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Question 1: 
What are your views on the potential equality impacts of the proposals and other plans in 
this consultation? 
 
Are there any equality impacts that we have not considered?  
        ☐ Yes  ☐ No   ☐ Not sure 
Please provide any further relevant evidence. 
 
No comment 
 
 
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. 
 
No comment 
 
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. 
 
USSU agrees that the ambition for the TEF should be that it is open to all. There is, in our 
view, no practical reason why any part of taught provision should be excluded. Many staff 
will teach at both undergraduate and postgraduate level on the same programme, and most 
programme infrastructure will be shared. Sunderland SU therefore considers it reasonable 
to make judgments on the whole of the institution’s taught provision and would urge 
extending TEF to postgraduate programmes at the earliest opportunity. 
 
Sunderland SU also considers that there may be scope to incorporate TEF into taught 
elements of doctoral study; students should be able to consider the effectiveness of taught 
provision when considering whether to apply to an institution and this includes ProfD 
programmes, and for required elements of researcher training. 
 
Sunderland SU urges further consideration of how the TEF may give the impression that an 
institution can confirm teaching quality across all elements of a programme, even when a 
partner is responsible for part of a students’ learning, such as placement supervisors on 
teacher education or healthcare programmes. There should be full consideration given to 
how students are able to judge the quality of an institution’s delivery partner. This may, for 
example, include sharing information/asking for better information from Health Education 
England or OfSTED about learning environments on placements. 
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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? 
 
Yes 
 
Sunderland SU supports Access Agreements being a required element of a TEFaward and 
would, on principle, expect that all providers seeking to access any element of public 
support, including the ability to vary fee levels through their TEF award, would state their 
commitment to expanding access to higher education.  
 
Question 5: Do you agree with the proposals on: 
 
a.) what would constitute a ‘successful’ QA review 
     
Yes 
 
b.) the incentives that should be open to alternative providers for the first year of the TEF   
 
Yes 
 
c.) the proposal to move to differentiated levels of TEF from year two?  
 
Yes 
 
Please give reasons for your answer.  
 
Sunderland SU supports differentiated levels of TEF from year two, but does not support 
coupling this to differential fee levels. There is a strong public interest in identifying where 
institutions excel, but we do not accept that being a leader in teaching practice should be 
considered exceptional or worthy of reward; students expect this of all institutions and, 
indeed, most institutions already make this claim. 
 
Sunderland SU is unclear why Government has proposed February 2016 as the deadline for 
QA review. There doesn’t seem to be any rationale for this deadline and we would have 
expected this process to be inclusive and not create arbitrary cut-off dates. 
 
Sunderland SU does not, on principle, object to private providers of higher education being 
able to access the benefits of public institutions, such as accessing TEF incentives, as long as 
they also become subject to public expectations of ‘good’ Universities, including the 
Freedom of Information Act (for the higher education part of their business, submitted for 
assessment under TEF), Equality Act duties, Education Act expectations relating to students’ 
unions, and so on. Sunderland SU does not see how a level playing field is created by private 
providers being able to gain competitive advantage from avoiding complying with the full 
range of the public’s expectations of higher education institutions.   
 
Question 6: Do you agree with the proposed approach to TEF assessments on  
 
Timing? 
 
 



No 
 
Assessment panels? 
 
Yes 
 
and process? 
 
Yes  
 
Please give reasons for your answer.  
 
Sunderland SU supports a rolling assessment cycle of 3 years, which complements the 
duration of most undergraduate courses. This will gives students the right to expect their 
institution will be considered at least once during their time studying.  
 
The proposed cycle of 5 yearly assessments is too long a period to presume continued 
teaching excellence. Paper based audit processes, such as internal programme validations, 
are appropriate to be considered over a longer timeframe; aspects of teaching excellence, 
however such as staff capability, student satisfaction with teaching, and so on, depend on 
continued reflection on ‘live’ events, and change too frequently to justify more less than a 3 
year assessment cycle. 
 
Sunderland SU supports the proposed trigger mechanisms. 
 
Sunderland SU broadly supports the proposed panel composition, and certainly supports 
independence from the institution, but would urge flexibility in membership, to allow 
community participation. We believe that there may be value, for example, in institutions 
asking for local stakeholders to be included in assessment of the quality of programmes that 
have been specifically designed to meet a local need. These voices are no less important 
than employers/professional representatives and would most likely have the same training 
needs as other panel members less familiar with academia, and the TEF. 
 
Sunderland SU agrees that panels do not necessarily need to have site visits to assess 
teaching quality. We do, however, urge further consideration on how panels can gain 
independent assurance on the quality of learning environments. It may be appropriate that 
a site visit may offer clear independent evidence to panels as to the actual quality of physical 
learning resources, and their contribution to teaching excellence. We are minded that 
existing institutional practices for the approval of overseas partners’ facilities may be useful 
models for this activity. 
 
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. 
 
No comment 
 
Question 8: Do you agree with the proposed approach to differentiation and award as TEF 
develops over time?   
 
Yes 



 
Please give reasons for your answer. 
 
Sunderland SU broadly agrees with the proposed approach to differentiation and award as 
TEF develops. We would welcome clarification that institutions must submit as a whole, 
rather than selectively focus on areas of their provision where they have internal confidence 
on quality, similar to the current REF process. This should assist in identifying excellence, 
which students have a right to expect and should be able to access it with ease.  
 
Sunderland SU, again, makes the point that differentiation on teaching quality is useful to 
students and will, in itself, add useful information into the higher education market but we 
oppose any ‘reward’ for being good at the core business of education students. 
 
 
Question 9: Do you agree with the proposed approach to incentives for the different types 
of provider?   
 
No 
 
Please give reasons for your answer. 
 
Sunderland SU believes that better information on teaching excellence will make the market 
more competitive and improve teaching, in line with Government priorities, without any 
need to award the ability to increase fees as ‘incentives’ for being good at core business. We 
are dismayed that either Government or institutions believe that there aren’t already 
enough imperatives to demonstrate excellence in teaching. 
 
Sunderland SU also notes that any institution awarded a higher level TEF, and the right to 
charge higher fees, will have done so on the foundation of a lower TEF level, and lower fees. 
Sunderland SU, therefore, is not clear that students in public institutions will gain from their 
University being able to charge future students a higher fee, and future students will be 
benefitting from better teaching in any event.  
 
Sunderland SU is concerned that the rationale for incentivising TEF levels with fee income 
represents future government policy to withdraw even more funding from public 
institutions, or a desire to ensure that private providers are able to generate profit. We do 
not consider either of these policies to be in the student interest or, necessarily, the national 
interest. 
 
Sunderland SU is further concerned at the lack of clarity as to what will happen to fee levels 
for students at institutions who have their TEF level lowered following an unsatisfactory 
assessment. The Green Paper is clear that the institution will lose the right to advertise and 
recruit at the higher fee level, but we would welcome confirmation that existing students, 
recruited at a higher fee level on expectations that teaching excellence was at a higher level, 
would be entitled to be charged no more than the lower fee level, now that the institution 
can no longer claim teaching excellence at the upper level. 
 
Question 10: Do you agree with the focus on teaching quality, learning environment, 
student outcomes and learning gain?  
 
Yes 



 
Please give reasons for your answer. 
 
Sunderland SU broadly welcome the areas of focus but SU urges critical consideration of the 
value of existing measures of quality, and a clear statement that Government is looking for 
the best measures, not simply co-option of existing, flawed, measures.  
 
Sunderland SU welcomes a focus on employability, an essential theme and a good indicator 
of high quality teaching, as it relates to the gain of human or social capital by a student. It is 
something that is an important part of all students’ personal development, and something 
that a University can influence.  
 
It is important to recognise that Universities cannot create employment, as they have little 
power to influence the labour market and, in any event, will not do so through the raising of 
teaching standards.  Sunderland recruits the majority of our students from the local area, 
which has the lowest employment figures in England at 68.5% (ONS Regional Labour Market, 
December 2015) in a region with average earnings below the UK average (ASHE ONS, 
November 2015). We cannot see a rationale for linking institutional quality to something 
outside of their control, particularly in regions where there are well-established historic 
reasons for low employment rates and most students come from, and will stay, in that 
region.  
 
We also urge caution about confusing indicators of teaching excellence with graduate 
earnings. Sunderland SU is mindful that many of our students will go on to jobs in the public 
or voluntary sectors, consistent with the workplace profile of our region, where salaries are 
frequently lower than in the private sector and often subject to Government control.  
 
Sunderland SU strongly supports a focus on learning gain, and would see this as the priority 
for the technical consultation. We are concerned that few measures currently discussed as 
potentially contributing to the TEF are linked to the activities that take place between 
academics and students. We can anticipate that graduates may be satisfied with their 
experience, and get a job after University, with very little relatable evidence that teaching 
was of a high quality. We further urge a focus on distance travelled, rather than the number 
of first degrees; institutions that support a student with no qualifications to gain a CertHE 
are not ‘failures’, but important parts of the UK academic community.  
 
The technical consultation on TEF, therefore is crucial; Sunderland SU broadly supports the 
concept of a TEF, but reserves judgement on endorsing the framework until it is clear what 
the technical consultation proposes.  
 
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?  
  
Not sure 
 
Please give reasons for your answer. 
 
Sunderland SU is uncomfortable with committing support for TEF, when Government is 
postponing many crucial considerations into a technical consultation. We strongly believe 
that some information that Government seems to consider universal or comparable will not 



be appropriate without considerable contextualisation of an institution’s mission, location, 
student body, and history. 
 
Sunderland SU is particularly concerned at how Government proposes that students would 
judge quality in metrics that are uniform (such as student/staff ratios on professional 
courses, which may be set by the regulatory body) or missing (such as teaching qualifications 
when an institution may legitimately recruit staff on the basis of a record in professional 
practice). These barriers seem, to us, to make a basket of common metrics difficult. 
Sunderland SU does not believe that this work is impossible, however, but urges 
Government to consider that measures of quality may, in fact, need to be more qualitative 
than quantitative.  
 
Social mobility and widening participation (Part A: Chapter 4) 
 
Question 12: 
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 
    
Please give reasons for your answer. 
 
Sunderland strongly supports a focus on expanding access and success in higher education 
to communities with a record of low participation. 
 
We urge Government to consider that higher education institutions are not the only bodies 
who can influence success in this area of work and that other Government policies actively 
militate against success. Sunderland SU strongly urges a reflection on how things like 
independent careers and education advice can support student access and success, and how 
the public sector can contribute more broadly to widening participation in higher education. 
There has been a significant decline in participation by mature students, for example, which 
DfE may not be best placed to address. 
 
Sunderland SU strongly supports the concept of learning gain expressed in qualifications 
other than a full undergraduate degree. The successful completion of a CertHE or DipHE are 
achievements in themselves for students who have no record of participation, and 
enrolment on some programmes may, in fact, recommend decisions on progression being 
made on a stage-by-stage basis. There needs to be a careful appreciation of the balance 
between non-completion as institutional failure, and as the best choice and strong 
achievement for students with no record of participation. 
 
Do you agree that the Office for Students should have the power to set targets where 
providers are failing to make progress?   
 
Yes 
 
Please give reasons for your answer. 
 
Sunderland SU strongly supports this proposal. We are mindful that voluntary self-
improvement has had some success, but highly-selective institutions are, still, 



overwhelmingly selecting the same sort of students, with more privileged backgrounds, to 
the exclusion of people who have just as much capacity to succeed.  
 
Sunderland SU welcomes the clear commitment to the Office of the Director for Fair Access. 
We believe that the DfA should continue to report on the success of widening participation 
in higher education directly to Parliament, and not just to the OfS Board. We would 
welcome clarification on this point.  
 
Sunderland SU believes that the Access Agreement process would be strengthen with the 
additional requirement that students, through their representative body/students’ union, 
are required to consent to the Access Agreement before submission. This would be a more 
robust process than the current expectation of consultation. We appreciate that this may 
mean that fee levels themselves may be a ‘protected’ decision of the institution, and the 
discussion on mitigating access measures become the content of the Agreement.  
 
We would, of course, expect that the DfA would be sympathetic to local contexts when 
setting targets for failing institutions, such that they are able to actually meet them. 
Institutions which heavily recruit from local communities will, of course, have a demographic 
profile similar to their region and will need to be judged against a local rather than a 
national profile. 
 
What other groups or measures should the Government consider? 
 
Sunderland SU supports Government efforts to secure a student finance system that is 
consistent with Sharia law. 
 
Sunderland SU is very aware that Government frequently talks about ‘young people’ in 
higher education. We worry that Government’s priorities for higher education is about 
delivering a sector that works for 18 years olds, rather than for the diversity that need to 
have knowledge, skills and behaviours ready for the future economy, some of whom will be 
mature students, perhaps in higher education for the first time at a more advanced age than 
usual. Government must urgently consider whether its proposals will support the mature 
population, who need higher education but will require more bespoke support such as 
independent education/careers advice delivered through partners other than DfE. 
 
Question 13:  
What potential benefits for decision and policy making in relation to improving access 
might arise from additional data being available? 
 
Sunderland SU believes that the transparency and accountability of students’ unions could 
be enhanced through a clarified understanding of access to data on who, exactly, their 
members are. This would seem consistent with Government thinking in question 20 and 
would enable student members of institutional decision making bodies to engage better 
with students.  
 
What additional administrative burdens might this place on organisations? If additional 
costs are expected to be associated with this, please quantify them. 
 
Sunderland SU anticipates that sharing of pre-existing data, within existing technological 
methods, is a low burden and high value exercise. 
 



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. 
 
No comment 
 
 
Question 15: 
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. 
 
Sunderland Su supports adjustments to DAP. If organisations have the correct structure then 
there is little sense in excluding them from having the powers to award degrees. We are 
clear, however, we do not support the further loosing of the title University. The Green 
Paper suggests that there is the ability for the title to with awarded and withdrawn in the 
event of validated concern. The title University relates to the quality of activity, not simply to 
just those with DAP. It is our view that this will have a negative impact on the market, with 
the potential to decrease the attraction for students to enter the market. Numbers and 
proportion are identifiers of stability and this shouldn't be reduced to organisations that 
may not be able to sustain themselves in the longer term.  
 
What are your views on the options identified for validation of courses delivered by 
providers who do not hold DAPs?  
 
Sunderland SU opposes the Office for Student validating programmes, as this could deviate 
from the core business identified for the new body. There could potentially be benefits in a 
non-teaching body having DAPs, however this would need further developed proposals for 
this structure before we were able to firmly agree. We would consider it important for such 
a body to be clearly regulated, to prevent mission-creep. 
 
 
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. 
 
No comment 
 
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 
 
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.  
 
Sunderland SU strongly supports this proposal. We are proud that our University already 
considers its responsibilities in teaching-out programmes, but we consider it prudent to 
ensure that all students have this basic protection. 
 
There are practical questions associated with this proposal, particularly around protecting 
funds to facilitate students to transfer between institutions; we would not expect a student 
to have to pay new fees or associated registration or equipment costs associated with the 
delivery of their programme, and institutional financial modelling may need to consider a 
contingency fund for each student on higher risk programmes. We would expect institutions 
to consider ‘how’ students would travel through the contingency plan, and not just the 
‘what’ and ‘who’. 
 
Simplifying the higher education architecture (Part C) 
Question 18: 
Do you agree with the proposed changes to the higher education architecture?  
 
Yes 
 
Please give reasons for your answer.   
 
Sunderland SU supports the proposed new architecture, which reflects a clear student focus. 
The proposals clearly have a focussed role of Director of Fair Access, which could easily 
move to the Office for Students. 
 
To what extent should the Office for Students (OfS) have the power to contract out its 
functions to separate bodies?   
 
Partially 
 
If you agree, which functions should the OfS be able to /contract out? 
 
Sunderland SU would expect any parties who receive contracts to have no conflict of 
interest as a commercial provider of education. There would seem limits on the range of 
partners who may be interested, unless they are ‘owned’ by the public institutions of the 
sector. 
 
Sunderland SU would support, on this basis, the contracting out of a professional academic 
development agency, which may continue some of the functions of the HEA. This will have a 
very important role in the post-TEF sector, and should be independent of OfS and 
Government. 
 
What are your views on the proposed options for allocating Teaching Grant? 
Option 1: BIS Ministers set strategic priorities and BIS officials determine formula. 
 



Disagree 
 
Option 2: BIS Minister sets strategic priorities and allocation responsibilities divested to 
OfS 
 
Agree 
 
Please give reasons for your answer, 
 
Sunderland SU supports this, as it is consistent with current practice. It clearly separates 
Government from day-to-day operations of the higher education sector.  
 
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. 
 
No comment 
 
Question 20: What steps could be taken to increase the transparency of student unions 
and strengthen unions’ accountability to their student members? 
 
Sunderland SU consistently strives to be both transparent and accountable to our members, 
and our broader stakeholders. We are no clear what problem Government think needs to be 
solved, and the thinking behind this question. We are, however, pleased to expand on our 
work in this area. 
 
Sunderland SU strongly urges Government to consider students’ unions’ transparency and 
accountability as work for continuous improvement, which can be addressed by the sector, 
using the current regulatory framework. The sector is not in in a deficit position that 
requires specific regulatory or legislative change. Students’ Unions, originally regulated by 
their institution through powers granted in the Education Act (1994), have been further 
regulated through the framework for charities and, as appropriate, through Companies 
House. There has also been specific legislation passed recently to regulate campaigning 
activity, in the Transparency of Lobbying, Non-Party Campaigning and Trade Union 
Administration Act (2014). 
 
Sunderland SU strongly supports the current opt-out measures of the 1994 Act; this allows 
students, through registration with the institution, to easily identify that they do not wish to 
be represent by the students’ union. It also allows students to influence their union’s policy, 
access independent advice and join societies without having to undertake a further 
registration process or pay a further fee.  
 
Sunderland SU, for example, is clearly controlled by its members, with annual elections, 
frequent all student-votes, and a governing Board with half of the Trustees elected by 
students; the other half of the Trustee Board are independent lay members. This model is 
used across many higher education students’ unions and is a clear sign that the sector has 
taken its responsibilities to be transparent and accountable seriously, and a voluntary 
advance from expectations of the 1994 Act. 



 
Sunderland SU is well regulated by our institution. In 2015, for example, the University 
exercised its prerogative to assure itself that our elections were fair and democratic. An 
extensive review by the University’s Executive found that we were acting properly, and gave 
us helpful recommendations to further enhance our work. We consider this to be a good 
example of the current regulatory framework acting well, in the interests of our members. 
 
Sunderland SU accepts that there have been significant changes to the nature of the student 
body since 1994. Students’ unions’ members are now, for example, less likely to be 18 years 
old and resident on campus for 3 years. Government could helpfully support students’ 
unions in clarifying how they can best communicate with their members, to aid transparency 
through honest sharing of information. A practical way that this could be facilitated would 
be a clarification of access to the ‘membership list’ of all students (who have not opted out). 
Our experience is that the University is very happy to engage in this discussion, but has 
questions about how attention of students can be drawn to their rights under data 
protection law. These questions are not difficult to answer; clarification for institutions 
about how students’ unions’ transparency and accountability is frustrated when they are 
unable to communicate with their members would be helpful.  
 
Sunderland SU also participates in a HEFCE supported Quality Students’ Unions 
improvement framework. Government could usefully endorse this model, as previous 
administrations did to the Students’ Union Evaluation Initiative that preceded it. 
 
Sunderland SU urges Government to reflect on recent HEFCE consultations on removing a 
question from the National Student Survey on member satisfaction with the students’ union. 
While HEFCE have a clear rationale for their proposal, Sunderland SU considers that a less 
purist reflection on the purpose of the NSS could see Government insisting that there is a 
public interest in public information on students’ unions, and a case for retaining the current 
Question 23 of the NSS (albeit with a reflection on a better wording of the question). 
 
Question 21: 
Do you agree with the proposed duties and powers of the Office for Students?   
 
Yes 
 
Please give reasons for your answer. 
 
Sunderland SU broadly supports the proposed powers of the Office for Students. We 
welcome the continuation of the Director for Fair Access. 
 
The Office for Students will require strong student leadership in its governance bodies, as 
well as a clear influence on its executive, to commands students’ respect. Sunderland SU will 
not support moving existing bodies into a new office and nothing changing about the 
sector’s culture and priorities. It will be imperative to respect autonomy and academic 
freedom. Sunderland SU supports retaining the focus of the Office for Fair Access, and its 
work on widening participation, within the OfS. 
 
Do you agree with the proposed subscription funding model?   
 
Yes 
 



Please give reasons for your answer. 
 
Sunderland SU supports this, as it is consistent with current practice. 
 
Question 22:  
Do you agree with the proposed powers for OfS and the Secretary of State to manage 
risk?   
 
No 
 
Please give reasons for your answer. 
 
Sunderland SU strongly opposes proposals to grant the Secretary of State power to order an 
inspection of a higher education provider. Sunderland SU strongly supports an independent 
sector and would view the Secretary of State’s proposal to set a dangerous precedent. If a 
power is needed to safeguard the interests of students and the taxpayer, then the power 
should reside in the Board and Executive of the Office for Students, and should still be 
subject to very strong safeguards for institutions. 
 
Sunderland SU considers it essential that the Government clarifies that, even if it considers 
that the Secretary of State requires these powers over institutions, that the power does not 
extend to students’ unions regulated or funded by the institution (or indeed any other 
independent partner of the institution). Sunderland SU considers existing powers, through 
the Charity Commissioners for example, to be sufficient. 
 
Question 23: Do you agree with the proposed deregulatory measures?   
 
No 
 
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. 
 
Sunderland SU is not in favour of undue regulation of higher education institutions. There is 
clearly a balance to be found between good regulation and unreasonable management 
burdens. We strongly oppose, however, any steps towards exempting public institutions 
from public duties, including the Freedom of Information Act. 
 
Sufficient exemptions exist within the Act to protect research and commercially sensitive 
information. Institutions may benefit from guidance from the Information Commissioner on 
their responsibilities, but Sunderland SU believes that there should always be an assumption 
that information should be public, unless a good reason exists to the contrary.  
 
Sunderland SU is concerned that steps to expect public institutions from public duties is a 
slippery slope, which would see institutions next seek to claim the duties under the Equality 
Act are burdensome, or duties under the Education Acts are expensive to manage. There is 
doubtless a balance to find, but public institutions have responsibilities and, until they go 
private, they should have to meet them. Sunderland SU would prefer to see providers that 
access public benefit (such as funding, or access to incentives under the TEF) to be subject to 
public duties for the appropriate parts of their business. This would level the playing field, 
and be consistent taxpayer expectations around transparency in public expenditure. 
 



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? 
 
No comment 
 
Question 25: 
What safeguards would you want to see in place in the event that dual funding was 
operated within a single organisation? 
 
No comment 
 
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 
 
No comment 
 
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? 
 
No comment 
 
Question 27: How would you suggest the burden of REF exercises is reduced? 
 
No comment 
 
Question 28: How could the data infrastructure underpinning research information 
management be improved?  
 
No comment 
 


