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TEF INTELY NOT 

As of 14/10/2016 

 

Executive Summary 

The Teaching Excellence Framework (the TEF) is a fundamental element of the 
Higher Education and Research Bill that is currently making its way through 
parliament. Its introduction will allow a variance in the amount that universities can 
raise tuition fees depending on the TEF award they receive. 

However, the TEF has been accused of being a ‘Trojan Horse’ for raising fees by 
Gordon Marsden MP and the metrics used within it are simply proxies of teaching 
quality. They decidedly do not actually measure an excellent educational experience, 
and the issues with the metrics are as follows: 
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This paper argues that the University of Manchester should reject the TEF for a 
multitude of reasons. It is an uncertain and immature pilot project, imposed onto the 
Higher Education sector by a government which has largely ignored consultation 
from experts in the field. It ignores the precarious post-Brexit Higher Education 
climate and it strongly contradicts our social responsibility agenda. 

In its rejection of the TEF, the University of Manchester would put itself aside from 
other institutions as a university that prioritises its responsibility for quality and for the 
experience of its staff and students ahead of meagre financial gain. 

This paper additionally sets out alternative paths for the University to explore, and an 
alternative approach to measuring an excellent education experience. 
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Introduction 

The purpose of this 15-page document is to explain and demonstrate the possible 
consequences that the implementation of the TEF (Teaching Excellence Framework) 
will have at the University of Manchester, and to advocate the rejection of the TEF at 
the University of Manchester. 

There is no doubt that more emphasis has to be placed on the importance and value 
of teaching quality at universities, and that measuring an excellent educational 
experience is a vital element of Higher Education culture that needs to be 
addressed. But the flawed TEF will not deliver an adequate, simple or sustainable 
way of measuring such excellence. 

In fact, many believe that the TEF is simply a mechanism with which the government 
will be able to raise tuition fees and further the markitisation of education. As Dr. 
Joshua Forstenzer states,  

‘its main consequence will be to justify increased fees. As the National Union 
of Students said in its response: “The primary object of the TEF is to permit an 
increase in tuition fees, rather than the stated aim of improving teaching 
quality.” Similarly, Gordon Marsden MP, shadow minister for higher education 
and skills, has called the proposals a “Trojan horse for raising fees.”’1 

Significantly, universities do not have to take part in the TEF if they don’t want to. 
They can also choose to start taking part in later years. 

Despite its flaws, the main reasons universities might support the TEF are twofold: 
firstly, universities are essentially being held to ransom – either they engage with the 
TEF, or they will be seen as outsiders in the Higher Education market. Secondly, 
many are in favour of finding a way of measuring teaching quality, but there are 
currently no alternatives to the TEF circling around the Higher Education sector. 

This document will therefore strive to suggest alternative ways an excellent 
educational experience should be quantified. 

 

Contents 
What is the ‘Higher Education and Research Bill’ and the ‘Teaching Excellence 
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1 https://www.theguardian.com/science/political-science/2016/feb/23/why-the-teaching-excellence-
framework-is-flawed 

http://www.nusconnect.org.uk/resources/quality-doesn-t-grow-on-fees-nus-response-to-he-green-paper
http://www.nusconnect.org.uk/resources/quality-doesn-t-grow-on-fees-nus-response-to-he-green-paper
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/education-34733096
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1. What is the ‘Higher Education and Research Bill’ and 
the ‘Teaching Excellence Framework’? 

The Higher Education and Research Bill was introduced by Jo Johnson MP as the 
Green Paper in November 2015. Its current form as the White Paper is entitled 
‘Success as a Knowledge Economy’. 

As well as creating a new ‘Office for Students’ and other concerning proposals, the 
Bill will link the newly created Teaching Excellence Framework (TEF) with an 
increase in fees.  

There are issues with all of the proposals set out in the Higher Education and 
Research Bill, but this chapter will exclusively focus on the TEF and its fundamental 
link with tuition fees.  

The TEF is a new framework introduced to measure the ‘teaching excellence’ at a 
university. It does not need legislation to be put into practice, but legislation IS 
needed to allow universities to put up their fees and that is why it is included in the 
Bill. 

Three core metrics will be used to measure ‘teaching excellence’: student 
satisfaction as provided by the National Student Survey (NSS), retention rates, and 
earnings and graduate outcomes as assessed by the Destination of Leavers from 
Higher Education, or DLHE. 

These are then passed on, alongside a 15-page submission authored by the 
university, to a panel who will assign the university a TEF award.  
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Previously a university was to either obtain a ‘Meets Expectations’, ‘Excellent’ or 
‘Outstanding’ rating. Now the awards will be categorized as Bronze, Silver or Gold 
and this award will determine to what extent the university will be able to raise its 
fees. 

However, there is scrutiny around squeezing all the complexities and unique aspects 

of universities into three clumsy categories. 

As Ant Bagshaw, Deputy Director of Wonkhe, points out,  

“The medal system might satisfy an ‘all must have prizes’ mentality, but it 

risks forcing what is actually a fine-grained judgement into three uneasy 

buckets: will the sector really bear the idea that more than half of its 

‘excellence’ is merely Silver? That’s the anticipated distribution, with 20% 

Bronze, 50-60% Silver and 20-30% Gold.”2 

Those who obtain a silver or gold award will be able to raise fees. Those who do not 

will either remain at £9000 or even have to reduce their fees.  

[NOTE: These tables are copied from http://wonkhe.com/blogs/analysis-tef-and-

tuition-fees/ and are from when the Bronze, Silver and Gold awards were called 

Meets Expectations, Excellent and Outstanding] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Effectively, the ‘increase’ in fees will be aligning the financial contribution of students 

with inflation, so the real value of fees will not increase at all.  

                                                   
2 http://wonkhe.com/blogs/trials-and-commendations-the-tef-technical-consultation-response/ 

http://wonkhe.com/blogs/analysis-tef-and-tuition-fees/
http://wonkhe.com/blogs/analysis-tef-and-tuition-fees/
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Nevertheless, harnessing financial incentives to the TEF means that universities may 

skew their allocation of funding, recruitment and overall strategies to fit the TEF 

agenda, because the TEF rating will heavily influence the financial lifeline for the 

universities. This may come to the detriment of what is actually beneficial to 

students, staff, and the broader educational experience. 

There are real concerns that the TEF will not do what it says on the tin – the metrics 

used within it measure proxies of teaching excellence rather than the actual quality 

of the educational experience, and it may prove more harmful than productive. From 

the previous Guardian article, Dr. Forstenzer adds that the metrics 

‘are not neutral proxies for an agreed-upon notion of excellence, but 

purposeful choices designed to encourage students to think and behave as 

customer‐investors, hoping to make a return on investment while having an 

enjoyable customer experience. By using predominantly market criteria, the 

TEF risks eclipsing the wider social and personal purposes of higher 

education.’ 

Moreover, the TEF is complicated, messy and heavily bureaucratic – charateristics 

that supporters of free market strategies will find undesirable. Any attempts to make 

the marketisation of the Higher Education sector simple and consistent is an 

inherently difficult task due to the complexities and diversity of all the different 

universities in the country.  

The TEF is a framework imposed on a sector by the government. It has not been 

constructed by experts in the field who know teaching excellence the best. It is 

founded on rushed, ideological approaches, not careful consultation or risk-based 

assessments. It is therefore unsustainable: if another party comes to power, the TEF 

is likely to be altered significantly or dismantled to satisfy that party’s ideology and 

agenda. 
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The next chapter will explore how the metrics of the TEF can be damaging to an 

institution due to its inadequacies and incompetence at measuring ‘teaching 

excellence’, and analyse how it will affect the educational experience at Manchester 

in particular. 

 

 

2. Why are the metrics used in the TEF inadequate and 
harmful for the educational experience at the 
University of Manchester? 

As highlighted previously, harnessing the TEF to tuition fees will be dangerous as 

effectively this would force universities to fall in line with a flawed framework in order 

to receive crucial funding. 

 

 

 

 

 

Despite the endeavour to establish financial incentives to deliver teaching 

excellence, each of the three core metrics have potentially harmful consequences 

which may actually do the opposite and damage the educational experience. 

 

The National Student Survey (NSS) 

Each year, universities encourage final year students to fill out the NSS to rate their 

overall experience at the university. It measures the level of student satisfaction at a 

university and is used in most national league tables. Due to this, many universities 

rely on the NSS to recruit students for the next year and to receive their central 

income stream. 

The NSS is very useful for holding universities to account and to analyse which 

departments or programmes need improvement. 
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However, there is evidence that student feedback is unconsciously biased, 

discriminating against female and BME staff.34 Women and BME get rated worse 

than their male and white counterparts, so their courses get lower NSS scores, 

which will affect the overall TEF rating. In the long run, universities will essentially be 

'punished' financially for hiring female and BME staff. 

In addition, the NSS does not explicitly measure teaching quality – just student 

satisfaction with the university experience. It is therefore entirely subjective and 

temperamental. Studies have already revealed that students who get bad grades 

rate their courses more negatively, regardless of the quality of teaching they 

received.5 

Sampling bias is yet another contentious issue: very satisfied or very unsatisfied 

students are more likely to fill in the survey,6 and low response rates and lack of 

motivation to fill in the survey properly means that the outcomes may not be 

representative of the student body.7 

Furthermore, the NSS is open to ‘gaming’ or manipulation. Students could either rate 

their satisfaction as negative to try and reduce the TEF rating and lower fees for 

future students; or they could rate their satisfaction as positive, to increase the 

prestige of their institution. 

Either way, there will be an inherent bias in completing the survey, which will pollute 

the assessment of teaching excellence at an institution. 

Indeed, delegates at the national conference for the National Union of Students 

(NUS) voted in favour of a motion that proposed a boycott of the NSS to 

demonstrate the fact that it can be deliberately manipulated. 

Due to all of these issues with the NSS, it is very troubling that it is given such a 

prominent position in the TEF. 

Another issue is that the relationship between students and staff might change, with 

staff anxious about making their students like them instead of focusing on delivering 

appropriate content. Staff might also be more inclined to give more positive feedback 

and marks if it will increase their NSS score.  

                                                   
3 http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10755-014-9313-4, from 
https://www.theguardian.com/higher-education-network/2016/apr/04/will-the-teaching-excellence-
framework-be-sexist  
4 https://www.timeshighereducation.com/news/biased-students-give-bme-academics-lower-nss-
scores-says-study  
5 http://psp.sagepub.com/content/26/11/1329.abstract 
6 http://www.npr.org/sections/ed/2014/09/26/345515451/student-course-evaluations-get-an-f 
7 http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/02602938.2015.1119801 

http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10755-014-9313-4
https://www.theguardian.com/higher-education-network/2016/apr/04/will-the-teaching-excellence-framework-be-sexist
https://www.theguardian.com/higher-education-network/2016/apr/04/will-the-teaching-excellence-framework-be-sexist
https://www.timeshighereducation.com/news/biased-students-give-bme-academics-lower-nss-scores-says-study
https://www.timeshighereducation.com/news/biased-students-give-bme-academics-lower-nss-scores-says-study
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Several critics have highlighted the possibility that staff might make courses easier 

so students rate them more favourably, in fear of bringing the TEF rating down with 

difficult or demanding content. 

As the Guardian puts it:  

“A focus on satisfaction can lead to an intellectual race to the bottom as 

lecturers are put under pressure to cut reading lists and shorten assessments. 

If students do not like reading whole books, then perhaps extracts will do. If 

they find essay-writing difficult, then lecturers should guide them step-by-step 

through what to write and how, rather than leaving them to work it out for 

themselves. If students do not like exams, then maybe a poster would 

suffice.”8 

There is no doubt that the NSS is a valuable tool for overseeing the student 

experience, but it should not have an instrumental role in the measuring of teaching 

excellence and the assignation of a TEF award. 

 

Retention and continuation rates 

Whether a student carries on with their course, whether they drop out of university or 

change their programme could be indicative on how well a course is run. 

A university’s ability to retain its students could be a sign that the university is a 

positive place in which to learn and develop and that sufficient support is in place for 

students when they encounter difficulties. 

But this coarse and unspecific tool is being used to measure teaching excellence, 

explicitly the ‘learning environment’, without taking into account the reasons for why 

a student drops out of a course, or out of university altogether. 

Students might decide to stop studying for health, personal or financial reasons; it 

could be little to do with the quality of teaching or the level of support available.  

There has been some research into this issue at the University of Manchester and it 

revealed that the reasons for leaving are understandably complex. 

A study between 2008 and 2011 showed that 23.2% of students left the university 

due to academic issues, while 59% of the reasons for non-continuation was due to 

reasons unrelated to teaching. 17.8% was for unknown reasons. 

                                                   
8 https://www.theguardian.com/higher-education-network/2015/aug/13/the-national-student-survey-
should-be-abolished-before-it-does-any-more-harm 
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If at least 59% of non-continuation is unrelated to teaching, measuring teaching 

excellence with this tool seems somewhat meaningless. 

The same study found that mature students have higher drop-out rates than young 

students. Whilst making retention rates a key element of the TEF might encourage 

the University to develop better support for these students, it could mean that the 

university would be less willing to accept these students during the recruitment 

process. These students may face discrimination as the university is concerned that 

they will affect the TEF score and therefore funding prospects, especially if the group 

consistently follows the same pattern in non-continuation. 

Additionally, some courses have a greater level of non-continuation that others. This 

may encourage universities to close such courses to redeem their TEF scores. 

It is clear that unrefined statistics on non-continuation are an inadequate metric with 

which to measure teaching excellence, and using them in the TEF to assign a fee 

level is very unadvisable. 

 

DLHE and graduate earnings 

The Destinations of Leavers from Higher Education (DLHE) is a body which 

assesses ‘positive’ graduate outcomes at universities. Graduates are consulted six 

months after graduating and are asked how they progressed after their time at 

university. 

‘Positive’ destinations are considered continuing education (such as taking up a 

Masters or PhD) or finding ‘positive’ employment. 

It is being used as a metric within the TEF to assess whether a university provides 

employable graduates. 

Employability is a key reason why people choose to attend university, and it should 

be a way in which students select which university would be best for them and their 

future prospects. 

But the DLHE only assesses students six months after graduation, which is not 

enough time for many students to find any decent employment, let alone ‘positive’ 

employment or a career. 

Additionally, the DLHE does not take into account personal networks, wealth and 

access needs. 

Some students will come from backgrounds where networks and opportunities will 

be available to them in abundance. Some will have enough money to afford to travel 
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to assessment days and interviews or take up unpaid internships to boost their work 

experience. Other will not have opportunities like these at all. 

Like the NSS, the DLHE can be ‘gamed’ by universities. Universities may choose to 

only contact graduates who enrolled in degrees which inherently provide immediate 

employment, such as medicine, nursing and law. 

Universities may have to resort to closing courses which do not offer such immediate 

or ‘positive’ employment six months after graduation because such subjects reduce 

their TEF scores and therefore their funding. This would disproportionately affect 

Arts subjects. 

Another troubling aspect is the fact that graduate earnings are elemental in the 

structure of the TEF. The amount a person receives in income does not necessarily 

reflect the quality, or ‘positivity’ of their employment, let alone the quality of teaching 

they received at university. 

Earnings furthermore differ by region and by gender and ethnicity. 

For instance, graduates who start working in London where the living wage is higher 

will become graduates with higher earnings, and therefore be more valuable to their 

universities’ TEF scores. 

Finally, factors that affect income such as the gender and race pay gaps are not 

taken into account in this metric. The Complete University Guide has ‘conducted an 

analysis of how graduate employees in certain subject areas are paid according to 

gender’9, and found that women on average are paid £1,400 less than their male 

counterparts. 

Women and BME students will ultimately have a lower level of graduate earnings 

once they have left university. As this metric will determine how much a university 

will be allowed to charge in tuition fees and therefore receive in funding, universities 

will essentially be ‘punished’ for recruiting female and BME students, as they will 

contribute less to higher levels of graduate earnings. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   
9 http://www.thecompleteuniversityguide.co.uk/careers/what-do-graduates-do-and-earn/the-graduate-
gender-pay-gap/?mc_cid=8398c735e1&mc_eid=29f2928ece 
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To summarise 

Main issues of the core metrics of the TEF are: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NSS

• Can be 'gamed'

• Discriminates 
against female 
and BME staff

• Subjective

• Satisfaction is 
not the same as 
recognising 
quality

• Bad grades often 
incentivise bad 
NSS scores

• Very satisfied or 
very unsatisfied 
students more 
likely to fill it in

• Staff pressured 
to be 'liked'

Retention rates

• Do not necesarily 
reflect quality of 
learning 
environment

• Does not take 
into account 
personal or 
financial reasons 
for non-
continuation

DLHE & earnings

• Can be 'gamed'

• Does not take 
into account 
personal 
networks, wealth 
or access

• 6 months is 
inadequate time 
to discover 
'positive' 
graduate 
outcomes

• Income does not 
reflect prowess 
or quality of 
teacing

• Does not take 
into account pay 
gaps or regional 
disparity in pay
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3. Why should the University of Manchester reject the 
TEF? 

The Higher Education Bill will lead to the biggest shake-up in the sector for decades 
– and, in the opinion of many, for the worse. 

The TEF and its link with fees have the potential for ruining the educational 
experience at universities for both students and staff, and for propelling the 
marketisation of education into the most dangerous waters ever encountered in the 
UK.  

The University of Manchester Students’ Union heavily advocates the rejection of the 
TEF at the University of Manchester. 

As well as the reasons to refuse the implementation of the TEF based on its flaws as 
highlighted on pages 6-11, there are other factors which add to the argument, 
including the climate of uncertainty, the university’s social responsibility, the 
government’s rushed approach, and other paths the university can explore. 

 

Uncertainty and immaturity 

One of the few virtues of the TEF is that a university can decide to engage with the 
framework in later years. If the University of Manchester is reluctant to reject the TEF 
permanently, we urge it to at least reject participation until a later date. 

There have been significant developments since the summer in relation to the 
political climate: most of all, the announcement that Article 50 will be triggered in 
March 2017. This will have unpredictable effects on the Higher Education sector, 
from EU financial arrangements and status to the experience of EU and international 
students. To launch the TEF at the University of Manchester at the same time as 
coping with these effects is extremely unwise and could put severe pressures on 
students and staff. 

We implore the university to wait until the effects of Brexit become clear before 
laying another unpredictable and harmful burden on its shoulders. 

In addition, the TEF is being rushed ahead without proper consultation and 
development. Much of the advice universities have attempted to give the government 
on the construction of the TEF has been ignored. It is moreover understood that new 
metrics will be added to the framework in future years. 

It would be much more sensible for the University of Manchester to wait until the 
pilots of the TEF have been completed and the framework improves before engaging 
with it. As it stands now, the TEF is not adequate enough to be put into action and 
will have more negative than positive effects at the University. The University should 
wait so that the metrics and their link with fees will not distort behaviour; or at least 
wait until the metrics have been developed favourably. 
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Social Responsibility 

The University of Manchester is proud of its radical and political history. From the 
Suffragettes to the work of Alan Turing, the University has not shied away from 
social justice and radical innovation. 

We have always been different. We are champions for Widening Participation in the 
Russell Group and are scientific, social and international pioneers. 

The University is special with its emphasis on social responsibility. Its 2020 Strategic 
Vision aligns prestigious research and exemplary teaching with a desire to see the 
University invested in the public good. 

Our engagement with the TEF would contradict many of our Vision’s principles. 

Page 12 of the Strategic Vision highlights the importance to “ensure the highest 
quality experience for all of our students”10. The TEF will not encourage a high 
quality experience for students – only a costly and NSS-, retention- and DLHE-
orientated experience, which will not reflect quality but rather the government’s 
insistence on the marketisation of their education. 

It continues: “Staff appointments will reflect the fact that students are at the heart of 
the University”. Staff appointments after engaging with the TEF will reflect the need 
for the University to perform well in the NSS. Staff would need to be likeable, 
charismatic, unchallenging and lenient, and arguably fulfil certain demographic 
criteria.  

Page 18 delves into its desire to “Develop and embed a performance-orientated 
culture, including recognising and rewarding real performance and contribution”. The 
TEF would mean that the University would not reward real performance and 
contribution; the University would be rewarded for orientating itself towards the TEF’s 
agenda, so performance would be harnessed to the TEF’s definition of excellence. 

Rejecting the implementation of the TEF would demonstrate the University’s 
commitment to these principles, and we would continue and consolidate our 
reputation as a university which centres on social responsibility. 

 

What can the University do instead? 

If the University of Manchester decides to reject the TEF on the basis of all the 
reasons put forward in this document, it will not be able to increase the amount of 
fees it charges its students. The fees will remain at £9000 a year. 

The institution will not receive a TEF award and will not be able to be compared to 
other universities based on the TEF’s benchmarks, and will not compete in this 
undesirable market. 

But the University can advertise itself as a class apart from the TEF.  

It can advertise itself as a defender of staff and student groups who will suffer under 
the TEF.  

                                                   
10 http://documents.manchester.ac.uk/display.aspx?DocID=11953 
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It can pride itself in not doing its students and staff a disservice by running headlong 
into a rushed, stubborn and ill-conceived framework.  

It can demonstrate that it knows teaching quality, and that is why it will not engage 
with the TEF – a framework that decidedly does not know teaching quality. 

It can demonstrate that it values all courses, not just those who provide ‘positive 
graduate outcomes’. 

It can refuse to accept the imposition of a framework which was constructed based 
on an ideological agenda, rather than the consultation of sector experts, and refuse 
to abide by the controlling dominance of the government. 

As one commentator has implored, it is time for the sector to “stop relying on quiet 
lobbying and get truly political for a change […] all those reforms are ideologically 
driven and demand a political response”. 11 

The University would understandably be worried about its reputation and standing in 
the national and international sector. 

It values reputation from a “weighted portfolio of measures, including reputation 
surveys, independent polling, and league tables”.  But the University would not stop 
recording surveys such as the NSS which can be included in league tables. 
Prospective students would still be able to measure up the University against others 
on league tables, and its national and global standing would not be compromised.  

On the contrary, rejecting engagement of the TEF could be a once-in-a-lifetime 
opportunity for the University.  

It can determine itself as a class apart from universities that engage with the TEF – 
not Bronze, Silver or Gold university but a Platinum university: a university that has 
a strong place in the league tables, world-renowned research but that uniquely puts 
its responsibility for social good and for delivering a quality service to its students 
ahead of meagre financial gain, or riding on the tails of a terrible teaching framework. 

The University highlights the importance of recruiting “outstanding scholars who 
understand the attractions of working in a university that values student education”.  

This Vision principle would be accomplished in rejecting the TEF: the University 
would prove that it really does value student education, and ultimately wields a 
unique strength of integrity against national pressures.  

Outstanding principles towards its staff and students will attract outstanding scholars 
and teachers. Would a lecturer choose to work at a university which employs the 
TEF, and have their work and teaching methods scrutinised against such an unfair 
and flawed framework, or a prestigious university which does not? 

The University of Manchester Students’ Union shares many aspects of the Strategic 
Vision in its own ethos, and we will continue to work in collaboration with the 
University to develop and enhance the broader student experience as a critical 
partner and delivery agent for progress. 

 

                                                   
11 http://wonkhe.com/blogs/universities-are-losing-the-war-over-international-students-time-to-win-the-
peace/?mc_cid=a6598e2d84&mc_eid=79fe2f9994 
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What is teaching quality? 

There is no doubt that a framework for measuring an excellent educational 
experience would be immensely valuable for the Higher Education sector. However 
we consider the TEF inadequate at delivering this endeavour, and encourage its 
rejection based on this fact – but if not the TEF, what framework should be used? 

Firstly, the measurements, whether they are qualitative or quantitative, should be 
debated and decided on by experts of the Higher Education sector: academics, 
tutors, teaching and learning staff, and students – not the government.  

Such an important framework should not be imposed on universities by civil servants 
and politicians who do not know enough about the sector, and who are driven by 
ideological agendas more than evidence and careful consultation. This would make 
the framework more sustainable; if the party in power changes, the framework would 
be able to remain consistent, lessening the possibility of upheavals and time-
consuming bureaucratic adjustments.  

The framework should also be open for adaptation as the sector evolves. It would 
need to take into account its discrepancies and how it would distort behaviour at 
ground level, and ensure it would not discriminate against different groups of 
students or staff. 

The TEF is inadequate in one more vital aspect: its name. A sole focus on ‘teaching 
excellence’ narrows the scope of judging the excellence of an institution: the 
framework should encapsulate the entire educational experience. 

As such, proxies of the educational experience should be presented alongside 
tangible measurements of teaching excellence. 

At the University of Manchester, we would have forums with students, teaching and 
learning staff and academics to discuss what ‘excellence educational experiences’ 
are, and how they can be measured. Surveys will be released to question what 
matters in teaching and learning, and what all our stakeholders consider truly 
important in an excellence educational experience. 

So far, we have found these possible measurements of such excellence: 

 Good practice 
 Peer reviews 
 Unit surveys 
 Student-led teaching awards 
 The number of staff in teaching roles that have teaching qualifications 
 A sufficient Learning Gain metric 
 Student leadership initiatives 

This list is not complete or comprehensive, and whether these suggestions will be 
adequate or successful ways of measuring the educational experience is up for 
debate – a debate we wholeheartedly welcome. 

We would not harness these metrics to fees. Financial incentives will not be an 
acceptable way to consolidate the importance of a quality educational experience at 
university. They may be used for prospective students to judge where to apply, and 
to measure up universities to a standard, but linking crucial funding to a framework 
that measures education is an unhealthy procedure to pursue. 


