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Introduction
1. As we move from the Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) to the Research Excellence Framework (REF), we wish to draw lessons from the experience of the 2008 RAE, so that we can retain elements of the RAE that worked well and will be suitable in the context of the REF, and can build on other aspects that could usefully be modified or changed for the REF.

2. Most members of the REF Expert Advisory Groups (EAGs) were involved in the 2008 RAE as chairs or members of sub-panels or main panels. As a starting point for the EAGs’ discussions, therefore, it would be useful to reflect on aspects of the 2008 RAE that will be relevant in informing subsequent thinking about the REF. This paper is intended to prompt discussion on the 2008 RAE, to prepare the ground for subsequent discussions and highlight issues to be taken forward. It does not invite discussion on the implications for the REF as such; we expect these will be picked up in the second break-out session and in future meetings. 

3. The discussions will be noted and a single summary covering these break-out sessions at all three meetings will be produced. The summary document will not attribute comments to individuals or specific Units of Assessment.

Discussion
4. Members are asked to consider the following key underlying questions:

a. Which features of the RAE should be retained in the context of the REF?

b. Which types of evidence submitted to the 2008 RAE were the most important in informing panels’ overall judgements about quality? 

c. Which aspects of the assessment system should be changed, and in particular what scope is there to simplify the process or reduce the range of evidence submitted?
5. The following issues and questions are intended to prompt the discussion:
a. Eligibility criteria and selection of staff. What implications did the eligibility criteria and definitions of staff categories have for the assessment and its outcomes? What implications did institutional approaches to staff selection have for the conduct of the assessment and its outcomes? 
b. The configuration of Units of Assessment and the two-tier panel structure. To what extent did the Units of Assessment cover coherent fields of research and provide for manageable workloads for panels? How effective was the two-tier structure in ensuring consistency across the exercise? Were there any unintended consequences?  

c. The use of a quality profile. What implications did this have for the conduct of the assessment? How effective was it in meeting the desired aims of eliminating the averaging effect of the previous RAE grades, and highlighting pockets of excellence? Did it encourage greater inclusiveness of selection by HEIs?

d. The introduction of sub-profiles of outputs, environment and esteem. What was the range of approaches used for reviewing outputs and determining the output sub-profiles? How useful were the esteem and environment indicators in informing the overall quality profiles? What challenges were there in interpreting quantitative indicators? What challenges were there in assessing narrative evidence (the RA5)? Which particular types of information were most useful in informing quality judgements? Which types of information added less value? Were there any unintended consequences of using sub-profiles?
e. Treatment of applied and practice-based research. To what extent were these assessed on a level playing field, and how far did the efforts to encourage such an approach impact on the range of work submitted? How far did the 2008 RAE capture the contribution of research to public policy making?
f. Treatment of interdisciplinary and multi-disciplinary research. To what extent were there challenges in assessing interdisciplinary and multi-disciplinary research? How effective were the mechanisms to cross-refer or seek specialist advice? To what extent did the guidance on these issues impact on the type of work submitted?
g. Promoting equality and diversity.  How were special circumstances taken into account? What were the challenges involved? 
h.  Efficiency. How manageable were panels’ workloads? What processes could have been simplified or streamlined? Was the overall timescale for the exercise workable and efficient?
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