
Knowledge Exchange Framework 
(KEF) briefing pack

This briefing pack has been created to encourage feedback from organisations outside 
HE into the current KEF consultation.  It focuses in particular on the way in which 

public and community engagement and local growth and regeneration feature in the 
proposed framework.

The KEF is intended to be a useful intervention for partners outside higher education, 
so your input to this consultation is really important 



Research England are currently consulting on a new ‘Knowledge Exchange Framework’ for English higher education institutions, at the request of the government.  So what do they 
mean by knowledge exchange? They frame it as follows on their website:

Knowledge exchange: Research England are committed to enhancing the contribution higher education (HE) makes to the economy and society. Institutions already engage 
with the wider world in many different ways. But we provide specific funds and support that encourages them to do this more effectively. In return, it seeks to bring the 
inspiration of that wider world back into universities and colleges.

The KEF has two main purposes, which our laid out in the consultation document:
• To provide universities with a useful source of information and data on their knowledge exchange (KE) activities, for the purposes of understanding, benchmarking and improving 

their own performance. 
• To provide businesses and other users (and potential users) of university knowledge with another source of information, which may increase visibility of potential university 

partners and their strengths, and contribute to their internal decision making processes. 

Underpinning both of these purposes is the objective of providing more easily accessible and comparable information on performance for the purposes of transparency and public 
accountability’.   Currently, it is not decided if an how the KEF will be linked to funding.  This is expected to be addressed as part of a pilot phase, which concludes later this year.  

There are two key aspects to the design of the KEF:
• Research England have proposed a methodology to cluster English universities in to broad types, to enable fair comparisons between them.  There are currently 8 such clusters.
• Institution’s performance will be represented through seven perspectives, broad domains within which universities typically exchange knowledge with wider society (for instance 

working with business, and public and community engagement).  Their performance will be described through the use of existing metrics, in some cases with a short narratives to 
provide context.  These seven perspectives will be equally weighted.  The intention is to minimise the burden on HEIs by utilizing existing data sets where possible, and involving 
no external peer review or scrutiny. 

We are keen to engage you in this consultation exercise as your organisation and ones like yours are potentially key target audiences for the KEF results.  We are keen to establish:
• How far the exercise as currently configured would be useful to you
• Whether the alternative approach we are going to propose would be more or less useful

The consultation document can be accessed here: https://re.ukri.org/documents/2019/kef-consultation/
The consultation closes on March 14th.  

Introduction and overview of the KEF

https://re.ukri.org/knowledge-exchange/
https://re.ukri.org/documents/2019/kef-consultation/
https://re.ukri.org/documents/2019/kef-consultation/


Why might organisations outside higher education want to interact with the KEF?

The framing of the KEF assumes that ‘businesses and other users (and potential users) of HEI knowledge’ will value a source of information which ‘increases the visibility of potential 
university partners and their strengths, and contributes to their internal decision making processes’.   We are keen to understand how far the current proposal meet the needs and 
interests of possible users.

The KEF is currently organised around seven different ‘perspectives’ – broad domains within which universities typically exchange knowledge with wider society.  These are detailed 
below. The proposal is that one to three metrics are identified for each of these perspectives, derived from existing data, which will allow meaningful comparisons to be drawn between 
clusters of universities: 
• 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

We are particularly keen to get your views on whether the proposed approach to communicating university activity in the area of public and community engagement would be useful to 
you, so we look at this area in depth below.  We also invite your comments on how the perspective on Local Growth and Regeneration might be framed, as the two are closely linked in 
our mind.  What would you want to know before approaching an HEI or seeking to develop a collaboration with them?  What would be useful intelligence for you about university 
activity in these two areas?

The definition of public and community engagement offered in the consultation is as follows, and is based on the NCCPE’s definition:

"Public engagement describes the myriad of ways in which the activity and benefits of higher education and research can be shared with the public and communities. Engagement is by 
definition a two-way process, involving interaction and listening, with the goal of generating mutual benefit." 

The definition of local growth and regeneration is as follows:

“Activity where higher education institutions, businesses, public sector and the wider civil society work together to achieve a strategic goal with a prime focus on local growth or 
regeneration in a self-defined local area. This may include local economic development, social inclusion, public space or infrastructure improvements and reconversion of brownfield 
areas”.



How the KEF will work for partners

The consultation outlines an approach to visualising the KEF data and making it useful to different audiences.  Various dashboards are proposed, and have been mocked up on the 
Research England website for fictional universities

This dashboard provides an overview of how a 
placeholder institution (‘University of STEM’) 
‘performs’ against the seven perspectives, and in 
relation to other universities in its cluster (in this case, 
specialist STEM institutions).

The shaded areas represents their performance.  The 
blue line represents the cluster average

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Icq_B7DeLwY


This dashboard allows comparisons to be drawn with 
other HEIs in their cluster – or in other clusters.

The red box highlights information about public and 
community engagement.  It shows how placeholder 
University Arts4  (green line) significantly out performs 
University of Eo (shaded area) and the cluster average 
(blue line) in this perspective



This dashboard will allow users to ‘dig deeper’ into 
individual perspectives to compare HEIs – in this case 
this is mocked up for the IP and Commercialisation 
perspective, for which three metrics are proposed 

• Research income
• Average investment per spin out
• Licensing and other IP income 

An animated walkthrough of these dashboards is available on the Research England website: 
https://re.ukri.org/knowledge-exchange/knowledge-exchange-framework/

https://re.ukri.org/knowledge-exchange/knowledge-exchange-framework/


Before drilling deeper into the proposed metrics for Public and Community engagement, we are interested to know:

• In principle, do these dashboards offer a useful source of intelligence to inform your decision about whether to engage with an HEI? Would you use these to inform your 
decisions about if and how to approach a university?

• What do you like?
• What if any improvements would you recommend? 

Your views: the KEF dashboards



Capturing HE activity in pubic and community engagement in the KEF

We are now keen to get your feedback on the proposed approach to capturing 
university activity in public and community engagement.  

This perspective (and local growth) are treated a bit differently in the KEF because 
Research England have recognised that it is very difficult to identify meaningful metrics 
for either of them, and the data currently collected is very limited.  

So for this perspective, and for Local Growth, Research England are suggesting that the 
proposed metric should be accompanied by a short (two page) narrative.  This narrative 
won’t be formally assessed but ‘will form part of the overall institutional picture 
presented by the KEF’.

The metric they are proposing for public and community engagement, which is already 
captured through an annual survey which all HEIs complete is:

Time per academic staff FTE committed to public and community engagement (paid 
and free) across:
• Events
• Performances
• Museums and galleries

They propose that the accompanying narrative should be structured around the 
template outlined in the box on the right.

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: This is an opportunity to provide any additional contextual information 

in reference to this perspective, such as:

i. Internal context i.e. institution’s mission or research and teaching 

characteristics.

ii. External context i.e. self-defined local area, such as geographical 

location, local economy, population, socio-economic context.

4. Strategic goals: A brief overview of your strategic goals relating to public and 

community engagement, including reference to how you ensure these are 

embedded and recognised throughout your organisation. E.g. has your 

institution developed any policies or procedures, undertaken any structured self-

assessment or made any external commitments in relation to this perspective?

5. Activity: What public and community engagement activity has been developed 

to deliver your strategic goals, who is involved?

6. Outputs and potential outcomes: What are the outputs and potential outcomes 

of your public and community engagement activity, on whom, how is it 

measured?

7. 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?

Proposed narrative template



We are interested in your views.

The proposed metric: time spent by academics on events / performances/ museum based activity 

• Is this a meaningful metric for you? Would being able to compare the relative amount of time academics typically spend on these activities help inform your decision about 
whether to engage with the university?

• Can you suggest other metrics which would be more useful and meaningful?

The narrative account

• Would you find the publication of  brief, standardised narratives by HEIs outlining their public and community engagement activity a valuable development?
• Do the headings in the draft template address the critical questions you would want to see addressed?
• Do you think it matters that these narratives won’t be reviewed or assessed by Research England?

Your views: the representation of public and community engagement



Proposing an alternative approach

We are currently drafting our response to the consultation.  While we welcome the inclusion of Public and Community Engagement as a perspective in the KEF, we have concerns with 
the proposed approach.

We will identify issues with the proposed metric (academic time spent on running events for the public) including:
• These types of event-based 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.  Nor do they reflect the 
kinds of activity many partners would want to collaborate on.     

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

We will suggest a different approach to identifying a useful and meaningful metric: inviting HEIs to use the narrative return to self-assess their activity against a set of indicators, using a 

numerical scale (1 – 4).  This will allow an aggregate metric to be created to reflect how developed their support for this area is.  

We would also expect HEIs to use the narrative to provide links and evidence to support their self assessment, and to allow users to locate relevant further information.  In this way the 

narrative becomes a critical component in the assessment, rather than a de-coupled context setting device, and hopefully a more useful signposting device for partners. We have drawn 

on various resources and reviews to compile a list of draft indicators, including the NCCPE’s own EDGE tool and various other frameworks for benchmarking university-community 

engagement.

HEIs would 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’ would be the average of their 

assessments of their progress against the indicators.   We suggest that the indicators might cluster into four groups, linked to key areas which evidence suggest are critical to effective 

support:

 Providing community access to your facilities and expertise

 Involving communities in your research and teaching

The next two slides show how these might be translated into a narrative template.

 Commitment to partnership working and social responsibility

 Working to the highest professional standards

http://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/support-engagement/strategy-and-planning/edge-tool


Narrative report: Public and Community Engagement perspective 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



Narrative report: Public and Community Engagement perspective Comments Links to evidence

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?



We are interested in your views.

The proposed metric: an aggregate score compiled from institutional self assessment against various indicators of effective support

• Would this provide a more meaningful and useful representation of an HEI’s activity?
• What are its strengths? What are the weaknesses?
• It would add a greater burden on HEIs to complete.  Do you think this would be worth the extra effort?
• Are there some key indicators missing which you would want to see highlighted?
• Which indicators do you think could be dropped to simplify the approach?
• Are you concerned that this is in effect universities ‘marking their own homework’? How important would it be for these assessments to be externally reviewed for you to 

have confidence in them?

The narrative account
The KEF’s is intended to provide external organisations with a ‘source of information, which may increase visibility of potential university partners and their strengths, and 
contribute to their internal decision making processes’

• Would you find a published narrative useful?
• Which of the approaches would you prefer – the one suggested in the consultation, or the one proposed by the NCCPE? Why?
• How would you like to see this narrative information presented?

Your views: the NCCPE’s alternative approach



Capturing HE activity in Local Growth and Regeneration

We are also interested in your views about the Local Growth and 
Regeneration perspective.

The metric they are proposing for local growth and regeneration 
is already captured through an annual survey which all HEIs 
complete:

Regeneration and development income from all sources 
per academic 

They propose that the accompanying narrative should be 
structured around the template outlined in the box on the right 
– which is similar to the one proposed for Public and Community 
engagement.

1. Institution name

2. Contact details: The contact details provided should be relevant to the local growth and regeneration 

activitiesof 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: This is an opportunity to provide any additional contextual information in reference to this 

perspective, such as:

i. Internal context i.e. institution’s mission or research and teaching characteristics.

ii. External context i.e. self-defined local area, such as geographical location, local economy, 

population, socio-economic context.

4. Strategic goals: A brief overview of your strategic goals relating to local growth and regeneration 

including reference to how your institution ensures these goals  are embedded and recognised? E.g. 

has your institution enacted any policies or procedures or made any external commitments in relation 

to this perspective?

5. General knowledge exchange activity, outputs and outcomes

• What knowledge exchange activities are undertaken to meet your wider institutional strategic 

goals, but which also achieve outcomes that relate to local growth and regeneration as a 

consequence of your location. (E.g. If you are undertaking public engagement which is focused on 

your local area, you may wish to record any outcomes within this local growth perspective.)

• In what way do these knowledge exchange activities link to outcomes relating to local growth, 

how is it measured?

6. Targeted knowledge exchange activity, outputs and outcomes in relation to local growth and 

regeneration

• What specific targeted activities take place to support local growth and regeneration and who is 

involved?

• What are the outputs and potential outcomes of your activity, on whom, how is it measured?

7. External recognition or awards: have you received any external recognition for your activity and 

outcomes as an institution or for individual projects? 

Proposed narrative template



Applying the same approach to Local Growth and Regeneration

We outline below how a similar approach might be taken to the Local Growth and Regeneration perspective.

In this case we have identified four different themes for universities to report against.  These have been informed by the extensive literature on universities contribution to regional 
development, and by the recently published final report of the Civic University Commission

Proposed domains for self-reporting against the Local Growth and Regeneration perspective of the KEF

1. Strategic investment to maximise our local impact: the institution’s overarching strategy and commitment to delivery in this domain

2. 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

3. 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

4. Supporting the cultural wellbeing of a place: which encompasses the institution’s participation in and contribution to the cultural life of their areas; its support for the cultural 

and creative and heritage sector through work with local partners and helping them to contribute to ‘place making’

We have mocked up below what a narrative template for this perspective might encompass, and identified indicators for each of the four domains. 

We are interested in your views on the proposed domains and indicators:

• Do these domains and indicators capture the key dimensions that you would be interested in, if you wanted to approach or interact with a university in the context of its local 
knowledge exchange activity? 

• Are some key domains or indicators missing which you would want to see highlighted?
• Which indicators do you think could be dropped to simplify the approach?

Your views: Local Growth and Regeneration indicators

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


Narrative report: Local Growth and Regeneration perspective Comments Links to evidence

1. Institution name

2. Contact details: The contact details provided should be relevant to the local growth 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 local growth and regeneration:
• Internally: how is this 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. Strategic investment to maximise our local impact: 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 local growth and regeneration 1 2 3 4

• There are partnership agreements in place that have been co-designed with local stakeholders 
that articulate shared targets and goals for your activity

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 local growth and regeneration (or that 
responsibility is distributed clearly across several senior staff) 

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

5. 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. Please indicate your progress with the indicators below (where 1 is not in place; and 4 is fully realised)

• Our widening participation and ‘outreach’ activity seeks to actively contribute to attainment and 
employability of local populations 

1 2 3 4

• We have a strategic approach to deploying our staff and student expertise, research and other 
assets to boost overall attainment in our region 

1 2 3 4

• 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 

1 2 3 4

• We provide a clearly signposted and high quality portfolio of learning opportunities for local 
people at various stages of life, which are robustly evaluated

1 2 3 4

• We seek to actively involve local publics and partners in our research, teaching and knowledge 
exchange activities, and provide expert support to facilitate this

1 2 3 4



Narrative report: Local Growth and Regeneration perspective Comments Links to evidence

6. Supporting the cultural wellbeing of our location: which encompasses the institution’s participation in and contribution to 
the cultural life of their areas; support for the cultural and creative industries and heritage sector through work with local 
partners; and by helping them to contribute to ‘place making’
Please indicate your progress with the indicators below (where 1 is not in place; and 4 is fully realised)

• We seek to maximise opportunities for our staff and students to actively participate in the cultural life of 
our region

1 2 3 4

• 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 

1 2 3 4

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

1 2 3 4

• We have a strategic approach to supporting local cultural and heritage infrastructure, for instance 
museums and public libraries

1 2 3 4

7. Supporting the economic life of our location: 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.
Please indicate your progress with the indicators below (where 1 is not in place; and 4 is fully realised)

• We are a living wage employer (4 or nothing) 1 2 3 4

• We actively support staff and students to take up voluntary roles in the community 1 2 3 4

• Our procurement policies activity seek to deliver value to our locality 1 2 3 4

• We contribute actively to a range of local strategic partnerships (e.g. LEPs) 1 2 3 4

• We provide significant support to local spin out companies and SMEs and help with attracting and 
retaining inward investors

1 2 3 4

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

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? 



Feeding in your views

We are really keen to support organisations outside the university sector to respond to the KEF

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 your contacts in higher education: please encourage your contacts to reflect your views in their consultation responses

• Feed your comments back to us: the NCCPE will be responding  and would be keen to reflect your views. 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 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.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/KEFconsultation2019/
mailto:nccpe.enquiries@uwe.ac.uk


publicengagement.ac.uk      @NCCPE
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