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Green Paper response 

 
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 
Representative Body 

Research Council 
Trade union or staff association 

Other (please describe) - Students’ Union 
Public sector equality duty 

 
 

 
Question 1: 

a) What are your views on the potential equality impacts of the 
proposals and other plans in this consultation? 

 

The Green Paper largely pays lip-service to widening access and 
participation in higher education. While the government clearly wishes to 

encourage more disadvantaged students to attend university - raising 
fees, scrapping maintenance grants and privileging a market driven 

system, all create far greater barriers to education access than any of the 
vaguely proposed measures to increase access to higher education for 

disadvantaged groups of students will dismantle.  
 

The decision to raise fees past the current £9000 cap will have a number 
of negative outcomes not least for those students from poorer 

backgrounds. Research shows that students from poorer backgrounds are 
more likely to study closer to home rather than travelling to prestigious 

universities with a major factor in these decisions being cost. In addition 
to this those students who are lone parents (likely to be women), mature, 

wish to study part time or from low income backgrounds are also more 



 

likely to be debt adverse meaning their decision around where to study 

will also fall heavily to cost.  
 

As a students’ union who represent students at an institution which is 
made up of a 75% female population, has a high proportion of widening 

participation students and attract a high number of mature students 
(predominantly onto professional courses such as health based courses 

and teaching) we feel these new measures would be a detriment to a 
large proportion of our traditional student make up.  

 
We do, however, welcome the introduction of Sharia compliant student 

loans. We also welcome the tightening up of student protections under 
consumer legislation to ensure that students are not unfairly harmed by 

institutional failure or misinformation. 
 

b) Are there any equality impacts that we have not considered? 

☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ Not sure 

Please provide any further relevant evidence. 
 

The paper talks about widening participation and social mobility, but then 
goes on to talk about raising tuition fees through the TEF. As touched on 

above NUS research through the #CutTheCosts campaign has shown that 
the poorest students are more debt adverse. Having a difference in tuition 

fees in different institutions will mean that students from low income 
backgrounds, generally, may choose to go to go to a university with lower 

tuition fees based solely on that factor.  
 

Students shouldn’t have to worry about the cost of their education, and 
choose to go to an institution with lower fees because they are worried 

about the debt they would incur at another, or alternatively if there local 
institution/s is deemed to have teaching excellence and so is charging 

higher fees these students should not be priced out of education because 

they are not in a position to pay these higher costs or move away to 
study due to personal circumstance.  

 
We do not believe the government has really taken on board the impact 

that rising fees linked to the TEF will have on decisions made by students 
from low socio-economic backgrounds. We believe several protected 

groups will be negatively affected due to the type of institutions they are 
disproportionately represented in, and/or their ability to exercise ‘choice’ 

within the Higher Education sector due to their financial and/or personal 
circumstances. 

 
We find the lack of part-time students and mature students being 

mentioned in the paper is also extremely concerning, and we don’t 
believe the government has actually looked at these groups of students to 



 

access any issues that are affecting them, or has taken these kinds of 

students into consideration when planning their proposals.  
 

As outlined above at Edge Hill Students’ Union a number of our members 
fit into these groups of students and we are therefore rightly concerned 

over the lack of consideration as to what the impacts of these proposals 
will be to these specific groups.  

 
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 problems with the TEF is twofold: the metrics, and linking tiers of the 

TEF to tuition fees. 
 

We think that the current proposed metrics do not actually measure 

teaching excellence. Students may arrive at a tier four TEF institution and 
find that while it has great retention rates and graduate employment 

levels are good, the teaching they receive is actually very poor. This is 
extremely problematic, if something is going to be called the ‘Teaching 

Excellence Framework,’ then it should actually measure teaching quality. 
We query if, rather than truly being a framework to measure teaching 

excellence, the TEF is in practice just the regulatory framework for the 
Office for Students?  

 
Analysis of data from the National Student Survey (NSS) appears to be 

the sole basis for the claim in the paper that ‘there are many examples of 
excellent teaching within the higher education system but…teaching 

quality is variable.’ NSS data cannot solely be regarded as indicative of 
teaching quality.  

 

There is observational evidence that student satisfaction is higher when 
students are given straightforward assignments and awarded high grades. 

There is a reason that the NSS is being reviewed. It is flawed. 
 

The primary object of the TEF would seem to be to permit an increase in 
tuition fees, rather than the stated aim of improving teaching quality. This 

is made evident by the TEF’s hasty implementation timetable and low 
baseline standards. 

 
Another issue with having a framework as such, is that quality is hard to 

quantify, so even if the TEF had metrics that actually looked at quality 
teaching, it would still be difficult to say that it is accurate and reflects 

true teaching excellence, as excellence is subjective to both individual 
students and to the discipline they are studying. For example, what 

excellent teaching looks like on a Physics degree will look different to 

what excellent teaching looks like on a Drama degree. 



 

With all this being said, I think it is difficult to see the benefit to the 

decisions being made by students and employers, when the TEF in this 
format will not measure what it says it will. 

 
 

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? 
 

We believe that Access Agreements are an essential tool for improving 
access and success in higher education. We believe that an approved 

access agreement should be a requirement for entry to the sector – 
including for access to student loan funding, gaining degree awarding 

powers, University title and entry to the TEF. Requiring an Access 
Agreement from all providers wishing to access these things will also 

create a more level playing field between providers, something which the 

government has made clear it wants to achieve, as it will provide equal 
information and assurance to the public, and also to prospective students 

who wish to see it.   
 

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. 

 
We think the main question with regards to the proposed Quality 

Assurance reviews, is what does a risk-based approach look like in 
practice? We understand that the government wants to cut down on 

bureaucracy and simplify regulation and review in higher education, but 
we believe that prevention is a far more progressive stance, rather than 

acting after something has been flagged as an issue. 
We do however welcome the proposal to work with HEFCE following on 

from the QAA consultation in September to take on board what was said 
in that consultation, and ensure that the new system for quality 

assurance is robust. 
 



 

We do not agree with financial incentives for the TEF, as we believe that it 

will only drive the competition between institutions which is harmful to 
the higher education sector, as when institutions are competing it is 

difficult for them to work together and share best practice, which would 
ensure a better student experience for more students.  

 
With our current marketised education sector, this cannot truly, and very 

rarely, happens. We believe that driving that market through TEF with 
financial incentives, rising tuition fees and differentiated levels of TEF is 

overall harmful to the sector. The fact that these measures will be gauged 
at an institutional rather than a subject level will cover up any subject-

related differences, and give students unrepresentative information. 
 

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. 

We would question having employers on assessment panels, as excellent 
teaching is not necessarily linked to employability. We acknowledge that 

to many students employability is a priority, however, it is not integral to 
education, and education for the sake of education has to be respected as 

a legitimate choice for students to make. Having employers on TEF panels 
will drive the emphasis on employability in education which we don’t 

believe is a progressive measure. We would also strongly encourage 
students being on TEF panels, as not only stakeholders but partners in 

their education, they should be represented and have a voice in these 

decisions. 
 

 
Question 8: Do you agree with the proposed approach to 

differentiation and award as TEF develops over time? 

☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ Not sure 

Please give reasons for your answer. 

 
We believe that any system of developing teaching excellence should aim 

to ensure and to drive excellence at every higher education institution, in 
order to deliver the best possible experience for students and to maintain 

the world-class reputation of higher education in the United Kingdom. We 
are not clear how the proposed approach to differentiation and award will 



 

ensure either of the above aims given the metrics that have been 

identified. Differentiation will create a complex situation and we have 
concerns that students and employers may not be able to fully 

understand what constitutes quality and what does not. This would be 
made especially problematic with the linking of fees. 

 
 

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposed approach to 
incentives for the different types of provider? 

☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ Not sure 

Please give reasons for your answer. 
 

As previously stated, we believe that link between TEF and tuition fees is 
flawed and wrong. We believe that there is no link between the quality of 

a degree and tuition fees. We believe this measure will completely 
undermine any potential to create an objective and meaningful way of 

measuring teaching quality. 

We know that tuition fees do not reflect the quality of a degree, but it also 
doesn’t reflect the actual cost of provision for that degree either. Fees are 

used in low cost subjects to subsidise other areas, or to generate funds 
for investment in infrastructure. It is also safe to assume that quality is 

more costly to produce in some subjects than it is in others. For example, 
the cost of bringing in leading academics in a particular field may vary 

according to the supply of academics in that market. If there are only a 
handful of top professors in economics, the market rate for their labour 

would be high. It is true that some institutions will be able to find more 
financially efficient means for providing a high quality course, whilst 

others will have barriers with costs that are difficult to remove, such as 
the size or specialist nature of that institution. As an institution that has a 

high number of students enrolled on professional courses this obviously 
then attracts costs, aligned with the professional nature of these courses 

that cannot be avoided or reduced.  All of this makes the link between 

quality and fees all the more ridiculous and inappropriate. It also doesn’t 
help to improve the issue of cost transparency for students. 

 
 

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 
 

Overall we agree, however, we question the inclusion of student 
outcomes. Outcomes doesn’t necessarily reflect learning gain or quality of 

teaching. 
We believe that the main metric for measuring teaching excellence should 

be learning gain in the form of distance travelled. This should be 
supplemented with contextual evidence from the institution. 



 

 

Question 11: Do you agree with the proposed approach to the 
evidence used to make TEF assessments - common metrics 

derived from the national databases supported by evidence from 
the provider? 

☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ Not sure 

Please give reasons for your answer. 
 

We do not believe that the use of common metrics from national 
databases provides an adequate picture of teaching quality and may, 

conversely, produce an inaccurate and misleading picture. We do not 
agree with the current proposed metrics, we do however agree that any 

metrics that are used should be supported by evidence from the higher 
education provider, and contextualised with that providers mission group, 

location, and speciality.  
 

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. 
We think that from this paper it is very clear that the government does 

not know how to talk about Widening Participation. Access does not mean 
recruitment, and an institutions Widening Participation agenda should not 

end once a student has enrolled on a course. Access goes beyond getting 
students with protected characteristics through the door. 

Widening Participation includes resources and additional financial support 
for students from low income backgrounds who may not have had access 

to the same opportunities afforded to students from more privileged 

backgrounds. It includes classrooms and lecture theatres that are 
accessible for students with disabilities, which includes mental illness and 

social impairments as well as physical requirements. Access includes 
support for these students, and for students who define into a liberation 

or section, (LGBT, international, BME, mature and part-time, etc.) Access 
includes a focus or provision to tackle BME attainment gaps and 

attainment gaps for students from low income backgrounds. Access 
encompasses all of this and more, and it most certainly doesn’t end once 

a student has enrolled on a course. We think it will also be vital to draw 
on best practice around what accessible teaching and learning practices 

look like, particularly with regards to curriculum design and how this can 
be reflective of a diverse student body. 

We think that it is fantastic the government has started to have the 
conversation around Widening Participation, but clearly some guidance is 



 

needed on what this actually means, and how best the government can 

support higher education to be more inclusive for a wider demographic of 
students.    

We agree that we do actually need to have a nuanced discussion about 
class, access, and costs when it comes to the under-participation of white 

working class males in higher education. But to put that in the same 
breath as tackling the BME attainment gap is inappropriate, and shows 

the lack of knowledge on social inequalities. Women are still under-
represented in academia across all subjects and in university 

management. Women graduates still earn on average £8,000 less than 
men, and BME graduates rates of employment and salary promotion is 

way behind that of white graduates. 
We also find it contradictory that the strategy and rhetoric laid out in the 

paper, rising fees for example, goes against the Widening Participation 
agenda. As previously stated, research shows that students from low 

income backgrounds are more debt adverse, so how does raising the 

amount of debt that students will incur aid in widening participation?  
 

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. 

 
We believe that additional target setting powers would not be the most 

effective method for improving access at individual providers. We do 
agree with Government that there should be more powers for the Director 

for Access to draw upon. 
We find the arguments presented by OFFA regarding additional target 

setting powers persuasive. However, we believe that additional powers of 
another nature would be useful for the DfA to have, as well as additional 

accountability measures. We believe it would be a good idea to 

strengthen the student input and voice in the development of Access 
Agreements. Currently, there is an expectation from the Office for Fair 

Access that an institution will consult with its Students’ Union, and that 
the Union can, if they choose, write an accompanying letter to the 

Dimensional Fund Advisors outlining any concerns or praise it has for its 
institution. The current National Student Survey review proposes that the 

student voice be strengthened in decisions about optional bank questions, 
and will require that decisions on these questions are co-signed by the 

institution and the Students’ Union. We would recommend that a similar 
proposal is implemented for Access Agreements. 

 
c) What other groups or measures should the Government consider? 

We have noticed that the majority of this consultation, and much of the 
policy focus from the government’s targets, only talks about young 

people. Whilst the number of full time, young entrants to higher education 



 

has not been impacted by the 2010 reforms as was initially predicted, it is 

deeply concerning to see the drastic reductions in the number of mature 
and part time students. This, accompanied with very little mention of 

mature and part time students in this consultation, is something we find 
highly concerning. 

 
Question 13: 

a) What potential benefits for decision and policy making in 
relation to improving access might arise from additional data 

being available? 
 

In the first instance, we do not support any proposals that may require a 
sector body to share student data without that students’ explicit consent. 

It is unclear to us what, if any, additional benefits will be derived from 
sharing additional data, beyond that which is already available, or 

planned to be. Therefore, we fell any additional powers for government in 

this regard are highly unnecessary and redundant.  With all this being 
said, we think that more detail on what this additional data would be 

would be needed before a full and proper response can be given to this 
question. 

 

 

 

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. 

 
It would appear that the government wishes to make it easier for private 

and for-profit providers to obtain degree-awarding powers and access 
public funding for student loans. This is despite recent investigations 

unveiling concerns about the quality, transparency and accountability of 
many existing private providers and the lack of student protections in 

these institutions. 
 

When the proposals being made here talk about teaching excellence it 
seems little consideration is being given to ensuring teaching standards 

and students protections are in place before an institution can obtain 
degree awarding powers.  

 
With the proposal to look at degree awarding powers being gained in 

approx. 5 years in comparison to 9-10 years this would result in a move 



 

to where bodies can be granted awarding powers based on track record of 

around 3 years which is much less than the current standard, this also 
doesn’t leave room to see through a full student cycle under the new 

proposal (i.e. from recruitment to graduation and then employment). 
 

. 
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. 

 

We strongly support the introduction of requirements for all higher 
education providers to have robust contingency arrangements in place. It 

is vital that these arrangements are agreed and in place upon entry to the 
sector, and that these arrangements are created in partnership with the 

student body (where possible via the institutions Students’ Union,) and 
that the arrangements cover all eventualities of provider failure – from 

whole-scale institutional failure to course closure.  
 

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. 

 

There are a few things that we find are problematic with the proposed 
changes, which we have outlined in our answers for the rest of this 

section.  We think it’s important to ask, that as the green paper is 
proposing a huge overhaul to higher education, what are the issues that 

the government actually want to resolve? This has not been made clear, 
and it may be easier to understand why such a massive change to higher 

education and the way it works has been suggested, if the government 
can make clear the thought process behind the green paper. Does the 

department for Business, Innovation and Skills know what it wants to 
resolve with these measures?  

We also feel that it’s important to note that no one wants a homogenous 
sector, it is not good for students, and it is not good for higher education 

institutions. A more holistic approach to education with varied provision 
for varied students with individual ‘missions,’ – that being their 



 

objectives, what they came to university for. Be that for employability’s 

sake, for educations sake, or simply for the experience, each is valid and 
valuable in its own right. Having this in mind is key. It is important that 

quality education and student experience is at the heart of higher 
education.  

 
 

d) What are your views on the proposed options for allocating 
Teaching Grant? 

We believe that decisions about funding allocation should be led by the 
Office for Students, with only highest level direction from government. We 

strongly oppose more centralised government control of teaching funding. 
We feel that any attempt to centralise and politically manage teaching 

funding undermines the financial autonomy and academic freedom of the 
higher education sector and leaves the system open to political abuse. 

 

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, 

The Office for Students should be trusted to make the right decision over 
how funding and resources are best allocated to meet the objectives of 

government and the needs of students and institutions. With OfS being 
given such a wide potential remit with many responsibilities, we think that 

they should be supported by the government to carry out their work, but 
at arm’s length, so that they can still be objective and impartial. Once 

again, we feel that if BIS is too close to this it will leave the system open 
for potential abuse for political gain. 

 

 
 

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

accountability to their student members? 
Students’ Unions are already regulated. Being representative 

organisations, with many also being charities, we have many 
responsibilities with regards to transparency and accountability.  

 
Students’ Unions are regulated through Charity Law and the 1994 Higher 

Education Act and are committed to being transparent and accountable, 
and we have many forums for being so.  

With Charity Law there is a legal obligation for Students’ Unions to 
present their accounts to the student body through an open meeting, and 



 

many Students’ Unions use this open meeting as a chance for direct 

accountability to their members.  
 

Many Students’ Unions also have councils or committees for accountability 
of the elected representatives.  

 
Democratic processes in many Students’ Unions are not simply focused on 

the election of student leaders. They are also used for students to 
contribute to the development of their union, and have a say in how it is 

run. This leads to more opportunities for engagement in their student 
experience. Participative democracy also instils a sense of citizenship, and 

the recent increase in the number of students voting in general and local 
elections is partly attributable to improvements in Students’ Union 

democracy. 
 

Students’ Unions also have strong trustee boards that are a healthy 

mixture of experience, beneficiaries, student leaders and external 
perspectives. NUS’s last survey on the membership of trustee boards in 

2013 put the split at somewhere in the region of 45% student leaders, 
25% beneficiaries, 30% external. 

With all that being said, we are not complacent, and as in any sector 
there is always more work that can be done to achieve best practice, and 

make sure that we are working for those we represent. We welcome the 
recognition from government of the important role Students’ Unions play 

in representing students’ interests, and the importance of the work that 
we carry out on our campuses and in our communities. We are 

transparent and accountable, but never complacent.  
 

Students’ Unions are a vital part of the education landscape and powerful 
agents of positive change. We represent our member’s views at local and 

national level and are the key organisation in creating change for our 

members based on their opinion and feedback.  
 

At Edge Hill Students’ Union we affiliate to NUS and as a result are 
supported by them in relation to our governance and democratic 

frameworks. We can demonstrate the positive work we do this through 
our challenging of social norms around drinking on our campuses and 

addressing the issue of drug use at university through alcohol and drugs 
awareness campaigns, as well as further examples of tackling the issue 

around lad culture and consent and continued wok looking at the impact 
of mental health amongst university students on both local and national 

scales.  
 

We feel that these examples are just one of a huge number of examples 
that shows not only how we work for our students, but also the impact to 

wider society that Students’ Unions can have. 

 



 

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. 
 

We believe that the Office for Students requires sufficient autonomy from 
the government and ministers own political interest to be able to function 

effectively and work in the interests of students. We are concerned that 
the merger of HEFCE and OFFA will lead to important research conducted 

by HEFCE in higher education that institutions and stakeholders make 
avail of will no longer take place, and the ability for institutions to gain 

important intelligence and advice constrained, which we believe will be to 
the detriment of students and the higher education sector as a whole. An 

Office for Students must still provide institutions with a similar type of 
support that HEFCE currently offers, such as research and data analysis, 

and offer funding and support for new projects and innovations in the 

sector. 
 

 
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. 
 

As a whole we agree, we are concerned however about having a risk 
based approach to quality assurance, and to what extent the Secretary of 

State will truly be involved in risk management. 
 

 
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. 
Reducing complexity and bureaucracy in research funding (Part D) 

 
A relaxation of regulations that goes too far will undermine the proposed 

student protections work. It will have an impact on the general quality of 
Higher Education in the United Kingdom (specifically England,) and will 

overall be harmful. We don’t think that deregulation is a progressive step 
to take, and instead the government should look to reform regulations so 

that they are qualitative and relevant to individual institutions, taking into 
account that institutions mission group and, where appropriate, the 

institutions specialism. 



 

 

We also believe it is imperative that higher education institutions not be 
made exempt from the freedom of information act. We believe that FOI’s 

are an important mechanism for students and the public to hold 
institutions to account. We feel it is therefore hypocritical for the 

government to say that it wants more transparency and accountability, 
and then to remove accountability from institutions. With regards to the 

inconsistency between universities and private providers, we would 
recommend that alternative providers not already included in the 

Freedom of Information Act should be included in its scope. 
 

 
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation 

process as a whole? 
 

For us at Edge Hill Students’ Union, there are three key priorities: 

- TEF 
*Metrics and 

*Links to tuition fees 
- Widening Participation 

- Attack on Students’ Union power 
 

We feel we have in our response to this consultation fully and coherently 
explained why these are important. Why it is important to have a 

teaching excellence framework that actually measures teaching 
excellence, and why it is important to decouple the TEF from tuition fees. 

Why it is important that the government has started to have the 
conversation about widening participation, but why it is more important 

for there to be an understanding about what widening participation 
means, and also how contradictory this paper has been when it comes to 

the implications of other measures proposed by the government. And also 

why Students’ Unions are important, how we are transparent and 
accountable to our members, and what we contribute not just to the 

student experience, but to society as a whole. 
 

We believe that the TEF in the proposed format, with these metrics and 
links to tuition fees, is inappropriate and should be either be reformed 

with metrics that are applicable to teaching excellence and no links to 
tuition fees, or the plans should be abandoned all together. So in short, 

no, not in this format.  
At Edge Hill Students’ Union our Executive Committee unanimously 

passed policy on the TEF which states the below: 
 

Edge Hill Students’ Union believes: 
• That the TEF will aid in the further marketization of education, 

giving universities another field on which to compete against each other, 

and another league table to climb. 



 

• That the proposal to allow teaching excellence universities to raise 

their tuition fees is wrong, it’s already appalling that students have to pay 
£9000 per year for their education. 

• The metrics that will be used to determine Tier One of the TEF are 
problematic because: 

a) Retention data and graduate employment data have no direct 
correlation to teaching excellence. 

b) The NSS is currently under review by NUS and others to improve it, as 
it has been recognised as being flawed and not truly representative of 

students’ opinions. 
 

Edge Hill Students’ Union resolves: 
• To openly oppose the TEF in this format due to: 

a) The links to rising tuition fees and 
b) The metrics that are being used to determine teaching excellence 

having no direct correlation with teaching excellence. 

• To make sure that it is widely publicised to students how the TEF 
may impact them. 

• To continue working with NUS on their work surrounding the TEF. 
As although they have to oppose it due to their own policy, they are doing 

work to support Students’ Unions in engaging with the TEF and enabling 
us to constructively engage. 

• We will constructively engage with the TEF in order to try and 
reduce harm and get a better deal for our students by any means we 

have available. 
• To continue dialogue with the university on the TEF, always making 

our position clear. 
• Oppose and campaign against any potential rise in tuition fees. 

 
This paper presents the biggest proposed change to higher education 

since the 1992 Further and Higher Education Act. And yet, we struggle to 

really see what flaws in the structure of higher education the government 
wants to address with these changes. We ask if the government knows 

what it wants to achieve with this overhaul of higher education. And if so, 
we would ask that the government makes clear its intentions. 
 


