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1. Do you agree with our view of the distinctive contribution which HE in FECs can make to the overall pattern of HE provision in this country?

The Board took the view that the document presented a narrow view of the contribution of FE to HE. For example, some of the FECs in Sussex provide a full range of courses to degree level as part of a planned approach to specific areas of the curriculum. It could also be argued that the “twin themes” of employability and widening participation apply equally to the work being undertaken by the universities. It also doesn’t sufficiently acknowledge the role of part time, work related provision in FECs. There is some concern that the reference to” short cycle HE” can be seen to undermine the role of FECs as providers of continuing professional development. The other area where we are concerned is the flexibility of the existing funding regime to support the delivery of smaller modules of higher education delivered by FECs in response to employer demand. 
2. Do you agree that all FECs delivering HEFCE funded HE should provide a strategy statement which reflects our view of the distinctive features of HE in FECs set out in paragraph 38, and demonstrates that their HE meets the principles set out in paragraph 44 points a-f?
The Board agreed that it was important for FECs to develop HE strategies. A number in Sussex have already done so. The document, whilst appearing to favour consortia and  joint planning was asking for strategies which focussed on the priorities of the individual FEC. The Board would look to the implementation proposals to provide clear links between the development of these HE strategies and the collective approach to joint planning being developed through the Sussex Learning Network. HE strategies needed to take account of the role of FECs in the emerging progression agreements being pioneered by LLNs locally and nationally. Some concern was expressed at the capacity in HEFCE to respond to the detailed strategies of so many institutions without reference to those of other FECs and HEIs in the region or locality. 
3. How far do you agree with the proposed aims and objectives for Centres for HE Excellence in FECs?

The Board felt that this proposal, as it stood, lacked merit. It was felt there were already a proliferation of Centres of Excellence in both HE and FE. Nor was it clear what the benefits were for the learner, employers, college staff or the institution itself in gaining this new accolade. Moreover the view that it was up to any FEC with an approved strategy to bid to become a centre further weakened the joint approach. The SLN Board also felt that this was what it was trying to achieve on a pan Sussex basis.
4.
How far do you agree with our initial proposals on the criteria (eligibility, evidence of excellence, potential for development), and the selection process for the Centres for HE Excellence in FECs?
Given the response to 3 above we were concerned to see the proposed centres as being described as yet another “initiative”(Para 59). This runs counter to the main thrust of the consultation which is about putting the existing and future provision on a stable footing rather than introducing yet another element of experimentation.
5
Do you agree that under normal circumstances indirect funding agreements should provide member institutions with security of funding and student numbers for at least three years?
This was broadly welcomed as it does support the investment in curriculum development which FECs and HEIs are undertaking. In the limited experience of the SLN adopting this three year approach would also need to retain the flexibility to move student numbers in response to short term changes in demand. Doing this on a pan Sussex basis does make the offer to learners more responsive and encourages FECs and HEIs to see the value of joint planning.
6.
Do you agree that developing information on the cost of teaching will assist in identifying the costs of collaborative activity?
Whilst it will assist the process, teaching costs are one of a number that can be considered under this heading. The SLN is grappling with costing contributions in areas such as accounting for the management of partnership activities, professional development and institutional overheads. In addition, there are considerable costs associated with quality assurance processes and procedures that will differ across the sector.
7
Are there other barriers that hinder the production of clear and transparent indirect funding agreements, especially in relation to funding and student numbers? If so, what are they?   

One of the main areas of costing that is not always transparent is the contribution to curriculum development made by staff in FECs. 

8.
Do you agree that all indirect funding arrangements should reflect the structural and management arrangements associated with consortia and adhere to the principles specified in our code of practice for consortia? 
The evaluation of LLNs currently being discussed by HEFCE could look at the impact of this form of partnership working on relationships between FE and HE provision. It is another model whose governance arrangements and management will differ from existing consortia.
9
Do you agree that all data returns for consortium arrangements should be made by the lead institution? 

Yes, but there is a need to recognise the cost which such work can entail.
10
Do you agree that HEFCE should take steps to satisfy itself that institutions adopt the proposed changes to indirect funding agreements? If so, what should these be?

We would expect this to be dealt with as an output from the IQER once it becomes firmly established across the sector.
11.
Are there other measures that should be adopted to improve the operation of indirect funding agreements? If so, what should these be?

No comment
12.

Would you support HEFCE taking the existing formulaic capital allocations and using these to create a fund for large capital projects in FECs?   

No comment

13.
Do you have any further comments?

The SLN Board did feel that it was not possible to divorce the proposed consultation from discussions surrounding the FE Bill and the Leitch Review. It was felt that the timing of the proposed implementation plans should take into account the impact of some of these other changes on higher education. Whilst there is some acknowledgement of the existence of LLNs it is unclear how a number of the proposals could relate to the sustainability of an initiative that is designed to link FE and HE provision and build new structures and processes to support same. 
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