BIS running header
Fulfilling our Potential: Teaching Excellence, Social Mobility and Student Choice

[image: Colour landscape logo low res jpeg]
[bookmark: _Toc434412495]Fulfilling our Potential: Teaching Excellence, Social Mobility and Student Choice - Consultation
You can reply to this consultation online at: 
https://bisgovuk.citizenspace.com/he/fulfilling-our-potential 
A copy of this response form is available at: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/higher-education-teaching-excellence-social-mobility-and-student-choice
The Department may, in accordance with the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information, make available, on public request, individual responses.
The closing date for this consultation is 15/01/2016

Name:				Stephanie Marshall
Organisation (if applicable): 	The Higher Education Academy
Address:			    	Innovation Way
					York Science Park
					Heslington
					York	
					YO10 5BR
	
Email Address:			corporate.support@heacademy.ac.uk

Please return completed forms to:

Alison Haines
Higher Education Directorate
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills
Level 1, 2 St Paul’s Place
125 Norfolk Street
Sheffield
S1 2FJ

email:	consultation.he@bis.gsi.gov.uk 





Please tick the box that best describes you as a respondent to this consultation. 
		
	Alternative higher education provider (with designated courses)

	
	Alternative higher education provider (no designated courses)

	
	Awarding organisation

	
	Business/Employer

	
	Central government

	
	Charity or social enterprise
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	Local Government
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	√
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Public sector equality duty
Question 1:
a) What are your views on the potential equality impacts of the proposals and other plans in this consultation?

The Higher Education Academy (HEA) strongly supports the emphasis in the Green Paper on better access, retention and progression for students from disadvantaged backgrounds and underrepresented groups. It has produced a Framework for student access, retention, attainment and progression in higher education [footnoteRef:2] designed to support institutions and individuals in ensuring that all students have the opportunity to succeed in higher education (HE), and to develop skills, knowledge and attributes to make successful transitions into, through and beyond HE, including further study, training and employment or self-employment.  [2:  https://www.heacademy.ac.uk/enhancement/frameworks/framework-student-access-retention-attainment-and-progression-higher] 

We welcome the preliminary consideration of potential equality impacts of the policy proposals in the Green Paper and the specific commitment embodied in Annex A to carry out a further equality analysis of the final proposals. 

We also welcome the specific commitment in Annex A to closely monitor the TEF for indirect/adverse effects. There is a risk that, in linking widening access to teaching excellence, students from disadvantaged backgrounds are unconsciously presented as posing difficulties for teaching enhancement. In this regard, we believe it essential that the Government makes a point of listening to the views of disadvantaged groups about how to properly negotiate this risk and how to promote a non-deficit approach in the TEF to disadvantaged students

More generally, HEA research and practice has consistently outlined the benefits of institutional strategies that enable staff to develop their confidence in addressing issues of race and racism[footnoteRef:3], and the benefits of working with students as partners[footnoteRef:4] to transform or enhance teaching. We advocate these as necessary principles for the TEF. 
 [3:  https://www.heacademy.ac.uk/sites/default/files/bme_summit_final_report.pdf]  [4:  https://www.heacademy.ac.uk/enhancement/themes/students-partners] 

b) Are there any equality impacts that we have not considered? 
         ☐ Yes		☒ No			☐ Not sure
Please provide any further relevant evidence.
In relation to Annex A, point 15, we point you to further relevant evidence in the HEA’s Undergraduate retention and attainment across the disciplines[footnoteRef:5] report which shows that students from a variety of backgrounds perform very differently against the key indicators of retention and attainment within diverse disciplinary contexts. This report provides the first systematic and quantitative overview of these issues, drawing on 2010-11 HESA data for all UK undergraduate students across 30 disciplines. It reveals that disadvantaged students at risk of withdrawal in one discipline may be at greater risk in another, suggesting that disciplinary context itself can exert an independent effect on student opportunity. The report’s findings signpost the need to further reflect on curricula, cultures and practices at the disciplinary level, and how these interact with student characteristics, in order to better understand the identified diversity in retention and attainment rates. This underlines the importance of taking into account qualitative data about an institution’s mission, aims and context in making TEF decisions.  [5:  https://www.heacademy.ac.uk/resource/undergraduate-retention-and-attainment-across-disciplines] 
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Question 2: How can information from the TEF be used to better inform student and employer decision making? Please quantify these benefits as far as you can.
As the national body which focuses exclusively on continuously improving teaching quality and promoting teaching excellence, the HEA warmly welcomes the proposed Teaching Excellence Framework (TEF). 
Information for students
We expect that the TEF will provide prospective students with much-needed, accessible and accurate information about the nature of learning and teaching and the student experience offered by higher education providers. Evidence suggests that sources such as the Key Information Sets are not being accessed by the majority of prospective students and, those that did, wanted information which was not available - for example ‘an indication of the academic challenge involved in the course’. [footnoteRef:6]  As the Green Paper makes clear, in the annual HEA-HEPI Academic Experience Survey, the priorities for institutional spending selected by students (after reducing student fees) are ‘having more hours of teaching’, ‘better training for lecturers’, and ‘reducing size of teaching groups’. [footnoteRef:7]  [6:  The most recent review found that ‘only 18% of first-year survey respondents and 20% of prospective students had used Unistats’. HEFCE (2015) UK review of information about higher education: report on the review of the Key Information Set and Unistats Bristol: HEFCE]  [7:  Soilemetzdis, I et al (2014) The HEA-HEPI Student Academic Experience Survey 2014. https://www.heacademy.ac.uk/sites/default/files/resources/hea_hepi_report_web.pdf] 

While the assessment of teaching excellence is currently focused primarily on undergraduate provision, it is important to recognise that information about teaching excellence is likely also to be of value to prospective postgraduate students.
We recommend that institutions judged as excellent be expected to demonstrate that they provide clear and accessible information on: 
· class sizes for particular disciplines;
· the qualifications of the staff who will teach them; 
· the number and type of contact hours and the expectations of student engagement in terms of the nature, and number of hours, of independent study for particular disciplines.[footnoteRef:8] [8:   Recent research commissioned by the HEA reveals that ‘students lacked clarity regarding the meaning and purpose of independent learning in HE and how it differed from school and college’
Thomas,L et.al. (2015) Independent Learning: student perspectives and experiences York: HEA] 

Information for employers
As the Green Paper indicates, ‘employers face a challenge distinguishing between graduates’. Following its successful pilot of the Grade Point Average (GPA), the HEA has recently launched a GPA implementation initiative to help providers introduce the GPA. Working together, providers, with support from the HEA, will smooth the introduction of a system which will provide more granular insights into students’ performance during, as well as at the end of, their undergraduate experience. As the Green Paper accepts, the introduction of the GPA will not, of itself, prevent grade inflation, but the early evidence of student performance provided by the GPA is what employers tell us they need. 
The Higher Education Achievement Record (HEAR), championed by the HEA in consultation with the sector, also supports employer needs for more detailed information on student performance. The HEAR provides a running record of a student’s achievements in both the formal and informal curriculum. In this way, the HEAR is a valuable tool that supports employability. Over 90 institutions are currently issuing or working towards issuing HEARs. The HEAR can incorporate GPA scores.
Employers also tell us that they struggle to differentiate between institutions and courses that build graduate skills effectively into the curriculum, whether these are generic skills such as problem-solving, team-working, flexibility and/or subject-specific ones relevant to particular sectors (e.g. engineering). Currently, employers rely on proxies for teaching quality such as research reputation and entry qualifications. The TEF offers the prospect of a consistent framework to benchmark academic institutions, but the measurement needs to be focused on employability rather than employment (see answer to question 11).
We recommend that the TEF reward those institutions which:
· explicitly and effectively integrate the development and assessment of generic and sector-specific features of employability in the curriculum;
· involve students in the HEAR thereby producing a richer picture of their development of knowledge, understanding, higher level skills, attributes and attitudes to enable them to make successful transitions into work.
Question 3: Do you agree that the ambition for TEF should be that it is open to all HE providers, all disciplines, all modes of delivery and all levels?  
         ☒ Yes		☐ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answers.
As the national body championing teaching excellence in higher education, the HEA strongly endorses the Government’s commitment in the Green Paper to make the TEF comprehensive and open to all HE providers. 
We note that the Green Paper includes proposals that institutions have the option to submit for TEF assessments in Year Two. Members of the HEA’s Pro-Vice-Chancellor (PVC) working group on the TEF have indicated in the main that participation in the TEF should be optional in line with their institutional autonomy. [footnoteRef:9] If optional, some providers will choose not to submit for assessment for strategic reasons, e.g. some institutions may not wish to increase fees or may feel that the costs of participation outweigh the benefits. It should therefore be noted that there is a risk that the data produced by the TEF will not be sufficiently comprehensive to be useful for students and employers. [9:  The HEA established the PVC working group on the TEF in July 2015 to share perspectives on the emerging proposals.  It has met three times in the interim.] 

The HEA respects the position of PVCs of Learning and Teaching and hopes that the majority of providers will opt into the process. The HEA is committed to helping the Government realise this aspiration across the whole HE sector and suggests that it is very important that alternative providers are included in the TEF and that the devolved nations are also persuaded to engage with it.
We recommend that: 
· BIS considers making the TEF mandatory at some stage when the majority of providers are engaged;
· every effort is made to ensure providers across all four nations engage in the TEF so the UK can be seen to be leading the world in teaching excellence. 

Question 4: Where relevant, should an approved Access Agreement be a pre-requisite for a TEF award? What other mechanism might be used for different types of providers?
The HEA supports the Government’s commitment to widening participation and is focused on increasing the participation (and success) rate of those from disadvantaged backgrounds. We therefore support the idea of an approved Access Agreement being a pre-requisite for a TEF award. 
While an equivalent may be required temporarily for those public providers not charging £9,000, alternative providers and postgraduate providers for whom an approved Access Agreement is not currently required, the aim should be to make an Access Agreement mandatory for all higher education providers. This would support the Prime Minister’s drive to double the proportion of young people from disadvantaged backgrounds entering higher education by 2020.


Question 5: Do you agree with the proposals on:
a) what would constitute a ‘successful’ QA review
      ☒ Yes		☐ No			☐ Not sure
b)  the incentives that should be open to alternative providers for the first year of the TEF  
      ☒ Yes		☐ No			☐ Not sure
c) the proposal to move to differentiated levels of TEF from year two? 
	☒ Yes		☐ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer.  
5a) The HEA agrees with the proposals on what would constitute a ‘successful’ Quality Assessment (QA) review. It is important that TEF is awarded only to those institutions meeting or exceeding the expectation for quality and standards in England (and hopefully, in due course, the rest of the UK). However, it is inappropriate to apply the term ‘excellence’ (as in the label ‘Level 1’ TEF) to what is, currently, the threshold standard for delivery of higher education in the UK.
5b) If there are incentives for public providers, then this should be mirrored in an appropriate manner for alternative providers.
5c) We support the move to differential levels of TEF from Year Two provided that a transparent, robust and relatively low-burden process can be agreed with the sector.
We recommend that: 
· TEF Level 1 is re-named ‘threshold level’ (or similar) and is treated as a pre-requisite for applications for the award of Teaching Excellence. (See also section 8.1 for proposals on awards).

Question 6: Do you agree with the proposed approach to TEF assessments on 
Timing? 
        ☐ Yes		☒ No			☐ Not sure
Assessment panels?
        ☒ Yes		☐ No			☐ Not sure
 and process?
        ☒ Yes		☐ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer. 
Timing
We favour the proposal that the TEF develops into a five-yearly award with re-assessment triggered by concerns about teaching quality or by a substantial change of circumstance, e.g. change of ownership. We would also favour a rolling cycle of assessments rather than a periodic review in order to avoid the exercise becoming more burdensome. Periodic review (even every five years) would be costly and onerous when the TEF is assessed at discipline level. 
We have concerns about an annual window for institutions to decide whether to apply for higher levels of TEF. Unchecked, this may result in an institution applying repeatedly for a higher level award or applying to be re-considered for an award not achieved. The result again would be costly and onerous. We suggest that institutions may apply for (re-)assessment every three years. This would not apply to institutions failing to achieve, or subsequently falling below, the requirements of the ‘threshold’ level (currently described as TEF Level 1) as this could result in a threat to their continued existence.
Assessment panels
We strongly support the proposal that assessments be made by panels drawn from academia (in particular PVCs in Learning and Teaching), students and employers, and is independent of Government (as proposed in the Green Paper). These would be supplemented by discipline experts once assessment is at discipline level.
Assessment process
We support the proposal that the panels use the metrics and additional evidence supplied by the institution to make a judgement on which TEF level to award. We consider it vital that a robust process of moderation is put in place.
The HEA has over a decade of experience of convening and managing peer review in the accreditation of staff development programmes and identification of individual teaching excellence through the National Teaching Fellowship Scheme, with panels judging applications as a desk-based exercise. The HEA provides the training for assessors in how to identify excellent teaching.
We agree that visits to institutions should not be a routine part of the assessment. Trying to assess a whole institution or even to verify objectively claims made by an institution during the initial institutional phase of the TEF would be difficult. It would be easier to visit an individual discipline (once the TEF transitions into a disciplinary assessment), but unless it is focused on the award of a highest TEF level award, it is likely to be regarded as an Ofsted-like inspection, expensive, bureaucratic and consequently to be opposed by the sector. 
We recommend that:
· institutions be permitted to apply for TEF (re-)assessment every three years; 
· moderation of application decisions is built into all TEF assessments;
· an institutional visit is reserved for the assessment of prima facie cases of the highest TEF level performance at disciplinary level once the transition is made to disciplinary assessment.

Question 7: How can we minimise any administrative burdens on institutions?  Please provide any evidence relating to the potential administrative costs and benefits to institutions of the proposals set out in this document.
Extending the longevity of the TEF award to five years (as proposed above) and thereby reducing the frequency of assessment would limit the burden, as would the proposed introduction of a risk-based system of QA and the use (wherever possible) of metrics used for QA purposes in the TEF assessment.

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposed approach to differentiation and award as TEF develops over time?  
        ☐ Yes		☐ No			☒ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer.
We agree with the aim of the TEF to produce ‘clear and robust differentiation between and within institutions as it develops over time’ and with the proposed move to discipline (subject) level assessment as soon as practicable. 
8.1. Level of awards
We have concerns about the proposal of three or four levels of awards to institutions:
· as noted above, the use of the word ‘excellent’ to denote level 1 is inappropriate in that it equates to a successful QA review (or equivalent). As the Green Paper indicates ‘any provision falling below this threshold’ will activate the QA process, suggesting that Level 1 TEF is about satisfactory (not excellent) provision;
· articulating two or three levels above Level 1 TEF is quite challenging, especially when the starting point (currently for Level 1 TEF) is ‘excellent’. It also puts at risk the credibility of any excellence award. As one PVC has put it, whatever the description of the levels of excellence, they will be interpreted as ‘mediocre, good and excellent’ with consequent potential damage to reputation of the institutions and to the sector nationally and internationally; 
· excellent teaching is not a destination but a dynamic and developmental process at any level: institutional, subject, profession or individual practitioner. 

The TEF must be essentially developmental, i.e. part of ongoing institutional enhancement activities (driven and owned by institutions and their staff) to improve teaching quality and educational outcomes for students. 
We recommend a developmental model for the TEF built around the submission of a ‘case for excellence’ and including four elements: [footnoteRef:10] [10:  This model has been informed by discussion in the HEA’s PVC Working Group on the TEF.] 

8.1.1	Presentation of performance against common metrics (as far as possible given the diversity of the sector) and an institutional case for excellence presenting the evidence which it collects of various dimensions of excellence in teaching: 

· planning and delivery of teaching, assessment and feedback, evaluating and reflecting, contributing to the profession;
· assessed at various levels: institutional, discipline and individual practitioner.

8.1.2  Peer review by panels drawn from academia (in particular PVCs of Learning and Teaching) students and employers, and independent of Government (as proposed in the Green Paper).

8.1.3	Awards made at two levels beyond the baseline (instead of three) and 	displayed with an associated TEF kitemark. As noted above:

· the baseline would not be called TEF Level One but ‘Threshold met’ (or similar). It would apply to those institutions with a successful Quality Assessment (or equivalent). These institutions could be described as being ‘in good standing’;

· a new TEF Level One would equate to advanced proficiency across all three aspects of teaching excellence (using the common metrics supplemented by an institutional narrative). Institutions achieving this award could be described as being ‘in excellent standing’ (institutions applying but failing to achieve this award would remain ‘in good standing’);

· a new TEF Level Two would require providers to have satisfied Level One requirements and would involve an institutional submission using quantitative and qualitative evidence about a specialist thematic area of exceptional quality e.g. employability; widening participation; part-time education; research-informed teaching. This would allow institutions to differentiate themselves more effectively. Institutions achieving this award could be described as having ‘distinctive excellence’ in the particular field.

8.1.4	Detailed feedback on submissions to promote further improvements and re-submissions or submissions for a higher level of award. The resulting action plans would not form part of any subsequent assessment, but would aid institutional change.

This developmental TEF, where institutions (and later disciplines) are awarded a level of TE commensurate to their current performance against the metrics with feedback on where they need to improve, would then become part of an ongoing institutional enhancement strategy (driven and owned by institutions and their staff).
This approach (the identification of areas of exceptional performance) would pave the way for the identification of exceptional provision at discipline level. It could be that the requirements for each level would be ratcheted up as new measures are validated, instigating a culture of continuous improvement.
	 
8.2. Financial Incentives

The HEA believes that, beyond the specific financial incentives announced for the academic year 2017-18, the TEF should not be linked to financial reward. The potential financial incentive (capped increases in line with inflation) is likely to be insufficient to drive changes in institutional behaviour and unlikely to result in greater differences in fees. Feedback from the HEA PVC working group on TEF advises that the TEF will drive institutional behaviour change through the impact it will have on reputations (positively and negatively) more than by enabling institutions to levy higher tuition fees.

We recommend that:



· the TEF is de-coupled from fee increases after TEF 1. 

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposed approach to incentives for the different types of provider?  
        ☐ Yes		☒ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer.
As noted above, the HEA opposes the coupling of TEF and fee increases. The proposal of specific incentives for alternative providers reinforces our concern. If the proposals for different fee caps (for up to four different levels of TEF award and for equivalent fee uplifts for alternative providers) are implemented, the result will be a very complex range of fees. The proposal to eventually allow differential fees at discipline level would result in even greater complexity. The variety of fees for courses within an institution and between institutions for similar courses may be detrimental to recruitment, for example deterring those students tied to a particular area for whatever reason, who do not have the option to pick and choose. It may also present practical difficulties for those who manage student loans.

Question 10: Do you agree with the focus on teaching quality, learning environment, student outcomes and learning gain? 
        ☒ Yes		☐ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer.
The HEA is very supportive of the focus on teaching quality, learning environment, student outcomes and learning gain.
While we would have preferred an explicit reference to student learning, we recognise that the three aspects of ‘excellent’ broadly cover the dimensions of excellence. It is critical however that: 
· these are kept under review in light of the evaluation of each round of TEF assessments;
· providers are able to present evidence of how they define and measure teaching excellence according to their own missions and circumstances as part of the institutional submission.

Question 11: Do you agree with the proposed approach to the evidence used to make TEF assessments - common metrics derived from the national databases supported by evidence from the provider? 
        ☐ Yes		☐ No			☒ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer.
We welcome the proposals in the Green Paper to assess performance based on common metrics (as far as is possible with such a diverse sector) and the submission of an institutional case for excellence. We welcome the use of the retention and success metric appropriately benchmarked. However, we have serious reservations about the use of other data. As a result we think the institutional narrative is a crucial aspect of the TEF process. 
· Destination of Leavers from Higher Education (DLHE)

While we recognise that DLHE is likely to be used as it is (for the vast majority of providers) a common metric, we would echo the concerns of others about its robustness as a measure of teaching excellence:

· employment after six months may be skewed by a range of factors which are unrelated to institutions or the sector. For example, the time taken to find employment depends on the state of the graduate labour market and many graduates may take time out before further study. In general terms, this measure is as much a product of demographic and geographic factors and/or of a student’s prior achievement and social capital as of the quality of undergraduate teaching. Any use of the DLHE must therefore be context-sensitive.

· National Student Survey

Notwithstanding the concern about using a satisfaction questionnaire as a proxy for teaching excellence, we recognise that student views on assessment and feedback provide a valuable insight into institutional performance. However, we would stress that while these two elements are often conflated, they are separate indicators of teaching quality. For example, the assessment arrangements could be considered fair (NSS question 6), but feedback might not have been prompt (NSS question 7). We understand that the results of these two metrics can be separately presented and would support this.

We recommend:

· that BIS considers the use as soon as possible of the HEA’s UK Engagement Survey (UKES) as a better measure of how far students have been engaged and of how much they have engaged in their studies. Please note that UKES is currently optional; 

· that BIS considers student employability (rather than employment) as a measure of teaching excellence. Equipping students with the knowledge, skills and social capital to secure employment is an institution-wide responsibility. The HEA has produced with the sector a Framework for embedding employability in higher education and institutions are currently piloting ways of measuring employability as part of the Learning Gain process;

· consideration of selected input measures, for example, the number of staff:
· with qualifications to teach in HE;
· who are recent beneficiaries of continuous professional development accredited by the HEA and are Fellows of the HEA;
· who are National Teaching Fellows, and who will be particularly relevant when the assessment is at discipline level. 

These members of staff will have considered how best students learn and how best to engage them in their studies. Graham Gibbs cites ‘the level of student effort and engagement (and) who undertakes the teaching’ as key features that determine a positive learning experience for students.[footnoteRef:11] We recognise that currently the HESA return of staff qualifications in learning and teaching in higher education is not yet sufficient to allow it to be used in TEF Year Two. However, it is soon likely to be[footnoteRef:12] and ought to be considered as another appropriate proxy for teaching excellence. These input factors we believe create the preconditions for excellence. [11:  Gibbs, G. (2010) Dimensions of quality, HEA:York]  [12:  The HEA is in discussion with HESA about ways to improve data quality] 

[bookmark: _Toc434412498]
Social mobility and widening participation (Part A: Chapter 4)
Question 12:
a) Do you agree with the proposals to further improve access and success for students from disadvantaged backgrounds and black and minority ethnic (BME) backgrounds? 
      ☒ Yes  		☐ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer.
The HEA supports the proposals to further improve access and success for students from disadvantaged backgrounds and BME backgrounds. It also welcomes the proposal that the TEF recognises the efforts that providers already make to improve the access and experience of students from all backgrounds. The HEA has completed a large amount of research into the causes of retention and attainment differentials, and the practices that can ameliorate these. [footnoteRef:13] [13:  see for example, the research cited in the HEFCE report noted in Part A, chapter 4, paragraph 7 of the Green Paper http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/HEFCE,2014/Content/Pubs/Independentresearch/2015/Causes,of,differences,in,student,outcomes/HEFCE2015_diffout.pdf] 

b) Do you agree that the Office for Students should have the power to set targets where providers are failing to make progress?  
 ☐ Yes		☒ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer.
The HEA has worked with over 100 HE providers to facilitate and lead strategic change in their institutions. We know that HE providers are already ambitious in their aims to enhance the student experience and student outcomes. Setting ‘targets’ is not the issue per se, but how to set the right ones and how to meet them. 
Currently, publicly-funded institutions set their own targets in the Access Agreements submitted for approval to the Office of Fair Access (OFFA). This enables them to direct their efforts to those areas where they need to make the most progress, increasing institutional ownership of the targets which is an important function in driving change. We believe that this should continue, that OFFA reporting requirements work well and that giving OfS the power to set targets may not send the right signal or be productive. 

c) What other groups or measures should the Government consider?
In 2015, HEA supported the National Network for the Education of Care-leavers’ (successful) bid to HEFCE to form a single point of contact for care-leavers. We are aware that the progression rate for care-leavers to university is exceptionally small. We would support the Government giving particular consideration to this group, for many of whom Government or higher education providers have a special responsibility. 
Question 13:	
a) What potential benefits for decision and policy making in relation to improving access might arise from additional data being available?
b) What additional administrative burdens might this place on organisations? If additional costs are expected to be associated with this, please quantify them.
[bookmark: _Toc434412499]Opening up the sector to new providers (Part B: Chapter 1)
Question 14: Do you agree with the proposed single route into the higher education sector?  
 	☒ Yes		☐ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer, including information quantifying how the potential cost of entry would change as a result of these proposals.
The HEA agrees with the proposed single route into higher education, which combines a single application process with different options depending on the degree level provider.
Question 15:
a) Do you agree with the proposed risk-based approach to eligibility for degree awarding powers (DAPs) and university title? 
    ☐ Yes		☐ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer.
b) What are your views on the options identified for validation of courses delivered by providers who do not hold DAPs? 
The HEA supports the principle of reducing unnecessary barriers to entry into higher education and recognises the value which alternative providers can add in terms of increased diversity of provision. Having been approached to help forge validation partnerships between alternative providers and degree-awarding bodies, we recognise that finding such partners is increasingly difficult in a more competitive environment.  However, it is important that the proposal for the Office for Students (OfS) or another contracted body to take on the validating role does not erode the current quality assessment requirements. To do so risks jeopardising the high standing of UK HE around the world. The HEA is well equipped to extend its current training and accreditation arrangements for continuing professional development undertaken by alternative providers to facilitate their progress to taught degree awarding powers and beyond.

Question 16: Do you agree with the proposed immediate actions intended to speed up entry?  
      ☐ Yes		☐ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer.
[bookmark: _Toc434412500]Provider exit and student protection (Part B: Chapter 2)
Question 17: Do you agree with the proposal to introduce a requirement for all providers to have contingency arrangements to support students in the event that their course cannot be completed?
     ☐ Yes		☐ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer, including evidence on the costs and benefits associated with having a contingency plan in place? Please quantify these costs where possible. 
[bookmark: _Toc434412501]
Simplifying the higher education architecture (Part C)
Question 18:
a) Do you agree with the proposed changes to the higher education architecture? 
☒ Yes		☐ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer.  

b) To what extent should the Office for Students (OfS) have the power to contract out its functions to separate bodies?  
	☒ Fully		☐ Partially			☐ Not at all
c) If you agree, which functions should the OfS be able to contract out?
It is important that the OfS has the flexibility to contract functions when necessary. This should not extend, however, to delegation of its corporate parenting responsibility.

d) What are your views on the proposed options for allocating Teaching Grant?
Option 1: BIS Ministers set strategic priorities and BIS officials determine formula.
☐ Agree		☐ Disagree			☒ Not sure
Option 2: BIS Minister sets strategic priorities and allocation responsibilities divested to OfS
☐ Agree		☐ Disagree			☒ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer.
Broad brush strategic priorities could be flagged by the BIS Minister, for example, the Prime Minister’s target for doubling widening participation students by 2020, which would need to be discussed with key stakeholders in the sector to determine how this ambition might best be achieved.

Question 19: Do you agree with the proposal for a single, transparent and light touch regulatory framework for every higher education provider?  
      ☒ Yes		☐ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer, including how the proposed framework would change the burden on providers.  Please quantify the benefits and/or costs where possible.
We agree with the proposal with the caveat that the OfS might need to drill down into institutions which fail to meet the conditions of the single regulatory framework. To fulfil this role would require the commissioning of an expert quality assurance body or the use of an existing one.  

Question 20: What steps could be taken to increase the transparency of student unions and strengthen unions’ accountability to their student members?



Question 21:
a) Do you agree with the proposed duties and powers of the Office for Students?  
      ☐ Yes		☒ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer.
There is a danger that by vesting too much power in OfS the autonomy of the sector will be undermined and thereby the distinctiveness of the UK HE sector and individual higher education providers eroded.
It is also important for institutional ownership of the TEF that the assessment of the TEF is sector-led rather than conducted and seen as part of a regulatory process.
b) Do you agree with the proposed subscription funding model?  
    ☐ Yes		☐ No			☒ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer.
The sector is already shouldering the burden of higher subscriptions as a result of cutbacks and this proposal, along with the cost of taking part in the TEF, will add more. At a time when nations globally are investing heavily in their HE sectors and the recognition in the UK that higher education is an important import and export for the UK, the proposal seems short-sighted.

Question 22: 
a) Do you agree with the proposed powers for OfS and the Secretary of State to manage risk?  
         ☐ Yes		☒ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer.
The ultimate responsibility for risk-management must reside with the Secretary of State.
b) What safeguards for providers should be considered to limit the use of such powers?

Question 23: Do you agree with the proposed deregulatory measures?  
        ☐ Yes		☐ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer, including how the proposals would change the burden on providers.  Please quantify the benefits and/or costs where possible.
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Question 24: In light of the proposed changes to the institutional framework for higher education, and the forthcoming Nurse Review, what are your views on the future design of the institutional research landscape?

Question 25:
a) What safeguards would you want to see in place in the event that dual funding was operated within a single organisation?
b) Would you favour a degree of hypothecation to ensure that dual funding streams, along with their distinctive characteristics, could not be changed by that organisation? 
      ☐ Yes		☐ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer

Question 26: What are the benefits of the REF to a) your institution and b) to the wider sector? How can we ensure they are preserved?
The REF should benefit students; in other words it should promote research-informed teaching. It is very important that the TEF does not result in (further) separation of research and teaching. We would recommend that there be an impact measure looking at the cross-over between research and teaching.

Question 27: How would you suggest the burden of REF exercises is reduced?

Question 28: How could the data infrastructure underpinning research information management be improved? 

[bookmark: _Toc222902189][bookmark: _Toc337743660][bookmark: _Toc426987240]Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?
Please use this space for any general comments that you may have, comments on the layout of this consultation would also be welcomed.

The HEA is well positioned, given its mission and its unparalleled access to the wider academic community, to play a key role not only in implementing the TEF, but also in helping institutions improve the quality of learning and teaching by, for example:
· continuing to work with PVCs of Learning and Teaching via the HEA’s PVC Network and its 70,000 Fellows; 
· through its accreditation of workforce development opportunities and its personal recognition via HEA Fellowship; 
· through work to support the dissemination and adoption of best practice, embodied in its frameworks on, for example, embedding employability, transforming assessment, and student access, retention, attainment and progression.

[bookmark: _GoBack]In summary, the HEA can play a critical role in realising the Minister’s vision of driving up teaching standards and boosting social mobility and therefore increasing productivity and improving outcomes for students.
Thank you for your views on this consultation. 
Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge receipt of individual responses unless you tick the box below. 
Please acknowledge this reply ☒
At BIS we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be okay if we were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents? 
☒Yes    		☐ No
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