	
	


REF Expert Advisory Groups

Summary of discussion from round 1 meetings (February 2009)
Introduction

1. The first round of meetings of the Expert Advisory Groups (EAG) for the Research Excellence Framework (REF) took place in February 2009, to discuss experiences of the 2008 Research Assessment Exercise (RAE), what lessons should be drawn from this for the REF, and the key features of the REF.

2. The papers, presentations and questions for discussion from the first round of meetings are available, alongside the EAG’s membership and terms of reference, on the HEFCE web-site. 
3. Across the three meetings, 97 members attended and broke-out into nine groups, firstly to reflect on the lessons to be drawn from RAE, and secondly to discuss key features of the REF. Each break-out group comprised 10-11 members from across a spread of disciplines and included members from research user communities. An EAG member chaired each group and notes were taken by HEFCE staff.

4. This document provides a summary of the discussions from across all the break-out groups. The discussion of lessons to be drawn from the 2008 RAE focused on issues that need to be considered in designing the REF; it was not intended to be an evaluation of the RAE.

Key points

Scope and criteria

1. There was felt to be some level of games playing around HEIs’ selection and recruitment of staff for the 2008 RAE, to improve quality profiles (not necessarily to maximise funding). Many members felt the REF should be more inclusive and avoid HEI selection if possible, but also identified a number of problems with a ‘universal’ approach.

2. There were mixed views on whether outputs should be credited to the author (as at present) or whether the employing institutions should get the credit.

3. Members queried whether it is worth the effort of including Category C staff (except in some specific disciplines such as Medicine where particular considerations apply).

Panel structure and configuration

4. RAE main panels were felt to be effective in ensuring consistency within their main panel, but less so between main panels. 

5. The RAE sub-panels were felt to cover coherent fields of research, but there was a wide disparity of workloads between panels, and the workload for some was very heavy. 

6. Given the demands of reviewing outputs and the need for experts to interpret bibliometrics, members felt there is limited scope for moving to fewer, broader panels. Some members felt, however, that environment or other elements (not outputs) could potentially be assessed at a broader level (similar to RAE main panels), and that this could make the effort of assessing these elements more proportionate.

Quality profiles

7. Members agreed that the quality profile used in the 2008 RAE 2008 was an improvement on the single point ratings system used in 2001: quality profiles were more discriminating and revealed ‘pockets of excellence’. Members agreed that profiles should be retained in the REF (although some queried whether outputs and other elements would need to be combined into an overall quality profile).
Outputs
8. There was agreement that outputs were central to assessing quality in the RAE and should continue to be so for the REF.

9. Given the need to profile outputs, members generally felt there was limited scope to sample outputs in the RAE. Some suggested that the REF should require three outputs per person rather than four, especially if the assessment period is shorter. (Note that the use of bibliometrics in the REF was not discussed at these meetings.) 

Environment and esteem

10. There was consensus that consideration of environment was useful in the RAE although there were some challenges of interpretation; and that environment should be retained in the REF with some modifications. The focus should be on sustainability and forward looking aspects. The narrative evidence should be more structured than the present RA5. This, along with relevant indicators, should inform expert judgement about environment and a mechanistic approach should be avoided.

11. There was a widespread view that the esteem sub-profile was less useful and a distinct element for esteem is not needed in the REF (although some of the indicators of focusing on ‘public good’ elements and research income should be retained under a different heading).

12. Some found it difficult to make profiles out of environment and esteem as profiles require fine-grained judgements. Some felt the criteria of ‘originality, significance and rigour’ and the descriptors of 1* to 4* were designed primarily for assessing outputs and were less applicable to environment and esteem. The REF should consider tailoring the criteria, ratings scale and descriptors for environment and other elements. Some suggested that while outputs should continue to be profiled, other elements could be assessed on a single point scale. 

Applied research 

13. Members felt that applied and practice-based research was treated fairly where it was submitted to the RAE, but (with some exceptions) HEIs had been reluctant to submit applied research. Also, there were some difficulties assessing it against the same criteria as basic research.  

Impact and engagement
14. Members agreed or accepted that it will be important to take more explicit account of the impact of research in the REF, and that there should be a distinct element focused on impact (or impact and engagement). There should be a wide definition of impact, including social, cultural, public policy and quality of life benefits, as well as economic impact.

15. Members highlighted several challenges to assessing impact, including time lags and problems with attributing impacts to research outputs. They discussed two broad approaches: 
a. Looking at impact that has occurred during the assessment period arising from research by the HEI over a much longer period.  

b. Looking at impact ‘enablers’ such as engagement with users and knowledge transfer activity. 

16. Members agreed that there should be more user representatives on the REF expert panels, with a key role in informing the assessment of impact.
Interdisciplinary research

17. In general, members felt that panels were able to assess interdisciplinary research without difficulty, given the breadth of panel membership and use of specialist advisors.  However, many noted practical difficulties with the cross-referral process. 

Equalities and diversity

18. Overall there was strong support for the approach to equalities and diversity in the 2008 RAE. Mostly people agreed that early career researchers should be allowed to submit fewer outputs but members noted some inconsistencies in expectations (between both institutions and panels).

19. Fuller summaries of the discussions are at Annex A (reflecting on the 2008 RAE) and Annex B (key features of the REF).
Annex A
Reflecting on the 2008 RAE

Eligibility criteria and selection of staff

1. There was widely felt to be some level of games playing around the selection of staff for submisison. Panel members detected various practices used to improve quality profiles by submitting an elite selection of staff, recruiting staff close to the census date or appointing part-time staff who were not fully integrated into the department. There was concern that this does not provide a full or fair picture of a department’s research. 
2. Many panels had found it difficult to verify whether the research of Category C staff included in a submission was focussed in the submitting department, and found the audit process complicated and time consuming. For some of these, the inclusion of Category C staff made little difference to the overall outcome, so it was felt to be a somewhat wasted effort. An alternative was suggested to reference these individuals as part of the ‘environment’ element. However, it was widely felt that removing Category C staff would be a serious omission for some panels, including medical panels. Some suggested that each panel could make their own decisions about whether Category C staff could be included when setting criteria. 

3. There were very mixed views on whether all research staff should be assessed or HEIs should be able to select staff in future. This is considered in Annex B. 

The configuration of Units of Assessment and the two-tier panel structure

4. Most groups felt that main panels were effective in ensuring consistent standards within their main panel areas, although some felt there needed to be a clearer definition and understanding of how the main and sub-panels should interact.
5. Consistency within main panels was achieved more easily where the subjects were cognate, such as engineering. It was also helpful if the main panel chair worked closely with sub-panel chairs and attended sub-panel meetings. If there was variation of criteria and working methods between different subjects within the same panel, this hindered consistency across the panel. 

6. Many stated that they perceived limited consistency between main panels. Some did not have time within the timescales to feedback fully across the main panels, or in some cases felt discouraged from talking to chairs from other panels. This caused difficulties especially for cognate subjects from different main panels or for subjects which were split across main panels. Some felt an early steer about marking expectations would have helped to improve consistency across main panels. 

7. Some examples were given of where HEIs had flexibility to submit work to a choice of two or three different panels within different main panel areas. It was felt they made strategic decisions on where to submit, based on different panels’ criteria or weightings. Greater consistency of approach across main panels would minimise this behaviour.

8. Where main panels contained particularly coherent groups of sub-panels this was felt to be a strength. Some felt smaller sub-panels were overwhelmed by the bigger sub-panels within their main panel. 

9. It was felt that workload varied significantly between sub-panels. Workloads were particularly large where panels covered multiple fields and some of the larger UoAs had huge volumes of material to read, some of which was outside their immediate specialisms.
10. Working methods also varied between panels, often depending on the scale of submissions and the types of outputs. 
11. Members reported mixed experiences of international panel members. Some panels found it harder to identify a specific role for their international members. Some found international panel members were more useful when involved at sub-panel level. Several panels found they did not have a balanced mix of expertise, given that the panels were set up before it was known what range of work HEIs would submit.
The use of a quality profile

12. There was widespread agreement that the introduction of the quality profile had been a positive development. Many felt that it had taken away the ‘cliff-edge’ effect of using a single point scale, succeeded in showing the spread of quality and identifying ‘pockets of excellence’. Although almost all agreed about the benefits overall, some highlighted issues associated with using quality profiles:

a. Many felt strongly that the cumulative rounding methodology (rounding to the closest 5 per cent) was a blunt measure that could have unintended effects. The quality profile improved discrimination, but this was lessened by the rounding methodology. 
b. Some felt it was difficult to interpret and use profiles when comparing departments within the HEI (e.g. a profile with 20% at 4* could mean different things depending on the UoA). 
c. Quality profiles were more difficult to explain to the outside world than quality ratings used in the 2001 RAE. 
d. A few mentioned that quality profiles did not encourage inclusiveness as HEIs tried to exclude 1* or 2* work. 

13. However, now that the quality profile has been accepted, some urged HEFCE against changing the scales again. Repeatedly altering the scoring system makes it difficult to make comparisons for research management purposes.

The introduction of sub-profiles of outputs, environment and esteem

14. Members discussed their experiences of using the three sub-profiles, as outlined below.  Generally it was felt there should be more consistency across panels in how the three elements are defined and what evidence is used to inform them. Some believed weightings for each element varied too much, and should have been more constrained across the board. 5 per cent was felt by some to be too low a weighting for any of the elements.
Outputs

15. It was widely agreed that outputs were the most important element and should remain so in the REF. 
16. Members discussed approaches to sampling outputs. Some had used sampling to some extent, but most felt that there was limited scope to do so. Given the emphasis on profiling the outputs, some said their panels had felt it necessary to review all of the outputs. This was different from previous RAEs when members felt they could sample the work of individuals. 

17. Members reported a range of approaches in terms of how many people read each output and the extent to which they reviewed outputs in detail. There was some agreement that if work appeared in a peer reviewed journal it was not necessary to read the full text in detail. Others felt that there was no short-cut to reading material in detail, particularly monographs or in cases where outputs were felt to be borderline between star ratings.

18. Some stated that it was difficult to assess how representative the outputs were of the body of research that has been carried out, as this varies from subject to subject. In some subjects, four outputs represented only a tiny proportion of the output from the period. Some felt we should revisit the question of whether the number of outputs should vary by subject.

19. There was general agreement that textual commentary on outputs was useful, for example in highlighting the ‘significance’ of outputs or the specific contribution of the author in multi-authored papers. Some expressed concern that a move to bibliometrics may mean these commentaries are no longer used.

Environment and esteem

20. There was widespread agreement that environment indicators were useful in informing the overall quality profile, but that there could be improvements in how this is treated in future.

21. The large majority of members agreed that esteem was not found to be a useful sub-profile overall and need not be retained in future. Definitions of esteem varied greatly, it was sometimes unclear how it should be assessed (especially for early career researchers) and the information included was often not verifiable. However, most agreed that some indicators of esteem (especially the ‘public good’ elements, and research income where this was part of esteem) should be retained as part of the assessment, perhaps under a different ‘heading’. 

22. A large number reported challenges in assessing narrative evidence in the RA5. Many felt RA5s were often ‘creative writing’ rather than factual evidence, and were approached differently by different HEIs, which made it difficult to make judgements. Many members felt they had spent too much time on assessing RA5s, especially considering the relatively low weighting for environment or esteem in some cases.
23. In spite of this, RA5 was felt to provide useful contextual information about the department which should be retained in some form. There was strong support for the idea of using a more structured template or proforma in the future so information could be reported in a consistent way. 

24. Overall, members felt the quantitative aspect of environment was easier to interpret. Some found the data useful to sense-check the RA5 narrative. However, members did note some challenges in interpreting quantitative indicators. There was some discussion about how the income should be broken down. Also, it was felt that attempts to apply data formulaically caused some issues, and raised questions about whether all types of income should be valued equally. Peers should make judgements about what is prestigious in their disciplines.

25. Some had found it difficult to make a profile out of environment and esteem as this requires too fine-grained judgements; and some panels took different approaches to doing this. Some suggested it would be easier to produce a rating on a single point scale or use fewer star ratings for these elements (in contrast to outputs, which were easier to profile). Some suggested the criteria and descriptors for 1* to 4* were too loose or did not apply well to environment and esteem.

26. Some expressed concern that sub-profiles could distort the overall quality profile: a high score for environment or esteem could make a big difference overall, even if it had been given a relatively low weighting. Some suggested that environment favoured bigger HEIs, and could cause particular problems when a high score turned out not to be backed up by outputs. Also, not knowing what proportion of staff were selected meant the panels could have a skewed view of the environment overall (e.g. if 40 students were attached to one research active staff who was the total of one submission). This is particularly problematic if the data is applied formulaically.

27. Members of the panel felt that it was important that environment was a forward-looking element of the assessment which allowed them to take a judgement on the potential of a department, given that the outputs are essentially retrospective. The department’s strategy and staffing policy (including succession planning) were key parts of environment.

Treatment of applied and practice-based research

28. The large majority of members felt that only a relatively small quantity of applied and practice-based work had been submitted in RAE 2008 (although this was not the case for all panels). Many attributed this to concern amongst HEIs that that applied research would not be regarded as favourably as academic work, in spite of panel guidance to the contrary.
29. A small number of panels stated that a good proportion of applied research was submitted. Some noted that where this was the case, it was often of world leading quality. Overall, it was felt that the best submissions included a portfolio of work with different types of outputs.

30. Members agreed that where applied research was submitted, it was treated fairly. At the same time, they identified some challenges in assessing applied research against the established criteria:
a. Panels sometimes had difficulty simultaneously assessing the contribution to disciplinary knowledge and significance to users.

b. In some cases applied research could have major impact but drew heavily on previous research and therefore lacked the same degree of originality as other material. 
c. Members also reported difficulties in assessing significance to users where there are long time scales for this to become evident.

31. Some found that public policy research was rarely submitted as an output, but sometimes mentioned in environment or esteem. A significant number reported difficulties in assessing the impact of public policy work. This type of research tended to score less highly on rigour and originality as it often drew heavily on existing research, and some felt public policy work may have received a lower rating overall than it should. A few added that it was particularly difficult to take a view on the significance of overseas public policy work.

32. Some reported problems with patents and suggested only those actually awarded should be eligible for inclusion.

33. Some found the impact statement very important for describing the impact of a patent. 

34. Some gave examples of cases where practice based research was used as evidence of esteem rather than submitted as an output in its own right. On some occasions, the research that was referenced was thought to be stronger than the research submitted.

35. Some members commented on the role of users on the panels. Overall it was felt that there were not enough user representation – some panels contained no users at all. Members acknowledged the difficulty of recruiting members of the user community: users would have to make a business case to justify their involvement and few could afford the time required. It was also noted that those users who do agree to sit on a panel may have a positive bias.

Treatment of interdisciplinary and multi-disciplinary research

36. It was generally felt that panels were able to assess interdisciplinary research without difficulties: the panels were sufficiently broad, members could assess work outside their immediate expertise, and could draw on specialist advice as required.  

37. However, a large number of members reported practical difficulties with the cross-referral process. Cross referrals were often made very late and, once returned, there was little if any time to normalise the results.  It was also difficult using other panels’ criteria to assess cross-referred outputs. The process was time consuming and cumbersome. It was felt that the cross referral system worked better within a main panel structure, especially where there was cross membership within a main panel group.

38. There was widespread feeling that interdisciplinary research should be encouraged, and some concern that its treatment in the RAE failed to address perceptions about its value, and this could inhibit interdisciplinary research. Some felt HEIs had chosen not to submit interdisciplinary research, although it was often mentioned in environment statements. Some commented that very few submissions indicated where research was interdisciplinary. A few also suggested some HEIs had engaged in games-playing around where best to submit interdisciplinary work.
39. Many felt that specialist advisors played an important role in assessing interdisciplinary research but that there were challenges in identifying and recruiting them. 
Promoting equality and diversity

40. Overall, there was strong support for the 2008 RAE approach to equalities and diversity. The new arrangements which allowed HEIs to explain special circumstances and submit fewer outputs in some cases had significantly improved the situation for early career researchers and those with special circumstances. However, members had encountered some challenges:

a. HEIs used different approaches to special circumstances so it was difficult to take these into account consistently. For example, different HEIs submitted two outputs or four outputs for people with the same circumstances. Some felt the criteria for the number of outputs submitted should be clearer and more consistent across panels. 

b. Some felt there were challenges in ‘disentangling’ information about early career researchers (ECRs) because of the inconsistency in approaches by HEIs. In addition, differences in the rules and criteria across panels caused difficulties for HEIs when submitting this information.  
41. Some panels had different expectations of how many outputs should be submitted by ECRs, depending on the nature of the discipline. For example, in some cases it would be reasonable to expect four outputs from an ECR after working in a department for two years. 

42. Some found it time-consuming to take account of special circumstances when looking at environment and esteem. The panel had to consider cases carefully to come to a fair judgement about what mitigation should be expected (e.g. expectations about travelling to conferences for those with mobility issues).
Efficiency and operational issues
43. Members gave positive feedback about the RAE secretariat, administrative support in the central team, the data collection system and the accessibility of electronic outputs on DVD. 

44. Some members found the nominations process for specialist advisors was too time-consuming. Some commented that although the audit process was successful in checking for adherence to criteria, it did not guard against all games-playing.
45. Members noted a significant disparity of workloads between panels. Some panels had found their workload was extremely heavy. Some felt the workload had increased from 2001 to 2008. Larger panels reported more logistical challenges.

46. A few panels felt they spent a disproportionate amount of time on very small submissions, and suggested there should be a minimum number of staff in a submission. 

47. Many found the overall timescale for the exercise was very tight, with too little time available between receiving outputs and making judgements. Often there was only limited time to re-calibrate results or make adjustments to ensure consistency. 

48. Some suggested HEFCE should give more guidance to HEIs on releasing panel members from their normal jobs. Panel members had different allowances from their host institution (e.g. some had teaching relief, others didn’t).

Annex B

Key features of the REF
Configuration of panels and subjects 
1. The members spent some time considering the scope to reduce the number of panels for the REF. Overall they agreed there was some but limited scope for fewer panels to assess outputs: 

· fewer panels would require a greater number of members on each panel. This would make the operation of panels difficult, and would not reduce burden 
· some were concerned about needing to combine disparate subjects and that panels would then lack coherence 

· some were concerned about dominance of larger disciplines within broad panels, and this might lead HEIs to reduce their investment in ‘smaller’ disciplines.

2. There was some debate about whether environment or other elements could be assessed independently of outputs, and if this could be done at a broader level (similar to RAE main panels). Some RAE 2008 panels had effectively assessed outputs independently of RA5s, for example by reviewing outputs first or by not allocating whole submissions to readers, and felt this approach had worked well. However, some felt that outputs should not be separated from the other elements as there was merit in seeing whether the outputs and other elements all told the same story. Some found RA5s had provided useful context when reviewing outputs in RAE 2008. 

3. Many members recognised benefits of assessing environment at a broader level. Some thought environment could be assessed at department or faculty level with information such as equipment spend, library provision etc. being key indicators for some disciplines. Depending on institutional structures, environment within an institution could potentially be assessed at several different levels (institution, faculty, department or research group). Some suggested HEFCE undertake an analysis of RAE 2008 to see how similar the environment profiles were for an institution overall and in cognate disciplines. If they are similar, this supports the case for aggregating up or assessing at a higher level.

4. Others doubted that environment could be assessed at such a high level, and suggested discipline specific expert knowledge is needed to make an assessment of environment. Some felt that the fine-grained nature of the information and assessment was important and that aggregating up / working at a higher level would lose some of the usefulness. Some suggested that quantitative assessment in particular needs to be interpreted by experts, but perhaps qualitative assessment could be done at a higher level. 

Eligibility and scope 
5. Many members felt that the REF should assess ‘all staff’ (rather than HEIs selecting staff) in order to provide a fairer view of the quality of research activity, a fuller picture of environment and esteem, and reduce games playing and burden on HEIs. There was some discussions about what ‘all staff’ would mean, but no clear consensus. Members also acknowledged various difficulties associated with this approach:

· if all ‘research’ staff were included on the basis of contractual status, HEIs would play games by changing peoples’ contracts

· if all ‘academic’ staff were included, this would be disproportionate for non-research intensive institutions

· overall the exercise would reveal a higher volume of 1* and unclassified work

· even if everyone was submitted, the ‘full picture’ would be hampered by staff joiners and leavers within the period.

6. There was also a range of opinion on whether papers should be credited to the HEI or the researcher. 

a. Those who thought the HEI should be credited argued that this approach would avoid the current problems with the ‘transfer market’ and that it would effectively encourage HEIs to nurture new researchers.

b. However, they did identify problems with this approach: it would be more backward-looking (whereas giving credit to current staff is more about future potential) and could lose dynamism in the system (especially for ECRs who may be looking to develop their careers by moving on).

c. Some felt it would be technically too difficult to associate outputs with HEIs: would it be based on when the research was carried out, when the output was submitted for publication or when it was published?

d. Most recognised that games playing could occur with either approach.

7. Most thought that the frequency of assessment should be every 5-6 years.

8. Some said that four outputs per submitted member of staff was about the right amount. Others suggested that fewer than four outputs could be appropriate, particularly in certain subjects, and if the assessment period is shorter (e.g. 5 years). Some thought it should be possible to have variation from panel to panel. A few commented that in RAE 2008, the fourth output tended to be weaker, and that quality would improve if only three outputs were submitted.

9. A small number said it would be useful for contextual purposes to know what proportion four outputs represents of the total number of outputs.

Outputs, environment and impact 

10. In terms of the key elements of assessment there was widespread agreement that:

· outputs should remain the primary object of assessment 
· it is important to address impact as part of the REF, but this raises a number of challenges
· environment should be retained, although with some modifications from the 2008 RAE

· esteem does not need to be a distinct element in the REF (though some of the indicators relating to ‘public good’ and research income should be included under a different ‘heading’). 

11. There was little further discussion about outputs or the use of bibliometrics, as this will be discussed at future meetings. There was much discussion about impact, engagement and environment, and some felt these could be integrated into a single element, although many accepted that politically it may be necessary to have a separate element focused on impact.

Criteria

12. Members felt that the REF should continue to focus on quality, defined as originality, significance and rigour. It was felt that in the REF we must retain originality and rigour across the board, but could extend ‘significance’ to more explicitly cover both academic and wider (economic and social) impact. Members agreed that this wider impact must be broadly defined to include social, cultural, public policy and quality of life benefits, as well as economic impact.
13. Some suggested that the criteria (originality, significance and rigour) should apply to outputs but that distinct criteria should be developed for the other elements, that focus on what panels would be looking for in terms of an excellent environment, impact or engagement. They also suggested that the ratings scale and descriptors would need to be adapted.
Impact/engagement

14. Several general challenges were identified to assessing impact/engagement:

a. How to take account of the long-term impact of basic research as well as the short-term quality and impact of applied research; and the different pace at which impact occurs in different fields (e.g. longer in medicine than engineering).

b. The relationships between research and impact are non-linear and there are problems attributing specific impacts to specific research. 
c. The impact of some research is not necessarily related to its quality. For example, some research that can draw heavily on existing knowledge to produce something with impact; or ‘close to market’ consultancy type work that can be very useful but have little intellectual contribution or international significance. Also, high-impact ‘populist’ research may not be quality research.

d. Assessing impact could lead to new types of games playing or disincentivise basic research

e. It was felt that it could be more difficult to find direct evidence of impact for arts and humanities disciplines than for sciences.

15. Some groups explored approaches to assessing impact and the types of evidence that could be included: 

a. There was some debate about the timeframe for assessing impact. Many felt that REF could look at impact that has occurred during the assessment period arising from research by the HEI over a much longer period. Some said this could be assessed at broad panel level. 

b. Some groups suggested an alternative would be to look at impact ‘enablers’ such as knowledge transfer activity, engagement with users and skills development. This could be evidenced through a combination of metrics (such as industrial research and consultancy income, spinouts, and so on) and narrative. 

c. One group highlighted the tensions between using coarse metrics that would miss a lot of impact and distort behaviours, and the alternative - for HEIs to produce lots of qualitative material - that would create substantial burden. 
d. Some felt it would be difficult to separate academic and wider impact, and that the ‘impact’ element of REF should include contributions to the discipline (such as journal editorships, creation of teaching materials, conferences and so on).
e. Some noted that HEIs are becoming more sophisticated at measuring impact and engagement in response to research councils’ requirements and HEIF. In time, internal mechanisms will be in place which could be drawn on for the REF. 
f. Some added that we should ensure that the approaches taken by the REF and the research councils must be coherent.

16. Most agreed there should be more users on panels in the REF, although they would need to have a clear role and should not generally be expected to review large volumes of outputs. Some thought they should work alongside academics for the assessment of impact, others thought they should be more involved in setting criteria / agreeing indicators.

Environment

17. It was generally agreed that environment should have a focus on sustainability and should be forward-looking. This should be assessed using indicators and structured qualitative evidence, including a forward looking strategy. Indicators could include:

· Numbers of PGRs and completions. Some breakdown of home/overseas PGRs may be useful. Some suggested that PGR destinations data and data on average length of time to complete PhD might be useful.

· Numbers of ECRs. In addition to numbers, there needs to be evidence of supporting career development of ECRs / integration within the department and training / development. 
· Research income. A few mentioned that there should be more consistent criteria across panels about the treatment of different sources of income. Some felt that all sources of ‘competitively sought’ income should count equally (except perhaps RDA income). Others felt some sources of income were more prestigious than others and should be rated differently. A small number queried why overseas charity income wasn’t captured in 2008 RAE.
· Investment in buildings, equipment etc.

18. It was noted that indicators would vary between disciplines, for example research income was more illuminating for some subjects than others. Some noted the danger of indicators is that people ‘work to target’ and stressed the importance of using expert judgement to interpret quantitative data. 

Quality profiles

19. In the 2008 RAE, producing sub-profiles for outputs worked well, but was problematic for environment and esteem, and there was inconsistency across panels in how this was done. Groups made several suggestions for the REF:

a. Some groups suggested a single point rating scale might work better for environment and impact in the REF, and queried whether they need to be combining with outputs into an overall quality profile. 

b. Some suggested that outputs should provide the core profile, and impact / environment could be used to modify the profile.

c. Some were content with the weighted algorithm for combining the elements, except for the 5 per cent rounding.

20. Some pointed out that that descriptors of 1* to 4* would need to be adapted for environment and esteem.

21. There was some discussion about the weightings between the elements:

a. There was no consensus on the relative importance of each sub-profile other than that outputs should be paramount. One group suggested impact should be between 15 per cent and 25 per cent. Some suggested 5 per cent is too little for any of the elements.

b. Some felt that weightings should be imposed centrally with clear and consistent definitions of what goes into which sub-profile. Others felt weightings could be the same for all subjects within a main panel, but vary between main panels.
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