Annex A 
Consultation response form for the Research Excellence Framework

1. Respondents should complete the form below.

2. Responses should be e-mailed to refconsultation@hefce.ac.uk by Thursday 14 February 2008. HEIs in Northern Ireland should send a copy of their response to research.branch@delni.gov.uk
3. Institutions wishing to express an interest in taking part in the pilot of the bibliometrics indicator should e-mail their details to refconsultation@hefce.ac.uk by Thursday 31 January 2008.

4. We will publish an analysis of responses to the consultation. Additionally, all responses may be disclosed on request, under the terms of the Freedom of Information Act. The Act gives a public right of access to any information held by a public authority, in this case HEFCE. This includes information provided in response to a consultation. We have a responsibility to decide whether any responses, including information about your identity, should be made public or treated as confidential. We can refuse to disclose information only in exceptional circumstances. This means responses to this consultation are unlikely to be treated as confidential except in very particular circumstances. Further information about the Act is available at www.informationcommissioner.gov.uk.

Respondent’s details

	Are you responding:

(Delete one)
	· On behalf of an organisation



	Name of responding organisation/individual
	Modern Universities Research Group

	Contact name
	Dr Helen Rolph

	Position within organisation (if applicable)
	Administrator

	Contact telephone number
	0141 534 3123

	Contact e-mail address
	Murg.admin@ntlworld.com
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The Modern Universities Research Group (MURG) was established in the early 1990s to consider all issues relating to research at post-92 Universities. Our membership has since expanded to include colleges who have recently gained university status and who conduct postgraduate research. We currently have 50 members and have consulted our membership for a joint response to this consultation on the research excellence framework. MURG has 50 member universities. Further information on MURG can be found at www.murg.ac.uk. 
Executive Summary 
MURG welcomes the opportunity to respond to the consultation on the proposed Research Excellence Framework.  MURG fully supports the aims of the proposed new framework as detailed in the consultation document, but believes that there are several significant gaps in the current proposal which need to be addressed before sector confidence could be achieved. These issues are detailed in response to each of the questions as outlined below. 

There are a number of over-arching issues which the MURG membership felt were sufficiently important to highlight in this executive summary:
1. Over the next five years there will be potentially three streams of funding review and assessment, which MURG members felt would be very burdensome, not only at an administrative but also at a financial level. The membership felt that although the use of metrics as a form of assessment may work in a limited number of fields, it would be more efficient and cost-effective for universities to be assessed by a methodology that has been shown to work for all fields of research. 
2. The general uncertainty over the use of metrics in certain defined scientific fields, the undefined role of the expert panels and the unknown issues surrounding a “light touch” review for the arts and humanities were also key areas of concern.
3. If metrics were to be used, the selection of a commercial database run by a private company, to be used as a basis for distributing public funding for the sciences might be considered unethical. 
4. Concerns were raised that if data on the Web of Science were not sufficiently clean for the metric analysis used to distribute the funding, each university would be left to cleanse the data without any financial backing; it is also likely that much of the cleansing will be duplicated across institutes that have collaborated on multi-authored papers (e.g. in the fields of computing science, crystallography etc).
Consultation questions 

(Boxes for responses can be expanded to the desired length.)
Consultation question 1a: Do you endorse our proposals for defining the broad group of science-based disciplines, and for dividing this into six main subject groups, in the context of our new approach to assessment and funding?

There are three areas of concern
1. The breadth of the proposed groupings ‘Subjects allied to health’ and ‘Engineering and computer science’.  It will be very difficult to measure the spectrum of activity within these groupings with a single metric.

2. The science boundary. The groupings will need to ensure that non-science based disciplines that do not fit the metrics model are assessed via the ‘light-touch’ process e.g. social science elements of health. 

3. Will assessment and funding at this aggregated level enable ‘pockets of excellence’ to be supported?
Consultation Question 1b: Are there issues in relation to specific disciplines within this framework that we should consider?

It is not possible to comment on the implications for specific disciplines until a robust assessment metric has been devised and evidenced for each discipline area. It is unlikely that this is achievable within the proposed timeframe.
Consultation Question 2a: Do you agree that bibliometric indicators produced on the basis that we propose can provide a robust quality indicator in the context of our framework?
It is not possible to comment on the value of the proposed bibliometric indicator until a robust assessment metric has been devised and evidenced for each discipline area. 
Consultation Question 2b: Are there any particular issues of significance needing to be resolved that we have not highlighted?
Journal coverage is fundamental and until this issue has been resolved there will be limited confidence in the new framework. 
Reliance on a commercial database to underpin future assessment and funding of research in the UK is questionable. 
Further assurances on data cleansing are needed for the Web of Science and proposed linked databases, and the implications for further burden on institutions in providing verified data to HEFCE.

The new framework could influence scholarly communication in ways not yet foreseen in relation to citations e.g. change in publication strategies, reduction in the number of authors on papers to avoid exclusion for self-citation.

There is the potential to stifle the launch of new journals if they are unable to gain entry into the Web of Science or the designated database system.

Will there be critical mass issues to enable the metric assessment to return a statistically significant result? This could disadvantage smaller groups. HEFCE should look at the potential impact of this new assessment system on small groups to ensure that one of the stated aims ‘to fund excellent research wherever it is found’ can be achieved.
The potential for open access and use of Web2.0 could be stifled by the focus on citations in this future assessment of research.
Consultation Question 3a: What are the key issues that we should consider in developing light touch peer review for the non science-based disciplines?

It will be critical to ensure that the panels are still able to make informed quality judgements. This necessitates an RAE-type review.
Postgraduate student numbers and research income could be part of the framework with the science-based subjects, but could be weighted differently.
Consultation Question 3b: What are the main options for the form and conduct of this review?

It is not clear how the current peer-review based assessment can be made ‘light-touch’ without reducing the rigor of the process and reducing the confidence of the academic community in the system.
Reduction in the number of panels or the requirement to read outputs will make the process ‘light-touch’ for the reviewers but will not reduce the burden on the sector in preparing for assessment.

It may be possible to reduce the portfolio requirements in some discipline areas.
Consultation Question 4: Is there additional quantitative information that we should use in the assessment and funding framework to capture user value or the quality of applied research, or other key aspects of research excellence? Please be specific in terms of what the information is, what essential element of research it casts light on, how it may be found or collected, and where and how it might be used in the framework.
The use of HESA data is welcomed to minimise duplication of effort in data capture. However, in relation to income a broader income source type should be included to ensure that applied research activity is captured e.g. inclusion of KTP income. 
Quantitative information captured in the HEBCIS return could be included in the assessment to capture user value.

Leverage against QR investment would evidence value for money and the impact of government investment in research.
Further work is needed to ensure that the impact of applied research is captured as part of the framework e.g. informed health service guidelines.
Engagement with SMEs needs to be captured. Potentially it may be possible to use the take up of R&D tax credits as a measure of engagement.
Consultation Question 5: Are our proposals for the role of expert panels workable within the framework? Are there other key issues on which we might take their advice?
For science based subjects, the expert panels should have a key role in ensuring the robustness of the system. They could continue to review the impact of the new system on behaviour. They should not have a role in influencing the results of the metrics-based assessment process.
For non-science based subjects, the expert panels would continue to operate as for RAE2008.
Consultation Question 6: Are there significant implications for the burden on the sector of implementing our new framework that we have not identified? What more can we do to minimise the burden as we introduce the new arrangement?
There are three key areas where the burden will increase, especially on smaller institutions

1. Selection of staff and allocation to one system or the other. 
2. Running three systems in parallel.

3. Collation and verification of all outputs and citations on an ongoing basis.
Consultation Question 7: Do you consider that the proposals in this document are likely to have any negative impact on equal opportunities? What issues will we need to pay particular attention to?

The current RAE system made great strides in taking into account early career researchers and individual staff circumstances. This adjustment will be lost in the metrics-based system and is likely to impede the career development of ECRs and women returning from career breaks, due to the dependence on citations.
Consultation Question 8: Do you have any other comments about our proposals, which are not covered by the above questions?
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