
 

 

 

Draft NCCPE response to 
the KEF consultation 

 
 

  

www.public.engagement.ac.uk 

24/02/19 



 

 

 
 

 

This document contains the NCCPE’s draft response to the current KEF consultation. We 

hope you find it useful in informing your own response.  We also very much hope that you 

will feed back your comments to us so that we can improve what we submit later in March. 

We have also published two other documents which you might find helpful: 

• A summary of our response: this document distils what we are saying about the Public 

Engagement perspective.  This will be useful if you want to look in detail at just this aspect of 

the KEF. 

• A briefing pack about the KEF: we have prepared this briefing pack to translate the 

consultation document for a non- HE audience, and to provide some prompts for a 

discussion about it. 

 

Please do consider these different options for feeding in your response 

• Respond directly to the consultation.  You can respond online here: 

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/KEFconsultation2019/.  The closing date is March 

14th 

• Feed your comments back to us: we would be keen to reflect your views in our 

submission. We also plan to publish a short report that summarises the feedback we 

have received, as the online response form has very strict word limits 

• Please encourage your partners to engage with the consultation.  The KEF is 

intended to support partners to engage with the HE sector.  Feeding in their views is 

therefore critical.  Please encourage them to respond or to feed their views back to 

us, using the briefing pack if that is helpful 

 

Please contact: nccpe.enquiries@uwe.ac.uk  

If you want us to incorporate your feedback please send it to us by close of play on Friday 

8th March. 

 

 

 

 

https://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/sites/default/files/publication/summary_of_draft_nccpe_response_to_kef_consultation.pdf
https://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/sites/default/files/publication/kef_briefing_pack_2019.pdf
https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/KEFconsultation2019/
https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/KEFconsultation2019/
mailto:nccpe.enquiries@uwe.ac.uk


Q.4 KEF PURPOSE 

Do you consider that the KEF as outlined will fulfil its stated purposes?  

 To provide universities with new tools to understand, benchmark and improve 
their performance.  

 To provide business and other users with more information on universities.  

 To provide greater public visibility and accountability.  
 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 
No opinion 

To provide universities 

with new tools to 

understand, 

benchmark and 

improve their 

performance. 

              X 

 

   

To provide businesses 

and other users with 

more information on 

universities. 

      x       

 

   

To provide greater 

public visibility and 

accountability. 

           X    

 

   

 

Please provide a commentary in relation to your scores above. (400 word limit)  
 

 We see potential in the KEF being used as a strategic tool by institutions to identify 
distinctive features of their KE provision and compare their activity with other 
similar institutions.  In the case of Public and Community Engagement, the proposed 
metric is of limited value, and we propose an alternative approach below 

 The KEF will provide centralised and standardised information which partners and 
the public more generally could access.  However, as currently configured, we are 
not confident that the information is sufficiently tailored to the interests and needs 
of these potential audiences, so it is not likely to achieve this objective.  We suggest 
below how the content relating to Public and Community engagement might be 
configured differently to better meet this objective, but we think this will need more 
user testing   

 The proposed 7 dimensions do provide a useful articulation of the types of activity 
encompassed by knowledge exchange, and make a clear public case for these being 
equally important.  This is a positive step, as it challenges a widely held view that 
knowledge exchange is primarily about commercialisation and technology transfer 



 If the intention is to use the KEF to exercise accountability, then it makes sense to 
consider linking it to funding (longer term, once the methodology is proven). 
However, there are risks with doing this given how relatively crude the proposed 
metrics are, and the decision not to assess or evaluate the narrative statements, 
which provide more nuanced intelligence.  We would argue that if it is to be linked 
to funding, then some form of light touch review of these narratives would be 
necessary.  At the same time, linking it to funding would limit its potential as a 
developmental tool, as HEIs would be less likely to admit any weaknesses of gaps in 
their provision. 

 

5. AIMS AND OVERALL APPROACH OF THE KNOWLEDGE EXCHANGE FRAMEWORK (KEF)  

Overall approach 

The KEF consultation document describes the overall approach as being an annual, 
institutional level, largely metrics driven exercise, although noting that narrative will have an 
important role. More background may be found in the report summarising the 
recommendations of the technical advisory group. Do you consider this overall approach to 
be appropriate? * 
 

Strongly disagree 

Disagree 

Somewhat disagree 

Somewhat agree 

Agree 

Strongly agree 

No opinion 

Please provide a commentary in relation to your scores above. (400 word limit)  
 

● We appreciate the considerate effort taken by Research England to develop a 
framework that aims to both make use of existing data and reduce burden on 
institutions.  

● However, until the proposed metrics are operationalised through the pilot it is hard 
to judge the robustness and usefulness of these metrics or to anticipate other 
(perhaps unintended) consequences of the proposed approach.  For instance, the 
reliance on metrics may cause an unintentional bias against small and specialist 
institutions whose KE outcomes are much harder to capture than in simple financial 
terms, although the clustering does help to mitigate against this.   

● Given the above, we welcome the inclusion of narrative elements within the 
framework.  However, the fact that these narratives will not be assessed limits their 
value. We suggest how this might be addressed below. 

● External perspectives from HE partners are not currently captured by the KEF. It 
would be interesting to consider how, longer term, a systematic way of capturing 



such feedback might be captured (for instance, using the net promoter score, an 
approach used in other sectors).  

● The limited involvement of partners in developing and shaping the KEF is a serious 
concern.  There is a risk that the KEF ends up reflecting what the HE sector thinks is 
important, not what partners need or value about the sector.  We have attempted 
to canvas views from some partner organisations in relation to the public and 
community engagement dimension, and report the results below, but this is a very 
limited sample. We recommend that significant user involvement should be factored 
into future iterations of the KEF 

 

6. CLUSTERING  

The English higher education sector is very diverse. We therefore propose to create clusters 

of knowledge exchange peer groups. The proposed clusters and clustering approach is 

detailed in the KEF consultation document. Please use the following questions to provide 

your feedback on our proposals. 

Please indicate your degree of support for the following aspects of our clustering 
approach. * 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

No 

opinion 

The conceptual 

framework that 

underpins the cluster 

analysis. 

              x       

The variables and 

methods employed in 

undertaking the 

cluster analysis. 

        x           

The resulting make-

up of the clusters, i.e. 

the membership. 

              x       

That the overall 

approach to 

clustering helps 

Research England to 

meet the stated 

purposes of the KEF 

and ensures fair 

comparison. 

            x        

  



Please provide commentary on any aspect of your scores above. If relevant please 
incorporate suggestions for alternative arrangements. (400 word limit)  
 

 We welcome the use of clustering in the KEF, linked to institution’s assets and 
capabilities for KE, as it makes the task of comparing very different types of 
institutions more intelligent and fair.  It could also allow for interesting intelligence 
to merge over time: for instance, do the different clusters have distinctively different 
approaches to community and public engagement, and if so, why is this? 

 The approach taken to developing the conceptual framework seems broadly fair and 
logical.  

 We did however note that two very significant variables were missing from the 
clustering methodology. 

 Firstly, we were surprised that the role of KE professional staff was not identified as 
a variable in the first dimension, ‘Scale and focus of existing knowledge base’.  The 
literature makes it clear that these professional roles are a critical factor in 
delivering effective knowledge exchange.  Universities invest significantly in these 
roles to deliver their KE strategies.  We would expect to see the number of such 
roles and their key functions being reflected in the variables. 

 We were also surprised by a significant omission in the second dimension, ‘Scale and 
focus of knowledge generation’: the proportion of submitting units achieving 3*/4* 
impact case studies in the REF.  It focuses instead only on the proportion of 4* 
research submitted by individual researchers. Given that the quality of impact 
achieved by HEIs is critically linked to their KE capabilities we are keen to understand 
why this was not incorporated into the methodology, and whether including it 
would have any impact on the clusters.  
 

  

7. Perspectives and metrics  

Knowledge exchange covers an extremely diverse range of activity and it is appropriate that 

some HEIs will perform more strongly in different areas that align more closely with their 

mission and strategic goals. We have therefore proposed a range of seven perspectives. The 

following questions will seek your views on the number and range of perspectives and 

metrics proposed. 

 Perspectives  

 Research partnerships  

 Working with business  

 Working with the public and third sector  

 Skills, enterprise and entrepreneurship  

 Local growth and regeneration  

 IP and commercialisation  

 Public and community engagement  



Taking into account the overall range of perspectives and metrics outlined in the 
consultation document, do you agree or disagree that a sufficiently broad range of KE 
activities is captured. * 
 

 Strongly disagree 

 Disagree 

 Somewhat disagree 

 Somewhat agree 

 Agree 

 Strongly agree 

 No opinion 

 

Comments:  

 The seven perspectives provide a helpful categorisation of different types of KE 
activity, with some provisos noted below. They build sensibly on the existing 
literature about different categories / purposes of knowledge exchange 

 We agree that all seven perspectives should receive equal weighting.  Their function 
is to capture the broad range of KE activities being undertaken.  Weighting them 
equally will encourage a broad and balanced portfolio of KE activities across the 
sector. 

  However, it would have been helpful if the consultation document had provided a 
rationale for why these 7 perspectives have been chosen.  Compared with the 
clustering of institutions, which is robustly explained in the accompanying 
document, the perspectives lack an explicit rationale. This begs the question of how 
these perspectives were derived: 

o Do they, for instance, represent where the HE sector is currently investing its 
KE resources?  Do they capture roughly equivalent blocks of investment and 
activity? 

o Alternatively, is the key to their selection the fact that they were areas where 
metrics would be relatively easy to identify? 

o Or were they chosen to represent, broadly, the types of interaction and 
impact which Research England believes the HE sector should be attentive 
to? 

o Do they in any way represent what stakeholders in the system believe should 
be priorities for the HE sector to address – in effect, acting as a 
representation of ‘demand’ and ‘need’ from outside the sector? 

 Our impression is that, currently, they are something of a pragmatic ‘hybrid’ of these 
different motivations.  It would help if RE could provide a more robust articulation of 
the rationale for their selection. 



 Building on the above, we have some concerns that the perspective of ‘working 
with the public and third sector’ encompasses a disproportionately large portfolio 
of types of KE activity, incorporating as it does interaction with the cultural, health, 
local government, voluntary and education sectors.  We wonder if this could / 
should be broken down further to allow more room for these areas of activity to 
‘breathe’.   

 We are concerned by the lack of focus placed on partnerships between HEIs.   
Developing such collaborations and partnerships makes a critical contribution to the 
overall impact of the sector’s KE performance, and the vitality of the KE system.  It 
would be useful therefore if the KEF were able to capture and foreground this, 
perhaps as an additional perspective. Alternatively, if it is decided that an 
overarching narrative should be provided by HEIs to frame their KEF profile, then 
this might be included as an explicit prompt within this.  

  

Research partnerships  

Taking into account the range of metrics outlined in the consultation document for this 
perspective, please provided any comments on the balance and coverage of the proposed 
metrics. (400 word limit)  
 

 As argued above, we think that it could be helpful to include a third measure, to 
capture the extent and vitality of research partnerships with other HEIs. 
 

  

Working with business  

Taking into account the range of metrics outlined in the consultation document for this 
perspective, please provided any comments on the balance and coverage of the proposed 
metrics. (400 word limit)  
 

 No comment  

  

Working with the public and third sector  

Taking into account the range of metrics outlined in the consultation document for this 
perspective, please provided any comments on the balance and coverage of the proposed 
metrics. (400 word limit)  
 

 No comment  



  

Skills, enterprise and entrepreneurship  

Taking into account the range of metrics outlined in the consultation document for this 
perspective, please provided any comments on the balance and coverage of the proposed 
metrics. (400 word limit)  
 

● No comment  

  

Local growth and regeneration  

Taking into account the range of metrics outlined in the consultation document for this 
perspective, please provided any comments on the balance and coverage of the proposed 
metrics. (400 word limit)  

Note there is a separate question to consider the use of supplementary narrative.  
 

● No comment  

  

IP and commercialisation  

Taking into account the range of metrics outlined in the consultation document for this 
perspective, please provided any comments on the balance and coverage of the proposed 
metrics. (400 word limit)  
 

 No comment 

  

Public and community engagement  

Taking into account the range of metrics outlined in the consultation document for this 
perspective, please provided any comments on the balance and coverage of the proposed 
metrics. (400 word limit)  

Note there is a separate question to consider the use of supplementary narrative.  
 



We have reservations about the proposed metric (time per academic FTE committed to 

events, performances and museums and galleries): 

• These types of activities represent just a subset of the many types of public and 

community engagement which we would want to see reflected in the framework.  

For many HEIs these kinds of dissemination activities are just the ‘tip of the iceberg’, 

and don’t capture more interactive and collaborative types of activity    

• HEIs often do not have accurate ways of tracking staff time, raising concerns about 

the accuracy of the data 

• The inclusion of events in museums (which need to be ‘owned by the HEP’) could 

unfairly bias the framework in favour of the relatively small number of HEIs who 

own their own museums 

 

We think a more reliable metric could be provided by the use of a different HE-BCI metric: 

the survey already asks (Q.6): Does your HEP have a strategic plan for public and community 

engagement?  HEIs are asked to self-report against a five point scale. The existence of a 

strategy is, in our view, a more robust proxy indicator of ‘excellence’ in public and 

community engagement than the proposed metrics of hours dedicated to events. The 

narrative account could require them to justify the ranking they have provided and to 

provide more details of their strategic support.  There are of course limitations as this 

indicator relies on self-reporting.  However, it is a sensible first step. 

A further step would be to use the linked narrative statement to require more nuanced self-

reporting against a broader set of indicators, allowing an overall aggregate metric to be 

created.  In this way the narrative becomes a critical component in the assessment, rather 

than a de-coupled context setting device.    

HEIs could be invited to self-assess against these indicators on a scale of one to four (where 

1 is not in place; and 4 is fully realised).  Their overall ‘score’/metric would be the average of 

their assessments of their progress against the indicators.   

We suggest that the indicators might cluster into four groups, capturing key factors in 

effective support for public engagement: 

 Providing community access to your facilities and expertise. 

 Involving communities in your research and teaching 

 Commitment to partnership working and social responsibility 

 Working to the highest professional standards 

We elaborate on this in the narrative section below.   

 

 

 

 



8. SUPPLEMENTARY NARRATIVE  

We consider that for two perspectives, that on their own, the existing metrics do not 

provide sufficient measure of the scale and variety of activities undertaken by higher 

education institutions (HEIs).  

We intend to work with the sector to develop, where possible, metrics that will capture the 

outcomes derived from all types of knowledge exchange in the future. In the mean time we 

propose to supplement both the Local Growth & Regeneration and Public & Community 

Engagement perspectives by requesting a narrative statement from each provider to set out 

the main strategic goals, activities, outputs and potential outcomes achieved. 

Do you consider it appropriate for HEIs to provide narrative text to support the metrics in 
perspectives that don't currently have fully developed metrics? * 
 

    Strongly disagree 

    Disagree 

    Somewhat disagree 

    Somewhat agree 

    Agree 

    Strongly agree 

    No opinion 

  

Public and community engagement narrative  

Overall, is the guidance on the provision of narrative text for this perspective clear. * 
 

    Strongly disagree 

    Disagree 

    Somewhat disagree 

    Somewhat agree 

    Agree 

    Strongly agree 

    No opinion 

 



Please comment on the proposal to include narrative from HEIs for the public and 
community engagement perspective, in particular: - where further clarification is required- 
where refinements could be made- whether there are areas where more consistency across 
HEIs could be achieved (400 word limit)  
 

 

While we agree with the value of requesting a linked narrative, we would like to see it working 

harder on several fronts.  Rather than using the rather generic headings proposed in the 

consultation we suggest that the narrative template should: 

 Focus HEIs on a set of indicators that represent good practice in engagement, inviting them 

to self-report against these 

 Ensure these indicators address the critical dimension of support which external partners 

most value  

 Require that HEIs provide evidence and links for key indicators, to ensure transparency and 

usability   

We have published a draft template on our website.  We include below a sample of the kinds of 

indicators we are suggesting, derived from the existing literature: 

1. Providing community access to your facilities and expertise. 

• We have taken every effort to make our campus accessible and welcoming for the public 

• We have taken every effort to enable the public to access and make use of our sporting, 

cultural and other facilities and assets, and to signpost these opportunities  

• We have a transparent process for communities to contact the university and to have their 

enquiries dealt with promptly and professionally  

2. Involving communities in your research and teaching 

• We provide a clearly signposted and high quality portfolio of learning opportunities for the 

public, which are robustly evaluated  

• We seek to actively involve the public in our research and knowledge exchange activities, 

and provide expert support to facilitate this 

3. Commitment to partnership working and social responsibility 

• We have a systematic and managed approach to partnership working with civic, community 

and cultural partners in our region, and beyond 

• We have developed a set of principles which underpin our approach to partnership working,  

addressing issues such as payment, IP, equity and sustainability 

• Our procurement and employment practices seek to maximise benefits for our local 

communities  

• We have a strategy in place to direct our efforts to address equality and diversity in our 

interactions with wider society, and processes in place to monitor this 

4. Working to the highest professional standards 

• There is a strategic and operational plan in place for PE/CE  

• There is a budget allocated to PE / CE with explicit and ambitious targets 

• There is regular and systematic reporting on the activity and its impact, with agreed KPIs 

• There are specialist staff employed to provide support and advice  

 



We are aware of the risks that self –reporting will encourage HEIs to overestimate / inflate their 

performance, for reputational gain.  If the KEF is implemented as a self-improvement tool and is not 

linked to funding, then this risk would be mitigated. We also suggest that HEIs be asked to provide 

links to evidence to support their self-assessment.  A further safeguard would be to undertake a 

review of a sample of the submissions to monitor activity.   

 

Local growth and regeneration narrative  

Overall, is the guidance on the provision of narrative text for this perspective clear. * 
 

    Strongly disagree 

    Disagree 

    Somewhat disagree 

    Somewhat agree 

    Agree 

    Strongly agree 

    No opinion 

  

Please comment on the proposal to include narrative from HEIs for the local growth and 
regeneration perspective, in particular:  

 Where further clarification is required 

 Where refinements could be made 

 Whether there are areas where more consistency across HEIs could be achieved  
(400 word limit)  

 

We suggest that a similar approach might usefully be taken to the narrative and metric for 

this perspective as we have proposed above for public and community engagement.  A set 

of indicators could be derived from the literature about effective KE practice in this domain 

to allow the generation of another self-reported metric, and a narrative which provides 

useful context and evidence / links to back it up.   

A particularly useful source for these is the recently published final report of the Civic 

University Commission, which provides a useful typology of roles HEIs can play in their cities 

and regions.  We recommend that these be used to structure the narrative account in the 

https://upp-foundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Civic-University-Commission-Final-Report.pdf
https://upp-foundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Civic-University-Commission-Final-Report.pdf


KEF for this perspective.  We provide some possible indicators below for four different 

dimensions 

Supporting the educational growth of a place: which encompasses the institution's 

interaction with school aged population, and with mature learners, such as adult, 

community and lifelong learning; and to support skills and employment outcomes for local 

people 

• Our widening participation and ‘outreach’ activity seeks to actively contribute to 

attainment and employability of local populations  

• We have a strategic approach to deploying our staff and student expertise, research 

and other assets to boost overall attainment in our region  

• We take a strategic approach to meeting the skills and development needs of local 

employers and facilitate knowledge exchange through student placements in local 

organisations  

• We provide a clearly signposted and high quality portfolio of learning opportunities 

for local people at various stages of life, which are robustly evaluated 

• We seek to actively involve local publics and partners in our research, teaching and 

knowledge exchange activities, and provide expert support to facilitate this 

 

Supporting the economic life of a place: which encompasses the institution acting as a 

model employer and its procurement practices, its local ‘convening’ role, and its role as a 

leading and model economic actor 

• We are a living wage employer (4 or nothing) 

• We actively support staff and students to take up voluntary roles in the community 

• Our procurement policies activity seek to deliver value to our locality 

• We contribute actively to a range of local strategic partnerships (e.g. LEPs) 

• We provide significant support to local spin out companies and SMEs and help with 

attracting and retaining inward investors 

• We ensure our estate development plans have maximum impact on local place 

making and economic development 

 

Supporting the cultural wellbeing of a place: which encompasses the institution’s 

participation in and contribution to the cultural life of their areas; support for the cultural 

and creative and heritage sector through work with local partners and helping them to contribute 

to ‘place making’ 

• We seek to maximise opportunities for our staff and students to actively participate 

in the cultural life of our region 

• We have taken every effort to enable the public to access and make use of our 

sporting and cultural facilities and assets, and to signpost these opportunities  

• We make a significant contribution to the vitality and sustainability of local cultural 

and creative industries 



• We have a strategic approach to supporting local cultural and heritage 

infrastructure, for instance museums and public libraries 

 

In addition, we recommend that HEIs be invited to report on their overarching strategic 

approach and investment into this area: 

Strategic investment to maximise our local impact 

• There are partnership agreements in place that have been co-designed with local 

stakeholders that articulate shared targets and goals for your activity 

• There is regular and systematic reporting on the activity and its impact, with agreed 

KPIs 

• There is a senior leader with formal responsibility for local growth and regeneration 

(or that responsibility is distributed clearly across several senior staff)  

• There is investment in expertise and resources to support effective monitoring and 

evaluation, and a systematic approach to gathering evidence   

 

  

The role of further narrative or contextual information  

We welcome responses on what other types of narrative or contextual information would 
be helpful.  

You may wish to consider, for example:  

 Should the HEI or Research England provide other narrative information?  

 How should we use other contextual information, such as information on local 
economic competitiveness described in section 5 of the cluster analysis report?  

 Would other perspectives benefit significantly from further narrative 
information?  

 Would the benefit of adding further narrative information be outweighed by the 
burden of doing so? * 

 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 
No opinion 

Overarching 

institutional 

statement - provided 

by the HEI 

             x      

Overarching 

institutional 

statement - provided 

by Research England 

                 x    



 

Comments:   

● We could see the benefit of Research England providing a narrative section for each 
of the clusters. This could provide an overview of the strengths of each cluster and 
provide a clear way for those outside the sector to gain an appreciation of the 
diversity of potential partners.  

● We also think that other contextual data held by Research England for individual 
HEIs could usefully be made available to help external organisations better 
understand the sector and potential partners within it.  Any such activity should 
however be conducted in close collaboration with such potential audiences for / 
users of the KEF to ensure it is useful for them 

● We also believe that an overarching narrative statement from HEIs should be 
required, just as the TEF requires a provider statement, and the REF an Environment 
return.   

● This kind of background information is critically important. It provides useful 
contextual information, which would be of value to users of the KEF to help them 
understand the priorities, resources and infrastructure to support KE that is available 
within different HEIs and would help them to navigate the data presented for the 7 
perspectives.   

● It also helps to ensure that the KEF focuses attention not just on the ‘ends’ but the 
‘means’ by which the outcomes have been achieved: the internal structures and 
capabilities to support KE (for example, KE offices) and the overarching strategic 
intent and context which would allow users of the KEF to interpret their results 
intelligently. 

● The narrative should also focus attention on evidence how KE activity is realising 
institutional benefits: outcomes and impacts that are internal to institutions, which 
include contributions to delivery of core missions of teaching and research, and the 
development of staff and student capabilities to do KE.  Such benefits were clearly 
signposted in ‘The state of the English university knowledge exchange landscape’ 
(p.20).  It is important that these are reflected in the KEF as they are a critical 
dimension to the overall KE system, and focusing only on external benefits risks 
distorting the picture. 

● While there is an argument that producing such a narrative would duplicate 
information already shared in the REF Environment statement, these REF returns are 
only produced every 6 or so years, and so would quickly become out of date. 

 

 

  



9. VISUALISATION  

We have provided further information including example visualisations of the KEF within the 

consultation document. 

Visualisation  

Please indicate [using a % slider scale] your level of support for the proposed method of 
comparison and visualisation  

 

Each of the seven perspectives is to be given equal weighting.   

 

 100 
 

Metrics under each perspective are to be normalised and summed.   

 

 80 
 

 

The performance of each HEI is to be expressed in a radar chart in deciles, relative to 

the mean average decile of the peer group.   

 

 80 
 

Perspectives are not intended to be aggregated into a single score.   

 

 100 
 

  

Narratives are to be presented alongside the metric score, making it clear that metrics 

in the two perspectives of public & community engagement and local growth & 

regeneration are provisional, and should be read in conjunction with the narratives.   

 

100 
 

Visualisation is to be delivered through an interactive, online dashboard which will 

allow exploration of the data underlying the ‘headline’ results in various ways.   

 

 80 
 

 Please comment on the presentation and visualisation proposals, for example: 

• Where further clarification is required 
• Where refinements could be made 
• Whether there are areas where more consistency across HEIs could be achieved- 

how narratives could be incorporated? 
(400 word limit)  

 

 
● In principle, the top level visualisations are good at showing cluster and individual 

institutional strengths. However, they will only be as robust and useful as the data 



affords.  It will be important to test these visualisations with ‘real’ data to ensure 
they present a meaningful and fair comparison between HEIs 

● The use of radar charts is good at demonstrating how each perspective has an equal 
weighting, something that a bar graph (for example) would not do as well due to the 
order that perspectives would be listed in.  

● It will be important to test how useful provider dashboards would be to a 
prospective partner / collaborator from outside the sector.  The information is very 
‘high level’ and may be difficult to interpret meaningfully.  

● As they are currently configured, it is difficult to see how the narratives (if they are 
two A4 sides) can be easily included in the visualisation. Potentially, the cluster 
description section on the left of the page could be adapted to present some 
narrative information.  

● If however our suggestion of including a set of indicators in the narrative is taken up, 
then these indicators (and the HEIs self-reported score against them) could usefully 
be incorporated  into a dashboard for this perspective, providing a more nuanced 
picture of that HEIs activity 

 

 

 

10. IMPLEMENTATION  

We will pilot the implementation with a group of HEIs as described in the consultation 
document.  

Please provide any comments about the implementation of the KEF. (200 word limit)  
 

We believe that the timeline proposed to implement the KEF is promising. We welcome the 

pilot exercise  

We are concerned by the relatively low level of consultation that there has been to date 

with organisations outside higher education who are envisaged as potential audiences for 

and users of the KEF. 

We think it is crucial that such organisations are meaningfully engaged during the pilot 

phase and beyond to ensure the KEF is tailored to their needs. 

 

 

11. ANY OTHER COMMENTS  

If you have any other comments, please share them here. (400 word limit)  
 



We have drawn on various resources and reviews to compile our list of draft indicators for 

public and community engagement.  Our sources include: 

 The NCCPE’s EDGE self-assessment tool, which was itself based on a extensive 

review of existing benchmarking frameworks 

 The NCCPE’s ‘Auditing, Benchmarking and Evaluating Public Engagement’ report, 

which conducted a comprehensive review of benchmarking frameworks 

 The NCCPE’s Community Partner Network’s Principles of practice for Community-
University partnership working  

 AHRC’s Creating Living Knowledge report 

 The Common Cause Principles for Community-University partnerships  

 The recent TEFCE report Mapping and Critical Synthesis of Current State-of-the-Art 
on Community Engagement in Higher Education 

 

 

http://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/support-engagement/strategy-and-planning/edge-tool
http://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/sites/default/files/publication/evaluatingpublicengagement_1.pdf
http://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/sites/default/files/publication/principles_of_practice_for_cups.pdf
http://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/sites/default/files/publication/principles_of_practice_for_cups.pdf
https://connected-communities.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Creating-Living-Knowledge.Final_.pdf
https://cpb-eu-w2.wpmucdn.com/blogs.bristol.ac.uk/dist/a/358/files/2018/09/CC_Enablers_Barriers_Poster_final-1f2iunj.pdf
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Fw65Z-zccE6cWGR-83A1nZQqL2n2dlmG/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Fw65Z-zccE6cWGR-83A1nZQqL2n2dlmG/view


Annex 1: draft narrative template for Public and Community Engagement 

Narrative report Comments Links to evidence 

1. Institution name 
  

2. Contact details: The contact details provided should be relevant to the public engagement activities 

of the institution. The information will be published as part of the narrative statement and can be a 

named individual or a generic contact point. 

  

3. Context: What is distinctive about how your institution approaches public and community 

engagement: 

• Internally: how is engagement reflected in your mission and embedded in your teaching and 

research? 

• Externally: what are your priorities in terms of place (your geographical reach); people (do you 

focus on particular communities); and outcomes (have you identified priority outcome areas)? 

  

4.  Providing community access to your facilities and expertise. Please indicate your progress with the 

indicators below (where 1 is not in place; and 4 is fully realised) 

  

• We have taken every effort to make our campus accessible and welcoming 

for the public 

1 2 3 4 
  

• We have taken every effort to enable the public to access and make use of 

our sporting, cultural and other facilities and assets, and to signpost these 

opportunities  

1 2 3 4 
  

• We have a transparent process for communities to contact the university and 

establish contact with our staff and to have their enquiries dealt with 

promptly and professionally  

1 2 3 4 
  

• We make concerted efforts to ensure staff and student expertise is accessible 

to communities, and actively support our people to take up voluntary roles in 

the community 

1 2 3 4 
  



5. Involving communities in your research and teaching: Please indicate your progress with the 

indicators below (where 1 is not in place; and 4 is fully realised) 

  

• We provide a clearly signposted and high quality portfolio of learning 

opportunities for the public, which are robustly evaluated 

1 2 3 4 
  

• We seek to actively involve external communities in our teaching, research 

and knowledge exchange activities, and provide expert support to facilitate 

this 

1 2 3 4 
  

6. Commitment to partnership working and social responsibility 

 

  

• We have a systematic and managed approach to partnership working with 

civic, community and cultural partners in our region, and beyond 

1 2 3 4 
  

• We have developed a set of principles which underpin our approach to 

partnership working,  addressing issues such as payment, IP, equity and 

sustainability 

1 2 3 4 
  

• Our procurement and employment practices seek to maximise benefits for 

our local communities 

1 2 3 4 
  

• We have a strategy in place to direct our efforts to address equality and 

diversity in our interactions with wider society, and processes in place to 

monitor this 

1 2 3 4 
  

7. Working to the highest professional standards: Please indicate your progress with the indicators 

below (where 1 is not in place; and 4 is fully realised) 

 

  

• There is a strategic and operational plan in place for PE/CE 1 2 3 4   

• There is a budget allocated to PE / CE with explicit and ambitious targets 1 2 3 4   



• There is regular and systematic reporting on the activity and its impact, with 

agreed KPIs 

1 2 3 4   

• There is a senior leader with formal responsibility for PE/CE (or that 

responsibility is distributed clearly across several senior staff)  

1 2 3 4   

• There are specialist staff employed to provide support and advice  1 2 3 4   

• There is  a comprehensive training / development programme on offer in 

PE/CE 

1 2 3 4   

• There is investment in expertise and resources to support effective 

monitoring and evaluation, and a systematic approach to gathering evidence   

1 2 3 4   

• There are network(s) in place to encourage skills sharing 1 2 3 4   

• There are mechanisms to celebrate excellence, e.g. competitions 1 2 3 4   

• There are promotion / career pathways to support staff progression which 

are well used 

1 2 3 4   

• PE / CE is systematically reviewed in PDR / appraisal processes 1 2 3 4   

• PE / CE is recognised in staff workload planning and staff are encouraged to 

spend time doing it 

 

1 2 3 4   

8. External recognition or awards: Have you received any external recognition for your activity as an 

institution or for individual projects? For example NCCPE’s Engage Watermark or equivalent? 

  

  



 

 


