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About HEPI

•UK’s only specialist higher education think tank

•Non-partisan charity, based in Oxford

• Supported by 120 HEIs across the UK & trusted corporates 
with a long-term commitment to work with the sector

•Busy events programme – e.g. annual conference, 
roundtables, policy briefing days, parliamentary debates

• Lively blog – recent posts on wellbeing, grade inflation and 
tuition fees (write one for us and sign up! www.hepi.ac.uk)

•Published 18 research-led policy papers in 2017

http://www.hepi.ac.uk/






• Established in 2006, so now in its 
12th year

• Surveys over 14,000 full-time 
undergraduate students in all years 
of study (not just final year 
students like the NSS)

•Available to download for free at 
www.hepi.ac.uk (Publications tab)

http://www.hepi.ac.uk/


TEF and value for money



TEF awards 
and staff 

traits



Previous HEPI research on the TEF

Dec 2015 Jan 2016 Jan 2016 Feb 2016 Sept 2016



‘Going for Gold’ Report (Oct 2017)

• The first detailed analysis of the 
‘provider submissions’ submitted by 
institutions as part of the TEF (Year 2) 
assessment process.

• Reveals the key themes, types of 
evidence and presentation styles 
used in the most ‘successful’ 
submissions.

• Cracks the code to TEF success!



The role of the provider submissions



What to do with a blank canvas?

• The TEF was especially 
challenging last year because 
institutions were not able to 
learn from earlier rounds.

• Institutions only had a set font, 
set margin sizes and a 
maximum limit of 15 pages.



Some key TEF (Year 2) facts

• In total, 299 HE & FE colleges took part in the TEF.

• Of these 134 were HE institutions.

• Among HEIs, 46 got Gold, 67 secured Silver and 25 took Bronze.

• Roughly one-quarter (34) of HEIs moved up or down a TEF award 
on the basis of their provider submissions:
• 33 moved up one award place (either from Bronze to Silver, or from Silver to Gold)

• 1 moved up two award places (from Bronze to Gold)

• 1 moved down one award place (from Silver to Bronze)



Institutions in the study

University of the Arts London University of Birmingham

University of Bedfordshire University of Derby

Bournemouth University Edge Hill University

University of Bristol Imperial College London

Leeds Beckett University Newcastle University

University College London Royal Veterinary College



What I looked for…

1. Key themes 

2. Types of evidence

3. Presentation styles



1. Key themes



Teaching, of course!

Demonstrations of good quality teaching included:

1. Research-led teaching (but not necessarily high REF 
scores)

2. Examples of co-creation

3. A focus on teaching employment contracts



Digital technologies

1. Virtual Learning 
Environments (VLEs)

2. Video Platforms

3. iPad connectivity

4. Mobile apps

Institutions were praised for their ‘strategic investment in 
infrastructure’ and ‘innovative learning technologies’ 
including:



Student-led investment/development

1. Use students to conduct 
market research

2. Have a student 
communication team

Teaching/study spaces designed with student input helped 
to demonstrate an ‘embedded culture of student 
engagement’ and ensure usability.

Some institutions:



Student support

Highlighting dedicated student support initiatives helped 
to illustrate an inclusive learning environment and a 
culture that facilitates personalised learning. Examples:

1. Peer mentoring / Peer-assisted 
learning

2. Personal academic tutors

3. Disability support schemes

4. Dedicated support for LGTB+ / 
BME students



Employability

• Mentoring schemes with employers to give 
students an insight into professions (e.g. Law)

• Work experience/Paid internships
• Community engagement (e.g. with social 

enterprises, charities and community groups)
• Readiness for work/entrepreneurial schemes
• Enterprise boot camps/Start-up schemes
• Support for students long after graduation

Careers services were key to demonstrating employability 
initiatives, including:



2. Types of evidence



The usual suspects?

Institutions drew on data from other sector bodies to 
support their claims of excellence. These included:

• QAA endorsement
• DHLE data / LEO data
• HEA UK Student Engagement Survey
• HESA UK Performance Indicators
• NSS data
• UCAS data
• SCONUL data
• …even HEPI data (Student Academic Experience Survey)!



Costs and expenditure

Leeds Beckett spent

• £945,379 on e-books

• £82,837 on student-led 
purchasing

…while UCL spent

• £9,907,992 on information 
resources

Libraries, in particular, were looked on to provide precise 
costings for investment in resources. For example we know:



Data analytics

•Download rates

• Library usage figures

• Library service requests

•Viewings ratings

•Website visits/page views

•Participation rates

Some of the data used to demonstrate services are being 
used by students included:



Quotes and statements

Praise can come from:

•Notable alumni

•Current students

• Students’ unions

Some of the most powerful evidence comes from the 
people you work with…



3. Presentation styles



Some features

There is no winning formula when it comes to a provider 
submission. However my advice would be:

• Have a vision and explain it
• Take ownership of achievements as well as areas for 

improvement
• Don’t be afraid to acknowledge shortcomings
• Show pride in your work
• Above all, express your individuality



Some final thoughts
• The TEF provider submission assessment is a very human 

process – it is written by humans and read by humans.

• Emotion is key.

•Perhaps when writing them it is helpful to think less about 
the Gold, Silver and Bronze awards on offer and more 
about how we want people to feel about our institutions…
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