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Introduction
1. Following the consultation in 2007-08, the aims of the REF and its broad features have been identified, as described in ‘The REF: background information’ (EAG meeting paper 1/2). In summary, we aim to design a framework that:
· produces robust and rounded indicators of research quality across all disciplines

· provides a basis for distributing funding primarily by reference to research excellence

· recognises and rewards excellent research of all types

· avoids undesirable behavioural incentives

· avoids unnecessary administrative burden

· promotes equality and diversity.

2. A number of key design and operational features of the REF remain open for debate. In the second breakout session, the EAGs are invited to discuss these, focusing on the common features of the REF which will be relevant to all disciplines. The details of some aspects of assessment that will only apply to some disciplines, and more detailed proposals on how the assessment components will vary between subjects, will be explored by the EAGs at future meetings.

3. The key design features of the REF are outlined below, highlighting questions for discussion by the EAGs.

What is being assessed?

4. In the REF, as with the RAE, we expect expert panels to assess discipline-related groups of research staff and their associated research outputs and activities. Key questions around what is being assessed are discussed below.
Subject configuration

5. Our consultation in 2007-08 proposed six broad subject groups for the science-based subjects, and a larger number for other subjects. This was based on the particular metrics-driven approach being proposed at that time. As we move to a more unified framework, we need to review the proposed subject configuration. Our preference would be to define units that are somewhat broader than the 2008 RAE Units of Assessment, but possibly less broad than the six groups proposed earlier.  
6. While initial discussion of the subject configuration would be useful at this meeting, we expect to return to this and discuss proposals at the final round of meetings in June, after further consideration of the approach to assessment. At this stage, we want to identify what the options are for the configuration for panels and subjects, but not discuss these options in detail.

Question 1: What are the main options for the configuration of panels and subjects in the REF?

Eligibility criteria
7. We expect that all research that meets the Frascati principles (original investigation undertaken in order to gain knowledge and understanding) will be eligible for assessment. There are a number of other key eligibility and related issues that we will need to form proposals on: 
· Which categories of staff will be eligible? (We expect that eligibility criteria should be the same for all subjects).

· Whether there is a workable alternative to institutions selecting staff.

· Whether outputs should be credited to the institution at the time of publication, or ‘follow’ the author should he or she move to a different institution.
· How many outputs per member of staff should be included in the assessment?

· Census dates.
8. We intend to explore the eligibility issues with the sector through informal consultations before returning to the EAGs for their input at the second or third round of meetings on these issues. Members may wish to discuss initial views at this stage.
Criteria for research quality

9. REF must continue to focus on excellence, rewarding excellent research of all kinds wherever it is found. The RAE criteria were ‘significance, rigour and originality’, although panels could elaborate on these criteria for their disciplines.
10. As we move forward with the REF, we believe that rigour and originality remain essential quality criteria for all types of research. However, following discussion at the ‘User-valued research in the REF’ workshop in October 2008, we believe it would be helpful to be more explicit that excellent research can be significant to different kinds of audiences. Excellent research can move the discipline forward (without any obvious or immediate value to users), and/or it can have a positive impact on the economy, society or public policy. We could expect an excellent submission as a whole to include work which does both of these, but we would not expect each individual output to do both. 

Question 2: How can we change the generic criteria for research quality to account more explicitly for the impact of research (in a way that applies to all disciplines)?

Outcomes of the assessment

11. The 2008 RAE produced overall quality profiles as the primary outcome of the assessment, moving away from single point scores. We expect that the REF will continue to produce outcomes in the form of an overall quality profile.  

12. We intend that the overall quality profiles should be in the same form for all subjects, reflecting equal rigour and common quality standards, having regard to international benchmarks.

Elements of assessment

13. We wish to explore with the EAGs how to structure the overall process and identify a set of assessment elements which can be combined into overall quality profiles. We aim to identify a generic set of assessment elements that cover all disciplines and types of research; each subject could then draw from this set as appropriate, and apply weightings as appropriate, to inform the overall quality profile. 
Generic elements of assessment
14. We have so far identified the following generic elements of assessment that could be combined into profiles, across all subjects:

· Output quality. We believe this should be the dominant element of assessment for all subjects. This could be assessed through expert review, bibliometric indicators of research quality or a combination of these.

· Impact/engagement. We propose that research and related activity that has a positive impact on the economy, society or public policy should be explicitly recognised in the REF. This could potentially be assessed through some combination of expert review, indicators and/or narrative evidence.

· Other elements such as research environment and esteem. We suggest the research environment element should capture in particular post-graduate research students and early career researchers. We have some reservations about continuing to assess esteem as a distinct element, although some of the indicators used to assess esteem in the 2008 RAE could inform other elements where relevant. 

Question 3: Do you agree that the key generic elements of assessment for the REF should be output quality, impact/engagement and environment? Are there any other key elements that should be included, bearing in mind the need to minimise burden and complexity?

15. The second round of EAG meetings will explore each of the key elements in more detail, including the approach to expert review of outputs and the use of bibliometrics to assess output quality, how to assess impact/engagement, environment or other elements. At this stage it would be useful to outline what are the key types of indicators and evidence that could be used to assess each of these elements, building on the experience of the 2008 RAE and bearing in mind the need to minimise burden and complexity. Consideration should be given to:

· indicators relating to PGR students and early career researchers
· research income data 
· other key indicators of environment (or esteem)

· evidence or indicators of impact/engagement (this was discussed at the ‘User-valued research in the REF’ workshop in October 2008)
· other key qualitative information or textual commentary.

Question 4: What are the key types of evidence and indictors that should be used to inform each of the elements above? 

Forming the overall quality profiles

16. The 2008 RAE produced overall quality profiles by combining three sub-profiles (outputs, environment and esteem) through an algorithm. As we define the key elements of assessment for the REF, we need to consider how they can be combined to form the overall quality profiles; and whether this will be through sub-profiles or some other means. This also raises questions about the relationship between indicators/metrics, and expert review and judgement.

Question 5: What are the options for combining the assessment elements to produce overall quality profiles?
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