
• Return of maintenance grants for poorest students – ignored

• Raise family income threshold for deducting from full loan –
ignored

• Peg maximum maintenance to National Living Wage – ignored

• London, parents, commuters – ignored

• Student accommodation costs inquiry – ignored

• Part time higher technical given access to maintenance

• Modular level maintenance – downgraded to a consultation 
option

• National scholarship scheme

Student finances



• Fees frozen so reduction in principal in real 
terms

• Current borrowers repayment threshold 
frozen, and when rises again will do so by RPI 
not earnings

• New borrowers threshold to £25,000 until 
2026-27 (will then rise by RPI)

• Repayment term extended from 30 years to 
40 years

• “Real” interest abolished – now only at RPI

Graduate finances



Impacts



• England making system more efficient and 
redistributing from lower/middle to richer as 
matter of policy

• What is devolved in Wales?

• Amounts loaned or given out in grants – Yes

• Repayment threshold – No

• Interest rate(s)? Loan term? 

Wales?
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Minimums and maximums
• Two major (sets) of consultations

• The first concerns the Teaching Excellence 
Framework (TEF) which in England is 
compulsory but that Nations providers usually 
take part in.

• The second concerns B3: Student Outcomes 
which is England only (but likely to have long 
term implications on nations)



The machine



The machine



• During the passage of the Higher Education and Research Act 2017 (HERA2017) members of the 
House of Lords were particularly concerned about the TEF as – effectively – a government 
mandated ranking. 

• There were worries about linking it to fee levels. The statutory review was added to the Bill in 
order to placate the Lords. 

• Section 26 provided for an independent review of a “section 25” scheme (basically TEF) within a 
year of the Act becoming Law. 

• Dame Shirley Pearce was the reviewer, her report was submitted in August 2019 and published in 
January 2021.

• It’s a fantastic report. It convinced the government not to continue with plans to run TEF at 
subject level – changed the frequency that TEF will run to every 4-5 years, ditched the award 
names.

• Though she found that neither employers nor students/applicants take any notice of ratings, the 
government is still committed to these use cases. Pearce recommended that TEF should become 
a means to identify, celebrate, and learn from high quality teaching.

• She also sought to see TEF make more use of qualitative data alongside metrics, noting the 
statistical weakness of TEF (there’s a parallel, and also excellent, ONS review that informed the 
report

Review!





a. The teaching on my course. 

b. Assessment and feedback. 

c. Academic support. 

d. Learning resources. 

e. Student voice.

Scales in use



• Student members of TEF panels

• Student input into the narrative 
submission

•Use of student opinion in the NSS

Student voice



• In QAA processes of old (England) and to some 
extent now (elsewhere) opportunities to 
submit separate and independent submission
• Leverage over process of making that a good 

process

• Leverage over issues raised in that report

• See also student submissions into Access and 
Participation evaluation

The student submission



• There’s an official chance for SUs to respond to these 
proposals until 17 March 2022. 

• From there in theory the timeline is as follows:
• August 2022: OfS appoints TEF panel 

• Early September 2022: The provider and student submission 
window opens: OfS publishes guidance on submissions and 
assessment; OfS publishes TEF indicators

• Mid November 2022:  Submission window closes

• Late November 2022 to March 2023: TEF panel carries out the 
assessments

• April to May 2023: Providers notified of the panel’s provisional 
decisions about their ratings ; Opportunity for providers to make 
representations

• May 2023: Outcomes published for providers that do not make 
representations

Next steps









• Continuation rates help it understand whether a provider is 
recruiting students able to succeed through the early stages of 
its courses, with the appropriateness of recruitment and 
student support under the spotlight;

• It says completion is similar and provides a look over the 
whole student lifecycle. This difference in focus means that 
there will not be a direct, linear, relationship between a 
provider’s continuation rate and its completion rate.

• Meanwhile progression tells OfS whether a provider’s 
students have successful student outcomes beyond 
graduation.

We will get baselines



• Performance “in aggregate”, over a “time 
series” (for the number of years up to a five 
year period for which indicators could be 
derived from available) 

• Across splits for different demographic groups 
– broken down by mode (full or part-time) and 
level of study (for example “other 
undergraduate”, first degree), as well as by 
age, participation of local areas (POLAR), 
English indices of multiple deprivation (IMD), 
ethnicity, disability, sex and domicile.

How?



Splits by

• Subject level (level 2 of the Common 
Aggregation Hierarchy is proposed)

• Course type

• Views of a provider’s student population
• Franchise? Awarding?

New!



• Baseline for each indicator (in each mode and 
level of study that the provider delivers) and 
published stats.

Blame it on the baseline



• Baseline for each indicator (in each mode and 
level of study that the provider delivers) and 
published stats.

Blame it on the baseline



• Baseline for each indicator (in each mode and 
level of study that the provider delivers) and 
published stats.

Blame it on the baseline



• Publish the information via a dashboard on the 
website

• Explore the possibility of linking the information 
directly to an individual provider’s entry on the 
register

• Publish sector-wide data analysis on the website, and 
even

• Consider how to link to the information from Discover 
Uni to provide a route for interested students to 
understand the performance of individual providers in 
more depth.

Then…



• Contextual factors

• Historical (pandemic or course features – See 
Norland)

• Future (we’ve already started to do something 
about this)

• then Regulation – letters, conditions, fines, 
exclusion from register

Looks at data and then





• You can ignore it because you reckon you can front out 
contextual reasons or because it’s an outlier that might not be 
in a big theme this year

• You work to actually improve the continuation, completion or 
progression scores, although there’s necessarily a long lead 
time on making a difference

• You change the students you recruit by taking fewer risks on 
otherwise contextually talented students - focussing on the 
social backgrounds more likely to stay the course and have the 
family connections to get a graduate job

• You slowly, quietly, carefully exit this provision. “It’s not one 
of our strengths” or whatever, and anyway the costs are high 
and recruitment is poor and…

What do you do?



• The provider can offer a justification (that the 
outcomes are otherwise good for those 
students in absolute not value added terms)

and or

• The provider has a credible plan to turn 
around those outcomes

If the red light is flashing



• Draft TEF data (UG, benchmarked, plenty of splits)

• Draft B3 data (UG, PGR, PGT, absolute against 
proposed baselines, all splits)

• Interaction with SNCs for “low value” courses

• Academic and corporate governance?

• Providers ought to be considering how to respond 
now, esp in partnership with students and SUs
• Involved in decision making

• Why are the scores the way they are?

• Student protection arrangements

• SUs as helping to drive improvements (participation associated with 
improved metrics even when controlling for characteristic)

Providers have…




