
Question 1 (Chapter 1)  

Do you agree with the criteria proposed in Figure 4? 

 

☐Yes ☐No ☐ Not sure 

Please outline your reasons and suggest any alternatives or additions.  

We agree with the proposed criteria headings and agree this reflects the main elements of 
teaching. However we wish to recommend that the words ‘student support’ are added to the 
learning environment heading as much of what is being asked of institutions to comment on 
is the way they support students to succeed. This would also make a clear link between this 
section and the priorities of BIS and HEFCE in supporting students with certain attributes in 
progressing in their studies.  

We also think that there is overlap between criterion 3 in teaching quality and criterion 2 in 
student outcomes. It would be helpful if BIS could distinguish between these areas and 
provide greater detail of how this is different to the evidence for student outcomes. 

 

Question 2 (Chapter 3)  

A) How should we include a highly skilled employment metric as part of the TEF?  

We understand the intention of this policy but there isn’t currently a measure which is robust 
enough to support it (see our comments on ONS SOC codes below). Instead we 
recommend you wait until the outcome of the DHLE review consultation and the opportunity 
to develop a measure that is more fit for purpose. We fundamentally believe that a graduate 
should finish a degree with enhanced knowledge and skills; and that the experience should 
be transformational both intellectually and personally. This could not be measured by looking 
at job title and salary alone, but by asking students how they think their degree has 
supported their career aspirations. This could be collected through the new DLHE survey 
and if necessary triangulated with PSRB and industry expertise. This will mean pausing this 
aspect of TEF and implementing it at a later date.  

The most obvious definition of ‘highly skilled employment’ is one in which a job requires a 
degree. But this cannot be measured just by looking at a job title or salary, but by a deeper 
analysis of the occupations and their skills and knowledge requirements. Where 
professional, statutory and regulatory bodies oversee various industries, this will be far 
easier to codify, however there are many industries which are not served by such bodies, or 
circumstances (for example self-employment or working in the family run business) mean 
that whilst on the surface a job title may indicate that a degree is not required, in practice a 
graduate’s learning has ‘added value’ to the job role or organisation. An example of this is in 
agriculture where many students go to study land management or farming and go back to 
work on the family farm. Their salary and job title would not necessarily reflect the ‘highly 
skilled’ nature of their work without asking the student directly about how their degree has 
impacted on their career and their day to day business.  

A wider issue is whether an employment outcome is a measure of teaching excellence. As 
highlighted in a previous consultation, teaching excellence is only one of a high and varied 
number of factors that influence whether graduates obtain work or not (for example personal 
contacts, prior experience, location, the subject studied, sector demands, interview skills, 



individual character etc.). It is not possible to judge whether highly skilled employment at a 
discipline or subject level is as a result of the teaching excellence on a course  

It should also be said that different careers will have different employment trajectories, 
whereby some will enter a graduate job straight after completing a degree, but many 
(especially those who need to develop a portfolio of work) may take 12 month or more to get 
into their profession. At present with the DLHE being taken 6 months after graduation this 
does not reflect the reality of most students securing a graduate job. We have therefore 
recommended in the review of the DLHE that the survey be moved to 12 months after 
graduation.  

If however this metric goes ahead as proposed then first, BIS need to show how the flaws in 
SOC codes will be addressed so that providers are not disadvantaged.  And second, ONS 
must build in more regular review so that the measure continues to reflect the reality of our 
developing graduate labour market. 

B) If included as a core metric, should we adopt employment in Standard 
Occupational Classification (SOC) groups 1-3 as a measure of graduates entering 
highly skilled jobs?  

☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ Not sure 

C) Do you agree with our proposal to include all graduates in the calculation of the 
employment/destination metrics? 

☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ Not sure  

Please outline your reasons and suggest any alternatives.  

ONS SOC codes 1-3 are a flawed measure because they are outdated and have not kept 
pace with the development of graduate careers. For example, veterinary nursing has 
become a largely graduate entry career with an expectation from employers that they either 
have a bachelor’s degree or are actively working towards one yet the SOC code does not 
reflect this. In the farming and agri-business industry, there are many graduate level roles on 
large farms but the only job titles reflected in SOC codes 1-3 are “owner” and “manager”. 
Also, using the ONS SOC codes for defining a highly skilled employment outcome would be 
unfair due to the inability of the SOC to distinguish between similar careers with very 
different academic requirements and prestige. For example those working in film and 
television within make-up departments would technically be categorised as sitting in SOC 7 
because a typical person who’s job title is ‘make-up artist’ is either self-employed or works in 
beauty retail. However, make-up for film/television/fashion etc. is highly skilled, and those 
who work in that part of the industry need at least a bachelor’s degree to be offered a job. 
Another example is Veterinary Physiotherapy which was traditionally entered into only after 
human physiotherapy but for the last 6-8 years there has been an accredited route that does 
not require human training first.  Again much like vet nurses, this is not recognised within the 
SOC codes. The same goes for equine sports therapists. 

So whilst in principle it may be useful to measure institutions ‘highly skilled employment’ 
rating it would be incredibly hard to achieve without a major redesign of the SOC codes to 
take account of how different qualifications affect the ratings of job categories and the 
modern graduate labour market. If the DLHE was moved to central collection this issue 
would also be compounded further. 

 



We believe that universities should be providing education which supports both academic 
and professional development to all students regardless of their background and permanent 
residence. However BIS and TEF assessors mush recognise that if all students are included 
in the metrics that universities are rarely able to influence and adapt to global labour force 
pressures, and many international and EU students will return back to their home country 
after completing their degree. If government adopt our proposals to include a question in the 
DLHE about how the degree prepared graduates for the workplace this would be a fairer 
measure than salary/job title data alone because of the differing employment opportunities 
and salary bands across the world. We must however continue to ensure that students who 
are unable to work after graduation (retired/ disabled/carers etc.) do not negatively impact 
the employment statistics of the institution. 

Question 3 (Chapter 3)  

A) Do you agree with the proposed approach for setting benchmarks?  

☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ Not sure  

B) Do you agree with the proposed approach for flagging significant differences 
between indicator and benchmark (where differences exceed 2 standard deviations 
and 2 percentage points)?  

☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ Not sure  

Please outline your reasons if you disagree. 

Smaller institutions (and indeed small courses when TEF moves to subject level) will be 
unduly penalised by the proposal to change the way in which significant differences will be 
calculated. This is due to the additional risk in the fluctuation of results on an annual basis 
because of the small sample sizes. This will be further compounded when the TEF moves to 
subject level metrics as the sample sizes will be even smaller. We realise some of this risk 
will be mitigated by the aggregation of data, but many of our institutions sample sizes 
aggregated over three years will still be the equivalent sample size of one institution’s data 
over one year (with some being smaller still). Changing the statistical significance calculation 
will be disproportionately unfair to small institutions. We recognise that BIS want more 
"differentiation" but moving the SD to 2% is not a fair way for small providers. Until this issue 
can be bottomed out, TEF should continue to use HESA's 3 Standard Deviations. The TEF 
will succeed or fail based on the robustness of the data, and this approach will undermine 
the credibility of the analysis if taken forward. 

We also strongly encourage you to ensure that the TEF assessors and the Panel are able to 
know the exact number of students from which the data was calculated to ensure they fully 
understand the size of the data set when anlaysing it. A minimum threshold of student 
numbers should be placed on any significance indicator. 
 

 

 

Question 4 (Chapter 3)  

Do you agree that TEF metrics should be averaged over the most recent three years 
of available data?  



☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ Not sure  

Please outline your reasons and suggest alternatives.  

We believe that aggregation is the fairest way for smaller institutions to be able to produce 
enough data to be published in the metrics both at institution and at subject level. However 
we recognise that institutions should be striving to improve their results year on year and this 
change could also be reflected in the way the data is presented. 

As there is more emphasis placed on comparable data through the TEF it will become ever-
more important that different data-sets are actually comparable. We would therefore press 
that data should be dealt with in a similar manner across all of the data sets used, for 
example ensuring that data is aggregated using the same processes. 

At present KIS data is aggregated over 2 years so whichever is chosen the other should be 
changed to create a sector standard. 

Question 5 (Chapter 3)  

Do you agree the metrics should be split by the characteristics proposed above? 

☐Yes ☐No ☐ Not sure 

Please outline your reasons and suggest alternatives.  

We agree that there should be a focus on gender, ethnicity, disability and socio-economic 
grouping of students to ensure that all students are able to have a positive outcome from 
university and this data should be flagged where there are significant differences in the 
dataset. However there are issues in small institutions that there may not be enough data to 
publish at this granular level – as shown in the recent UCAS publication on offer rates for 
different student characteristics. So we would support the lowering of the publication 
threshold from 23 students to 10 in order to facilitate this as well as a minimum threshold of 
student numbers should be placed on any significance indicator. 

Question 6 (Chapter 3)  

Do you agree with the contextual information that will be used to support TEF 
assessments proposed above?  

☐Yes ☐No ☐ Not sure 

Please outline your reasons and suggest any alternatives or additions.  

Question 7 (Chapter 3) 
A) Do you agree with the proposed approach for the provider submission?  

☐Yes ☐No ☐ Not sure 

 

We believe that 15 pages is probably the right balance between minimizing burden and 
providing a detailed response. However we are concerned that with such a restricted page 
limit there is a risk that students will not be able to fully contribute to the process. We want to 
see stronger guidance on how students will be able to contribute to the process. At the very 
least providers should have to indicate how students have been actively involved in the 
development of the submission and demonstrate that they are broadly happy with the 
document. It may however also be appropriate for a student body to produce their own short 
submission (of no more than 5 pages). 



Student written submissions have been a useful way of students being actively involved in 
evaluating an institution’s practice for QAA review, and many students’ unions also 
undertake Annual Quality Reports which are professionally researched and well evidenced. 
We believe that NSS results and other student survey data do not adequately reflect 
student’s feelings towards teaching and would wish to see the continuation of an 
independent student voice in institutional evaluation both through TEF and other quality 
measures. Current politics aside, students have shown they are more than capable of 
providing their own narrative on their experience of an institution which is well evidenced and 
reflects the majority student view. If the TEF is being created in the interests of students, 
then students of individual institutions should be allowed to contribute actively to the review 
process by writing their own narrative for the assessors to evaluate. In the majority of cases 
students write a student submission for QAA review, even in institutions without a formal 
students’ union, and so if students wish to provide a separate submission they should be 
allowed to do so. 

GuilHE’s recent Student Engagement Report published in conjunction with The Student 
Engagement Partnership highlighted how proud our institutions are at engaging students as 
partners both in their classroom experiences and in the management of their university. Our 
report showed that students are more than capable of engaging professionally as 
representatives of their cohort and we wish to ensure that this partnership approached is 
continued to be encouraged and expected by government.  

Equally if a provider and student body wish to work together to produce a joint document 
then this should be allowed also (as is currently the case in the Scottish QAA process). But if 
this option is chosen it should be clear to panel members how students have been actively 
involved in developing the provider submission. 

As TEF 2 is still considered a pilot phase, we very much hope the student submission 
approach will be trialled in the first year whilst agreeing with BIS that institutions should not 
be unduly penalised if students do not wish to participate.  

B) Do you agree with the proposed 15 page limit? 

☐Yes ☐No ☐ Not sure 

Please explain your reasons and outline any alternative suggestions.  

Yes as long as students are also able to submit their own report of around a max of 5 pages 
if they choose.  

Question 8 (Chapter 3)  

Without the list becoming exhaustive or prescriptive, we are keen to ensure that the 
examples of additional evidence included in Figure 6 reflect a diversity of approaches 
to delivery. Do you agree with the examples?  

☐Yes ☐No ☐ Not sure 

Please outline your reasons and suggest any additions or alternatives?  

We are disappointed that inclusive practice is not mentioned explicitly in any of the 
commentary on the aspects considering that institutions are being asked to comment on 
how the curriculum is taught and how all students are able to be successful in their studies. 
Now more than ever inclusivity has become an important aspect of HE teaching practice, 
especially in light to the changes in DSA for non-medical help.  



We are also concerned by some of the wording which relates to course design and 
challenge. By using the word ‘sufficient’ this suggests that the TEF assessors will be 
evaluating threshold academic standards which is not the intention of this process and could 
be construed as challenging the academic judgement and autonomy of institutions. However 
if you mean that the curriculum provides students of all abilities with a varied and 
increasingly hard curriculum offer which is adaptable to student abilities then we are happy 
with this focus, but wish to see the wording rephrased to reflect this.  

For the Teaching Quality aspect evidence could also include data from student led teaching 
awards which are widespread across the sector, feedback from student liaison committees 
and evidence from student engagement surveys. 

For the Learning Environment aspect other evidence could include details of study skills and 
academic/personal support the provider offers to students, how industry and employers are 
involved in the curriculum, and how assessment tasks support individual learning needs. 

For the Student Outcomes aspect, we would like to see institutions collecting more 
information on what student’s career aspirations are, and how then their courses link to 
these expectations. At present this is not widely collected by institutions but will be an 
invaluable data source which could show how students have very different views of how 
their degree will be useful for their future careers. We would also like to see more reference 
to how institutions support student enterprise and ensuring students understand the 
transferable skills outside of their subject knowledge that degrees provide.  

We don’t believe that the reference to GPA reflects how institutions are approaching the 
perception of grade inflation. This is a small scale study which is being undertaken by the 
HEA and is not widespread practice.  By challenging institutions to respond to ‘grade 
inflation claims’ it is explicitly suggesting that the academic judgement of an institution could 
be challenged by the TEF assessors.  

Question 9 (Chapter 4)  

A) Do you think the TEF should issue commendations? ☐Yes ☐No ☐ Not sure 

B) If so, do you agree with the areas identified above? ☐Yes ☐No ☐ Not sure  

Please indicate if you have any additional or alternative suggestions for areas that 
might be covered by commendations.  

Commendations should only be developed where all institutions have an equal opportunity 
to be awarded them. The suggested commendations on business engagement and part-
time/distance learning would not be applicable to all types of institution and therefore we 
would not like to see these be taken forward. We would also like the research-led teaching 
to be modified so that those institutions who focus on practice-led teaching could also be 
considered within this commendation.   

It would also be useful to provide more clarity on how assessors will conclude that areas 
should be commended. In QAA terms, features of good practice are deemed to be so based 
on the context of the institution rather than national or international practice. Institutions of 
different sizes, subject groupings and resource should not be competing against each other 
for commendations, and so we would like to see assessors base their judgements on the 
contextual data about the institution. We would also like for institutions to be able to receive 
commendations even when they only receive a ‘meets’ judgement overall as providers may 
well have pockets of innovation which should be formally recognised, and especially at the 



beginning of this process there will be many alternative providers who will not have enough 
data to be considered for ‘excellent’ or ‘outstanding’ judgements on procedural grounds. 

Question 10 (Chapter 4)  

Do you agree with the assessment process proposed? ☐Yes ☐No ☐ Not sure  

Please outline your reasons and any alternative suggestions. The proposed process 
is set within a relatively tight timescale, reflected in the key dates included in Annex 
B. Responses should be framed within this context.  

Yes we agree with the proposed assessment process, however we would like students to be 
explicitly referenced as being both assessors and panel members to reiterate the 
commitment to student engagement at all stages of the process.  

Question 11 (Chapter 4)  

Do you agree that in the case of providers with less than three years of core metrics, 
the duration of the award should reflect the number of years of core metrics 
available?  

☐Yes ☐No ☐ Not sure Please outline your reasons.  

We believe that alternative providers should be able to fully engage in the TEF and we 
would not want institutions who do not have enough publishable data (because their sample 
sizes are too small) to be penalised for this. However for providers who have not been 
collecting the data due to their status or newness of the institution then it is reasonable that 
this should be reflected in the duration of the award.   
 

We are concerned that alternative providers have not been given the opportunity to submit 
full data returns to HESA for enough years to qualify for TEF year 2 awards, having 
previously submitted a different type of return to HESA/HEFCE. Specifically members have 
told us that that their 13/14 student number return for continuation rates had not been 
verified by HESA in the same way as a publicly funded institution’s data - which may cause 
difficulties in terms of being able to compare continuation rates year on year.  
 

We would not want alternative providers to be penalised for different processes outside their 
control. If this data is to be included (and on balance we think it should to ensure alternative 
providers are able to be in the TEF 2) then efforts should be made to ensure that the data is 
as comparable to previous collections as possible.  

Question 12 (Chapter 5)  

Do you agree with the descriptions of the different TEF ratings proposed in Figure 9? 

☐Yes ☐No ☐ Not sure 

Please outline your reasons and any alternative suggestions.  

 


