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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

	
	Further Education College

	
	Higher Education Institution

	
	Individual (Please describe any particular relevant interest; parent, student, teaching staff etc.)

	
	Legal representative

	
	Local Government

	
	Professional Body

	X
	Representative Body

	
	Research Council

	
	Trade union or staff association

	
	Other (please describe)
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Question 1:
a) What are your views on the potential equality impacts of the proposals and other plans in this consultation?




b) Are there any equality impacts that we have not considered? 
         ☐ Yes		☐ No			☐ Not sure
Please provide any further relevant evidence.

[bookmark: _Toc222902185][bookmark: _Toc337743656][bookmark: _Toc426987236]

[bookmark: _Toc434412497]Teaching Excellence Framework (TEF) (Part A: Chapters 1-3)
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.
The Standing Conference of University Drama Departments (SCUDD) represents drama and performance departments in UK HE, and currently has 85 members, including specialist institutions, representing over 1200 academic staff and postgraduate students and circa 24,000 students. SCUDD members endorse the main aims of the Green Paper, which we take to reflect the widely-held values of everyone who works in HE: to provide the highest quality of education for our students, empowering them in the process, and ensure that a university education can be enjoyed by everyone who is able to benefit from it.
SCUDD remains sceptical, however, about the TEF as a means of realising these aims and does not believe that a new regulatory framework is needed. In outline, our main concerns are that TEF will add another layer of bureaucracy onto an already over-burdened profession, making excellent teaching harder to achieve, and doubt that the metrics being proposed are, or can be, adequate proxies for teaching excellence. We are also concerned that the search for sector-wide metrics, or criteria, will not recognise the differences between disciplines in the matter of teaching styles and philosophies. These concerns inform the responses to the consultation questions below: at the same time, we have expressed our views on the principles and practice of TEF in response to the consultation invitation. 
The Green Paper proceeds from the assumption that there is a ‘problem’ with HE teaching. However, no real evidence to support this assertion is offered in the Paper (and it hard to find in government statements generally, beyond anecdote). Student concern, as voiced in the NSS, about ‘value for money’ is quoted, but this is not a proxy for teaching excellence, and sits alongside generally supportive NSS statements (not mentioned in the Green Paper) about teaching quality; if university teaching is so poor, why do 126 HEIs score between 80 and 90 per cent in the NSS? There is an argument to be made for collating and publicising essential information that might assist prospective students in their decision-making, but this does not require an entirely new, centrally-imposed regulatory structure: in short, TEF is a solution in search of a problem.
The Green Paper also argues that information about key elements of the educational experience, in which students will participate, either does not exist or is not widely available to applicants and therefore does not help them to make informed decisions about their choice of university. There is more information available than the Paper allows, even if some sources – eg university websites – are of variable quality. The problem, however, is that it is not always presented in a way that prospective students can access easily; indeed, they do not always know that it is there at all. The TEF, as a national initiative backed by government, can counter the second of these, but will have to work very hard to ensure that information is relevant and widely understood. 
Benefits cannot easily be quantified, just as teaching excellence cannot easily be defined. In the absence of detailed information about the metrics and criteria to be used to define teaching excellence (or its proxies), the nature of the validation process beyond Level One and the format in which information will eventually appear, attempts to quantify benefits can only be speculation.

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.
If TEF is to have any credence, it must be open to all HE providers and all forms of HE delivery – it makes no sense otherwise. There are two significant challenges, however: the first is to ensure that, as the process develops, the criteria and metrics employed recognise the diversity within the HE system, especially between different disciplines. The second is that TEF will need to bring the devolved administrations into the process if it is to have any credibility. This will not necessarily be a straightforward matter.

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?
SCUDD supports the ambition to increase the participation of all disadvantaged groups in HE, and welcomes the prominence given to a range of access issues in the Green Paper. An approved Access Agreement should be a pre-requisite for a TEF award. We have no view on alternative mechanisms as such, but observe that this is one area where all providers should be held to the same standard.

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.  
The proposal to link the first stage of TEF to a successful QA review, as defined in the Green Paper, does not disturb existing, accepted practice. However, it should be pointed out that students do not appear to give much credence to institutional audits, as research carried out by HEPI with students demonstrates (http://www.hepi.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/STRICTLY-EMBARGOED-UNTIL-7-JANUARY-2016-FINAL-GREEN-PAPER-RESPONSE-21_12_15-Screen.pdf ). External QA review was the bottom of a list of eighteen factors that the students interviewed considered important in determining teaching quality.
[bookmark: _GoBack] Alternative providers may need a different process, but ‘incentives’ should not mean lower standards. Any system must recognise the diversity that characterises the HE ecology. There is a danger in using the metaphor of the ‘level playing field’, since it does not recognise the distinctions and variations between, say, specialist drama schools and Russell Group universities, each of which contribute healthily, but differently, to the system.
The proposal to move to differentiated levels of TEF from year two is inevitable, given the stated aims of the Green Paper. It is not possible, however, to comment further on this until more information is available.

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. 
There is more than one assessment period mentioned in the Green Paper, although it opts for a five-year rolling programme, which is preferable to a three-year cycle; there may be arguments for a six-year cycle, as is the case with the REF, which would balance the need to secure up-to-date information with the least burden on institutions and academic staff.
It is impossible to give firm responses to the second and third questions in the absence of further information on how the panels will be put together and what their precise roles and responsibilities will be.
It is odd that there is no question in this consultation on the suggestion that a GPA degree classification system be developed alongside the existing one. The phrasing of the relevant paragraphs suggests that the Government thinks there is a problem with what we have now and would like to see a GPA system used more widely: indeed, it will require that HEIs provide information on their progress in introducing GPA, even whilst recognising that it will not resolve the issue of ‘grade inflation’ and will not be used in determining success in TEF. It is not enough to leave this to a ‘technical consultation’ in 2016, since there are issues of principle and practice involved that require debate. SCUDD is not hostile the idea of a GPA classification system; at this point, we would simply like to see it more widely debated.

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.
The bureaucratic burden of TEF for HEIs is one of the main objections to the proposals. We are not in a position to provide detailed evidence of precise costs, although the experience of the REF suggests that actual costs always exceed estimates. 
There will be an increased burden whilst universities accommodate the new requirements and change their procedures. Whilst these may pass over time, experience of the REF suggests that where there is reputational and financial advantage to be gained, universities will expend considerable effort to ensure that they obtain the ‘best’ results, and this will inevitably have a direct impact on academics, who will be at the front-line in delivering them. One fear, voiced consistently and loudly by SCUDD members, is that TEF might have the paradoxical effect of making excellent teaching harder to achieve because of the increased bureaucratic burden it will place on teachers.

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.
Some form of differentiation is inevitable if the TEF is to have any value, and the general approach seems sensible. However, there is little detail about how it would operate, or what criteria would be used, and the devil will be certainly be in the detail.

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.
The premise of the Green Paper is that financial incentives will be important to how seriously the HE sector takes the TEF. Given that SCUDD is sceptical about the TEF process, and about the reliability of any system for measuring teaching quality, it does not believe that it should be underpinned by financial inducements. 
In any case, there is no guarantee that additional fee income will be channelled into teaching (unlike the REF, where additional money directly supports research activity) and the Green Paper does not propose any means of ring-fencing fee increases, nor indicate that government is thinking of doing so.
There is some scepticism (eg in the pages of the THE) about the degree to which the ability to raise fees will ensure willing participation, but if this is to be the approach, then it is essential that everyone is treated fairly, which does not necessarily mean being treated the same, if there is more than one system in operation. If, however, the decision is made to bring all providers into a single regulatory framework, then there will be no need for differential incentives.

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
With the caveat that SCUDD does not think that the case that TEF will ensure teaching excellence had been made, these are probably the key areas to focus on in any assessment process. 
The illustrative criteria that flesh out each category show that a broad approach is being considered, which is to be welcomed (eg, learning resources should certainly include staff resource issues, such as professional development and explicit career pathways). 
However, it is by no means a simple matter to arrive at metrical, or other, measurements of some of the criteria being proposed that will suit all academic disciplines. Measuring ‘added value’ for students (para 9) is often very difficult, and criteria will need to accommodate the varied teaching modes, styles and objectives of different academic disciplines. 
There is also currently a debate in the sector concerning what constitutes ‘employability’ or ‘career readiness’, and these will both inform, and be shaped by, TEF criteria. Once more, the absence of detail is frustrating.
It is our strong conviction that there is more at stake in the development of TEF criteria than can be dealt with in a ‘technical’ consultation, and that key questions of pedagogical practice are in danger of being avoided.

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.
The common metrics mentioned are already being used in HE, perhaps variably, both in the construction of league tables and internally by universities, so there would be little change to the amount and kind of information available from these sources. The Green Paper acknowledges that there are concerns about the validity of some of the information – eg NSS scores. Clearly, additional information is required.
These metrics, however, are not designed to measure ‘teaching excellence’, and are very unlikely to stand as proxies for it. Such metrics will serve to standardise practice rather than provide incentives to develop teaching excellence. All available evidence suggests that what students value is lecturers that are passionate and knowledgeable about their subject, approachable and willing to invest time in, and offer support to, students (Kandiko C., and Mawer, M. (2014), Student expectations and perceptions of higher education, KCL/QAA). Metrics, common or otherwise, will struggle to measure this kind of evidence. 

The Paper suggests that additional metrics might come from the sector itself, and that institutions should provide both information and criteria. This approach would allow individual HEIs to link questions of teaching excellence to their specific missions and identities, and help counter the charge that TEF is simply a top-down, one-size-fits-all mechanism. The danger, however, is that the emphasis on metrics will mean that HEIs will focus on systems and structures, rather than on incentivising individual teachers to improve their teaching. Indeed, one of the disappointing aspects of the Green Paper is the speed at which the link between individual teaching performance and the assessment of teaching excellence is abandoned – again, unlike the REF.
As TEF reaches the discipline level, then it is imperative that a much broader range of criteria – which will not be reducible to metrics – are allowed into the process. Teachers of drama and performance have developed, and are developing, innovative ways of engaging students in their studies and measuring student learning and achievement, often using the methods and teaching styles of the discipline itself (eg creative workshops, online critical reflection on creative practice). 
If TEF is genuinely to measure teaching excellence, it will need to be open to discipline-specific methodologies. Such approaches might provide evidence of ‘excellent learning’, as summarised by Gunn and Fisk (2013) in Considering teaching excellence in higher education 2007-2013, York/HEA: qualitatively higher levels of understanding and meaning making, linked to both the discipline(s) studied and the environments in which they are studied. The required level of thinking is unlikely to emerge from a ‘technical’ consultation.
[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 Green Paper contains few concrete proposals about how to improve access to HE for students currently marginalised by the system, although its statement of aims and principles are commendable and SCUDD fully endorses them. 
The Green Paper notes, correctly, that matters of ‘prior educational attainment’ (para 10) cannot explain disparities in achievement between some BAME groups and white students, although no alternative explanations are offered. There are indications, borne out by SCUDD’s own research with its members, that matters such as lack of BAME staff (and therefore role models) in HE and a perceived bias within the curriculum are important but under-recognised factors.
It is, of course, sensible for HE policy to be aligned with that pertaining to pre-18 schooling. Many of the reforms being proposed and enacted for schools remain controversial and divisive, however, notably the EBacc and facilitating subjects. SCUDD objects strongly to both, especially the use made by Government of the notion of facilitating subjects, which was not offered by the Russell Group as a means of signalling ‘preferred’ subjects – which is how it has been interpreted – and which is untested in its assumptions. There is no evidence that facilitating subjects will either ‘guarantee’ a channel to Russell Group universities, as paragraph 23 seems to suggest, or widen access. The marginalisation of arts subjects in both the EBacc and the use made of facilitating subjects is short-sighted and counter-productive. 

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.
It is logical, in a target-driven culture, to establish targets for widening participation and link these to success in TEF. Experience under the existing system, however, suggests that meaningful advances will be hard to win, and not only because HEIs are being recalcitrant (most are not). 
Targets are best set at the institutional level. This would allow universities to channel their efforts in any single assessment period, switching emphasis over time. It would also recognise that, for historical and cultural reasons, many disadvantaged and BAME groups tend to think first of courses in science, business and the law. This does not mean that other disciplines should be let off the hook, but rather that targets should not become a blunt instrument, inappropriately applied.

c) What other groups or measures should the Government consider?
The emphasis in the Green Paper is on BAME and disadvantaged groups. Whilst people with specific physical disabilities would be included in any definition of ‘disadvantaged’, it would be helpful to acknowledge them as a separate category, in order that their particular needs and challenges are not lost from view.

Question 13:	
a) What potential benefits for decision and policy making in relation to improving access might arise from additional data being available?
Paragraphs 21 and 22 seem to suggest that what is being proposed is not the collection of new data but making existing data – eg from UCAS – more accessible. Where this data already exists, and there are, one assumes, no significant cost implications in granting wider access to it, then it is acceptable to open it up to academic administrators and policy makers, once appropriate sensitivity checks have been conducted.

b) What additional administrative burdens might this place on organisations? If additional costs are expected to be associated with this, please quantify them.
This is a difficult question to answer with this level of information, even for HEI administrators.

[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.
SCUDD does not have a settled view on if and how the sector might be opened up to alternative providers, except to observe: a) there is no real evidence that the entry of new players in the market will generate competition that will drive up standards, and b) that if new providers are to be permitted, then they should face the same hurdles and be held to the same standards as the existing HE sector. This would suggest that a single route should be adopted.

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? 



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.  
The reasons for simplifying the means by which HE is regulated are concisely stated in the Green Paper, and there is a strong body of opinion in the sector – as the UUK report makes clear – that is arguing for such simplification. There will be some savings to be made from doing this, and a single body, the OfS, will have a political clout that HEFCE does not at present. 

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?
There are two main reasons why the OfS should be able to contract out some of its functions. The first is that a degree of arm’s length from government should be maintained, even when government policy is being enacted. The second is that there is a body of expertise and good practice and a network of relationships in some of the existing bodies that should not be jettisoned lightly. Also, as the Green Paper argues (para 13), some bodies have wider roles. 

With this is mind, we would argue that the QAA, along with the HEA and HESA, should be maintained in something like their existing form and with their current responsibilities.


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,
Whilst it is appropriate for government ministers to set strategic priorities, it is essential, in the interests of transparency and to support the independence of universities from government, that the process of allocation is not conducted by BIS. 

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.


Question 20: What steps could be taken to increase the transparency of student unions and strengthen unions’ accountability to their student members?
This is a question best settled by the Unions themselves, and SCUDD support their independence. We do not think that a case has been made there is a problem with the existing arrangements.
It is not part of this consultation, but it is mentioned in para 24: SCUDD – like the majority of the sector - is wholly opposed to the current proposals for trade union reform.

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
In one sense, the Green Paper simply outlines the necessary regulatory functions that the OfS should adopt, and these are not controversial. 
However, SCUDD echoes the concerns of other commentators that there is a danger in combining the functions of funding and financial regulation and responsibility for maintaining quality. There is a clear danger of a conflict of interest, and it will be difficult to guarantee transparency and credibility. If the OfS is coordinating TEF, can a TEF report be truly independent? This is further support for the option of contracting some powers out to other bodies.
The list of proposed duties and powers leads with the requirement to view HE from the point of view of the student and not the provider. SCUDD is not opposed to a student-centred HE system, but It is difficult to see, from the Green Paper as a whole, what this actually means. We look forward to the government proposing new and creative ways of involving students in the decision making process, and approaches that treat them as more than simply consumers. 

b) Do you agree with the proposed subscription funding model?  
    ☐ Yes		☒ No			☐ Not sure
Please give reasons for your answer.
This would appear to transfer the cost of the regulatory system from government to universities themselves, since HEFCE is currently funded directly, even if other bodies, such as the HEA, are not. The move to a subscription model might be acceptable if the funding to meet the costs incurred, or an agreed proportion of those costs, was to be transferred to universities first. If this does not happen in an open and transparent manner, then it would be another burden on HEIs. 

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.



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.


[bookmark: _Toc434412502]Reducing complexity and bureaucracy in research funding (Part D)
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?
SCUDD welcomes the general emphases of the Green Paper in its support for research, and would like to endorse strongly the decision to maintain the dual support system, which has proved an excellent means of supporting the diverse and varied research that is produced within the UK, across all disciplines. Any new institutional framework will need to acknowledge, and build upon, the strengths of the current one. It will also need to ensure that research excellence is built on the principles of peer review and respect for diversity across the sector – in STEAM and STEM.
There is a danger, which is suggested by the thrust of the Green Paper as a whole rather Part D in particular, that the new regulatory system will enforce a de facto separation between teaching and research, which will be to the detriment of both, running counter to the way that universities actually operate and damaging the productivity of the sector. Certainly, strategic planning of the kind that HEFCE has allowed – with its oversight of teaching and research policy, funding, capital and quality - will be harder. This separation will effectively mean that the only strategic overview for teaching and research matters of this kind will lie with BIS. There are dangers, which the Green Paper acknowledges in other contexts, that the arm’s length principle, a cornerstone of HEI funding, will be compromised.
The Green Paper does not, in our view, acknowledge sufficiently the vital relationship between teaching and research. Mention is made of it on p.32 para 8 as an aspect of the learning environment, but for SCUDD members the complex and profound connections between teaching and research is crucial to their practice as teachers and researchers. As a paper written for Palatine, the LTSN for Dance, Drama and the Performing Arts argues, this relationship is one of the defining characteristics of HE (https://www.heacademy.ac.uk/sites/default/files/creative-graduates-enhancing-teaching-research-links-in-the-creative-arts.pdf). It should underpin any discussion of teaching excellence and research strength. 
We also hope that any new regulator is able to recognize the need to support diversity in the HE system, which is the source of many of its principle strengths. As a recent report for Guild HE makes clear (Paul Kleiman, Excellence in Diversity, 2015), there is significant and innovative work being done in smaller, specialist and regionally focused HEIs, especially with regard to teaching, research and knowledge transfer (the case studies in the section entitled ‘Research and Innovation’ make this abundantly clear).
It is difficult to comment on the Nurse Review in advance of its findings, but indications are that it will recommend a single structure for the Research Councils, with consequent savings in ‘back-room’ functions. If this is the case, then there may well be new opportunities for inter-disciplinary research partnerships and projects, that could also be inter-institutional and international, supporting industry practices and innovative solutions to problems. 
It is essential, however, that the new system does not allow government-led priorities to undermine the independence of the Councils, or prohibit long-term thinking and planning. Many of the most successful partnerships that underpinned the impact templates and case studies submitted to REF2014, for example, were the product of relationships nurtured over time and with long-term, developing support and planning. 
The future design of the institutional research landscape needs to take into consideration the fact that the UK now lies at the bottom of the G8 and OECD countries in terms of investment as a proportion of GDP. This erosion of funding compromises our long-term sustainability as a global leader.

There is an issue – as with so many of the reforms proposed in the Green Paper – of whether or not the devolved administrations choose to follow the UK Government’s lead. It would be both incoherent and problematic if they did not, and would seriously damage the intention to create a single, efficient funding and regulatory system.



Question 25:
a) What safeguards would you want to see in place in the event that dual funding was operated within a single organisation?
We do not think that dual funding should exist within the same organisation. If it were, then, over time, there might well be pressure brought to bear on the system in the name of ‘efficiency’, and a separation of the two funding streams would help inspire confidence in the arrangements. 

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
Hypothecation would be a good means of ensuring that the dual funding streams retain their integrity. Again, perception counts for a great deal in this regard, and hypothecation would build trust in the system.

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?
We cannot respond to this question from the perspective of a particular institution, but will instead draw on cross-institutional discussion between our members. Whilst the REF has placed considerable bureaucratic demands on both HEIs and individual staff, it has had benefits to the development of a research culture. REF is a process that encourages strategic thinking about key issues: the relationship between research and teaching, on the one hand, and public engagement, knowledge exchange and the wider relationships that universities have with local, national and international communities on the other. It functions as a mode of identifying strategic priorities at an institutional and individual staff level and provides independent feedback on research strengths that further feeds into institutional planning.
The REF is a mode of examining the health of a sector at a particular moment in time and of encouraging self-reflection both within and across disciplines. Where are the current strengths? What are the emerging areas, and what is under threat? How is the discipline engaging with the wider social and cultural environment? The success of the exercise has rested on a robust system of peer review, involving considerable effort, and secure academic judgement, of researchers and research users. This system now has the confidence of the sector, and its basic principles should be maintained in any new system. The introduction of the impact in agenda in REF 2014 has served to demonstrate that much research in drama and performance areas is outward facing and of cultural, social and – at times - economic significance.
 It is important to ensure that robust peer review continues as the primary mechanism for evaluating research, informed by concrete, reliable data and other carefully selected indicators. The Green Paper points to the possibility of making greater use of metrics (para 73), especially ‘in between’ full review. We are not convinced that such metrics can substitute for peer review, and would argue that the metrics that have been canvassed so far – journal impact factors, for example – do not apply equally to all disciplines. The problems are demonstrated in a recent report (Wilsdon, J., et al. 2015. The Metric Tide: Report of the Independent Review of the Role of Metrics in Research Assessment and Management. DOI: 0.13140/RG.2.1.4929.1363) which calls the reliability of many metric indicators into question.
One of the main achievements in research in drama and performance over the last three assessment cycles (2001, 2008 and 2014) has been the articulation of research across many and varied forms of output: patents, digital and broadcast media, performances, designs and exhibitions, and software design as well as text-based outputs. Any new system must respect distinct disciplinary practices, and acknowledge that the UK research culture as a whole benefits from this diversity. It follows from this that non-metrical forms of data have an important, indeed crucial, place. A recent article (Thelwell and Delgado’s, ‘Arts and Humanities Research Evaluation: No Metrics Please, Just Data’ (Journal of Documentation, Vol. 71, pp. 817 – 833, http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JD-02-2015-0028) draws attention the different forms of data available and makes an explicit case for its deployment as evidence in arts and humanities research evaluations rather than systematic metrics.
Question 27: How would you suggest the burden of REF exercises is reduced?
The administrative cost of the REF is relatively low, at just 2.4% of the annual funding distributed. The main costs to academics are spent within institutions, and are partly the result of a degree of ‘game playing’ and jostling for position, given that the reputational and financial stakes are high. It is difficult to see how this can be avoided, although successive governments have tried.


Question 28: How could the data infrastructure underpinning research information management be improved? 
The problems of current data have been discussed above, and both the sources referenced in response to question 26 contain insights into how the data infrastructure might 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.




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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