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Introduction

1. This paper is intended to provide background information about the REF in preparation for the first round of Expert Advisory Group (EAG) meetings in February 2009. 

Background
2. In March 2006 the Government announced its intention to replace the RAE after 2008 with an assessment system based on metrics. 
3. Following a consultation exercise and advice from an expert group on the use of research metrics in the arts and humanities, the Government announced in the 2006 pre-budget report that the 2008 RAE would be conducted as planned, and would then be replaced by a new framework as follows:

· assessment and funding in the science-based subjects would be driven by bibliometrics, research income and research student data

· light touch peer review would apply in the other subjects

· the new system would be phased in for the sciences from 2010, and fully implemented to drive funding for all subjects in 2014.

4. The Secretary of State asked HEFCE to develop this new framework, working with the sector and the other UK funding bodies. He set out the guiding principles as delivering robust quality assurance, while reducing the burden on the sector compared to the current system.
5. During 2007 HEFCE took expert advice on the potential for using bibliometrics as a research quality indicator, as the major new element in the framework.
 
6. Following extensive informal discussions with stakeholders, in November 2007 we published proposals on the new system – the Research Excellence Framework (REF) - for consultation (HEFCE 2007/35). The consultation document is available on our website www.hefce.ac.uk/research/ref/. 
The REF
7. In May 2008 we published an analysis of responses to the consultation (the full analysis of responses is available on our website) and announced some key changes to the proposals in the light of the responses. Instead of two discrete assessment regimes for science-based and other subjects, we will develop a single unified framework for the funding and assessment of research across all subjects. It will make greater use of quantitative indicators in the assessment of research quality than the present system, while taking account of key differences between the different disciplines. Assessment will combine quantitative indicators - including bibliometric indicators where these are appropriate - and light-touch expert review. Which of these elements are employed, and the balance between them, will vary as appropriate to each subject.
8. Further details are set out in circular letter 13/2008 (Appendix A).

9. We then initiated a pilot of the bibliometric indicator, and began other development work to design a unified framework for research assessment. Circular letter 34/2008 published in November 2008 (Appendix B) contains an overview of our work to date and our plans for the framework’s further development.
10. The 2008 pre-budget report and the January 2009 grant letter to HEFCE state that the REF should reduce burden on institutions and take better account of the impact research makes on the economy and society. The grant letter adds that the framework should ‘continue to incentivise research excellence, but also reflect the quality of researchers’ contribution to public policy making and to public engagement’.
11. We had started to explore how the REF should take account of the impact of research at a workshop in October 2008, ‘User-valued research in the REF’. This is mentioned in the circular letter 34/2008 and a fuller summary of the workshop discussion is at Appendix C.
Next steps
12. Circular letter 34/2008 (Appendix C) outlines our approach to developing proposals for the REF, for publication in autumn 2009. In addition to the work outlined in that letter, we are now planning a workshop in March 2009 to explore the role and use of expert review in the REF and the options for reducing the burden of assessment in the REF. This will be aimed largely at Pro Vice-Chancellors for research and other key stakeholders. The outputs from this workshop will inform the second round of EAG meetings
13. The current overall timetable is below. As we develop proposals for the REF we will produce a more detailed timetable for implementation.
	Up to summer 2009
	Continuing to develop proposals through the following activities:

· Concluding the bibliometrics pilot 

· Gathering evidence through studies (including reviewing the burden and equal opportunities measures taken in the 2008 RAE) 
· Taking advice from Expert Advisory Groups

· Holding other discussions with a wide range of stakeholders.

	Autumn 2009
	Publish proposals on all the key design and operational features of the REF for consultation with the sector.

	Early 2010
	Announce outcomes of consultation.

	2010
	Currently we envisage that during calendar year 2010 we will initiate a sector-wide bibliometrics process in an appropriate range of subjects. It is likely that this will be developmental to some extent, and we will use it to inform a small element of funding only if it is found to be sufficiently robust.

During 2010, we will establish REF expert panels. Initially they will develop subject-specific criteria for assessment, for consultation with their communities. 

	2013
	Complete full assessment of all subjects through the REF, to drive funding from 2014.


Appendix A: Outcomes of consultation and next steps

(Circular letter 13/2008)

May 2008

To
Heads of HEFCE-funded higher education institutions

Heads of universities in Northern Ireland

Dear Vice-Chancellor or Principal

Research Excellence Framework: outcomes of consultation and next steps

1. From November 2007 to February 2008, we consulted on the future research assessment and funding framework – the Research Excellence Framework (REF) – that will be the successor to the 2008 Research Assessment Exercise (RAE). 

2. We received 274 responses to the HEFCE consultation paper (338 including responses sent to the other funding bodies). Respondents included all the relevant major national representative and stakeholder bodies, most higher education institutions (HEIs) and many subject bodies. We held three consultation events for HEIs in England, attended by a total of 111 institutions, and a fourth event was held by the Scottish Funding Council in Edinburgh. We have also had informal discussions with a range of national representative, research and subject interest bodies and some HEIs. 

3. We welcome the constructive debate about the future of research assessment and funding, and would like to thank institutions for their responses. A full summary of the responses is now available on the web at www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/consult/outcomes/ref.asp. A brief summary of the key points raised is at Annex A of this letter.
4. In the light of responses to the consultation, our Board and the Secretary of State for Innovation, Universities and Skills have agreed that we will proceed to develop the new framework with two modifications to the proposals that we had set out in the consultation paper: 

a. Responding to widespread concerns about what would be the likely consequences of two discrete assessments regimes (one for the ‘science-based’ disciplines and one for other subjects), we will now develop a unified framework to cover all disciplines. This integrated system will combine bibliometrics and other quantitative indicators with light-touch peer review within a variable geometry of assessment. Bibliometric indicators of research quality will be a key element in quality assessment wherever this is appropriate, with light touch review of research outputs operating where it is not. In all cases we will use other indicators of quality and impact appropriate to the disciplinary area and determined after advice from expert panels.

b. To allow time for the development of this more flexible approach and to enable the new bibliometric indicator to be thoroughly piloted, the timetable for designing the new framework will be extended by 12 months.

Key features of a unified framework

5. We have now established the shape of a unified framework for quality assessment and funding across all disciplines. In each subject, quality will be assessed using some or all of: 

· bibliometric indicators of quality or expert review of outputs (and the possibility of some combination of these) 

· other quantitative indicators

· supplementary qualitative information.

6. The precise combination used for each subject group will vary, with regard to advice from the expert panels and to further consultation as appropriate. We envisage that bibliometrics and other quantitative indicators will be used to the extent that they are applicable to each subject. They will be supplemented or replaced by peer review of outputs and supplemented by other qualitative elements where this is necessary to produce a robust assessment that fully reflects the range of research approaches and outputs characteristic of each subject group. We envisage that this will result in a spectrum of assessment approaches along a continuum, as follows:

a. Some subjects may be assessed through bibliometrics in combination with other quantitative indicators only (where this approach is sufficiently robust to be used without the need for qualitative elements or expert review of outputs).

b. For subjects where bibliometrics and other quantitative indicators are partially informative, they would be used in combination with qualitative elements and possibly some expert review of outputs. 

c. For subjects where bibliometric indicators are not sufficiently mature to be informative, expert review of outputs would be used in combination with other applicable indicators and qualitative information.

7. Quality assessment in all subjects will be overseen by expert panels. Within an operational framework to be determined, the panels will advise on: 

a. Selecting indicators appropriate to the characteristics and diversity of research in their subject field.

b. Interpreting and combining these indicators (together with peer review judgements as appropriate) to produce an overall quality profile that can be used to inform the allocation of the Council’s grant for research.

c. Ensuring that quality assessment is conducted for all subjects with equal rigour and applying common quality standards having regard to international benchmarks.

8. Assessment across all subjects will take place during calendar year 2013 to drive quality-related research funding from academic year 2014-15. For subjects where bibliometric indicators play a leading role in quality assessment, these will start to influence HEFCE funding phased in from 2011-12. A full exercise to produce bibliometric indicators of research quality will therefore take place, for appropriate subjects, in 2010. 

Next steps

9. We will now undertake a programme of work to develop the operational detail of the new framework, as follows:

a. We will continue as planned to pilot the bibliometric indicator in 2008. Our chosen approaches to data collection and analysis will be decided during 2009, with sufficient notice provided to institutions to prepare for the full bibliometrics exercise mentioned in the previous paragraph in 2010. Some details of what we hope the pilots will achieve and how we plan to conduct them are set out at Annex B. We have already set in hand the process of establishing the pilot group by writing to institutions that have offered to take part. 

b. In parallel to the bibliometrics pilot, we will develop proposals for light-touch approaches to expert review of research outputs, to be applied in subjects where bibliometric indices do not yet provide a sufficiently robust quality measure.

c. Also in parallel, we will develop our approach to choosing and using other quantitative and qualitative indicators, including approaches to capturing the significance and impact of research activity where this cannot be reliably established through bibliometric analysis; and for other aspects of the framework including the subject structure (recognising that the structure proposed in our recent consultations requires further thought) and the frequency of assessment. 

d. We will maintain regular discussions with HEIs, national bodies and subject groups on these issues. We will work closely with the other higher education funding bodies and a range of stakeholders, including other organisations that fund research. 

e. We will undertake a full sector impact assessment of the REF, informed by the bibliometrics pilot, to understand the potential accountability burden, behavioural incentives, equal opportunities and sustainability implications.

10. Following the pilot and development of proposals for other aspects of the framework, we will consult the sector formally from spring 2009, leading to decisions on the way forward by summer 2009. This approach brings the timetable for developing the different aspects of the framework across all disciplines closer together. 

11. Our overall timetable is now as follows:

	April 2008 – spring 2009
	Undertake pilot of bibliometric indicators.

Develop proposals for other aspects of the REF across all subjects. 

Assess the impact of our proposals in terms of equality and diversity, sustainability and regulatory burden.

	December 2008
	Results of 2008 RAE published.

	Spring – summer 2009
	Consult on all main features of the REF including operational details of the bibliometrics process, use of other quantitative indicators, subject boundaries and procedures for light-touch peer review.

	Late summer 2009
	Decide on the main operational features of the framework, including what statistical and bibliometric datasets will be used. 

	Calendar year 2010
	Establish expert panels for all subjects.

Undertake bibliometrics exercise in appropriate subjects.

Consult on choice and use of assessment components for each subject group.

	2011-12
	Metrics begin to inform an element of HEFCE funding in appropriate subjects. 

	Calendar year 2012
	Submissions to 2013 light-touch peer review process

	2013
	Undertake full assessment process for all subjects including light-touch peer review.

	2014-15
	HEFCE research funding for all subjects driven by REF from this time onwards.


Further information

12. Information about the bibliometrics pilot and the development of proposals in other areas will be posted regularly on our website www.hefce.ac.uk under Research/Research Excellence Framework. We have also set up a REF-NEWS jiscmail mailing list for anyone specifically interested in updates on REF developments (for example, to be alerted to any new materials posted on the web-site or forthcoming events). To subscribe to REF-NEWS, follow the link on the REF page of the HEFCE website as above.

Yours sincerely

Professor David Eastwood

Chief Executive

Annex A

Summary of key points

1. This annex briefly summarises the key points made in response to the consultation on the Research Excellence Framework (HEFCE 2007/34). A full summary can be found at www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/consult/outcomes/ref.asp.
2. A number of key stakeholders prefaced their responses by expressing strong support for the dual support system of research funding, stating that the quality-related (QR) element of funding provided as a block grant by the funding bodies is vital for the health and success of the UK research base.

3. A number of responses welcomed or agreed with the proposed aims of the REF. In particular:

a. There was strong agreement that the REF should support excellent research wherever it is found, that it should allocate QR selectively on basis of quality and that it must therefore be based on robust measures of quality. 

b. Many welcomed the intention to reduce burden, although they often observed a tension between reducing burden and maintaining the rigour and robustness of the assessment process. 

c. There was unqualified support for a shared, UK-wide system of quality assessment.

4. Although there was support for greater use of quantitative indicators in the assessment and funding of research, there were widespread concerns about the likely implications of drawing a clear distinction between two main groups of subjects – ‘science-based’ and other disciplines – with a single and distinct approach to quality assessment for all subjects falling into each of these two groups. Respondents pointed to the implications of making the division so sharply, especially in cases where it was not clear to which group a discipline should belong or where a body of work was likely to straddle the boundary, and of applying the same assessment approach without variation to all the diverse range of disciplines within each group. Many respondents wanted to see a more unified system that varies the use of quantitative indicators and expert review, as applicable to each discipline. Some described this as a spectrum or continuum, ranging from ‘metrics moderated by experts’ on one side, to ‘expert review informed by metrics’ on the other, with a graduated range of more mixed approaches in between. 

5. A clear majority of respondents expressed doubts as to whether a robust and workable assessment regime for science-based disciplines can be developed, piloted and implemented within the timetable that we have proposed. Many respondents requested that we extend the timetable by at least 12 months. They stressed the importance of conducting a thorough pilot with sufficient time to refine the proposals before implementation, and of giving HEIs sufficient details of the operation of the new assessment regime before putting it into practice. Many also wished to see the timetables for the ‘science-based’ and other disciplines more closely aligned to strengthen the development of the new system as a cohesive whole. 
6. Views about the proposed bibliometric indicator ranged from positive support to scepticism. But there was a general consensus that:

a. Substantive further work is needed to develop the bibliometric process, validate the outcomes and understand the behavioural consequences. 
b. Citation measures can provide a useful proxy indicator of quality, but they should be used alongside other quality-related indicators rather than alone. Also, some form of moderation by expert panels would be desirable to ensure the citation measures are appropriately applied and interpreted across the subject groups, and to give confidence in the outcomes. 
7. Respondents made proposals for other quantitative indicators that could be used alongside bibliometrics. Most were keen to find ways of capturing user value and the broader impact of research. But a significant minority felt this would be best addressed by other funding streams, and there was little consensus about how in practice impact could be measured. 

8. Concerns were raised about the implications of operating at broad subject level for the ‘science-based’ disciplines. Many respondents felt this would limit the REF’s usefulness in informing institutional research management and in providing public information to external stakeholders about where, and in what disciplines, excellent research takes place. Many also felt it would also constrain the expertise within the panels. However, a significant minority argued that the REF should focus solely on allocating QR and not seek to provide quality assessments at the same level of detail as the RAE. They argued that HEIs are now well placed to take more formal responsibility internally for research management without relying on external assessments, and that a broader-brush approach is necessary for the burden to be reduced significantly.

9. There was general consensus that the REF is unlikely to reduce burden in the short term, and may indeed involve a significant transitional workload, but many recognised the potential for reduced burden once in a ‘steady state’. Many – but not all – respondents urged us to consider a universal or automated approach to including staff for the bibliometrics exercise, rather than staff being selected by institutions, and saw this as the main potential to reduce burden. For the other subjects, there were general doubts that the burden of peer review could be significantly reduced without compromising rigour, although some avenues for further exploration were identified.

Annex B 
Outline of the bibliometric pilot exercise 

1. We will run a pilot exercise in the construction of bibliometric indicators of research quality starting in early summer 2008. It will inform decisions about which subjects bibliometric indicators should be used for, how such indicators can be used in creating quality profiles and the design of the process for producing them. 

2. We will select a sample of pilot institutions that is broadly representative of the UK research base and includes HEIs with different characteristics. We have written to those that expressed an interest, giving some further details of what the exercise may entail and asking them to answer some technical questions to help us to draw the sample. The pilot will include all disciplines in which there is at least moderate coverage of citation data, to inform later decisions about which subjects bibliometric indicators should be developed in and to explore boundary issues.

3. In terms of the process and technical issues, the pilot will explore:

a. Questions about the scope of the exercise. In the light of feedback from the consultation we will test both universal and selective approaches to including staff and papers, and explore whether papers should be credited to the institution at the time of publication, or ‘follow’ the author should he or she move to a different institution.

b. The timeframe and frequency of bibliometric exercises.

c. The process for collecting data about staff and papers to be included in the exercise, and the implications and workload for institutions.

d. Our requirements for source citation data, including factors that may influence our choice between using the Web of Science, Scopus or both, and any requirements for cleaning the data prior to analysis. This will involve gaining access to both databases and conducting work to assess their completeness, accuracy and usability.

e. Methods of citation analysis. In the light of feedback to the consultation we will do further work, in particular on how to define ‘fields’ for the purposes of normalisation, and on the options for handling self-citation. We remain committed to producing bibliometric indicators in the form of a profile. We will explore the appropriate internal quality thresholds for building such a profile and also the potential for generating additional or supplementary bibliometric statistics that could inform the creation of quality profiles or be useful to institutions for internal management purposes. We will also consider how best to ensure that the indicators we produce may be read against robust and meaningful international benchmark standards. 

4. We expect the results of the pilot to be available in spring 2009. We will take advice from subject expert groups on: the pilot outcomes; which subjects bibliometrics are usable for; and how they can be used and moderated, including the investigation of unexpected results.

5. We will work with the pilot institutions to share their experiences and the lessons learned with the sector as a whole.
Appendix B: Update on the Research Excellence Framework 

(Circular letter 34/2008)

November 2008

To
Heads of HEFCE-funded higher education institutions

Dear Vice-Chancellor or Principal

Update on the Research Excellence Framework

1. I am writing to update you on our progress with developing the Research Excellence Framework (REF), and our plans for further work and consultations with the sector.

2. In May this year, following our earlier consultation, we announced some key changes to the proposals for the REF (Circular letter 13/2008). We committed to developing the REF as a single unified framework for assessing and funding research across all disciplines, which will combine expert input and indicators as appropriate to each subject group. We revised the timetable so there would be sufficient time for further development and consultation.

3. We are now in the process of developing detailed proposals for this more flexible framework. 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.

4. We are working closely with the other UK higher education funding bodies and in consultation with the Department for Innovation, Universities and Skills, and the Research Councils, to ensure that the REF fully complements other parts of the research funding system.

Progress so far

5. Within the REF, research will be assessed through a combination of indicators and expert review processes, including the reviewing of outputs, the use of bibliometrics and other quantitative indicators, and the use of supplementary qualitative information, as appropriate to each subject group. A key challenge is to design a ‘common family’ of such indicators and review processes for the REF as a whole, upon which each subject group can draw as appropriate, to inform robust and rounded overall quality profiles that take full account of all types of research. 

6. We have begun to explore, initially through a high-level workshop, how such a framework should take account of research that is valued by users. The workshop identified several key issues that we will address as we develop the ‘family’ of indicators and assessment processes. These include:

· how to ensure that the criteria for excellence give due weight to the rigour and originality of all types of research, while recognising different audiences in terms of the significance of different types of research 

· how to build on efforts made in the 2008 Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) to further encourage institutions to put forward a wide range of work for assessment in the REF

· how to refine the existing business research element of quality-related (QR) research funding, introduced as an initial proxy for user value, and include an appropriate range of evidence to take account of user value and engagement with research users 

· how best to seek inputs from a wide range of research users into the assessment process.

7. We have made good progress with the pilot exercise to test and develop a bibliometric indicator of research quality, so that this new way of measuring research can be a useful addition to the ‘family’ of indicators. The data collection stage of the pilot is nearing completion and I extend my thanks to all the institutions that have worked at relatively short notice to process data for the pilot. We will now work with Evidence Ltd to analyse the data and test a range of models, and will publish the outcomes of this work in mid-2009. We have also commissioned work to capture the experience of the pilot institutions and disseminate this to the wider sector. Further details of the pilot are provided at Annex A. 

8. As we continue to develop the REF we want to draw lessons from and build on the experience of the 2008 RAE, so that the REF can retain those elements that worked well while making changes where the framework can be improved.

9. We are establishing a series of expert advisory groups for the REF, drawing largely on chairs and members of RAE panels, as well as nominations from the Research Councils, research users and other key stakeholders. These groups will meet throughout the first half of 2009 and advise us as we develop detailed proposals for the REF. There are over 100 members, providing a broad coverage across the full range of disciplines and types of research and research users. We will seek their advice on all key features of the REF, including the ‘family’ of indicators and peer review processes to be included in the REF, how to combine them into overall quality profiles and the subject structure for assessment. As part of this we will ask these groups to review the outcomes of the bibliometrics pilot and advise on the interpretation and use of such data in the REF. We will encourage members of the groups to consult with their wider communities to inform their advice. Further details of the advisory groups, including their membership, will be available on our web-site shortly.

10. We are working with partner organisations to review elements of the RAE and gather evidence about the potential impact on the sector of the transition from the RAE to the REF.

a. We have appointed PA Consulting, as part of a wider review of the accountability burden on higher education institutions, to identify the accountability burden associated with the 2008 RAE and assist in identifying opportunities for the REF to reduce burden.

b. The Equalities Challenge Unit has recently commissioned the Centre for Diversity Policy Research and Practice at Oxford Brookes University to review the equality and diversity measures taken in the RAE, to help identify institutional good practice and inform our approach for the REF. We will also undertake a quantitative analysis of staff selected for the 2008 RAE.

c. The Research Information Network is commissioning work to investigate the influence of research assessment systems on researchers’ publication behaviour.

Next steps 

11. Throughout the first half of 2009 we will continue to develop proposals by analysing the bibliometrics pilot data, gathering evidence through studies, taking advice from the expert advisory groups and holding discussions with a wide range of stakeholders. 

12. We will publish proposals on all the key features of the REF for consultation with the sector in autumn 2009, and expect to announce the outcomes in early 2010. 

13. We remain committed to full implementation of the REF in 2013, to drive QR allocations from 2014. The timetable for the transitional stages leading up to full implementation are yet to be determined in detail; the REF proposals that we publish in autumn 2009 will include a proposed timetable for phasing in the REF leading to full implementation in 2013. At this stage we envisage that during calendar year 2010 we will initiate a sector-wide bibliometrics process in an appropriate range of subjects. We recognise that not all institutions will, at that stage, have systems in place that will have systematically recorded all relevant research outputs. It is therefore likely that this first sector-wide bibliometrics process starting in 2010 will be developmental to some extent, and we will use it to inform a small element of funding only if found to be sufficiently robust.

14. A range of further information about the development of the REF is available at www.hefce.ac.uk under Research/Research Excellence Framework. 

15. We look forward to further discussions with institutions over the coming months and to continuing to work in partnership to develop a system that will command the confidence of the sector.

Yours sincerely,

David Sweeney

Director – Research, Innovation and Skills

Annex A: Update on the REF Bibliometrics Pilot Exercise

Aims of the pilot exercise

1. The pilot exercise aims to explore and test the following issues:

a. The scope of the bibliometrics exercise (which disciplines, and which categories of staff and papers should be included). 

b. Data requirements and the processes for collecting data, including the implications and workload for institutions. 

c. Our choice and use of source citation data (we are testing both the Web of Science and Scopus).

d. Methods of citation analysis. 

e. The choice and use of citation indicators within the REF. 

2. For the purposes of the pilot exercise, we are including research outputs for the period January 2001 to December 2007, across all disciplines that have at least moderate coverage in the available citation databases. 

Progress so far

3. In June 2008 we selected 22 institutions to take part in the pilot exercise, and appointed Evidence Ltd to work in partnership with us to collect data and produce citation indicators.

4. Over the summer we asked the pilot institutions to provide data about research staff and outputs in relevant disciplines over the period January 2001 to December 2007. We deliberately sought data relating to all categories of research staff and including all known research outputs, so that we could test a range of models of citation analysis, using different sub-sets of the data. We also sought data about non-journal outputs to inform an assessment of the coverage of the citation databases. 

5. All institutions submitted their databases to HEFCE by September. Evidence Ltd then processed the databases to bring them into a common template and ensure consistency across the data sets in the way bibliographic details were recorded, and to match journal articles to the Web of Science. This process has involved substantial work given the variations in the data sets that were available within the institutions, and has highlighted a number of issues to be considered for future bibliometric data collection. 

6. The systems implications for institutions are being explored by a Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC) InfoNet project, which will initially produce case studies about the differing systems used by five of the pilot institutions to supply the required data. 

Current work

7. Evidence Ltd is now supplying the cleaned data back to the institutions, and asking them to verify additional records found on the Web of Science that were not included in the institution’s database but appear to be associated with the institution. This process will be complete by the end of December. 

8. In parallel to the conclusion of the data collection phase, Evidence Ltd is calculating a range of benchmarks or normalisation factors, so that the citation count for each paper can be compared with worldwide average citation rates for the relevant field and year of publication. Several different ways of defining fields will be tested.

9. We are holding regular workshops with the pilot institutions to brief them, discuss the process and seek feedback on a range of issues. Details of the workshops, including presentations, briefing materials and notes of the discussions are available at www.hefce.ac.uk under Research/Research Excellence Framework/REF events.

Next steps

10. From early 2009 we will produce a series of citation indicators, using a range of different models and parameters, and we will analyse the effects on the outcomes of using these different parameters.

11. The outcomes will be provided to the REF expert advisory groups to review. We will ask them to advise on: preferred methodological options; which subjects suit the use of bibliometrics; and how to interpret and make use of citation indicators within the REF.

12. Outcomes will also be shared with the pilot institutions so we can seek their feedback on the interpretation and implications of using citation indicators.

13. We are also working with JISC Collections to begin to explore the options for common access to bibliometric data across the range of UK higher education users.

Dissemination

14. A full report of the pilot exercise will be published at the conclusion of the exercise. We expect to publish a wide range of indicators at different levels of granularity, as well as a summary analysis. These will aim to fully inform the sector about the pilot process, the outcomes that were generated, and the effects on the outcomes of using different models and parameters for citation analysis.

15. We have commissioned Technopolis to work with the pilot institutions to capture their experiences of the pilot and the lessons they have learned through the process, and to share these with the wider sector during the remainder of the pilot exercise.

16. We are supporting six-monthly national conferences focusing on bibliometric developments, organised by King’s College London. 

Appendix C: Summary of discussion at the HEFCE/UUK workshop on user-valued research in the REF

1. A workshop was held on 31 October 2008, to explore how to account for user-valued research within the emerging Research Excellence Framework (REF). This note summarises the discussions that took place. It covers the general issues raised in the plenary sessions, followed by a summary of each of the four break-out sessions.

General issues

2. Plenary presentations emphasised the following points:

· HEFCE is committed to supporting a research base which produces excellent research, is innovative and makes a difference to the economy and society. There is now a renewed importance in promoting research that makes a difference. This should be reflected across the totality of the research funding landscape; the measures taken in the REF must complement and reinforce other funding streams.

· The business research element of quality-related (QR) research funding was a first step towards a proxy for user-value; this needs to be refined and could in future be drawn into the REF as part of the quality assessment process. As we refine the approach, we must however guard against micromanaging or over-engineering the system.

· The 2008 RAE panels made efforts to ensure that all types of research would be assessed on an equal basis. However, institutions may have been cautious in the types of work they submitted. The REF should address institutions’ perceptions and encourage HEIs to submit a wider range of work. 

· REF must continue to focus on excellence. To qualify for excellence, it is essential that research is carried out with rigour; and that it must be original (rather than re-packaging existing findings). It must also have significance in moving the discipline forward and/or making a difference. We should consider how REF should assess submissions as a whole; an excellent submission can be expected to include a portfolio of work, some of which moves the discipline forward without any obvious value to users, as well as work which makes a difference/has wider impact.

· There are a range of ‘tools’ available in the REF for assessing research, including expert review, quantitative indicators qualitative information. While there has been much work to develop bibliometric indicators, this is just one of the ‘tools’ available in the REF. There is substantial flexibility in how these tools can be put together to form rounded quality judgements. 

3. Plenary discussion revolved around related questions of whether the REF should focus on assessing the quality of research, or also assess the value it has to users; and whether user value should be considered an integral part of the quality of research, or a distinct dimension of research quality, to be assessed as such. It was argued that it would be difficult to assess direct value to users, as users are very diverse and diffuse and are often not readily identifiable (they do not ‘carry badges’). Differences were noted between the quality of research; the extent to which the research has been disseminated to and accessed by users; and the impact that it has (the latter depends largely on the decisions of the users about what to do with the research). 

Breakout sessions

4. The workshop divided into four groups to discuss the following issues:

f. What are the distinguishing characteristics of user-valued research in your subject group (at broad subject group or discipline level or both)?

g.  What particular challenges does this present to HEFCE in assessing research quality, and in supporting and promoting excellent research of all kinds, within the REF? 

h. What particular types of research, or forms of research output, do we need to pay attention to? Can you provide concrete examples?

i. What is a practicable way forward for the REF (bearing in mind the aim of reducing burden and complexity)?  What particular indicators and assessment approaches appear promising for assessment and funding in your field? 

Arts and humanities

5. The group recognised the significant role played by arts and humanities research in contributing to economic competitiveness, public policy, and the quality of life and creativity. It felt it will be important to capture user-valued research within the REF. 

6. There are a very diverse range of users of arts and humanities research, and they should be thought of as user communities rather than specific users. The key issue will be to recognise the range of interactions where they occur and to focus on the usefulness of the research wherever this might occur.

7. Assessment should address two key questions - is the research valued by users, and is it done in a high-quality way? These two criteria should not be set against each other; there should be a quality threshold for user valued research. 

8. In terms of the way forward for arts and humanities research it was proposed that:

a. Institutions could flag user value associated with particular outputs and provide supporting evidence (for example, a history monograph that was turned into a TV programme). This should not be a requirement for all research, but where it is submitted would provide evidence of user value. 

b. A range of metrics should be considered, for example, relating to policy importance, public access to outputs, or community engagement. These should be used alongside narrative to explain and provide evidence of how the ‘submission’ as a whole has delivered user value; and this portfolio of evidence as a whole should be reviewed by experts.  

9. It was noted that output types and their associated user value differ between the arts and humanities disciplines and it that the disciplines should not therefore be aggregated for the purposes of assessment.

Engineering and physical sciences

10. The group considered that research in engineering is fundamentally connected to its use or application. 

11. The group endorsed the approach used in the 2008 RAE to encourage a wide range of outputs to be submitted, and to take account of the impact of research outputs, industrial income and business collaboration, and felt it important not to lose the progress made in the 2008 RAE. It also felt that this approach has potential to be adapted and used for a wider range of subjects. There were concerns that momentum from the RAE could be lost if the REF moves to a metrics-driven approach (especially if it gives too much weight to journals/bibliometrics). 

12. In terms of assessing outputs, the group identified the key issues as ensuring that all types of output are accepted, providing a 'guarantee' of equal treatment, and an appropriate weighting between the different elements of assessment. The limitations of citation-based indicators were noted, and some potential challenges raises for sensitive materials. It was recognised that while panels cannot predict future impact they can nevertheless consider the available evidence.

13. The group highlighted the importance of involving a wide range of users at all stages in the development and conduct of the assessment process, especially in defining excellence and setting the assessment criteria. 

14. The group considered that research income from users is an important indicator, in the form of a 'rolling profile' of income over a period of time. 

15. There was some discussion about the relationship between QR and the Higher Education Innovation Fund (HEIF), and whether the notion of excellent research includes dissemination to a range of audiences. It was felt there could be lessons to learn from HEIF for the REF.

Biosciences and medicine

16. The group felt that significance, rigour and originality are all important when assessing user valued research, and that the quality of the research should be the subject of assessment, not the importance or quality of the user.

17. There are a wide range of users of bioscience and medical research including patients, the NHS, the pharmaceutical industry, small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), charities, health policy makers, and so on. User-valued research ranges from high-quality basic research (with much of this funded by users especially the pharmaceutical industry) through to experimental and translational research. There are a wide range of associated output types which could all feature in a portfolio of user-valued outputs, including:

· papers

· changes in policy

· ‘things’ such as patents, licences or collaborations

· endpoints such as drugs, changes in clinical practice or devices.

18. There are a number of challenges in assessing user-valued research, including:

· the importance of partnerships and the complex interrelationships with the health service and other users in the research process 

· the long time frame for translational research (for example the introduction of a drug from development through trials to use can take 10-15 years) and the need to assess research relevant to its point on the timescale 

· clinical research that impacts upon policy can be challenging as it may not have a tangible output.

19. Currently available income and other metrics exist but they can be difficult to interpret or place a value judgement. It was proposed that metrics should be used alongside narrative explanation, and assessed through expert judgement; this should involve a range of user experts. 

Social sciences and subjects allied to health

20. The group considered that user-valued research should be assessed in a way that does not dilute or distort research quality and that expert judgement would be essential. It explored how users could input into the judgements either directly or indirectly. The group felt that quality judgements made by users would be a legitimate way to assess research, but there should be some means of ensuring consistency.

21. The group identified a wide range of output types that could be valued by users, including ‘grey literature’, products, advisory work, digital publications, and public engagement. It began to identify the range of evidence that could be used to assess these types of outputs, and suggested that a matrix could be produced to map the different types of outputs to appropriate types of evidence. 

22. Types of evidence could potentially include qualitative judgements of users, quantitative indicators (such as income-related measures), qualitative indicators, feedback from Government or other users, evidence of impact (such as changes to patient care guidelines, public policy or legislation), virtual or digital evidence, or patents. 
� Two research and evaluation reports were published and are available on the HEFCE website http://www.hefce.ac.uk/research/ref/: 


‘� HYPERLINK "http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/rdreports/2007/rd18_07/" �Scoping study on the use of bibliometric analysis to measure the quality of research in UK higher education institutions�', Center for Science and Technology Studies, University of Leiden 


'� HYPERLINK "http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/rdreports/2007/rd19_07" �Bibliometric analysis of interdisciplinary research�', Evidence Ltd. 
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