and franchised out in whole or part to the FEC partner(s). In contrast, a sub-contractual validation arrangement refers to programmes owned and developed in the HEI (with or without partners) and only taught in the FEC. The programme normally leads to an award of the HEI. Validation arrangements without a sub-contractual basis occur in circumstances where funding and student numbers are not part of the agreement. 

161. By definition, sub-contractual arrangements involve both HEI and FEC partners in important commercial as well as ‘academic’ calculations. In terms of meeting the sector’s objectives, the arrangements offer a method of meeting the needs of a more diverse student population. The social demand for HE in this new, now mass, market is as yet imperfectly understood and apparently subject to more marked fluctuations than the traditional (elite) constituency of younger and more conventionally (mainly A-level) qualified students. In a more volatile market, sub-contracting to locally based FECs is a way of controlling risk and spreading capital costs. 

162. At one level, therefore, sub-contractual partnerships can be seen as relatively straightforward versions of ordinary commercial relationships. However, in HE the market is a heavily regulated one, subject to various systems of quality assessment, audit and accountability. Consequently, the sub-contractual relationship is more akin to a form of quasi-internal contract. While the student might be registered with the HEI and delivery handed on to the FEC, the responsibility for control and management may lie along a continuum between HEI control and FEC autonomy (see the next section on models of sub-contractual agreement).

163. In reality, most sub-contractual schemes are a mix of types because many institutions, both FE and HE, are involved with more than one form of collaborative provision. Nor are the boundaries between types of provision clear-cut in practice. Individual sub-contractual relationships reflect a complex and quite specific history where different or multiple purposes are served at different times and where key individuals (not necessarily in senior positions) have been influential in developing HEI/FEC links. 

164. The diversity and specificity of these links reflect differences between and often within the schemes in terms of their strategic rationales, scale and complexity and curriculum coverage. These variations influence, in turn, their operational and management structures and the success criteria against which they should be judged. 

Strategic dimensions
165. Strategy is an appropriate starting point for analysis and description of the schemes. It underpins the existing structures of collaborative partnerships and helps to explain the processes of change which characterise their development. Strategic imperatives often overlap and compete at scheme level. Senior managers articulated multiple rationales for involvement in partnerships and reinforced the need for strategies to change over time to reflect the institutional and system drivers of the moment. Nevertheless, three dimensions appeared particularly influential in the case-study schemes.

(i) Type of student - Access and widening participation

166. In a majority of institutions, collaboration with local partners started with a clear Access focus and is built on the notion of taking learning to where the students need it. Sub-contracting is seen as a tactical phase in the broader strategy. Partnerships are the key strategic driver rather than franchise links per se. They are seen as successful in ‘adding value to students, their progression, their success’.

(ii) Curriculum
167. Very different from the Access and regional imperatives described above are those schemes, much more limited in number, which exist primarily because of a shared interest in a specialist area of provision. This can provide a strong basis for sub-contractual partnership, typically organised around validation. In some cases, the validation of specialist provision might characterise the scheme as a whole; in others, it might be confined to a single partnership developed because the HEI and FEC have a mutual interest in collaborating

(iii) Positioning - the ‘regional’ university
168. The research found the region to be a central unifying theme in at least two HEI schemes. In both cases, the drive is to become self-defined regional universities in partnership with regionally based but geographically dispersed FECs. In practice, it was found that provision associated with this rationale might include years 0 and 1, specialist degree and sub-degree programmes and targeted local and national, young and mature students.

Scale and complexity
169. Most institutions have more than one type of collaborative provision and many, in addition, have differentiated types of partnership arrangements with a variety of institutions. The scale and type of provision vary enormously. In the case studies, one university had almost a quarter of its currently enrolled students on collaborative programmes across a broad spectrum of curriculum areas (the number enrolled on sub-contractual provision was much smaller). In contrast, one university had a very small number of students enrolled on sub-contractual provision in only one programme area. The range of activity captured in the case studies is indicated below:

HEI

· Number of FEC partners (less than five to 25 or more).

· Number of active programmes (less than five to 50 or more).

· Number of students (less than 50 to 1,500 or more).

FEC

· Number of programmes franchised/validated with the case-study HEI (one to five or more).

· Number of programmes with other HEIs (none to five or more).

· Number of other HEIs with which the FEC is in sub-contractual partnership (none to five or more).

170. The case studies are marked by wide divergences in the scale and complexity of activity at scheme level. Larger schemes, with more (types of) colleges and courses involved, require significantly greater investment in terms of co-ordination and procedures designed to meet the needs of collaborative provision. Personal contacts at key co-ordination points (scheme, school, course/module level) are as important as the systems designed to develop, manage and monitor schemes.

Curriculum coverage
171. Curriculum coverage at scheme level is likely to be a reflection of the strategic considerations outlined above. However, teasing out the connections between strategic thinking, the development of particular patterns of provision and quality of experience is difficult. The original reasons for the development of curriculum models have often been superseded by events and the addition of different models to suit the needs of schools and/or partners. 

172. The ballast of the schemes in the case studies comprises provision at level 0 (Foundation/Access) and level 1 (year 1 of a degree course) in the colleges. Study in the colleges is usually linked into a period of further study, typically but not exclusively two further years in the university. Various combinations of this pattern were studied. Some are based exclusively on level 0. Some have added a level 1 programme within the college. Some see this as a 2+2 route with direct progression into the university with a step-off opportunity. Some have progression built in, others do not - hence in some institutions there are a number of ‘top-up’ qualifications.

173. There is evidence that institutions look on the same set of curriculum arrangements with different strategic purposes in mind. For example, in one ‘new’(post-1992) university in the research, the 2+2 arrangement was favoured as the fastest way to increase numbers since it turned all franchised students into four-year students. In contrast, an ‘old’(pre-1992) university saw its variant of 2+2 (slightly different in conception and design) as a way of protecting academic standards. 

174. These differences can be exaggerated. The advantages of 2+2 schemes to departments with recruitment problems are obvious, with the progression of students from two years of study in a college onto the degree programme for two years. Yet departments with such recruitment problems, typically, say, engineering, are also acutely aware of the need to give students the extra year to bring them up to what are considered appropriate levels in core skills areas, notably mathematics. The arrangement, therefore, has important spin-offs in terms of the maintenance of standards for both institutions and students. A full appreciation of the different patterns of curriculum coverage needs to be tempered by a realisation of the discontinuities which sometimes separate strategic policy from operational practice.

Models of sub-contractual partnerships
175. The range in the scale and complexity of many schemes, numbers of partners and programmes involved and the existence of often overlapping (sometimes competing) rationales for involvement in partnerships make comparison difficult. The relationships reflect a complex and quite specific history where different or multiple purposes are served at different times. This clearly affects their operational and management structures. It is problematic, therefore, to try to compare schemes in their entirety because their objectives and measures of success are likely to be different. 

176. To clarify and make possible meaningful comparison between sub-contractual links requires the spectrum of activity to be clearly identified. The starting point is the continuum between HEI and FEC ownership and control of funding, student numbers and academic programmes. Two separate axes can be identified which relate to HEI control versus FEC autonomy. The first can be termed ‘academic’ and concerns construction of the learning programme, its delivery, assessment and quality assurance. The second is ‘financial’ and concerns student numbers, recruitment and funding. Chart 1 represents these academic and financial axes. 

177. Where ‘academic’ control lies with the HEI, then typically it will franchise out modules with a full specification for delivery, assessment etc. The HEI retains responsibility for the appointment of external examiners, it determines and oversees the QA process, it makes awards where appropriate and determines whether students can progress. HEI staff may participate in teaching. At the opposite end of the academic continuum, FEC autonomy, responsibility for writing the full programme, assessment, appointment of external examiners and the award (and student progression) lies with the FEC. The provision is validated by an HEI. The QA process is fully devolved and the FEC reports into the institutional-level QA structure at the HEI (just as HEI departments do). Delivery is entirely by FEC staff. 
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178. The financial axis represents control of student numbers and hence of funding. In the case of a sub-contractual relationship, the HEI retains control of numbers and allocates them to the FEC(s). The HEI is closely involved in recruitment decisions and may be involved in the process itself. Funding is also handled by the HEI and a portion is passed on to the FEC according to one of the models described in Chapter 2. At the opposite end of the continuum, the FEC has control over numbers and recruits directly (with its own UCAS entry). Funding for HE provision is attracted by the FEC directly. In this form, the relationship with the HEI may be retained for validation purposes only. 

179. The chart attempts to capture in ideal form only the spectrum of sub-contractual partnership arrangements. Relating this to the specific arrangements found in the case studies allows the elaboration of three more empirically grounded models of sub-contractual provision.

Model A
180. In this model, the focus is on years 0 and/or 1 of degree programmes, franchised to FE colleges, predominantly enrolling very local, mature students with no or non-standard qualifications. Progression arrangements to HE are guaranteed following successful completion of the first year(s). Similar provision, certainly at year 1, is to be found in the HE institution. Many such courses involve joint/combined honours/modular degree schemes. Although exit qualifications are usually available, for example, Certificate of Higher Education, these are not seen as being of major practical significance, as students who fail to complete the course usually drop out or transfer before the assessment stage at which certification could be provided.

Model B
181. This focuses on specialist degree or sub-degree programmes, usually strongly vocational in character, and usually validated rather than franchised, with the whole programme completed in the FEC. The target student group is comparable to the age range in new universities, recruitment is national, students have standard qualifications on entry- some courses have highly competitive entry - and progression is not an issue. Examples are to be found in the areas of para-medical provision, performing arts, design, and land-based industry qualifications. Comparable provision is frequently not available in the HE institution. These courses are based on specialist strengths in some FE institutions.

Model C
182. This is something of a hybrid model. It focuses on locally provided HE in which the emphasis is on local provision but not exclusively targeted at mature students with non-standard qualifications. This can be either franchised or validated, often involves complete HE qualifications, particularly, but not exclusively, at sub-degree level, and typically enrols younger mature students with varied qualifications. Some students do subsequently progress to an HEI to complete a degree-level qualification but this is not an integral/guaranteed part of the scheme. Sometimes the demand for progression has resulted in top-up qualifications being provided locally. Many schemes in the mould of Model C are regional university schemes in which the HEI is concerned to provide wider opportunities throughout its defined locality (region) and the FEC is concerned to provide specific locally delivered HE opportunities and qualifications. Both see this model as a means of raising educational aspirations more generally in areas where participation rates in post-school and particularly higher education are below the national average. The intention is to diminish the gap which is perceived to exist between further and higher education or between qualification levels, which is thought to deter some types of student.

Outcomes: the models and success factors
183. The models simplify and generalise patterns of activity but encapsulate the key characteristics of the case-study schemes and make possible a more systematic comparison of their relative strengths and weaknesses. 

Model A 

184. This is the classic form of widening access. The rationale is invariably shared between FE and HE. In practice, however, schemes are influenced to varying degrees by other strategic considerations including regional, curriculum and recruitment imperatives. Examples of this model of provision are found in relatively small, single-partner  schemes, as well as much larger and complex partnership networks involving a range of collaborative links.

185. The focus of Model A provision is clearly on particular types of students. Some schemes actually place minimum age limits for students wishing to enrol and some are directly linked to Access courses in that an alternative pattern to years 0 plus 1 in an FE institution is an Access course plus year 1 of a degree in the FE college, followed by two years in the HEI. 

186. The expertise which a university seeks in its partner institution(s) is that of identifying, advising, recruiting, teaching and supporting mature students with non-standard qualifications who have the ability to undertake degree or higher-level qualifications. These are not students who would typically apply to higher education through UCAS and often need help to formulate their educational and career aspirations and assess their own abilities, since these are rarely externally certificated at the point of entry. 

187. Success is defined initially by the ability of FEC partners to identify local student needs and to encourage participation amongst hitherto under-represented groups. In practice, recruitment patterns fluctuate amongst the students likely to be attracted to such provision. There is some evidence that there might be a complete downturn in demand, particularly from mature students. This has nothing to do with the quality of this model of provision but is a reflection of wider national trends.

188. The great strength of this model of provision lies in the pooling of HEI and FEC strengths. The presence of the HEI with its much larger cohort of students provides a buffer for smaller FECs in tackling the volatility of demand. When FECs fail to recruit to a viable level, there is the possibility of dropping out of provision for a period. If recruitment subsequently resumes, the programme can be re-activated. 

189. There are funding implications to this. Under present funding arrangements, without the partnership, failure to recruit would expose the FEC to possible penalties for not meeting its student numbers target. Within a sub-contractual partnership, it is possible for HEIs to over-recruit in anticipation of recruitment fluctuations across the scheme as a whole. The HEI acts as a recruitment (and financial) safety net under the present funding regime.

190. In this model of sub-contractual provision, the HEI is essentially the owner of the curriculum. It is, in essence, the guarantor of the quality of the student experience even though delivery is franchised out to partner FECs. In this model there are strong arguments, therefore, that the HEI should retain some control over the student experience via student numbers and funding.

191. Success can also be defined by the ability of students to make the transition to an HEI where they can achieve their chosen qualification. Often there is no equivalent course at year 0 in the university, but there are clearly comparable groups in year 1. 

192. The student experience in provision of the Model A type is equivalent but intentionally different from that of other students in the HEI; it is deemed to be more appropriate to the needs of this group of students. The size of the student group is usually very much smaller, not only than the equivalent course in the university but than many other types of collaborative courses. 

193. Students in general need and receive greater individual support and attention than that available in the university. The teaching and learning strategies also differ, with few, if any, formal lectures in large groups except where students attend sessions at the university to gain such experience. This is why particular care needs to be taken with preparing students for the transition to the HEI, where there may be contrasts in teaching and learning strategies and the provision of student support.

194. Students are helped to identify and map their own learning progression and to build confidence in their social, as well as intellectual, skills. They do, of course, take the same assessments and coursework, and follow broadly the same curriculum as students in the university, although in some cases the curriculum has been specifically and jointly devised for this student group. 

Model B

195. The rationale, target student population and success criteria all differ from those in Model A. The expertise sought by the HEI in its FE partner(s) is subject/curriculum expertise, often supported by relevant employment/practitioner experience on the part of staff. The HEI brings expertise in curriculum design and development for higher-level qualifications.

196. The rationale on the part of the HEI is to extend the curriculum it offers whereas the FEC is interested in achieving higher-level accreditation for areas of curriculum expertise it currently offers at FE levels only. It also enables the college to offer local progression routes for able students in these areas, although many colleges find that, in practice, it brings new student groups into the college as recruitment becomes national. 

197. As in Model A, however, there is evidence from the research that such partnerships may reflect other HEI rationales. Positioning in the market and/or region may be a strong motivating force in order to close off territory to competitors. There are examples of this model of provision co-existing within large schemes which are predominantly Model A in orientation. However, there are some important differences between the two models.

198. The student profile of the college, or certain college departments, may be markedly different from that in Model A. Students are similar in age and qualifications to those entering new universities, although there is frequently no directly comparable group in the partner HEI. 

199. Students achieve their qualifications at the FE college. Overall, students successfully achieve their qualifications, and withdrawal/failure rates are comparable to those of similar courses (although the comments in Chapter 1 on overall data collection and monitoring should be noted in this context).

200. An additional success factor in many schemes has been the development of distinctive higher-level qualifications either in curriculum areas where these have not been widely available hitherto, or with a distinctive dimension or focus. Some of these developments have been part of the wider emphasis on qualifications in many areas of employment, hence the strong vocational emphasis. Alternatively they offer distinctive aspects or approaches, for example, music degrees focusing on popular music and recording studio techniques, or performing arts degrees specialising in community theatre. 

201. There are funding considerations to those patterns of provision which include complete qualifications within the FEC and where the balance of ownership and control of the curriculum lies with the college rather than the HEI. In these cases it is legitimate to question the relevance of the sub-contractual relationship. Arguably the HEI’s presence is essentially as an external agency which validates provision. This element of the relationship is not dependent on sub-contractual partnership and there seems no clear or consistent reason in principle for the HEI to be linked in this sense financially to the FEC. Other than current funding arrangements, there is no particular logic for maintaining the sub-contractual element of the partnership.

Model C

202. This is the most diverse category. Its key defining characteristic is that the provision is local but, unlike Model A, the provision is not exclusively targeted at mature non-standard students and in many, but not all, cases complete qualifications are involved. 

203. A significant sub-set of qualifications provided in this way are at sub-degree level, often via the licence which an HE institution holds from EdExcel. Since the demand is for locally provided HE opportunities, schemes of this kind often experience the greatest pressures from FE institutions to extend the range of opportunities by offering full degree programmes/‘top-up’ degrees or a wider range of modules. 

204. Equally, many FECs are able to add to their profile of locally provided HE qualifications by linked provision funded by the FEFC, for example Higher National Certificates (HNCs), or in some cases via directly funded places they have from the HEFCE. Some colleges have HNDs directly validated by EdExcel in addition to those validated by a local university. 

205. Many FECs seek to establish a significant portfolio of HE qualifications tailored to local employment needs and student demand; some now produce their own higher education student prospectus in which qualifications offered through collaborative provision form part of a wider spectrum of HE opportunities.

206. There is clearly a sense in which one definition of success in these schemes is that access is being extended. There is a significant local population not otherwise gaining access to HE, either because there is no local university within reasonable travelling distance or because there are students whose educational achievements might otherwise not easily provide access to higher education in an HE institution. 

207. Some students have standard entry qualifications but at marginal levels of achievement, some are deterred from studying away from home by financial or domestic circumstances, some choose or require local study for cultural reasons, some want to study part-time and therefore local provision is essential, and others would like to secure a qualification defined as higher education but in a familiar (non-HE) environment. Student groups, therefore, are diverse, although many require and receive greater learning support than might be available in a university context. Student groups tend to be larger than those in Model A and the usual target is for a typical FE class size of 16 to 20. Not all schemes have comparable courses in the university; where they do, class sizes there are larger. 

208. Success lies also in student achievement of qualifications, and course and monitoring data from provision in similar FE colleges in a scheme are used as much as data from the partner university. Since progression to an HEI is not a universal expectation, nor is it always guaranteed even where a pattern of progression typically occurs, there may be less emphasis on student links with the partner university. Students who do progress may choose to go to other universities if they can gain entry. Typically students have to make a formal application. There may be a dilemma here for institutions and staff in reconciling the need to provide impartial advice to students on future opportunities and their sense of commitment to the partner institution responsible for the particular collaborative provision.

Scheme management
209. To comment on the success of sub-contractual partnership schemes requires scheme-specific criteria against which to judge the success of sub-contracted HE in FE. This is a difficult task since, as was stressed above, schemes vary in their objectives. It is also clear that aggregating outcomes at scheme level risks losing the essential precision of experience at the point of delivery in the FEC. 

210. By identifying the three broad but differentiated analytical models of sub-contractual provision described above, it is possible to make greater sense of the complexity of HE/FE links on the ground. In the remaining sections, therefore, attention turns to the management and operation of sub-contractual partnerships. The intention is to explore the relationship between management issues and support for the student experience, including the critical area of quality assurance. 

Strategic planning

211. The importance of strategic planning is underscored in audit reports which suggest that lack of transparency may make many colleges reluctant to invest time and resources in franchised provision on a long-term basis because they feel there is no stability or consistency in the system. The research found that those schemes with a committee involving all colleges have high levels of satisfaction and mutual understanding and clear evidence of a long-term investment in the partnership arrangements. A strategic committee demonstrates commitment 'from the top' and also helps to ensure that senior managers review monitoring data about the scheme and its development.

Senior management and staff support 

212. Franchise arrangements can and do operate with little strategic input or monitoring from the centre (whether on the HE or FE side). However, by defining the strategic objectives and clarifying the scope and nature of collaborative partnerships, senior management can create the direction and framework within which school/departmental staff operate. This helps to reinforce the place of sub-contractual partnerships in the strategic thinking of the institution and to recognise the efforts of operational staff. In interview, those involved in leading and managing the case-study schemes (in both HEIs and FECs) placed considerable stress on the importance of a shared sense of purpose or understanding between partners. The evidence suggests that the commitment of senior management does make a difference. If schemes are not supported corporately, then there is always a risk that quality can tail off or, in worst cases, collapse completely when individuals leave.

Partner status

213. Shared values within and across schemes are created and sustained in a variety of ways and there is no simple prescription for success. In some cases, partners are engaged in a variety of collaborative projects which sustain regular contacts. In other cases, formal meetings at strategic level are held two or three times a year and more frequently if appropriate. Practice varies across the schemes and there are no patterns associated with particular models of provision.

214. A variant was found in those collaborative schemes which differentiate between categories of relationship with colleges; those with the closest association become involved with strategic planning discussions and may receive more favourable funding consideration. In practice, there is evidence that such differentiation between partners can become a source of tension if not handled sensitively. Tensions were evident in at least two case studies, most prominently in a large regional scheme with a strategic planning group. In this scheme, of the Model C type, one category of college partners has HEI validated provision offering full degree programmes with devolved responsibility for quality assurance. The other major category of partners has traditionally been limited to franchise relationships. Tensions have arisen, sometimes between different categories of college, over whether, or how, colleges can move from one category to another as they develop HE expertise. 

Supporting the student experience

Recruitment and admission

215. Memoranda of association are varied in their references to recruitment and admission and many lack important points of detail. Most place the responsibility for publicity and recruitment on the college, but sometimes admission rests formally with the university and in other cases it is delegated to the college. Some universities offer assistance with publicity or 'reserve the right' to publicise the courses in addition to the publicity undertaken by the college. As colleges increasingly enter the UCAS system in their own right, this issue has become more contentious where the franchised courses are entered under the university's entry rather than that of the college. 

216. Most colleges, particularly those involved in provision of the Model A type, do not rely on recruitment through UCAS but are active in local recruitment, including students from Access or other courses in the college. Many students have undertaken other courses locally and are already known to the college. 

217. Higher levels of advice and counselling are needed for students with non-standard qualifications since many are imprecise about their aspirations and intentions. College tutors stress the importance of  stepped qualifications so that students can take initial steps without feeling overwhelmed by the extent of the initial commitment. The effectiveness of all these activities is at least partly reflected in the different withdrawal rates which are monitored across colleges.

218. College tutors clearly feel they have to work hard to recruit students, and recruitment is becoming increasingly problematic. Where demand for courses fluctuates sharply, there is always a chance that recruitment does not lead to a viable group and the course does not run. This can cause problems for students. Where the college only enrols the students for one year, for example where they run a foundation year or year 1 only, there is some feeling that the university gains disproportionate benefit from this hard work. 

219. Admissions policies also vary: some universities leave the responsibility for selection with the college, subject to compliance with the university's admissions policy, others adopt a formal position that the college recommends admission of particular students to the university. Some universities actively involve themselves by undertaking joint interviewing and selection with college staff. Variations are reflected in the Memorandum of Agreement used by different universities:

· The college shall advertise the course and select students according to the criteria used by the university.

· The college is responsible for making recommendations to the university in respect of those students to whom it wishes offers to be made.

220. Depending on the model of provision, students vary from those in the 18+ age group with standard qualifications, to the more typical mature student with few formal qualifications on entry. In a few cases specialist validated courses of the type in Model B have highly competitive entry with national recruitment. Many validated courses, and 

some HND programmes, have a higher proportion of young students, whereas some schemes of the Model A variety place a minimum age limit of 21 for entry to their courses. Franchised provision typically caters for a higher proportion of the latter. For example, in one scheme, 86 per cent of students progressing to the HEI are over 21. The common factor is a desire or requirement to study locally.

221. Marketing can be another source of friction and few agreements have detailed clauses about this aspect of provision. In one case-study, provision is marketed through a regional prospectus produced by the HEI but only includes programmes validated by the university. This is seen by partners, who have other directly validated and funded higher education provision, as highly disadvantageous as it gives a misleading impression about the nature and extent of their higher education work.

Induction

222. Induction is usually a college responsibility but, in all schemes except one, the university plays a role by bringing students to the campus for part of the induction process and showing them round the library and other facilities. University link tutors also visit the college to make a presentation during the college-based induction, sometimes accompanied by a representative from the student office to explain the support facilities available to students. In a number of cases, a students’ union representative from the university also visits and talks to students about facilities. 

223. Most institutions make particular efforts to stress the university contribution to the partnership at induction. Although this is less relevant in Model B provision, the evidence is that students were nevertheless aware of the link with the parent HEI. Overall, the case- study schemes suggest that initial induction procedures in FECs have been greatly improved to take account of the HE in FE dimension.

224. There is also a second phase of induction required on transition to the university, where progression is part of the scheme. Most schemes have now recognised the importance of this transition phase to the student experience. Monitoring and survey data show that many students find the transition difficult, both in terms of the teaching strategies and the loss of small-group support. The latter, particularly, affects many mature student entrants of the type likely to be studying on schemes of the Model A type. 

225. Arrangements to support transition include more frequent opportunities to attend lectures at the university, some teaching by university staff in the colleges, and formal induction periods specifically for transferring students at the point of entry. One HEI has recently adopted a policy of bringing students from franchised courses into the university before the new first-year students arrive, so they can familiarise themselves with learning resources and other facilities. This was a direct result of questionnaires issued to students from franchised courses about their experiences of transition. Such practice is to be encouraged wherever students are likely to progress from FEC to HEI.

On course

Who teaches 

226. All schemes have explicit provision for the approval of staff who teach on franchised courses. Colleges are responsible for notifying the university of any proposed changes. Many universities insist that only full-time staff are used. Some schemes and courses have provision for joint teaching, but in the majority of cases the teaching is exclusively the responsibility of the college, although the occasional guest lecture may be built in. Some universities also offer recognised status to some college staff teaching on the programmes, which lasts as long as they continue to teach the course. Staff and colleges report high levels of personal and professional satisfaction on the part of staff teaching on the programmes. 

Teaching strategies 

227. While curriculum content is laid down, universities often recognise that college staff have expertise in teaching and learning support, particularly with mature students, and thus allow flexibility. Indeed, that is part of the rationale for running courses in conjunction with colleges. Adaptations to teaching styles and strategies, as compared to those in the university, are also needed because the student groups are often small, frequently around 10 or 12. Tutorial support is almost always incorporated, sometimes on a one-to-one basis. While some colleges include large lectures, this is not the typical experience; it is the transition to this form of teaching that many students find difficult on entry to the university.

228. Students in the case studies were generally very positive about their learning experience. Individual attention and small-group teaching is particularly valued. Tutors stressed that students benefit from the attention given to the development of social confidence as well as intellectual skills.

Curriculum responsibility and support

229. Whether the curriculum is devised by the university, has been jointly devised or is the responsibility of the college will depend on whether the course is validated or franchised. There are clearly gradations of responsibility and involvement even where schemes are franchised. Assignments, typically, have strong input from college tutors and in some cases are jointly conceived by the course team. Where staff have been teaching on higher education courses for some time, they frequently get involved in module or course adaptations. There is often encouragement from the university centrally for college staff to be more involved as a means of encouraging ownership.

230. The support provided by universities varies from course to course. All provide curriculum documentation but in some cases this is more extensive than in others and includes not only course booklets for students but also overheads and handouts and worked examples, together with assignment materials including articles or other source materials. Where the provision has undergone greater joint development, the support may take the form of regular meetings to discuss progress. Two case-study HEIs provide course team meetings on certain programmes two or three times per semester. Some courses use electronic means to establish some mixed (university and college) student groups working on common projects with joint tutoring.

231. Most colleges face the problem of whether to allow lecturers working on HE courses to teach fewer hours or to teach for shorter periods of the year. This is an issue all schemes regard as the prerogative of the college management, while continuing to urge the need for lecturers to have time for staff development. Given the wide diversity of target teaching hours which now exists across FE, and the extent to which some colleges  concentrate on particular members of staff for HE teaching, it is difficult to provide a clear summary. 

232. In the majority of cases, staff teach across both FE and HE, although there are numerous groups of staff with a major part of their teaching in HE, though not necessarily franchised courses. Alleviation of teaching hours tends to occur obliquely rather than as a matter of formal policy. In some cases, there is clearly no distinction between staff teaching FE and those teaching HE courses.

Student access to, and use of, university facilities

233. There are clear differences here between schemes. Some do not allow college-registered university students full rights of access to library and other learning resources. There are also instances where the formal agreements state that students on franchised courses have rights to the use of learning resources, but in practice uncertainty exists, even among senior managers in some colleges, about the nature of those rights. 

234. In the majority of cases, there are equal rights to the use of university facilities, particularly learning resources. In practice, most colleges report that few students actually make use of them, either because distance precludes easy access or because the college facilities are adequate for the students' needs. Given that there have been frequent critical comments, for example, in quality assessment reports, about the problems posed by poor learning resources in many colleges, in particular library provision, there is clearly an area of confusion here. 

235. One possible explanation for the failure to use university facilities may lie in the fact that most staff believe students see themselves as college rather than university students while studying at the college. Students clearly understand they are registered on a university course but the college is their main source of learning support. In a survey conducted by one of the case-study HEIs of its students progressing from franchised courses, 85 per cent responded negatively when asked if they had felt they were a university student while studying at the FEC. In such circumstances, part of the reason for the failure to use university facilities may lie in the students' self-perceptions. It is interesting to note that such perceptions exist despite almost 70 per cent of students reporting that they had received adequate information about the university, and 50 per cent having met university staff before progression. 

236. These are areas of the student experience which it would be useful to explore further, particularly given the significant emphasis placed on establishing a clear link with the university and the potential advantages university learning resources might offer. As can be seen from the data on induction, efforts to enhance the links with the university have been significantly increased in most schemes. 

237. Utilisation of HEI learning resources by students in partner FECs appears to be low. The evidence from the research suggests that there are cultural and social barriers which are more important than practical questions of distance. Cost of travel may be a disincentive, but little is really known about why such students appear not to make use of resources. If quality is underpinned by an assumption that students are using the resources, then more needs to be done to find out why students do not use them and how better to promote their use (these issues are highlighted in Chapter 1).

238. Students interviewed in the study expressed criticisms about the FE environment and a lack of separate HE facilities. However, policy in FECs appears split between those who do not wish or are unable to segregate HE provision in this way and those who do. The model and scale of provision are clearly important influences on these differences. Where HE students in the FEC are small in number and confined to a level 0 course, the provision of dedicated facilities is unlikely. In larger colleges with a higher proportion of HE students and wider curriculum coverage, dedicated facilities tend to be available, in some cases supported by a capital input from the HEI (see Chapter 2).

Staff development 

239. Universities place considerable emphasis on staff development and this emphasis has been increasing. In many cases they provide a range of quality enhancement activities which also offer staff development opportunities. However, the greatest problem for staff in some colleges is securing release to attend. The regional office in one of the case-study schemes organises numerous staff development sessions for colleges. In a number of cases, the internal staff development courses run by universities for their own staff are made available to lecturers in partner colleges although, generally, practical problems have prevented lecturers making much use of such opportunities. 

240. Some universities offer access to higher degree opportunities with reduced or no fees. There is limited but nonetheless important evidence of some universities seeking to involve college staff in research seminars or other research-related activities. The quality enhancement activities are usually course related, for example, to explore assessment issues, or to focus on quality procedures directly, such as undertaking course monitoring and evaluation. College staff in the study particularly value opportunities for meeting  their counterparts from other colleges to discuss course-related issues. Some university co-ordinators have turned these into useful events to share and disseminate good practice.

241. Responsibility for ensuring that staff development occurs is sometimes explicitly allocated to individuals in the system. At one HEI, the course leader is responsible for ensuring the provision of a suitable staff development programme at the (franchise) college. At another HEI, course approval documents demand that a summary of staff development opportunities be undertaken by the staff, who will deliver the programme be documented in the programme annual report. This policy of clearly identifying responsibility for development and making development activities more visible could clearly be usefully extended to all schemes.

Assessment and moderation

242. Procedures for assessment and moderation are carefully laid down. This is the area that, initially, is of most concern to staff teaching on franchised courses and there are usually high levels of interaction between university and college tutors throughout the year. Universities provide training via involvement in assessment and moderation meetings and most lecturers new to assessment receive some mentor support. Even those with experience value the meetings in which staff teaching similar provision from different colleges are brought together for moderation events. Most courses have two such meetings a year in addition to formal assessment boards.

243. Colleges with a wide range of courses, as in Models B and C, sometimes run their own assessment boards for franchised provision. While these have no formal standing, they help a college to look across programmes to see any variations in achievement, sometimes with the help of university representatives, and also allow more time to be given to consideration of individual students than might be available at the university board. Universities continue to report problems with attendance by college staff at some assessment boards, and clearly non-attendance could prove disadvantageous to college students. Some universities formally require assessment boards to group franchised course results to minimise problems for college staff attending. 

244. Students in colleges clearly report much greater levels of assistance with formative assessment throughout the course, no doubt partially the result of much smaller classes. Course assignments which contribute to formal assessments are marked and usually a sample is moderated across all franchised provision. Reported problems with assignments are nearly always administrative rather than issues to do with standards.

Achievement and progression

245. Systematic comparative data relating to achievement and progression have proved difficult to collect. In many schemes, the university and colleges collect their own data about the students. Most schemes have data for progression rates to the university (where relevant) but many cannot then track individual students through to completion. Some universities can track all franchised students but not their college of origin. Many colleges have evidence of their own non-completion rates, but few universities were able to provide these from colleges across the scheme. It is the co-ordination of data which is lacking. Most colleges are now beginning to introduce procedures for monitoring achievement and progression, but as schemes themselves are of recent origin, and not all colleges have consistent recruitment patterns, reliable and systematic data do not readily exist.

246. Obviously, the pattern and structure of provision affect the progression rates. For some courses in the schemes studied, typically those in Model B, progression to the HEI is not an issue. They are whole degree or other major award schemes. All provision franchised from one of the case-study HEIs is of this kind, and parts of the provision in three other schemes is similarly not intended as a progression route to the university. Often, where progression is not guaranteed, the demand grows for an extension of provision at college level to enable students to complete degrees. One linked FEC has developed a one-year top-up degree precisely to fill a progression gap which curtailed opportunities for students. There is no evidence from the data available that students from more distant colleges fail to progress.

247. The differential credit which universities allow for the HND award also affects progression. Again, the experience across the schemes varies, with some students able to progress to year 3, some to year 2 only, and others having to complete three semesters to achieve a degree. Sometimes this is a matter of policy; sometimes it is a consequence of student achievement. Not surprisingly there is evidence of this also affecting progression routes. 

248. Many important features of these schemes are not apparent to students when they embark on their studies. This is not a straightforward lack of information but a result of non-standard students without clear expectations and aspirations entering these schemes. Demands for counselling and guidance are high and remain so for much of the course.

249. One of the major problems with collaborative schemes is inadequate cohort data relating to the schemes as a whole. It is difficult to assess with any precision if progression rates vary between schemes, types of provision, FECs and as between different constituencies of students. This point was emphasised in Chapter 1.

Quality assurance

250. Chapter 1 dealt in some detail with several issues affecting the quality of the student experience which are not necessarily covered in existing HEQC guidelines. It also summarised several quality assurance matters which require attention and these issues are not rehearsed here. The purpose of this section is draw together in some detail the various approaches to QA issues found in the case studies.

251. These differences are linked in broad terms to the three models of provision identified above. In particular, there is wide variation in the degree of devolved responsibility to colleges for QA procedures. In one scheme, with a regional focus and a high proportion of validated provision (Model C in type), colleges have their own internal processes for bringing forward courses for validation and for annual monitoring and reporting.  

252. Other universities, approximating to Model B, which have validated sub-contractual provision also allow high levels of devolved responsibility, but not necessarily as extensive as that provided for in the regional college approach above. Those HEIs with provision of the Model B type have joint committees, based at college level, to monitor quality procedures and deal with assessment. Franchised provision of the Model A variety is more tightly controlled but with slowly evolving degrees of responsibility at college level. 

Approval of partners

253. Whatever the model of provision, all the case-study HEIs use their internal QA procedures for collaborative provision, with some minor but essential variations. All have formal requirements for the initial approval of potential college partners. Since the publication of audit reports into collaborative provision, there is evidence of much greater attention being paid to learning resources and of learning resource specialists being appropriately involved in that approval process. 

254. Schools/faculties have major responsibility for quality and standards, with corresponding levels of responsibility for franchised provision. This responsibility starts at the level of college and course approval and is designed to make schools take responsibility from the outset for future partners and their provision, after initial discussions at senior management level have given 'in principle' approval. While there is a clear need to sustain critical independence for the purpose of academic approval, early discussions enable a school or department to develop a clearer understanding of the strengths and possible shortcomings of individual partners. 

Documentation

255. Well-documented packs of advice for validation and approval teams, and detailed guidance for FE institutions, are available from most universities. Those not intending to extend their partnership activity have less extensive documentation. Where universities have different types of collaborative arrangements, the different QA procedures are clearly identified. In particular, all those institutions with both validated and franchised sub-contractual provision could point to clearly defined procedures for each type of provision.

256. The definitive documentation required for collaborative courses is clear and an identified location, either a central quality unit or school office, is specified as responsible for its collection and updating. The procedures specify where responsibility lies for pursuing issues identified in course approval documents. The sample of such documents seen across institutions identifies items to be rectified or amended, and in the most thorough documentation, the timescale in which this must be done and the committees responsible for compliance monitoring are specified. Some documentation is less detailed than others.

FEC roles

257. The FE sector does not apparently experience significant difficulty adapting to the QA requirements of higher education. Although there is some duplication of procedures, there has been a significant measure of convergence between FE and HE systems. In some cases, a college has approved the use of higher education procedures for HE courses as a substitute for those operating in the rest of the college. One example is the acceptance by many colleges of student questionnaires devised by HEIs to gather student feedback on course provision. 

258. Significant and, increasingly, joint investment in QA procedures is undertaken in many schemes. Both HEIs and FECs in the study report a process of learning to understand the requirements and to take ownership of the procedures. There is clear evidence at all levels that the issues raised in audit are being followed through. FE colleges are all aware of the reviews of collaborative provision and have read, and often jointly discussed, those relating to their HE partner(s). 

259. At FEC lecturer level, the concern for standards is paramount and lecturers clearly take responsibilities in this area very seriously. Universities report increasing understanding of both schemes and individual colleges, and frequently provide staff development events to promote quality assurance and enhancement activities.

Monitoring and review

260. The monitoring and evaluation of the student experience is a requirement in all cases, using student membership of course committees, course evaluation questionnaires and similar mechanisms. Audit reports have pointed to the area of monitoring and review as an aspect of quality assurance needing to be strengthened.

261. Evidence from this study suggests that the recent development of internal academic audit procedures is helping schools and faculties to refocus their monitoring arrangements across all provision, including franchised. While lack of clarity in the definition of school responsibilities may be part of the problem, a failure to carry responsibility out effectively, often the result of organisational overload, has equally been identified.

262. The management of course monitoring and review and periodic scheme review shows significant levels of diversity, particularly in the involvement of university personnel. Overall, however, the evidence across the case studies in all model types is of considerable, but largely uncosted, investment in QA processes, with some individual co-ordinators carrying a significant responsibility. 

263. Contrasts were observed in the process of monitoring and review. Some universities have a specific sub-committee of the committee responsible for academic standards, which monitors collaborative provision in total prior to its onward transmission to the relevant university quality committee. Others prefer to see franchised courses as part of the normal spectrum of university provision and monitoring is subsumed within internal procedures; one has provision at foundation year only, which automatically results in separate monitoring. Other universities use the same procedures as for university courses but offer more detailed guidance for the completion of course review reports. The relevant course leader from the university is usually present at the course team review meeting at the college and the course leader from the college attends the university board meeting at which course review reports are presented. At college level, there is now considerable evidence of departments taking a more proactive role in monitoring and review.

264. There is some evidence that, given the short periods of time in which most courses have been operating in colleges, and the numerous changes which have occurred during that time, the cycles of periodic review have been disrupted in some institutions.

Summary

265. When assessed against fairly broad measures of success, there is no evidence that any one type of sub-contractual partnership scheme is more successful than another. The quality of student experience has to be considered in terms of the type of provision and students likely to be attracted to it. Where there is comparable provision in the HEI at year 1 (as in Model A), the evidence is that FEC-based students receive an intentionally different, but highly appropriate and positive, experience. Where the curriculum offered in the FEC has no comparable base in the HEI (as in Model C), student profiles and recruitment tend to be very different. Students achieve qualification in the FEC and success can be defined in terms of the development of distinctive higher-level qualifications.

266. Present funding arrangements have generally supported growth and development of a diversity of provision. They have enabled FECs in partnership with HEIs to start courses on a small scale and expand as confidence on both sides has grown. Some colleges have branched out into new, often vocationally based, curriculum areas.

267. Where collaborative provision is part-delivered in a college and it does not lead to a recognised award in the FEC (as in Model A), then the argument for linked funding and course approval appears stronger than where the HEI validates a complete course, there is no student progression, and the HEI has no comparable provision (as in Model B). Such an approach may, however, be against the spirit of current moves to credit frameworks since Model A almost always provides for certificated credit ratings at appropriate points. Moreover, most, though not all, schemes operate a mix of models.

268. Active management of provision and co-ordination arrangements in particular need careful attention, especially in the larger and more complex schemes. The importance of clear co-ordination arrangements, both formal and informal, is evident across all the schemes. It is especially important in franchised provision (Model A and parts of Model C) where arrangements which are key to the student experience have to be closely integrated with those on campus.

269. Recruitment and admission arrangements also vary according to the sub-contractual model. Recruitment in some models of provision is becoming more problematic and there is evidence of friction between some HEI departments and FEC partners about elements of the recruitment task.

270. Students are positive about their learning experience, value individual attention and small-group teaching and benefit from the development of both intellectual and social skills. However, where progression from FEC to HEI is involved, arrangements for preparing and supporting students for the transition need particular attention.

271. The evidence is that the use of university facilities by franchised students is often low. The barriers are not just a reflection of distance to the HEI but are social and cultural. It is not clear how essential access to HEI facilities is in supporting the student experience. More needs to be done to find out what influences student use of such facilities.

272. In broad terms, the case-study schemes adhere to the HEQC Guidelines on Quality Assurance. There is evidence that issues identified by audit are being addressed. Nevertheless, co-ordination of data on student achievement and progression is lacking. There is a need for more reliable and systematic comparative data which can provide evidence on key elements of the student experience in, and progression through, the partnership schemes. 

Appendix I

Research Team and Research Methodology

A research study on ‘The Nature of Higher and Further Education Sub-contractual Partnerships’ was commissioned by the HEFCE from a team with members drawn from the University of Leeds, the University of Surrey, the Further Education Development Agency and J M Consulting. The research team comprised Keith Barnes, Jean Bocock, Melanie Burdett, Sue Brownlow, Ursula Howard, Gareth Parry, Peter Scott, David Smith and Anne Thompson.

The work was carried out between June 1997 and February 1998, and was overseen by a steering group with its membership drawn from the HEFCE, the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education and the Further Education Funding Council.

The research was undertaken in two phases:

Phase One
The first phase of the work involved a collation and analysis of secondary literature and data sources concerned with the nature of sub-contractual activity at sector and institutional levels. These included quality assessment reports from the HEFCE, audit reports from the HEQC, inspection reports from the FEFC, and academic and professional literature relating to franchising and collaborative arrangements between institutions of higher education and colleges of further education. 

A report on this phase was submitted to the steering group in September 1997.

Phase Two
The second and larger phase of work involved fieldwork in a sample of franchise and collaborative schemes in different parts of England. These were selected to reflect differences in the scale, scope and style of activity, including the numbers of franchise partners involved, their geographical distance, the history and longevity of their relationships, and the range of courses, subjects and levels involved.

The focus in this phase was on the strategic and operational features of franchise schemes, with particular reference to the quality of the student experience and the financial arrangements involved in this kind of provision.

Eight schemes were investigated. In each scheme, documents relating to quality assurance and funding arrangements were collected from the institution of higher education at the hub of the scheme and from a number of the colleges of further education in partnership with this institution. At the same time, interviews were conducted with senior managers, quality assurance officers, course leaders and other individuals concerned with these arrangements in the institution of higher education and in a number of the partner colleges of further education.

The case studies were chosen to reflect a variety of arrangements and this phase of the research generated a large amount of data. While the summary findings incorporated in the report should be treated as indicative, the spread of case studies was intended to reflect patterns and trends in sub-contractual arrangements found across the sector as a whole.

Appendix II

Contract Contents

Clause/Paragraph/Sentence


















HEI
1
2
3
4
5a
5b
6
7
8







GENERAL


















Definition of terms 





Y


Y








Mutual exclusivity where HEI/FEC has capability and willingness








Y








No restrictions on foreign associations, HEI or FEC








Y








Protection of agreement in the event of merger or amalgamation








Y

























Title


















Franchising Agreement
Y

Y














Memorandum of Co-operation

Y

Y


Y
Y
        Y








Institutional Agreement (Franchising Arrangements)




Y












Regional College Agreement





Y




























Subject Matter/Purpose

















       
Teaching of students on validated programme
Y
















HEI keeps ownership; agreement not open-ended
Y
















Courses as specified and approved by HEI


Y
Y
Y












Relationships to foster co-operation with partners




Y
Y


Y








Securing, developing and expanding regional HE (includes definition of terms)





Y


Y








Courses to increase access to HE






Y










Sustaining HE at FEC








Y








Reference to a Joint Strategic Agreement








Y

























Period of Agreement


















Number of academic years [subject to termination]
Y
Y
Y
Y



Y
Y








Subject to [annual] review and approval
Y






Y









As specified in validation reports




Y












Continues until termination






Y



























College Status


















Principal, not agent of HEI
Y







Y








FEC independent but uses 'regional college' or 'partner college' of HEI





Y


Y







Publicity


















Must be approved in advance by the HEI

Y
Y














Responsibility for advertising, e.g. HEI regionally, FEC locally

Y

Y



Y









FEC requires permission to refer to HEI; cannot bind HEI




Y












HEI provides assistance; FEC liaison for consistency






Y

Y

























Intellectual Property (IP)/Confidentiality


















Ownership rests with HEI, including any developments by FEC
Y
















Ownership rests with the party which produces any new IP, subject to recognition of any incorporated, existing IP

Y















Respect mutual confidentiality
Y
Y















Confidentiality prevails, documents returned at termination








Y







Legalities


















FEC must comply with the law, including sex discrimination, race relations
Y
















FEC is responsible for health and safety
Y
Y






Y








FEC to operate and monitor equal opportunities


Y














No legal partnership or binding implied








Y








Clauses relating to notices, statute and proper law








Y

























Corrupt Gifts or Payments


















Forbidden
Y

































Assignment and Sub-contracting


















None [without HEI authority]
Y
Y
Y

Y





























Disputes


















Refer to FEC and HEI senior management, [then arbitrator]
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y


Y








Funding disputes referred to firm of chartered accountants








Y







Termination


















Under QA arrangements 
Y
















Either party 6 months' notice, to expire at academic year end
Y
Y















HEI allows students to proceed
Y
Y















FEC gives 1 acad. year's notice, students' interests safeguarded



Y













FEC will not subsequently offer the programme outside the partnership



Y













Either party, sufficient notice to safeguard students' interests




Y


Y
Y








Either party, 3 years' notice, or by mutual agreement





Y











Either party, by 31st March preceding next intake






Y










Either party, 3 years' notice expiring 31st July, 1 year if breaches not remedied








Y








Several detailed clauses on consequences of termination








Y

























Breach


















Immediate termination by either party if certain breaches occur, e.g. insolvency, withdrawal of permits
Y
















Breach to be remedied in 28 days, or termination
Y
















HEI reserves the right to terminate agreement when FEC in breach

Y
































Indemnity


















Mutual indemnity in the case of breach or non-observance 
Y
















FEC indemnifies the HEI


Y

Y












HEI and FEC to effect full insurances, e.g. public liability, other risks


































Review


















Agreement reviewed annually
Y







Y








Review can be requested by either FEC or HEI

Y






Y








Review during 4th (interim) and 5th years of 5-year agreement


Y














Periodic review





Y
Y



























Amendment or Variation


















Only by mutual agreement
Y





Y










Mutual agreement except for minor changes, statutory requirements or HEFCE/FEFC direction





Y




























QUALITY ASSURANCE  (May be in an appendix, schedule or annex)



































Responsibility for QA


















Rests with HEI and HEI procedures apply for approval, monitoring and review of provision
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y








Initial validation lies with [Academic Board of] HEI

Y






Y








Refer disaggreements to HEI School Board first, then HEI Academic Board

Y





Y









Course approval, amendment and review responsibility of HEI Senate Courses Committee


Y














Alterations to course approved by HEI [Board of Studies]



Y


Y










[Annual] monitoring by reports from FEC [Board of Studies] to HEI [Board of Studies]/[Director of the Scheme]



Y
Y

Y
Y









Periodic review by HEI Academic Board



Y
Y


Y









FEC to ensure agreed standards are achieved








Y

























Programme/Award (Sub-)Committee


















Established at FEC, including teaching staff, students [HEI representative]
Y
Y





Y









For parallel courses, award committees at both HEI and FEC with cross membership on both

Y















HEI has Regional Awards Committee




Y





























Programme Management


















Leader appointed by FEC [approved by HEI]
Y





Y
Y









Award/programme management team/committee appointed
Y
Y




Y
Y









Joint steering committee, reports to HEI Board of Studies


Y














Joint management committee with annual report








Y








Academic Board of FEC with course approved by HEI



Y













Via information file from HEI to FEC Co-ordinator




Y












FEC course leader reports to Faculty Board of HEI







Y








Staffing


















HEI to approve staff [using CVs and other information]
Y

Y
Y
Y












HEI defines minimum requirements for staff teaching course

Y















FEC staff on the course not deemed to be members of the HEI


Y














HEI responsible for teaching full-time block week on Cert Ed 



Y













HEI offers staff development






Y










Staff development supported by both FEC and HEI

Y


Y











Liaison


















Member of appropriate HEI School appointed; annual report
Y
Y















Regular visits and exchanges encouraged

Y

Y













HEI responsible for communication with external bodies(e.g. HEFCE, LEA)

Y





Y
Y








By course leaders at both FEC and HEI



Y













HEI appoints course and institution coordinators






Y










Reciprocal membership of Boards of Studies and Assessment Boards

















Student Consultative Committee [with HEI senior staff rep.]






Y










FEC appoints scheme co-ordinator for overall co-ordination




Y












Strategic Liaison Group, deputy VC, FEC Principal, HEI Regional Director




Y












Regional Network Committee




Y












HEI Regional Office for main point of contact




Y












Reciprocal membership of FEC Governing Body, HEI Main Board [if willing]





Y


Y








Reciprocal membership of senior management teams/academic boards [if willing]








Y

























Admissions


















As per regulations of host programme [with specified modifications]
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y












Students failing HEI entrance requirements may register directly with FEC subject to HEI approval


Y














If FEC wishes to not run course (e.g. low numbers) consult HEI






Y









Assessment and Examinations


















Take place under approved regulations for the programme, subject to HEI appeals regulations
Y
Y


Y


Y









HEI responsible for examination arrangements
Y
Y















Assessment Board constituted 
Y
Y















External examiners appointed by HEI

Y


Y












Co-operative practices (HEI and FEC) for setting, marking and assessments

Y















Board of Examiners set up under HEI regulations [with joint representation]


Y



Y
Y









Exams and coursework set and marked by FEC staff approved by the HEI


Y



Y










HEI to act as external examiner


Y
Y






























ADMINISTRATION AND RESOURCING (May be in an appendix, schedule or annex)




































Responsibility of HEI School Dean and FEC Principal to ensure appropriate resourcing

Y















FEC Director of Course reports to [Steering Committee & HEI Board of Studies]/[Dean of Faculty]


Y




Y



























FEC responsible for day-to-day operation and management, also information to HEI for monitoring and review







Y


























FEC Responsibilities


















Recruitment
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y








Enrolment/registration

Y

Y
Y


Y









Student records and information to HEI


Y

Y



Y








Teaching as per HEI programme/validation document
Y



Y

Y

Y








Setting and marking of student assignments as per HEI programme document
Y
















Student support infrastructure, including conduct and discipline [with HEI approval and oversight]
Y


Y













Library, computing and related facilities






Y










Monitoring and evaluation as per HEI requirements
Y
Y






Y








Cost of programme materials
Y















FEC Responsibilities (continued)


















Travelling expenses for FEC staff
Y
















FEC staff development
Y
















Student placements where appropriate
Y
















Named contact for operation of the franchise
Y
















Student welfare







Y


























HEI Responsibilities


















Enrolment/registration
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y








Student records


Y














Ultimate responsibility for tuition and tutorial support


Y














Quality assurance (see above)
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y








Documentation required by relevant HEI committees; implementation of changes identified therein
Y
Y















Production of examination papers and arrangements for moderation
Y
















Student appeals
Y
















Travelling expenses for HEI staff
Y
















Named contact for operation of the franchise
Y
















Conferment of awards; certificates and ceremonies




Y





























Students


















To be enrolled as students of the HEI [taught at the FEC]
Y
Y
Y

Y

Y

Y








Exams normally sat at FEC, at same time as HEI sittings
Y
















Target/agreed numbers
Y


Y
Y

Y

Y








Minimum numbers


Y














Part time:  Minimum and maximum subject to HEI agreement
Y
















                HEI may move students elsewhere if numbers too low
Y
















Full time:  Close liaison to prevent over or under-recruitment
Y
















Students [and FEC tutors] can enrol as HEI library readers
Y
sometimes

Y
sometimes



Y








Members of HEI Students' Union


Y
Y













Use of HEI computing facilities

sometimes
Y














Use of HEI sports centre

sometimes
Y














Use of all [other] facilities available to HEI students



Y


Y










Students eligible to apply for HEI access funds
Y





Y










Use of all FEC social, sporting and other facilities








Y








Living accommodation and meals as appropriate, at a charge








Y








Automatic progression on completion, as per HEI students [within agreed numbers]
Y

Y
Y












Students (continued)


















Progression subject to grades/external requirements

Y


Y












Notice of intent to progress must be given to Director of Regional Scheme




Y





























Finance (may be in separate schedule)


















Full-time fees collected by HEI
Y
Y

Y


Y










Agreed portion remitted to FEC [up to target/agreed nos. only] 
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y

Y








Full-time fees collected by either HEI or FEC by prior agreement

Y















HEI attempts 3-year funding forecast 






Y










Any relevant funding penalties passed on to the FEC
Y







Y








Separate deal on overseas students
Y







Y








Part-time fees collected by HEI; agreed portion remitted to FEC
Y
















Part-time fees collected by FEC and retained

Y

Y













FEC collects fees and remits a proportion to HEI







Y









Student FTEs and central funding attributed to HEI



Y













Annual review of fees [in light of DfEE changes]
Y


Y
Y












Detailed funding methodology subject to annual review/HEFCE changes








Y








Payment dates specified: e.g. 3 instalments paid by or to the HEI
Y
Y






Y








Interest on overdue payments, subject to HEFCE promptness








Y








No payment to FEC if student withdraws before any payment date



Y




Y








No refund of fees to students withdrawing after two weeks or more
Y
















Actual enrolments, and therefore fees, agreed by HEI and FEC within one month of course enrolments

Y















HEI main board accountable to HEFCE for all course monies;  FEC responsible for all other financial management





Y











Costs met by agreement





Y











Validation fee charged by HEI to FEC







Y









Validation expenses assessed on basis of actual costs incurred

Y















Awarding body fees passed on to FEC by HEI







Y









FEC must open its books to HEI








Y








FEC responsible for its own financial and other affairs








Y








Capital funding from HEI considered








Y
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