
HE Academy consultation 
	1
	We are unconvinced that the Framework represents the best way to “demonstrate the professionalism that staff bring to the support of the student learning experience”, which may be demonstrated in a wide variety of ways.  Many staff within higher education demonstrate such professionalism without making reference to the Framework, or seeking accreditation. 

We also question the statement that the Framework is a means to support consistency and quality of the student experience.  Whilst it may make a contribution to overall quality, the Framework is a relatively unimportant aspect of this, and equivalent outcomes could be achieved in other ways.  The implication of the statement is that the Framework is integral, which we do not believe to be the case. 



	2
	We have a number of observations about the Framework, which are recorded in the following answers.  However, it is not for the Network to comment more generally. 



	3
	For the Framework to have general application, it is imperative that it references the broader focus of the academic role.  In this sense, the recognition of academic practice in its wider sense is welcome. 



	4
	We agree that external examiners should be inducted into their role, and should receive training.  However, we do not consider that this should be part of this Framework.  It is for individual institutions to determine how academic staff are inducted both to their duties, and to broader quality assurance processes such as external examining.  Given the very wide variations in external examining arrangements, both by institution but more importantly by discipline, we consider that any general principles would be so broad as to be of very limited use, especially in this context.  We also note that not all academic staff will wish to become external examiners, and this is not a key requirement of their role. 


	5
	In principle, these are sound expectations for staff training and development.  However, we question whether it is the Academy’s role to propose a formal requirement in this area.  We note the general move to greater flexibility and less central regulation, and are surprised that the Academy considers it appropriate to propose the introduction of an unwieldy and highly regulated structure.  In particular, we are concerned that the imposition of formal requirements can encourage a culture of “box-ticking” to meet external expectations, at the expense of focusing on the primary aim of ensuring high quality outcomes. 


	6
	The selection of appropriate learning and teaching methods, including new technologies, is a fundamental expectation of all staff with teaching responsibilities.  It is not for the Network to comment further on this. 


	7
	It is clear that “sustainability”, or “global citizenship”, is a requirement of the syllabus, and should be integrated within the learning experience for all students. The Network agrees that an understanding of its importance, and development of the ability to engage students with it effectively, are essential elements of a high quality learning experience. However its inclusion within a framework which is intended to apply to anyone delivering a teaching session, including short-term graduate teachers, must allow for a proportionate approach.
We note that the precise meaning of both terms (“sustainability” and “global citizenship) may be contested; and question whether it would be valid to say that anyone who does not subscribe to a particular view should not be accredited as a teaching practitioner, especially within an expert area.  


	8
	We consider that there are many ways in which good teaching can be measured; these include teaching observation, but also through student feedback (formal evaluations, and feedback to liaison committees) and student results.  We suggest that making the completion of an accredited programme a requirement is both unrealistic and unnecessary.  It may also put inappropriate emphasis on just one aspect of academic practice; any measure of ‘teaching capability’ needs to recognise the multifaceted nature of teaching. 
We are surprised at the Academy’s apparent belief that institutions do not take the teaching of undergraduate students extremely seriously.  Both probationary academic staff, and postgraduate students acting as teachers, would be supported in their new role, and there is a clear obligation on the institution / department to maintain the quality of teaching.  We are not confident that the proposals here would strengthen the provision currently available, or the support provided.  QAA Institutional Audit has not found systematic failings in institutional practice in supporting staff in teaching.
We are unclear about the recommendation that staff with teaching responsibility should be “given opportunities to gain a teaching qualification”.  It is not obvious how this is to be interpreted.  Many of those within the group here mentioned will be on fractional posts, with a few hours each week spent teaching.  It would be unrealistic to suppose that an institution could support such staff in undertaking a qualification, either in terms of cost or of time.  There may be some staff with teaching responsibility for whom this would be a valid option, but this should be determined by the institution on a case-by-case basis. 



	9
	We question whether the information proposed here would be of value.  

We are astonished that, at a time of austerity and when all organisations are looking to implement leaner, effective and fit-for-purpose systems, the Academy is proposing a heavily bureaucratic model for which no demand has been identified.  The only rationale for the proposal appears to come from the Academy’s own “consideration” (para 5.9), rather than any research.  Given the significant budget cuts which the HEA has faced, and the regrettable closure of the subject centres, many of which were highly valued by staff, this appears to be a counter-intuitive move which does not reflect the key concerns of higher education institutions, or their main stakeholders.   

We are not aware of any evidence that the completion of Academy accredited provision corresponds to higher rates of student satisfaction with teaching.  The recent paper Dimensions of Quality by Graham Gibbs, published through the Academy, suggests a number of features of departments with high quality teaching, which include “whether teaching is valued and rewarded, whether teachers regularly talk to each other about teaching and its improvement...” (para 7.7).  We are not aware of any evidence that the proposals presented here would support this outcome.  

Prospective students will be provided with considerable information to enable them to make informed choices, but there is concern within the sector that this information may not always be well understood.  Intuitively one might expect that the NSS outcomes on the quality of teaching would be a better and more reliable measure.



	10
	We consider that this is a sensible proposal, although it does not relate strongly to the majority of this consultation. 



	11
	We are not convinced that the proposed revisions will gain great credence within the higher education sector, and in consequence we consider it unlikely that many staff will wish to be considered for recognition at the higher levels of this scale.  This is not a reflection of the importance in which teaching is held, or its relation to other duties; but it is a realistic assessment of the extent to which Academy recognition is valued by many academic staff.  However, this is a matter on which other respondents will be better placed to comment in detail. 


	12
	We do not consider that the Network should comment on this proposal. 


Additional comments
We are very disappointed to make such a negative response to a formal consultation.  However, we consider that the following over-arching points must be made:
a) We acknowledge that the Browne Report made reference to the UKPSF, and its potential value.  Specifically, Browne noted that “The HE Academy has developed a professional standards framework which can be used for accrediting individual institutions’ own teaching development activity so that it meets a nationally recognised minimum standard.”  The report continues with the proposal that, “it will be a condition of receipt of income from the Student Finance Plan for the costs of learning that institutions require all new academics with teaching responsibilities to undertake a teaching training qualification accredited by the HE Academy, and that the option to gain such a qualification is made available to all staff – including researchers and postgraduate students – with teaching responsibilities.”  

However, the Browne Report has not been adopted by the Coalition Government, and these proposals have yet to be considered (although they may be covered by the White Paper).  The consultation appears to be taking place in a vacuum.  The Quality in Higher Education Group is overseeing a wide range of consultations and developments in relation to higher education, and seeking to ensure that these developments remain consistent with one “big picture” of the future.  It is extremely disappointing that the Academy does not seem to be engaging in that same complex but coherent structure, and instead is making proposals which take no account of other developments.  In short, the Academy appears to be talking to itself and its “trusted advisers”, and anticipates the imposition of a structure which will secure its own future.

b) We also note that this Framework, in itself, is clearly inadequate as an arbiter of a nationally recognised minimum standard.  In all other areas of learning and teaching, the equivalent document (probably the subject benchmark statement) is used as a reference point, but the proposed provision is considered in detail by a validation panel, and the outcomes confirmed by an external examiner.  Precise outcomes are not prescribed, although expectations are set; and the means of achieving these outcomes are left to the individual institution, responding to their own context.  This process works well, as is evidenced on a regular basis by QAA Institutional Audit reports.  We are unclear why teaching in higher education should be any different; and we are surprised that the Academy is seeking to become yet another regulator in the sector.  

c) There is little evidence cited throughout the consultation document in support of any of the proposals.  We would assume that the purpose of any revisions to the Framework would be that these would lead to an improvement in the learning and teaching experience of students, especially given the plans for higher education funding.  However, we have been unable to find such evidence (and indeed, even recent work published by the Academy has not been referenced).  Many of the proposals appear highly bureaucratic and managerialist, and we are concerned that the major outcome will be a cumbersome database which is likely to be out of date almost before it is complete.  We do not see how this is likely to have a positive impact on quality. 

d) We are disappointed to note that this consultation has been very poorly publicised and circulated within the higher education community.  Indeed, it is not even flagged on the front page of the Academy’s website, and can only be located using the search facility.  This does not suggest a desire for a genuine debate with the sector about how this work can and should be taken forward, but implies a more inward looking process. 

e) As a final point, we note that the proposals contained within this document appear to mark a new departure or direction for the HE Academy.  It is both surprising and disappointing that this consultation was launched after the decision had already been taken to close the subject centres.  Indeed, the discussion and development which could have been encouraged through these centres may have led to a considerable enhancement to the quality of learning experience, and of teaching directly, through regular engagement with others from the same field.  This alternative, paper-based and overly cumbersome process is unlikely to have a comparably strong or valuable outcome. 


