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Introduction

What is your name?

Name:

University of Sunderland Students UNion

What is your email address?

Email:

gillian.davison-2@sunderland.ac.uk

What is your organisation?

Organisation:

Student Union

Please select the option below that best describes you as a respondent to this consultation

Organisation type:

Other (please describe)

Additional details (if required):

Students Union

Consultation Questions (page 1 of 4)

Q1:  Do you agree with the criteria proposed in Figure 4?

Not Sure

Question 1 further detail:

We broadly accept the criteria outlined for the measurement of teaching excellence, however we think that too much emphasis has been placed on employer

engagement and not enough on student engagement.

Whilst student engagement takes into account of the full range of economic, social and cultural benefits of higher education and how they may be enhanced

through excellent teaching and learning, employer engagement focuses mainly on the economic advantages.

Student engagement is widely accepted within the higher education sector as having significant positive impact on the quality of teaching and learning (Healey,

Flint & Harrington, HEA, 2014)

Q2:  -

Q2a:

There should not be core metrics.TEF assessors should consider a range of metrics and be aware of the factors which may act to advantage/disadvantage

institutions in relation to the programmes on offer.

We are concerned that this focus on (courses that produce) highly skilled jobs would produce incentive to discontinue programmes such as arts, psychology,

hospital, leisure and tourism and communications, which tend to produce graduates who move into fulfilling and socially important jobs but not "highly skilled" - all

very important to Sunderland students and a broad and rich learning community.

Not sure

Not sure

Question 2 further detail:

It is somewhat problematic to use ONS SOC, but a classification of SOC 1-4 would give a broader classification of "what counts" as a skilled job e.g. high level

administration posts. To say such jobs are not highly skilled would, we believe, be misrepresentation.

We think it is important to acknowledge the changing, fluid nature of the graduate labour market and having a narrow classification would not adequately frame all

graduate jobs in the future.

Using a measure of "All graduates" would include students who are less likely to enter employment post graduation, such as students closer to retirement, with

long term illnesses, dependents, or those who are acutely disabled. These students are less likely to positively contribute to the metrics. This measure may

therefore result in a disincentive to accepting these students. This runs counter to government objectives on life chances and social mobility.

Q3:  -



Not sure

Not sure

Question 3 further detail:

The factors which will be used to benchmark seem to be quite narrow. We would hope that this would be expanded to include regional variations and

demographics.

Consultation Questions (page 2 of 4)

Q4:  Do you agree that TEF metrics should be averaged over the most recent three years of available data?

Not Answered

Question 4 further detail:

Q5:  Do you agree the metrics should be split by the characteristics proposed?

Yes

Q5 further detail:

Agree with adjusted metrics. We agree with the proposal but suggest that certain issues are taken into consideration. It is important to ensure that numbers in the

breakdowns will be large enough to produce reliable benchmarking. This is likely to become a greater problem in later years, if TEF is implemented at subject

level.

The metrics should be adjusted for the impact of small/large cohorts for particular groups. As we see from statistical data in school performance, schools with

small numbers of disadvantaged pupils will find it considerably easier to achieve high results because the intervention in this group is less resource intensive,

schools with a high number of disadvantaged pupils find it harder to ensure there is no gap in achievement because the intervention is far more resource

intensive and the smaller cohort of more advantaged pupils can skew results. There is likely to be the same effect in higher education institutions, where

institutions with small numbers of BME students, for instance, may find that the attainment gap is easier to address than an institution with a larger proportion of

BME students.

Q6:  Do you agree with the contextual information that will be used to support TEF assessments proposed?

Yes

Question 6 further detail:

We agree with the current list of contextual information but feel that it will be worthwhile to take into account the number of enrolments from the local area, or

perhaps alternatively the number of students who live at home during their studies. It is know that students living at home will be more likely to be employed in the

local community after graduation and this can have a negative impact on employment in graduate level jobs.

Additionally a requirement for institutions to collect data on whether students have caring responsibilities in suggested as this has been shown to have a

significant affect on retention, success and graduate outcomes of students.

Consultation Questions (page 3 of 4)

Q7:  -

No

No

Question 7 further detail:

We suggest that students should have the opportunity to provide a complementary statement into provider submissions and trust panels to appropriately exercise

judgement in considering it.

There should be a duty on institutions to consult students through their students' union and to facilitate a comment on consolation in this submission, in a similar

way to OFFA agreements.

Would expect a 1 page Student Submission to be appended, or a formal space for students. Student Unions to provide comment that isn't included in a 15 page

limit.

Q8:  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?

Not sure

Question 8 further detail: 

We would again suggest that student engagement questions are considered as proposed by HEFCE in their NSS Consultation (Autumn 2015) 

http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/HEFCE,2014/Content/Pubs/2015/201524/HEFCE2015_24.pdf 

it offers excellent opportunity to include evidence of student engagement that is currently absent. Questions include: 

 

- My course has provided me with opportunities to apply what I have learnt 

- I have had the right opportunities to provide feedback on my course



- It is clear how students feedback on the course has been acted on 

 

Sunderland SU believes that government would be advised to use these questions as evidence, rather than seek narrative interpretation of how a university

considers that it achieves these things for students. These questions will be finalised very soon and it would be better to integrate solid and respected evidence in

the coming months than prematurely deciding criteria without the addition of final worded questions. 

 

Q9:  -

Yes

Not sure

Question 9 further detail:

The proposed areas of commendation seem narrow as the focus seems to be on the endeavours of academics, in reasonably narrow scope and does not include

a category for student engagement that may have contributed to the collective teaching and learning community.

Consultation Questions (page 4 of 4)

Q10:  Do you agree with the assessment process proposed?

Yes

Question 10 further detail:

Q11:  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?

Not Answered

Question 11 further detail:

Q12:  Do you agree with the descriptions of the different TEF award ratings proposed in Figure 9?

No

Question 12 further detail:

The terms excellent and outstanding are too similar to allow for differentiation.

We think that the word excellent in the teaching excellence framework should not be a word used to describe activity not at the top of sector practice, it should be

used rarely and appropriately.

Our suggestions are:

Excellent

very Good

Meets
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