Code of Practice

Institution name: Edge Hill University
Date of submission: Friday 15th May 2026


Part 1: Introduction
The Research Excellence Framework (REF) is the UK’s system for assessing the excellence of research in UK higher education institutions (HEIs). It is a process of expert review, in which institutions are invited to make submissions into Units of Assessment (UoA). The REF outcomes are used by UK Research and Innovation (UKRI) to:
· [bookmark: _Int_aMmg605A]Inform the allocation of block-grant research funding to HEIs based on research quality.
· Provide accountability for public investment in research and produce evidence of the benefits of this investment.
· Provide insights into the health of research in HEIs in the UK.
Edge Hill University (EHU) participates in REF to ensure the quality and impact of the research you create is recognised and rewarded. By participating we can demonstrate EHU’s commitment to high-quality research and our contributions to the advancement of knowledge and society. The outcomes of the REF support continuing investment in EHU’s research, enhance EHU’s reputation, and shape strategic direction. 
For REF 2029, submissions consist of three assessed elements (figure 1). The focus of these elements has continued the trajectory from previous REFs of moving away from assessing individuals and towards assessing institutions, disciplinary groupings, and teams. In a change from previous REFs, staff will not be submitted to REF 2029. EHU will submit a portfolio of research outputs (CKU), impact case studies (E&I), and statements demonstrating EHU’s commitment and support for enabling research activities (SPRE). The SPRE assessment element includes statements in relation to CKU and E&I elements.
[bookmark: _Figure_1:_REF][bookmark: Figure1]Figure 1: REF 2029 assessment elements

[bookmark: Definitionofresearch]“For the purposes of the REF, research is defined as a process of investigation leading to new insights, effectively shared. This includes:
· Work of direct relevance to the needs of commerce, industry, culture, society, and/or to the public and voluntary sectors.
· Scholarship, which is defined for the REF as the creation, development, and maintenance of the intellectual infrastructure of subjects and disciplines in forms such as dictionaries, scholarly editions, catalogues, and contributions to major research databases.
· The invention and generation of ideas, images, performances, and artefacts including design where these lead to new or substantially improved insights.
· The use of existing knowledge in experimental development to produce new or substantially improved materials, devices, products, and processes including design and construction.
Effectively shared includes research that is published, disseminated, or made publicly available in the form of assessable research outputs and confidential reports.” (Section 4, paragraph 5.3, REF 2029 Guidance)

The purpose of this Code of Practice (CoP) for REF 2029 is to document EHU processes for: 
· Identifying contracts that qualify for REF 2029 volume measure (parts 1.4, 2, and 3).
The volume measure determines the number of research outputs (CKU) and impact case studies (E&I) required for each UoA submission.
· Allocating contracts to a REF unit of assessment (part 4).
· Selecting research outputs for submission (part 5).
This CoP is to help you as an EHU employee to understand the key issues and our decision-making processes for our REF 2029 submission. EHU’s REF 2029 CoP is particularly relevant to the following employees: those employed on academic ‘teaching and research’ (T&R) or ‘research-only’ (R-only) contracts and those who have produced eligible (figure 5) research outputs during their employment at EHU.

1.1. How your CoP supports the principles of:
REF 2029 has identified the following three principles which must underpin the CoP:
· Robustness.
· Transparency.
· Equity and inclusion. 

The development of EHU’s CoP has been informed by REF 2029 guidance, our previous REF 2021 CoP, best practice of other HEIs, and equality impact assessments (appendix 1) and consultation with EHU’s staff (appendix 2). The final version is submitted for approval to EHU’s Research and Innovation Committee and Research England.

1.1.1. Robustness
Our CoP was developed by a Working Group (CoPWG) with members (appendix 3) from across the organisation who are on different career trajectories and with different disciplinary backgrounds. The CoPWG proposed utilising established processes and collating the same evidence used for our REF 2021 submission for identifying qualifying contracts. It was noted that using these processes and evidence sources in REF 2021 resulted in only two formal appeal requests and zero formal grievance requests from across the institution (five hundred and eighty-three eligible staff were employed on REF 2021 census date), indicating that they could be relied upon to accurately inform decision-making.
To aid CoPWG several consultation opportunities (appendix 2) were organised in which the purpose of the CoP, the approach to the design of processes, and the proposed evidence to inform decisions was explained. CoPWG included as many of the suggestions from consultation as it could (appendix 2).
Through consultation staff were specifically asked to consider whether the CoP:
· Is clear in purpose and whether staff understand how decisions will be made, including their own participation in processes.
· Whether the proposed evidence would correctly identify qualifying contracts; if not, to suggest alternative evidence sources.
· Whether proposed process would correctly allocate UoA to contracts; if not, what alternative evidence sources should be considered?
· How robust is it? Would different wording improve the robustness; please provide suggestions?
· Is it inclusive? Could we make the language more inclusive; if so, how?
· In the design of processes are we directly or indirectly discriminating against staff with protective characteristics?
· How can we improve accessibility?
The design of our REF management processes takes a ‘person-centred first’ approach. Using existing EHU processes, individuals are at the heart of generating the evidence that will be used to identify contracts that contribute to our volume measure, ensuring that the evidence provided to EHU’s REF Decisions Panel (RDP) reliably reflects the responsibilities of staff. In addition to being part of the processes that produce the required evidence, they will have an opportunity to appeal RDP’s decisions, supporting EHU in ensuring that the correct contracts have been identified. EHU’s RDP and Appeals Panel will make objective decisions based on the evidence collated from the processes articulated in this CoP.

1.1.2. Transparency 
The approved CoP will be published on EHU’s documents website, where all externally facing governance documents are housed. A link to the CoP will be included in the following communication methods to ensure EHU’s CoP reaches all staff including those based outside UK:
· Research Office’s integrity page (external website).
· Research Office’s REF 2029 SharePoint (internal).
· REF 2029 FAQs (internal).
· Research Office’s SharePoint news, which will automatically appear on Staff SharePoint home page (internal).
· Research Office’s monthly Explore newsletter (internal).
· Direct email to all relevant staff (internal).
In our internal communication methods, we will highlight aspects of the CoP that are particularly relevant to certain groups to support them in accessing information. There will also be in person briefings and training sessions on particular elements of the CoP and recordings will be made available on the Research Office’s REF 2029 SharePoint events page.
Staff will also receive REF 2029 updates, including CoP communications via committees and other meeting papers. UoA Coordinator and disciplinary research leads will provide their departments, using their own internal communications channels, with REF 2029 updates which will include CoP.
In addition to the above, hard copies of the CoP will be posted to relevant staff on a long-term leave of absence along with a covering letter providing contact details for those who can provide support or answer questions. There will also be an invitation to briefing/training events including guidance on using keep in touch (KIT) days to facilitate attendance.
Those with disabilities, who require an accessible format, will be provided with a copy of the CoP that meets their requirements; this will be based on the information agreed in reasonable adjustments, provided by Human Resources.

1.1.3. Equity and inclusion  
We are committed to ensuring that all decisions relating to REF 2029 are inclusive, equitable, transparent, and applied consistently across a diverse range of staff, career pathways, and research contributions. Our approach is underpinned by the principle that all academic staff (those employed on teaching and/or research contract) have the potential to be identified as independent researchers with significant responsibility for research.
Decisions regarding the identification of contracts with significant responsibility for research (SIGRES) and research independence (RI), as well as decisions relating to the selection of outputs for submission, are based on a clearly defined evidence-based identification process for the purposes of our REF submission only. Decisions related to volume measure calculations are applied consistently across the institution (see parts 2 and 3). Output selection is guided by transparent criteria aligned to REF definitions of quality and is subject to appropriate moderation and calibration to ensure consistency and minimise bias across units of assessment. Final submission decisions are made by the REF Decisions Panel (RDP) advised by UoA coordinators, which operates in accordance with this Code of Practice and is supported by appropriate training in equity, diversity, inclusion, belonging, and intersectionality.
 
The processes that inform REF decisions are supportive, developmental, and involve all staff through performance and development review (PDR) discussions and opportunities. EHU’s performance and development review (PDR) processes are design to enable ongoing conversations throughout the year. Where it is an expectation or an aspiration of roles and contracts to conduct research, research plans, and research objectives should be discussed and agreed as part of your annual PDR set up meeting. These person-centred discussions ensure that staff are at the centre of identifying their own research independence and significant responsibility for research and are supported to develop research outputs suitable for submission. Part-time staff, staff on fixed-term or atypical contracts, and those with mixed teaching and research roles will be supported equitably in PDR discussions. 
 
The University recognises that excellence in teaching, professional practice and student experience is underpinned by research activities and is fundamental to our research environment and REF success. Research is at the core of everything the University does. We recognise that staff contributions to research extend beyond traditional outputs and include activities such as knowledge exchange, impact generation, research leadership, external consultancy and advisory work and the development of research culture. These diverse forms of research activity contributions are recognised and valued within the institution and externally. 
 
Accordingly, participation in REF processes is not a measure of individual worth or career progression. Staff who are not identified as having SIGRES or RI, or whose outputs are not selected for submission, continue to make essential contributions to the University’s research environment. The REF processes are designed to ensure that diverse forms of research activity and career trajectories are supported and not disadvantaged. It should be noted that non-inclusion in a REF submission (e.g. contract not identified for volume measure, research outputs not selected, research impact not included as a case study) will not be a factor when considering promotions of any staff members nor indeed any other career opportunity. REF is an assessment of the University’s investment in research, not the productivity of individuals.    
To ensure that we are inclusive of all staff, regardless of career trajectory, career stage, personal circumstances or protected characteristics, EHU’s Research Office in collaboration with Human Resources will carry out regular equality impact assessments (EqIAs) of our REF processes. EqIAs will be conducted at key stages of the REF process to identify and address any differential impacts on staff groups. This will include analysis of contract identification and output selection decisions. Where EqIAs identify differential outcomes or potential barriers for particular individuals or groups, appropriate actions will be taken and monitored to mitigate any unintended disadvantage. If you believe that you are being discriminated against in relation to EHU’s REF processes, for any reason, please raise this with your UoA coordinator, the REF Manager, or Human Resources in the first instance. Wherever possible, we aim to address any issues in an informal and collegial manner. Where concerns cannot be resolved informally, staff retain access to formal REF appeals process and institutional grievance procedures without fear of detriment. 
 
1.2. Contextualisation within Institutional Policies:
This Code of Practice is aligned with the University’s broader institutional commitments to equality, diversity and inclusion (EDI), public and community engagement (PCE), and responsible research assessment. It reflects both current institutional processes and areas of ongoing development. 
 
Edge Hill University was founded as the first non-denominational teacher training college for women in 1885 and that ethos of providing opportunity through education has continued to drive our culture of providing access to education for all. EHU strives to be an equal opportunities employer and, as such, is committed to preventing and challenging discrimination based on any protected characteristic. Our commitment extends beyond compliance with legal requirements and is, in fact, the ethos which underpins our approach to staff support to help everyone reach their potential, whether through research performance or other activities. Equally, in implementing this Code of Practice, the University recognises that staff may experience multiple, intersecting forms of advantage or disadvantage. An intersectional approach is applied across REF processes by considering how overlapping characteristics can influence opportunities and outcomes. Within the institution, staff are supported to provide contextual information about their individual circumstances, and panels are trained to ensure that no single characteristic is considered in isolation. Equally, staff identification, decision-making, and PDR discussions take these intersections into account to identify and mitigate potential disadvantages.
 
The University’s Equity, Diversity and Inclusion strategy (2026 – 2030) provides the overarching framework for promoting an inclusive and diverse people, culture, and research environment in which all staff are supported. We are committed to advancing equity of opportunity, addressing structural inequalities, and maintaining a culture that values diversity and a sense of belonging in all its forms. The principles of this strategy are embedded throughout this Code of Practice, particularly in the design of transparent evidence-based processes and the use of EqIA to monitor outcomes.
 
We seek to embed EDI across all our research and knowledge exchange activities (RKE), communities, and partnerships. We value increased representation, inclusive research cultures, and leadership pathways that reflect the full diversity of our research projects and communities, in order to enhance who leads, who participates, and whose knowledge is valued in terms of research. We expect our researchers to conduct research with the highest standards of integrity and ethical responsibility, and to engage with open research and reproducibility practices that strengthen transparency, rigour, and trust in research. We actively encourage coproduction and participatory approaches as a core research agenda, recognising these as vital means of broadening access to research and ensuring research is socially relevant and impactful. Through collaboration with communities, policymakers, practitioners, and other partners, we seek to support responsible, inclusive, and impactful research that contributes meaningfully to society.
 
In terms of responsible research assessment, the University is a signatory of DORA and we have our own statement on the use of metrics (under review). The principles of DORA are embedded in our polices and processes where researchers and their research outputs are evaluated. EHU acknowledges the limitations of metrics for assessment and therefore takes a broader approach to considering a researcher’s contributions and achievements, one such example, our promotion criteria for those on our research career pathway, does not rely on quantitative thresholds, or publishing in specific journals etc. It considers a broad range of relevant skills, competencies, experiences, contributions to the discipline and culture. This CoP also embeds principles of DORA, our processes for selecting outputs are based on expert assessment and peer review, metrics will only be considered, in addition, where the REF 2029 Panel and Assessment guidance indicates that they will use metrics as part of their assessment criteria. EHU will not use artificial intelligence (AI) tools to collate the evidence that inform the four decision making processes articulated in this CoP or to make those decisions.

EHU’s new Research and Knowledge Exchange Strategy (under development) will build on strengths from previous capacity-building phases. The University, known previously as Edge Hill College of HE, first participated in research assessment exercises in 1996. The growth in research capacity is evidenced by the significant increase in the percentage of staff submitted (chart 1) to previous assessments and at the same time our quality profile has also improved (chart 2). We believe that our strategic investments in research through recruitment, staff development, research support functions, infrastructure, and research culture have resulted in this trajectory of growth.
 
     [image: Chart 1: Percentage of EHU submitted to national research assessment exercises

RAE 2008 16%,
REF 2014 27%,
REF 2021 46%] [image: Chart 2: Percentage of EHU research assessed as 3 and 4 star in national research assessment exercises

RAE 2008 17%,
REF 2014 38%,
REF 2021 57%]
 
Edge Hill University aspires to be recognised as undertaking research of the highest quality. We value all high-quality research, including supporting researchers and a diversity of research contributions, including sensitive subjects, original methodologies and output types. We promote the growth and development of research because: 
  
· The generation of new insights especially in relation to external challenges brings important benefits for society, culture, and the economy and therefore impacts positively on our community. 
· An environment which values and nurtures research is essential for attracting and retaining national and international staff and students of the highest quality who enrich our cultural diversity and reflect our commitment to inclusivity. 
· Staff expertise in research provides the platform on which to build successful teaching programmes. 
· Excellence in research is a major factor in enhancing Edge Hill’s reputation and makes a direct and unique contribution to the ethos of our University. 
· The generation of income through funding, contract research and consultancy, licensing and other intellectual property (IP) income, the commercialisation of research, strengthens our capacity for sustainable strategic development. 
 
1.3. [bookmark: _Hlk213747938]Update on Actions Since REF 2021:
Since REF 2021, we have engaged with the following initiatives to support our academic staff: 
· Engagement with Athena SWAN was identified in our REF 2021 EqIA. 
· Strengthened the use of the Research Investment Fund (RIF) as an internal funding scheme which prioritises early-career researchers, returners from extended periods of leave and secondment. Equally, RIF can help support and prioritise diversity of thought by supporting networking opportunities with other institutions/countries.
· Reviewed recruitment and communication practices, increasing the proportion of academic staff identifying as ethnic minorities from 7.36 percent in REF 2021, to 13.4 percent at the time of writing (27/03/2026). 
· Monitored the growth of the professoriate and readers (research leadership) through recruitment and promotions to identify trends based on protected characteristics. The increase in the number of female colleagues successfully promoted to professor and reader has increased by 56 percent between 2021 to present. 
· The University is committed to ensuring that part-time staff, staff on fixed-term or atypical contracts, and those with mixed teaching-research roles are not disadvantaged in REF-related processes and that eligibility, expectations, and support are applied equitably. 
· PhD completions increased from 126 completions in the previous REF cycle, with 160 in this REF cycle. 
· Supporting researchers to build inclusion into research design, collaboration and engagement processes through practical guidance and capability support. 
· Became a signatory of San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA) as evidence of our commitment to use metrics responsibly, particularly in relation to measuring performance. This CoP also embeds principles of DORA, our processes for selecting outputs are based on expert assessment and peer review, metrics will only be considered, in addition, where the REF 2029 Panel and Assessment guidance indicates that a UoA will use metrics as part of their assessment criteria. 
· Strengthened EDI governance and oversight across the institution with clear leadership roles, action plans, and accountability measures.
· We are a Disability Confident Employer in recognition of our support for employees with disabilities.
· We have Mindful Employer status in recognition of our commitment to create a supportive and open culture where colleagues are supported to be able to talk about mental health, ensuring that our employees feel safe in disclosing any mental health conditions and confident that they will be properly supported and offered reasonable adjustments when required.
· Thirty-three members of staff who had undertaken doctoral studies, have been supported in transitioning to independent researchers in this REF cycle. A further eighty-six staff are currently on this research career development pathway (either undertaking research studies or transitioning).
 
1.4. [bookmark: _REF_2029_volume][bookmark: _Ref226710404]REF 2029 volume measure: Identifying qualifying contracts
The volume measure determines the number of research outputs and impact case studies required for each Unit of Assessment’s (UoA) submission. REF 2029 will use the staffing data EHU returns to the Higher Education Statistic Agency (HESA) for academic years 2025-26 and 2026-27 to calculate our volume measures. It is likely that the REF will continue to use HESA staff data for future REF exercises therefore we may need to continue identification processes annually to provide data.
[image: Figure 2 is a flowchart illustrating processes for identifying qualifying contracts for inclusion in REF 2029 volume measure.
It uses color-coded decision nodes and arrows to differentiate decision pathways for those employed on research only, teaching and research, and other contract types. ]REF 2029 has determined that the volume measure will be calculated based on the percentage of a full-time equivalent year of ‘research-only’ and ‘teaching and research’ contracts that have significant responsibility for research (SIGRES) and research independence (RI) (figure 2).
[bookmark: _Figure_2:_Identifying][bookmark: Figure2]Figure 2: Identifying qualifying contracts

REF 2029 definitions:
· T&R contracts with SIGRES ‘are those for whom explicit time and resources are made available to engage actively in independent research, and that is an expectation of the job role’ (Section 3, paragraph 8.4.1, REF 2029 Guidance).
· R-only contracts with RI ‘A ‘research-only’ contract is considered to demonstrate research independence if the staff member undertakes self-directed research, rather than primarily carrying out another individual’s research programme.’ (Section 3, paragraph 9.1.3, REF 2029 Guidance).

The profile of the University is one where we recruit staff on the basis of their professional experience as well as research activities. Some roles require maintenance of professional accreditation or engagement (e.g. nurses, allied health professionals, teachers, practitioners, police officers, TV production professionals, accountants, solicitors); in such cases, we would not necessarily expect you to have significant responsibility for research but we would expect you to engage with scholarship in order to be at the forefront on your discipline for teaching purposes. For those who aspire to develop a research profile, we aim to support you in making the transition to being research active where appropriate. For staff who have recently arrived from practice, their transition may include embarking on postgraduate study or being involved in team projects in a supporting capacity (‘apprentice researchers’). In such cases, you would not yet be considered to be an independent researcher. We recognise that you may be progressing towards research independence and are provided with research support to help your transition but your contract would not qualify for inclusion in the volume measure: we provide criteria in part 2.
As research capacity-building is an essential part of our strategy, this is reflected in the following:
1. We nurture and develop the careers of academic staff and monitor individual research plans through the performance and development review process. Once in post:
a. We expect all academic staff with significant responsibility for research to engage in research, and to publish on that basis in journals, in monographs or in edited books, or, where appropriate, produce practice-as-research (PaR) outputs which are research-led performances or artefacts, properly captured and documented. It is accepted that not all academic staff have significant responsibility for research and therefore that not all are likely to be submitted as principal-author contributors to the REF, but there are team-working roles, including using practice expertise, which may contribute to supporting, disseminating and nurturing the research agenda.
b. We support staff members who return from an extended period of leave (e.g. parental leave, sickness leave, secondment) to re-immerse themselves in their research by prioritising their applications to the Research Investment Fund. 
c. We support academic staff to become and remain research-active through performance and development review, mentoring, staff development and internal research support funds–this includes supporting staff to become fully independent researchers.
d. We review our approach to constructing the academic timetable and ensure that fair and transparent workload allocations are in place and that they recognise and support the University’s research aspirations.
e. We support early career researchers, providing for them a stimulating and challenging intellectual environment, as well as materially in terms of internal research funds (they have priority access), other networking opportunities e.g. PeerNet and mobility schemes such as Marie Skłodowska-Curie programmes.
f. We identify and support emerging research leaders through mentoring and through external schemes such as the Aurora programme (which is open to all female staff).
The first step is identifying eligible contracts using the definition established by Research England (Section 3, paragraph 6, REF 2029 Guidance). EHU will do this, by verifying which contracts in our Human Resources (HR) records that are:
1. Academic ‘teaching and research’ (T&R) or ‘research-only’ (R-only).
2. On our payroll for academic year 2025/26 and/or 2026/27 (1st August - 31st July each year).
The majority of EHU academic staff are employed on T&R contracts, generally EHU uses ‘teaching only’ contracts for Associate Tutors (teaching cover) and R-only contracts for those employed on funded research projects. 
Where the eligible contract data, for T&R contracts, being returned to HESA do not precisely identify contracts with SIGRES, REF 2029 requires HEI’s to develop qualifying procedures for their identification.
The next step is to identify whether an eligible contract qualifies for inclusion in the volume measure. EHU will do this, by identifying T&R contracts with SIGRES (see part 2), and R-only contracts with RI (see part 3).
Please note ‘being named on research outputs alone does not necessarily qualify a contract for inclusion’ (Section 3, paragraph 8.7.1, REF 2029 Guidance). 


[bookmark: _Part_2:_Identifying]Part 2: Identifying Staff on Teaching and Research Contracts with Significant Responsibility for Research (SIGRES)
1. 
2. 
2.1. Policies and Procedures:
Most academic staff at Edge Hill University are employed on teaching and research (T&R) contracts, though it is accepted that not all have significant responsibility for research nor can they all be considered independent researchers. If you are employed on a T&R contract you are expected to teach to the highest standards; the remainder of your contract may be taken up with research, enterprise and knowledge exchange, professional practice and student placement, or student experience innovation including employability. Your contract should only be identified as qualifying for inclusion in REF 2029 volume measure where EHU expects you to conduct research as part of your employment. 
2.1.1. [bookmark: _Criteria_for_SIGRES:]Criteria for SIGRES: 
As informed by section 3, paragraph 8.4 of REF 2029 Guidance, EHU has identified six indicators that will be used to evidence whether your T&R contract has SIGRES. At least one indicator for each criterion must be met for your contract to be identified as having SIGRES.
a) ‘Explicit time and resources are made available’. 
i. [bookmark: _Hlk218861249]You are allocated time and resources to engage in independent research to meet annual performance and development review (PDR) objectives.
b) ‘You engage actively in independent research’. 
i. You are eligible to apply for research leave/teaching relief e.g. via application to Research Investment Fund.
ii. You are eligible to apply for research funding including internal research funds as the lead or co-applicant.
iii. You design and lead research projects, or significant element/work package, whether by team or individually.
c) ‘It is an expectation of your job role’.
i. You agree research objectives in your annual performance and development review (PDR).
ii. You are eligible to supervise a PhD student at Edge Hill University (see research degree regulations). 
For those employed on multiple contracts or those who change contract during relevant payroll years (2025/26 and 2026/27), please note each of your contracts will be considered separately. You may find that only one of your eligible contracts is identified as having SIGRES, identification must reflect the employment responsibilities of each contract rather than your collative responsibilities. 

2.1.2. [bookmark: _Decision-Making_and_Communication:]Decision-Making and Communication:
The identification of those with significant responsibility for research begins with the academics themselves. You are asked to maintain your Pure records[footnoteRef:1], and identify your research priorities through annual performance and development review (PDR) discussions with your manager. Here you identify projects, outputs and time management to achieve these. The PDR is an opportunity to review and establish short-term and long-term research goals (research plan). If research is not a core element of your role, you identify non-research tasks which make up a substantial part of your responsibilities – this may include workplace/practice activities required to maintain professional accreditation and currency.  [1:  Pure is our current research information system (CRIS); the data is maintained by individual researchers and validated through departmental and open research processes. It contains data on individuals, funding applications and awards, outputs etc. For more information on Pure visit Research SharePoint.] 

Heads of department (HoD) review each staff member’s research activity via the annual PDR to inform decisions on workload allocations (including or excluding time and resources for research). The allocations are communicated to academic staff by HoDs before commencement of the academic year (see figure 3). UoA coordinators review with HoDs all those who are allocated time for research to help ensure that no eligible member of staff is excluded from submission. Any cases in which an individual’s aspiration to be identified is not congruent with the evidence presented will be reviewed at this stage, although the final decision rests with the REF Decisions Panel (RDP). 

[bookmark: _Figure_3:_Establishing][bookmark: Figure3]Figure 3: Establishing workload evidence for identifying contract with SIGRES

For each eligible T&R contract, EHU’s RDP will seek evidence for each indicator, in the order above, to demonstrate whether a contract meets all three criteria for identifying SIGRES; if an individual is found not to meet a criterion, the RDP will cease to seek evidence for subsequent criteria. The EHU processes where evidence will be sort from are:
· Annual Performance and Development Review (PDR)[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  For new staff the evidence will be sort from probation procedures.] 

Workload allocation letter or workload allocation in PDR record for relevant years. Please note, you will only be allocated a research workload allocation if you have agreed research objectives in your PDR.
Only those with research allocation will be identified as meeting criterion a)i and c)i.
If you are currently working on your doctorate or working within a team as a ‘research apprentice’ as part of your ambitions to develop a research profile, you may be eligible for enhanced staff development workload allocation to support these activities. For avoidance of doubt, if you are currently undertaking doctoral studies[footnoteRef:3], you are not engaging in independent research (criterion b) and therefore your contract would not be identified as qualifying for inclusion in REF volume measure. Please note in supporting staff to transition into a research career, you will not automatically be recognised as an independent researcher on completion of your doctoral studies or ‘research apprenticeship’; instead, you may be allocated enhanced staff development[footnoteRef:4] to support your transition, this would be discussed and agreed in your performance and development review.  [3:  For REF purposes doctoral studies do not include PhD by publication.]  [4:  EHU recommends a period of 12 months of enhanced staff development allocation to support the transition to active researcher. If you are part-time, have circumstances, or there are particular business needs in your department, this period should be extended accordingly.] 

· Pure research profile and records[footnoteRef:5] or those who meet eligibility criteria. [5:  Pure is our current research information system (CRIS); the data is maintained by individual researchers and validated through departmental and open research processes. It contains data on individuals, funding applications and awards, outputs etc. For more information on Pure visit Research SharePoint and visit Pure portal for an example of how the data in Pure can be used to generate a research profile.] 

· Applied for research sabbatical/teaching relief, or those that meet eligibility criteria, will be identified as meeting criteria b)i.
· Applied for research funding, or those that meet eligibility criteria, will be identified as meeting criteria b)ii.
· Leading research b)iii. 
· Graduate School’s PhD supervisor records (current supervisors) or Research profile and records on PURE.
Only those who are currently supervising a PhD student, or those whose research profile meets eligibility criteria, in research degree regulations, will be identified as meeting criterion c)ii.
Once the RDP has decided whether your contract qualifies, based on the available evidence, you will be notified of their finding by email, and for those on long-term leave of absence by post as well. For those employed on multiple contracts or those who change contract during relevant payroll years (2025/26 and 2026/27), please note you will receive a notification for each contract.
 
2.1.3. Multiple Processes: 
[bookmark: _Hlk219204772]The process for identifying contracts for volume measure will be the same for each UoA.

2.2. [bookmark: _Staff,_Committees,_and]Staff, Committees, and Training:
2.2.1. Roles and Responsibilities:

REF Decisions Panel (RDP)
Terms of reference
To make the final decision on:
1. Volume measure
a. Identifying qualifying contracts.
b. Allocation of UoA to contracts.
c. Requesting small UoA exceptions.
2. CKU 
a. Selection of outputs.
b. Requests for unit reductions.
3. E&I
a. Selection of impact case studies.
4. SPRE
Procedure for appointing members
The REF Decisions Panel was appointed by the VC after consultation with the PVC Academic and the REF Manager. The Panel has representation for each faculty, Director of Research Office, Director of HR, REF Manager and the Research Impact Manager. The Panel will be assisted by the UoA coordinators, who will provide advice about their own UoAs, HESA advisor, and administrative support from the Research Office.
[bookmark: _Hlk219213857]Membership
Not all members will attend every meeting; some members have been identified based on their expertise for specific REF decisions making processes. 
	[bookmark: _Hlk219213874][bookmark: _Hlk450975]Name
	Job title
	Role
	Process
	Capacity

	George Talbot
	Pro Vice-Chancellor Academic
	Chair
	All
	decision making

	Victoria Chalmers
	Research Information and Engagement Officer
	Secretary
	CKU, E&I, SPRE
	administrative support

	Rachel Glayzer
	Researcher Support Officer
	Secretary
	Volume measure
	administrative support

	appendix 4
	 Unit of Assessment Coordinators
	UoA Representative
	All
	advisory

	Billy Brooke
	Research Impact Manager
	Impact Advisor
	E&I, SPRE
	decision making

	Justine Cawley
	Staff Systems Analyst and Management Information Lead
	HESA Return Advisor
	Volume measure
	advisory

	Amanda Herrity
	Acting Director Human Resources
	Human Resources Representative and Equality, Diversity, and Inclusion (EDI) Lead
	Volume measure
	decision making

	Jay Cullen
	Dean of Faculty of Arts and Sciences
	FAS Representative
	All
	decision making

	Christopher Hughes
	Director of Research Office
	
	All
	decision making

	Greg Irving
	Professor and Director of Health Research Institute
	FHSCM Representative
	All
	decision making

	Joanne Morris
	Research Policy and Integrity Manager
	REF Manager
	All
	decision making

	Christopher Greenough
	Head of School of Education, Professor of Education and Society
	FoE Representative
	All
	decision making



REF Appeals Panel
Terms of reference
1. To consider appeals from individuals who believe that their contract has been wrongly identified by reviewing REF Decisions Panels original decision to check for an irregularity in procedure and/or a factual error.
2. To consider appeals from individuals where new information has become available with regards to their contract meeting/not meeting criteria.
3. Where an appeal is upheld the Appeal Panel will inform the REF Decisions Group of its judgement, and the staff member will receive the decision of the Panel in writing. Where the appeal is not upheld, the individual will receive the views of the Appeals Panel in writing and will have the opportunity to meet with the Chair for feedback.
Procedure for appointing members
The members are appointed by the PVC Academic and comprise senior managers representing each faculty who have no other decision-making role in the REF process.
Membership
	Name
	Job title
	Role
	Capacity

	Kurt Allman
	Deputy Vice-Chancellor (External Engagement and Business Development)
	Chair
	decision making

	Rachel Glayzer
	Researcher Support Officer
	Secretary
	administrative support

	Simon Bolton
	Professor Innovation & Associate Dean, Business School
	FAS Representative
	decision making

	Simon Garrett
	Head of Organisational Development
	Equality, Diversity, and Inclusion (EDI)
	decision making

	Dr Naomi Hodgson
	Reader in Education
	FoE Representative
	decision making

	Colin Johnson
	Interim Dean of Health, Social Care and Medicine
	FHSCM Representative
	decision making




2.2.2. [bookmark: _Training:]Training: 
There are two main elements of REF training: a) understanding the REF and the CoP, and b) equity, diversity, inclusion, and intersectionality training. 
Everyone involved in advising or decision-making for identifying qualifying contracts or the selection of outputs for the REF undergoes both REF CoP and equity, diversity, inclusion, and intersectionality training; this includes UoA coordinators, RDP members, members of appeal panels. The Head of EHU’s Organisational Development and REF Manager have developed REF specific in-house training for EHU staff. The training is designed to help attendees to support their staff to understand REF processes and to encourage staff to raise any issues via the identified processes. In addition, all those involved in the decision-making process must ensure that the principles of the CoP are applied equitably. The University also provides mandatory Diversity in the Workplace training, which includes understanding bias, for all staff and managers which supplements the REF-specific training provided.  
Alongside EDI training, the Research Office (RO) also provides information sessions on the CoP for all staff to enhance their understanding of the purpose and operationalisation of the CoP. The RO also offers sessions targeted at departments where desired. These sessions are available until the end of the census period and information about these sessions is highlighted to any newly appointed staff so they, too, are aware of the CoP even if they were not employed at EHU when it was established.

2.3. [bookmark: _Appeals:]Appeals:
There is a facility for staff to appeal against decisions of the RDP. It is communicated to staff in presentations, Staff Newsletter, Research Office newsletter, in REF section of the Research Office SharePoint and in this CoP where the process is documented, which is sent out to relevant staff via email, and post for those who are absent (long-term) from campus.
The grounds for appeal are:
a) [bookmark: _Hlk219202072]Your contract has been wrongly identified as meeting/not meeting the criteria for independence for research-only staff based on available evidence. 
b) Your contract has been wrongly identified as meeting/not meeting the criteria concerning significant responsibility for research, based on available evidence.
c) New information has become available (this may occur after the 10-day deadline).
d) There has been an irregularity in procedure.
You cannot appeal the criteria themselves which have been agreed and approved.
Any appeal must be submitted in writing to the Research Office, using the Appeal proforma within 10 working days[footnoteRef:6] of being notified of the decision of the RDP. As part of this process, you may include new information not previously available to the RDP or you need to detail where processes have not been followed correctly. The appeals panel normally meets to consider the cases within ten working days of the appeal’s deadline. [6:  Appeal’s submission window may be extended for those with personal circumstances (absence during submission window). To request an extension, email EHU’s REF Manager and Appeal’s Secretary.] 

Appeals will be considered by the appeals panel chaired by the Deputy Vice-Chancellor (External Engagement and Business Development), who will be joined by four senior colleagues; none of whom has other REF decision-making roles. It is expected that most matters will be considered by written representation, although an appeal can be heard in person if preferred by the individual. In such cases, the individual may be accompanied.
The role of this panel is to establish either: (1) whether there has been a factual error, (2) new information which changes original decision, or (3) whether or not a procedural irregularity has taken place. An appeal will not be considered on other grounds for which there exist other University procedures for redress (such as the University’s Grievance Procedure). 
Should the appeal be upheld, the panel has powers to refer your case back to the RDP for further consideration. The decision of the REF appeals panel is final. The outcome of the appeals process will be communicated to you and the relevant UoA Coordinator by the Research Office as soon as possible following the panel meeting.
The timetable for the appeals process is outlined in figure 4 below. All members of these panels receive EDI training and training in REF processes as identified above.
If you believe the workload allocation itself is unfair, you need to raise this with your manager in the usual manner. You have recourse through the standard grievance process, but this is outside the remit of REF processes per se.

Grounds for appeal:
· The RDP decision is based on erroneous evidence 
· New information has become available
· There has been an irregularity in procedure

[bookmark: _Figure_4:_Appeal][bookmark: Figure4]Figure 4: Appeal Process

2.4. Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA):
CoPWG tested reusing REF 2021 decision-making processes for identifying qualifying contracts for staff employed on teaching and research-only contracts using 2024-2025 HESA staff return. At the time of the return EHU employed 737 members staff across 780 eligible contracts (see table 1 in appendix 1). Processes identified 41% of staff with a qualifying contract, which increases (73%) when faculties of Health and Education, where employment expectations are less likely to include research, are removed. Data in EqIA (appendix 1) indicates that our staff with minority protected characteristics are generally more likely to be identified as having SIGRES. CoPWG concluded that the processes did not have a disproportionate effect on any group with protected characteristics. It was noted that academic discipline/department of employment is the key indicator for determining the likelihood of being identified as having SIGRES. Men are also more likely to be identified as having SIGRES, which is partly due on the concentration of women in Health and Education. 
Based on EqIA and consultation (appendix 2) the CoPWG only made only minor changes to language for criteria in 2.1.1 and provided more in-depth information on the evidence sources (2.1.2) that would be used to inform decisions. CoPWG noted that using these processes and evidence sources in REF 2021 resulted in only two formal appeal requests and zero formal grievance requests from across the institution (five hundred and eighty-three eligible staff were employed on REF 2021 census date), indicating that they could be relied upon to accurately inform decision-making. Our consultation processes produce no evidence of dissatisfaction with proposed criteria for decision-making processes nor where any alternatives proposed. 


[bookmark: _Part_3:_Determining]Part 3: Determining Research Independence
1. 
2. 
3. 
3.1. Policies and Procedures:
There are two key statements regarding research independence in the REF guidance:
· ‘A ‘research-only’ contract is considered to demonstrate research independence if the staff member undertakes self-directed research, rather than primarily carrying out another individual’s research programme.’ (section 3, paragraph 9.1.3, REF 2029 Guidance). 
· ‘Being named on research outputs alone does not necessarily qualify a contract for inclusion.’ (section 3, paragraph 9.6.1, REF 2029 Guidance).

3.1.1. Criteria and Evidence
Bearing in mind the statements above, if you are on a research-only academic contract (grade 7 and above)[footnoteRef:7], you are not considered to be independent unless you meet the following criteria: [7:  Research assistants on grades 6 and below are not usually employed on eligible contracts.] 


You design and lead a research project whether by a team or individually, as evidence by:
i. Being lead applicant on a funded (external) research project.
ii. Holding an independently won, competitively awarded fellowship[footnoteRef:8] where research independence is a requirement.  [8:  An illustrative, but not exhaustive, list of independent fellowships can be found at https://2029.ref.ac.uk/publication/research-fellowships/] 

iii. Leading a research group or a substantial/specialised work package.
iv. Employment contract and job description, where research independence is an inherent expectation.
In addition, for panels C and D:
v. Being named as a co-investigator on a funded (external) research grant/award.
Or
vi. Having significant input into the design, conduct and interpretation of the research.

As informed by section 3, paragraph 9.2 of REF 2029 Guidance, EHU has identified the six indicators above that will be used to evidence whether your R-only contract demonstrates RI. At least one indicator must be met for your contract to be identified as having RI.

For those employed on multiple contracts or those that change contract during relevant payroll years (2025/26 and 2026/27), please note each of your contracts will be considered separately. You may find that only one of your eligible contracts is identified as having RI, identification must reflect the employment responsibilities of each contract rather than your collative responsibilities.

3.1.2. Decision-Making and Communication: 
For each eligible R-only contract, EHU’s RDP will seek evidence for each indicator, in the order above, to demonstrate whether a contract meets the criteria for identifying RI. Evidence for indicators will be sought from EHU’s research records (funding records, successful grant applications) and Human Resources (job descriptions). The RDP will base its decision on the available evidence. You will be notified of their findings by email, and for those on long-term leave of absence by post as well. For those employed on multiple contracts or those who change contract during relevant payroll years (2025/26 and 2026/27), please note you will receive a notification for each contract.

3.2. Staff, Committees, and Training:
See Part 2.2

3.3. Appeals:
See part 2.3

3.4. Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA):
CoPWG tested reusing REF 2021 decision-making processes for identifying qualifying contracts for staff employed on research-only contracts using 2024-2025 HESA staff return. At the time of the return EHU employed twenty-one staff members across twenty-four research-only contracts (see table 1 in appendix 1). Eighteen of the research-only employment contracts were identified as research assistants, undertaking another’s research programme on funded research projects. Six (25%) were identified as independent researchers. The CoPWG noted the possibility that some of those identified as qualifying, those on permeant contracts, may not be identified as independent if criteria were applied literally and they were between research projects, therefore an additional criterion (iv) was included, in alignment with REF 2029 guidance. 
Due to low numbers employed on research-only contracts we are unable to provide separate EqIA data, however, we will include them in our analysis for those employed on teaching and research contracts (appendix 1) to support an overall analysis of identification processes. Generally, those identified as undertaking another’s research programme were much more likely to be part-time, fixed-term, and their salary to be solely paid for from research funding. CoPWG concluded that the decision-making processes for determining research independence do not cause direct or indirect discrimination based on protected characteristics. EHU practice around the use of contract types, generally using research-only contacts for those undertaking another’s research programme, was much more likely to be an indicator of whether someone on a research-only contract would be identified as qualifying for volume measure.


[bookmark: _Part_4:_Allocating]Part 4: Allocating Contracts to UoAs
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
4.1. Policies and Procedures:
4.1.1. [bookmark: _Criteria_and_Evidence:]Criteria and Evidence: 
HEI are required for REF 2029 to allocate a UoA for each eligible contract to facilitate the REF’s volume measure processes and to support equality and diversity analysis at UoA level. At EHU there will be two processes for allocating a UoA, which will be depended on whether an eligible contract is identified as a qualifying contract for the volume measure. The difference in processes is due to the types of evidence that will be available for the RDP to base their decisions on. 

1. For those with a qualifying contract (identified as having SIGRES or RI).
a. Research profile in Pure.

2. For those with non-qualifying contract
a. Research profile in Pure (only relevant to those who had research expectations previously e.g. changed roles, changed institutions etc.).
Or
b. Academic department’s aligned target UoA (where all qualifying contracts in that department are returned to same UoA).
Or 
c. Where most of your sub-disciplinary team is being allocated (particularly relevant to multidisciplinary departments).
Or 
d. Where most of your HESA cost centre is being allocated (particularly relevant to those in non-disciplinary specific departments).

[bookmark: _Int_OZNJ5WdZ]For those employed on multiple contracts or those that change contract during relevant payroll years (2025/26 and 2026/27), each of your contracts will be considered separately. You may find that each of your eligible contracts are allocated to a different UoA, identification must reflect the employment responsibilities of each contract.

Please note that REF 2029 has broken the link between individuals and outputs therefore some of your research outputs may be returned to an alternative UoA or multiple UoA to the UoA your contract is allocated.

4.1.2. Decision-Making and Communication:
For REF 2029, EHU has identified several target UoA where the UoA research descriptors allow for the greatest inclusion of our research active staff. For REF 2029 EHU is aiming to submit fewer but larger UoA as set out in out in our approved REF Strategy (Research and Innovation Committee 29th October 2025). 
The RDP will review the related research profile for each qualifying contract and match their research activities to our target UoA research descriptors. In exceptional cases, where the research activities in a profile may fall outside the boundaries of our target UoA research descriptors they will be allocated to a UoA where their research fits the descriptors and the RDP will request a small unit exemption.
For those with a non-qualifying contract your UoA will be allocated based on either your historic research profile (as available in Pure), your departments aligned UoA, your sub-disciplinary team UoA or your HESA costs centre. 
UoA allocation will be included in communications regarding outcome of contract identification processes. For those employed on multiple contracts or those who change contract during relevant payroll years (2025/26 and 2026/27), please note you will receive a notification for each contract. 
You will not be able to appeal your UoA allocation. You may raise concerns with relevant UoA coordinator(s) and REF Manager who will be able to provide additional information on the allocation decision; in exceptional cases, where staff can demonstrate that their research profile aligns better with another target UoA, REF Manager can submit a proposal for consideration at next meeting of RDP.

4.2. Staff, Committees, and Training:
See part 2.2

4.3. Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA):
CoPWG trialled UoA allocation processes as articulated in appendix 1 as part of 2024-2025 HESA return. During the allocation process the CoPWG expanded the criteria and evidence it would consider as articulated in part 4.1.1 for those without qualifying contracts to improve UoA alignment and reduce outcomes which would appear anomalous to the individual. EHU’s REF 2029 strategy has resulted in the loss of whole departments aligning with single target UoAs (see table 2 in appendix 1). EHU’s research activities are increasingly based in our Health Research Institute, research centres, and research groups, encouraging collaborations from across the institution and multidisciplinary approaches to research themes. On reviewing the equality data, the CoPWG concluded that EHU’s REF 2029 UoA allocation processes reflect disciplinary areas rather than protective characteristics. Due to the low numbers of certain demographics when splitting equality data by UoA we are unable to provide disaggregated data. EHU’s academic work force is predominantly female and the majority are employed in our Faculties of Health and Education, reflecting traditional sex/gender roles of nursing and teaching occupations. Due to the size of staffing in Faculties of Health (38% of academic staff) and Education (19% of academic staff), sex/gender is the key demographic that could indicate likelihood of UoA allocation as 81% of female staff will be allocated to either UoA 03 (56%) or UoA 23 (25%) whereas for male staff 57% will be allocated to either UoA 03 (38%) or UoA 23 (19%). In terms of the spread of qualifying and non-qualifying contracts by UoA men are more likely to be identified as qualifying in the majority of UoAs except UOAs 14, 17; the gap is particularly noticeable in UoA 3 (27%), where the addition of staff from outside Faculty of Health increases the number of male research active staff, and UoA 11 (17%) where number of female staff employed in that area is small. 


[bookmark: _Part_5:_Selecting]Part 5: Selecting outputs 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
5.1. [bookmark: _Policies_and_Procedures:]Policies and Procedures:
All staff with eligible research outputs (figure 5) are asked to propose in Pure their best research outputs. We encourage you to put forward your highest quality outputs for consideration. Self-recommendation is supplemented by UoA coordinators, who may also propose research outputs on your behalf if they have been identified as high quality, in peer review processes, and they would demonstrate the depth and breadth of UoA’s research activities. For former members of staff, who have not already proposed their outputs prior to the conclusion of their employment, the appropriate UoA coordinator(s) will propose outputs on their behalf and their outputs will be included in the UoA output pool for selection. It is from this pool that the final selection for submission will be made. 
Since outputs published until 31 December 2028 are eligible, the final output pool may not be known until very close to the submission date, therefore please do not rely on the information in Pure as confirmation of that output’s inclusion.
Eligible outputs:
· Product of research (meets the definition of research)
· Brought into the public domain during the publication period 1 January 2021 to 31 December 2028 or, if a confidential report, lodged with the body to whom it is confidential during this same period.
· Has a substantive link to EHU (see 5.1.1)
· Adheres to Open Access Policy (journal articles and conference proceedings)

Eligible research outputs do not have to be authored by individuals whose contracts qualify for inclusion in our volume measure.

Ineligible outputs:
· Do not meet the definition of research.
· Submitted to REF 2021 (cannot resubmit outputs that were delayed by COVID-19).
· Sole-authored by, or where the only substantive link is through the following groups:
· Postgraduate research students (including PhD theses).
· Visiting or honorary staff*.
· Staff on teaching only contracts*.
· Individuals employed on academic or other contracts with no explicit expectation of research within the job role*.
· Where the eligible employment relationship was before the output was first made publicly available and the only substantive link is through a former member of staff who was subject to compulsory redundancy. 

*In exceptional, clearly justified and pre-cleared cases (by UKRI REF director for submission), where EHU has provided allocated time and funding to support that specific research activity, the output may be submitted.

[bookmark: _Figure_5:_Output][bookmark: Figure5]Figure 5: Output eligibility

EHU’s goal is to identify the best research of a given UoA. Peer review ranking, as with the REF itself, is the most appropriate way of doing this. As in line with EHU’s commitment to DORA, metrics will only be considered in addition to expert assessment and peer review and where REF 2029 Panel Assessment and Criteria guidance include metrics. Outputs in British Sign Language, Welsh, and non-English language will be considered equally in output selection processes; UoA and RDP will utilise available translation and, where necessary, external peer review processes to support inclusion.
The peer review process is outlined in figure 6. The first step in the process is for you to propose your outputs in Pure. Each item is then peer reviewed internally by at least two academics in the UoA. Please note outputs may also be referred to other UoA for consideration. 
To assist with peer review, UoA coordinators may send out a selection of items for external peer review. This may be to:
· Calibrate score. 
· Have an output reviewed by someone with expertise closer to the subject matter.
· Help to make a determination where there is no agreement among internal reviewers.
UoA coordinators must keep a record of why they are sending outputs out for review and be mindful that this should be done in an equitable, consistent, and transparent way. The agreed score is relayed to the researcher with any developmental feedback. It is important to remember that the scores are to enable the University to identify the quality ranking of outputs to assist in selecting those that best represent the research excellence of the UoA. They are not definitive scores, and we cannot, of course, be sure that these will be the ratings that the outputs will receive during REF panel peer review. The aim is for the peer review process to be collegial and constructive such that helpful feedback will be received which will aid academics in future research projects and that this should be particularly beneficial for early career researchers. We believe that these assessments should be taken as close to the academics as possible – this is where the subject expertise is. Nevertheless, as we get closer to the final selection, it may be that the REF Decisions Panel will ask for further reviews to make choices since the final decision on what is submitted rests with the RDP.
[bookmark: _Toc7432489][bookmark: _Toc7452142][bookmark: _Toc8222383][bookmark: _Toc8318003][bookmark: _Toc8319446][bookmark: _Toc10646577][bookmark: _Toc10730511][bookmark: _Toc10732948]
[bookmark: Figure6][bookmark: _Toc18326155]Figure 6: Peer review process
The RDP will be provided with a ranked output pool list to make the final decisions on output selection. This list is added to as new outputs become available. External peer review may assist with the ranking but does not over-ride internal ranking which is decided by reflecting on all reviews conducted. The agreed advisory scores (i.e. those recommended to the REF Decision Making panel by the UoA coordinators after peer review) are recorded on Pure, through which the submission will be managed. The RDP will meet periodically to confirm the scores. 
The RDP will consider outputs in the order of ranking for selection; to maximise the submission of our highest quality outputs as historically only those identified as three star and above have garnered funding. They will prioritise selecting highest quality outputs that best represent the research undertaken in the UoA by considering the following:
1. Quality scores/ranking.
2. Representativeness of the UoA’s research and staffing.
3. Substantive link – whether a maximum has been reached.
4. Diversity of output type.

5.1.1. [bookmark: _Identifying_substantive_link]Identifying substantive link to outputs
A substantive link describes the relationship between an HEI and research, submitted in the form of an output. HEI’s must evidence that they have enabled the research leading to an output.
A substantive link is evidenced through an eligible employment relationship with an author (or equivalent) who has made a significant research contribution to the output. Please note a person can only have one substantive link even if they are employed on multiple contracts or change contract during relevant payroll years (2025/26 and 2026/27). 
Definition of eligible employment relationship:
· A minimum of 0.2 FTE for at least 12 months continuous[footnoteRef:9] employment at EHU. [9:  As defined by Section 210 of the Employment Rights Act 1996 (ERA 1996) or the Employment Rights (Northern Ireland) Order 1996. Continuous employment may be demonstrated by a sequence of consecutive contracts.] 

· Your role(s) includes an explicit expectation of research activity.
· An eligible employment relationship must have occurred either:
· At the point at which the submitted output was first made publicly available.
or
· Before the submitted output was first made publicly available.
· two years for the majority of outputs.
· five years for long-form and extended process outputs.

Eligible employment relationships that occur after the point at which an output was first made publicly available cannot constitute a substantive link unless:
· Previous contract(s) were held at EHU and meet the definition of continuous employment and all other eligibility criteria for an eligible employment relationship are met within REF census period. 
· Output is longform and/or extended processes, published in REF census period, and staff member’s eligible employment relationship with EHU commenced within 5 years of the output first being made publicly available.
Before you propose a co-authored output for peer review, you need to identify whether they are co-authored with other researchers at EHU and which EHU author is likely to ‘claim’ that output (have their substantive link assign to the output for that UoA). Only one EHU author should propose the output for consideration by a UoA, this will assign the proposers substantive link to the output and reduce duplications of review requests. Please note co-authors can submit the same output to different UoAs for consideration. Please noted substantive links may be reassigned as the final submission is decided, dependent on how many outputs each individual has and what best reflects the research of the UoA: at all times, the RDP’s main concern is to ensure that the selection of outputs reflects the best research carried out by the unit as a whole. 
The RDP intention is that no more than five outputs are associated with a single substantive link within a submission at UoA level. This will support the University in ensuring that a UoA submission is representative of research undertaken in a UoA. However, there may be circumstances where this number may be exceeded e.g.:
· When outputs on the reserve list are utilised by REF for unsuccessful double weighting requests.
· To demonstrate depth and breadth of research activities in UoA. 
· Where productivity has been reduced by circumstances (personal circumstances (where unit reduction is not available), newly established department, staff turnover, compulsory redundancies).
5.1.2. Selecting outputs where the substantive link is via former staff: 
The University will not be seeking permission to use former staff members’ outputs, where they are eligible for inclusion, because one of the purposes of REF is to provide accountability for public investment in research, therefore all research carried out by staff while employed by the University is eligible for inclusion. 
Please note outputs published after compulsory redundancy are not eligible for inclusion.

5.1.3. Assigning outputs to UoA/s: 
As outputs have been decoupled from staff, they do not have to be returned to the UoA that an output’s author’s contract is principally associated with. They may also be submitted to multiple UoA. 
You are asked to propose outputs for review, in Pure, to one of our target UoA based on alignment with UoA descriptors. Each item is then peer reviewed internally by at least two academics in the UoA you submitted your review request. As part of review processes, some outputs may be referred to other UoAs where the UoA coordinator, in consultation with the academic, considers that the output may fit better elsewhere or is also suitable for another UoAs output pool. Based on these identifications the outputs will be included in relevant UoA output pool for further consideration and ranking.

5.1.4. Procedures for supporting diversity of outputs 
An underpinning principle of the REF is that all forms of research output and research practice will be assessed on a fair and equal basis. We encourage staff to propose diverse output types, those that may depart from historical conventions within their specific fields, for peer review and consideration in our output pools. EHU will not regard any particular form of output as of greater or lesser quality than another. The REF has published a glossary of output categories and collection formats of the range of outputs that could be submitted to REF. 
Our peer review processes will use the published REF assessment criteria to judge the quality of outputs and where additional expertise is required UoA coordinators may send the outputs for external peer review to support scoring and ranking processes. The RDP will prioritise the selection of diverse output types in our submission where scoring, ranking, and representativeness of research and staff have already been considered.

5.1.5. Procedures for ensuring submissions are representative of the research undertaken within the submitting unit during the REF period: 
EHU’s RDP aims to select the highest quality outputs that provide a fair and accurate representation of the research undertaken, it will consider breadth of research activity, diversity of outputs and patterns of collaboration in its decision-making processes. The RDP will take into account the strategies, structures and circumstances within the UoA to ensure the selected outputs represent the range and diversity of research activity and output types produced, where quality allows, in the submitting unit over the REF assessment period. The main mechanism for supporting this approach will be limiting, where possible, the number of substantive links to five outputs. They will consider the UoA’s research areas of critical mass, new growth, and contraction over the assessment period and take them into consideration in output selection.
 
5.1.6. Policies and procedures and responsible research assessment practice
EHU is a signatory of the Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA). This recognises the need to improve the ways in which researchers and the outputs of scholarly research are evaluated. EHU recognises that all metrics have their limitations and should only be used as an addition to expert assessment and peer review. Journal-based metrics should not be used to evaluate individual outputs. 
For our REF 2029 submission, selection decisions will be based on our peer review processes, using the assessment criteria published by REF and in alignment with our statement on responsible metrics, for determining the quality scores and ranking of our output pools. 

5.2. Staff, Committees, and Training:
See part 2.2.

5.3. Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA):
CoPWG reviewed the available data from EHU’s Mid-cycle research review which included an audit of departmental output review processes and peer-review scores (see appendix 1 from table 12). The design of part 5 of the REF 2029 Code of Practice has been informed by this information, reflecting processes from across the institution, and aligned to forthcoming technical (review and REF modules in Pure system) solutions for REF output selection processes. The aim for REF 2029 is to submit the highest quality research outputs, those identified as 3 and 4 star (3*/4*), because historically the proportion of quality research income allocated to an institution has been based on 3*/4* results in research assessment exercises. Using 2024-2025 HESA return as a baseline, EHU will need 707 outputs. On considering the data on peer-review scores, from the Mid-cycle research review, the CoPWG noted that 38% (391 of 1025) of outputs had been identified as 3*/4* quality. However, 46% (178 of 391) of the outputs had been produced by an author that would exceed the advisory maximum of five therefore flexibility in assigning a substantive link would need to be included in the design of output selection processes to maximise quality included in submissions. Section 5.1.1 includes options:
· To reassign substantive link.
· To include more than five substantive links within a UoA if circumstances permit.
The data on peer-review scores (see appendix 1 from table 12) show that by aligning our selection processes to the suggested maximum of five outputs per substantive link that the likelihood of outputs being selected generally improves for all groups; only those with a declared disability see a reduction (1%). By sticking to the maximum of five EHU’s UoA submissions should be more representative of their research community. Options for flexibility have been included in the design of selection processes; RDP will need to be mindful of balancing maximising 3*/4*, representation of research themes, and of EHU research community. Where EqIA indicate there might be bias in peer-review scores for those with minority characteristic, UoA Coordinators or RDP should consider including those papers in calibration exercises. The CoPWG also emphasised inclusion of bias in the design of training (see section 2.2.2) for staff involved in REF 2029 processes and when commissioning the Head of EHU’s Organisational Development and REF Manager to develop REF specific training.
As this REF allows for outputs to be submitted to multiple UoAs using the same substantive link, EHU acknowledges the possibility that some individuals may be overrepresented across all submissions. 
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[bookmark: _Appendix_1._Equality]Appendix 1. Equality Impact Assessment

REF 2029 Code of Practice: Equality Impact Assessment

Introduction
The purpose of this document is to inform the design of our REF 2029 decision making processes by assessing whether they could result in differential impact for those with ‘protected characteristics’. Edge Hill University’s Code of Practice Working Group (CoPWG) is responsible for producing this equality impact assessment and, where equality impact assessment indicates barrier to inclusion or discrimination, adapting, where possible, the design of REF 2029 decision making processes. Edge Hill University’s Research and Innovation Committee is responsible for its approval and implementation of actions arising which are beyond the scope of CoPWG. 

Context
The Research Excellence Framework (REF), undertaken by the four UK higher education funding bodies, is the current system for assessing research quality in the United Kingdom. All institutions participating in REF 2029 are required to produce a Code of Practice, underpinned by three key principles - robustness, transparency, equity, and inclusion - to document their decision-making processes for:
· Identifying contracts that qualify for REF 2029 volume measure.
· Allocating contracts to a REF unit of assessment.
· Selecting research outputs for submission.

Edge Hill University (EHU) has used several measures in the development of our CoP to ensure it is underpinned by the three key principles:
· Diverse membership of CoPWG.
· Providing opportunities to influence design of CoP (REF 2029 CoP appendix 2).
· Including multiple communications channels for dissemination of CoP to maximise reach (REF 2029 CoP part 1.2).
· Designing centralised processes to ensure consistency in the application of REF processes for all units of assessment.
· Commissioning REF specific equity, diversity, and inclusion training for all staff involved in decision-making processes.

Scope
The following characteristics have been considered in our equality impact assessments:
· Age.
· Disability.
· Ethnicity/race.
· Gender identity.
· Employment status (part-time/full-time).
· Religion/belief.
· Seniority.
· Sex/gender.
· Sexual orientation.
We are not able to provide data analysis on all the above or other characteristics, such as gender reassignment, due to low numbers in those groups.
The following staffing groups are included in equality impact assessments in relation to decision- processes for identifying qualifying contracts and allocation of contracts to a UoA:
· Those employed in academic research-only and/or teaching and research contracts returned to HESA staff data for 2024-2025.

For decision-making processes in relations to selecting outputs the following staff are included in equality impact assessment.
· EHU first author or equivalent on outputs included in our mid-cycle review of research (2025).

Analyses
Edge Hill University took a collegial approach to the design of our REF 2029 Code of Practice. We recognise the need to be inclusive and we started from the principle that all academic staff (who have teaching and/or research contracts) have the potential for their contract to be identified as qualifying for the volume measure.
Our analyses of the implementation of our REF 2029 process, using the HESA 2024-2025 staff data return, concluded that processes did not have a disproportionate effect on any group with protected characteristics. Where there were notable differences in representation, e.g., at an institutional level, men are more likely to be identified as having significant responsibility for research (SIGRES), this was largely a result of disciplinary norms (e.g., the Faculty of Health, Social Care and Medicine and Faculty of Education, who employ 57% of staff, have much lower proportions of staff with SIGRES due to their business needs, which require staff from professional backgrounds). 
The data indicates that our staff with protected characteristics are generally more likely to be identified as having SIGRES. In terms of analysing staff with protected characteristics and their contract being identified as qualifying, we note numbers of staff with some protected characteristics were often, low making nuanced analyses difficult. In addition, our UoAs are smaller than many universities. As a result, the full disaggregation of data was not always possible. 
Data analysis indicates that our processes will not have a disproportionate impact on staff groups with protected characteristics and that EHU’s approach for REF 2029 is to be inclusive of all staff regardless of their status or characteristics. EHU has not used research quality measures to identify qualifying contracts; as described below we instead have utilised our employment records, Pure records, and performance and development reviews (PDRs) processes. Staff contribute to decision-making processes by engaging in institutional processes that produce evidence for RDP.
As an institution, we have a very low number of research-only colleagues. Historically we have used research-only contracts for those employed on funded research projects (employed to undertake another’s research). Based on this we determine that only a minority of those employed on research-only contracts will be identified as qualifying for volume measure as they will not meet the criteria, based on REF 2029 guidance for determining research independence. Our processes for REF 2029 will not have a disproportionate impact on staff groups with protected characteristics and it will be our use of the contract type that will result in a small proportion being identified as qualifying. Given the very small numbers, it was not possible to produce statistically significant analyses based on protected characteristics.

Our analysis of output selection processes, using data from EHU’s mid-cycle research review, concluded that generally processes did not have a disproportionate effect on those with protected characteristics. The design of selection processes included flexibility and require the balancing of quality, representation of research themes, and of EHU research community. As with the REF itself, EHU’s is basing output selection processes on peer-review. Where EqIA indicates notable differences in likelihood of outputs being assessed at 3*/4*, first priority in selection criteria, CoPWG recommends utilising calibration processes to provide additional assurances of unbiased assessment. Output selection processes have been designed to be collegiate, with development opportunities for staff to discuss quality rating. 

Conclusions
The design and implementation of our REF Code of Practice should not have a detrimental impact for those with protected characteristics. Our approach focuses on maximising identification of qualifying contracts. We note the following:
· Academic discipline is the key indicator for determining the likelihood of being identified as having SIGRES. We will continue supporting departments, particularly those with fewer staff identified as having SIGRES, with their research capacity building activities.
· Men are more likely to be identified as having SIGRES.
· Part-time staff are less likely to be identified as having SIGRES.
· Those with minority characteristics, overall, are more likely to have their contracts identified as qualifying.
· Research-only contracts are generally used to employ those undertaking another’s research programme.

Our UoA allocation processes are focused on, where information is available, aligning research profiles to our target UoA. We note the following:
· There will be underrepresentation of female staff in comparison to our eligible academic workforce. This is partly due to concentration of genders in areas where employment expectations are less likely to include research.
· There will be underrepresentation of part-time staff.
· Data suggests there will be five UoA where we will need to request a small unit exemption. This should only impact a small minority of staff (11). 

Our output selection processes, utilise peer-review and the resulting quality ratings as first priority criteria for selection. We note the following:  
· As this REF allows for outputs to be submitted to multiple UoA using the same substantive link, EHU acknowledges the possibility that some individuals may be overrepresented across all submissions.
· Training for those involved in decision-making processes must in include bias training and emphasis criteria-based decisions. 
· Recommendations that UoA Coordinators and RDP utilise options provided in code of practice for external calibration of scores where EqIA indicate there might be bias in processes.

Recommendations
Edge Hill University aims to provide a safe, supportive and welcoming environment for its staff, students and visitors, where equality is promoted, diversity is valued and the rights and dignity of all is respected. The University regularly reviews its policies, practices, and conducts equality impact assessments to identify any potential barriers for those with protective characteristics. Equality, diversity, and inclusion training is mandatory at Edge Hill University. Our analysis indicates that the design of EHU’s REF 2029 processes, which are aligned to the rules articulated in REF 2029 guidance, do not cause differential impact base on protective characteristic. The outcome of decisions is determined by evidence, which are produced by other University processes. If EHU wishes to increase qualifying contracts, then it should consider the following:
· Recruitment
Continuous review of recruitment practices, aligning with best practice, with the aim of attracting a wider range of candidates. EHU has seen an increase in the employment of ethnic minority staff in this REF cycle, which could be linked to changes in the language we use in our job descriptions, adverts, and the locations we advertise.
Consider increasing the viability of research prioritise and support for researchers in recruitment practices.
Consider our recruitment priorities.
· Staff development
Continuing to support the development of those at the beginning or aspiring to begin a research career.
· Providing time through workload allocation (enhanced staff development time).
· Investing in routes for ‘research apprenticeship’.
· Continuing to prioritise internal funding for early career researchers.
· Continuing investment in researcher development programme.
· Enhancing support for staff transitioning to research career.
· Facilitating and encouraging those on research-only contracts, those employed to undertake another research programme, to engage in career development opportunities. in alignment with our commitment to the Concordat to Support the Career Development of Researchers.
· In collaboration with PeerNET, investigate perspectives and challenges faced by our mid-career researchers to develop support initiatives to address barrier to research productivity, and quality.
· Ensuring that annual performance and development review (PDR) are a supportive process for staff to be recognised, to discuss their career aspirations, agree objectives, expectations and workload allocations.
· Actively encourage role modelling of success for group who are under-represented in the University (e.g., through visiting professors and external mentors).
· Review articulation of research career pathway opportunities for part-time staff. 
· Become a signatory of Technician Commitment.

Data analysis has been redacted due to the low numbers of some characteristics making it possible to identify individuals.
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	Consultation type
	Dates, departments and committees
	Version of CoP

	REF Code of Practice roadshows

Briefing presentation and discussions to establish content, principles and criteria for our CoP
	10/09/2025 - REF Town Hall (all staff)
26/01/2026 - REF Town Hall (all staff)
	Versions 0.1-0.2

	Review by Institutional Committees
	05/05/2026 - Executive Group

	Version 0.5

	
	20/05/2026 Research and Innovation Committee
	Version 1/final

	Review/feedback from focus groups
	04/03/2026 - Unit of Assessment Coordinators Group

	Version 0.2

	
	04/03/2026 – Research Systems Team
	

	
	20/04/2026 – 27/04/2026
· LGBTQ+ Network
· Disability and Neurodiversity Network
· Multicultural Network
· Accessibility Network
· PeerNet

	Version 0.4

	Open consultation 
open to all staff 
	20/04/2026 – 27/04/2026
	Version 0.4

	Table 1: Consultation schedule



Key changes as a result of consultation
Initial consultation meetings, open sessions for all staff, fed into the drafting process (version 1-2), with the impacts listed below. At this stage no document had been distributed.
· Established using previous REF 2021 code as a basis for designing code for REF 2029.
· To reflect on REF 2021 consultation and include suggestions that are now possible to include due to changes to REF 2029 Guidance.
· Including links to where more information can be located e.g. development opportunities, funding opportunities, internal policies etc. 
· Reduce number of appendices.
· Forms to be electronic (Microsoft Forms – appeals etc).

Distribution of version 0.2 to UOA coordinators resulted in:
· Including more visual representations.
· Added figures 1 and 2.
· Added charts 1 and 2.
· Highlight changes from REF 2021 – focus on university being assessed now rather than individuals.
· Explain why we participate in REF – benefit to staff, being able to continue investments in research.
· Emphases that the institution values the contribution of staff whose contracts are not eligible or do not qualify for SIGRES or RI.
· Added appendix on CoPWG membership.
· Rewritten sections 1.1.3 and 1.2 – reduce overlap between sections.
· Removed term ‘fully-engaged’ from section 1.1.3.
· Included more on knowledge exchange and impact in section 1.2.
· Acknowledge ongoing development and University’s intentions in relation to EDI – new strategy hadn’t been published at time of writing. Added dates for new strategy for context.
· Rewritten section 1.3
· Checked data accuracy in section 1.3.
· Included more data in 1.3 – be more specific about what we are saying.
· Section 1.4: 
· Provided clarification on why processes need to be run annually.
· Removed direct reference to performance arts practitioners. 
· Provided more detail on how Pure will be used to identify qualifying contracts and UoA allocations. Added footnote to section 2.1.2.
· Section 2.2.1 - Address balance of academic representatives on decision making panel.
· Clarified that professional support staff will only attend meetings specific to their role in supporting submission.
· Maintained alphabetical order by surname for membership, however, moved UoA Coordinators under Secretary role to make them more prominent.
· Section 5.1: 
· Included an alternative to self-recommendation as staff can be overly critical or lack confidence in their own work.

Distribution of version 0.2 to Research Systems Team resulted in:
· Section 5.1:
· Raised concerns about naming UoA coordinator and UoA in CoP in relation to Pure. Pure roles are generally based on departments rather than UoA. May need to develop administrative work-around to support UoA coordinators’ REF activities. Will know more once relevant modules are released.
· Removed reference to Pure guidance being included in appendices and use a link instead as it will be hosted on SharePoint. Pure Guidance will not be available by Research England’s May deadline for CoP. Elsevier have not released their REF 2029 module, also waiting to see how review module will work with REF 2029 module.
· Highlighted that system does not force outputs to be reviewed by two academics. Request for reviews can be sent to just one reviewer, to non-academic staff, and those outside UoA.
· Removed reference to output review scores being available in Pure as it is dependent on whether the UoA wants to release them. Also waiting on more information on REF 2029 module, cannot assume it will have same functionality and accessibility as previous REF module.
· Section 5.1.1 - Raised concerns that there isn’t a specific field in the Pure review module for collating information on who is claiming a co-authored output for assigning substantive link. Currently this information would have to be included in review fields making it more difficult to extract. Changed ‘When’ to ‘Before’ with regards to proposing a co-authored output for peer review. Therefore, the person proposing the review is saying their substantive link should be assigned to the output. This might not be an issue once REF 2029 module is available etc.
· Section 5.1.3 - Raised concerns about naming UoA coordinator and UoA in CoP in relation to Pure. Pure roles are generally based on departments rather than UoA. However, ‘review co-ordinators' (a Pure role that could be assigned to UoA coordinators) will (soon) be able to change the 'managing organisational unit' (department) on the review record (but not change it on the output record), which should basically be the referral mentioned here. Will know more when modules are available.

Distributed version 0.4 to all staff (open consultation) resulted in:
· Added links when referencing other documents, SharePoint Pages, and places within CoP document.
· Added sentence to encourage or remind staff that PDR discussions should be ongoing throughout year.
· Included who will be conducting EqIA.
· Removed repetition.
· Included more information on expectations in relation to research culture.
· Added that current statement on metrics is under review. 
· Added statement on using AI in relation to EHU’s REF decision processes in CoP.
· Added date for when data was generated regarding proportion of academic staff identifying as ethnic minority.
· Replaced wording with regards to becoming signatory of DORA to match earlier wording on page 7.
· Moved paragraph regarding where evidence would be sought for those on research-only contract to decision-making and communication section due to some confusion that this was an additional criterion.
· Added reference to where approved REF strategy can be found. Unable to add direct link, all staff have access to University meeting papers through Y:Drive.
· Updated job title in appendix 4. 
· Include glossary for acronyms – appendix 5.

Distributed version 0.4 to EHU networks (see table one) resulted in:
· Added sentence to clarify the overlapping circles in figure 1.
· Included more data on appeals and grievances in relation to REF 2021.
· Retained reference to apprentice researchers – apprentice was deemed to be the correct terminology as the university offers a variety of apprentice opportunities for staff to develop capabilities.
· Added in sentence regarding historical use of contracts to support staff understanding of why we need to facilitate identification processes.
· Received suggestion that university should be seeking external evidence to base decisions on. This would be problematic because data would be inconsistent, burdensome to administer due to variety of sources and it wouldn’t demonstrate EHU employment expectations. Added sentence ‘Your contract should only be identified as qualifying for inclusion in REF 2029 volume measure where EHU expects you to conduct research as part of your employment’.
· CoPWG also noted majority of suggested evidence can be housed internally on Pure. Added line that staff should maintain their Pure records. 
· Unaware of teaching relief or sabbatical funding - added direct link to Sabbatical Fund
· Concern raised that disability may prevent someone meeting criteria Cii. No changes were made to this criterion. CoPWG would like it noting that staff only have to be identified as eligible, they do not have to be undertaking these duties. It was also noted that reasonable adjustments and our team approach to supervision would facilitate the participation of those with disabilities. 
· Notified by a researcher that they have not been asked to produce a 5-year research plan for their PDR. Changed wording to reflect practices ‘The PDR is an opportunity to review and establish short-term and long-term research goals (research plan)’.
· Concerns raised about quality of evidence in PDR, Pure and HR systems. Suggestion that staff do not keep systems up to date so there should be an option to correct data before submitting appeal. CoPWG made no changes to CoP. Records can be amended at any point by staff members, no formal processes required. The records identified by CoPWG for providing evidence for REF decision making processes have been chosen because staff are required to maintain them. 
· Added sentence - those on multiple contracts will receive outcome notifications from RDP for each relevant contract they hold. 
· Removed extraneous information on footnote regarding PhD by publication.
· Expanded Appeals Panel terms of reference to include new information.
· Removed reference to lodging further appeal to remove contradiction regarding final decision.
· Amended name of compulsory EDI training.
· Updated acronym EIA to EqIA
· Added extension option for absent staff regarding timeframe for submitting appeal.
· Removed REF Manager access to appeal proforma to maintain separation of committee roles.
· Flagged - No defined period as ‘apprentice researcher’ for those on research-only contracts. Term ‘apprentice researcher’ is not relevant to those on research-only contract. ‘Apprentice research’ is a pathway for staff employed on a teaching and research contact, with aspiration to become a researcher, to develop their knowledge and capabilities. 
· Concern raised about sub disciplinary areas, for non-qualifying contract, being included in wrong UoA due to following majority of staff in department. Included ‘and disciplinary team’ in process.
· Concern raised no appeal opportunity for UoA allocation. This is not a requirement for REF 2029, however, CoPWG have included an informal mechanism for raising concerns.
· Additional information requested on continuous employment. Expanded footnote to include reference to legal definition.
· Added note - person can only have one substantive link even if they are employed on multiple contracts or change contract during relevant payroll years (2025/26 and 2026/27).
· Edited wording around representation on CoPWG in appendix 3.
· Comments regarding size of the document – could improve accessibility for staff by producing executive summary, Q&A, and decision flowchart including where to seek further information in CoP. 
· Q&A is already available (link available in section 1.1.2).
· Added sentence in section 1.1.2 around highlighting aspects of CoP in communications.
Distributed version 0.5 to Executive Group (see table one) resulted in:
· No changes. 
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Code of Practice Working Group
Terms of reference
1. To advise University Research Committee on a range of issues pertaining to the inclusion of staff for REF 2029.
2. To draft a Code of Practice for REF 2029.
3. To facilitate the dissemination of the agreed Code of Practice and REF 2029 equality and diversity training to staff groups.
Procedure for appointing members
University Research Committee tasked Pro Vice-Chancellor Academic and Director of Research Office to establish Code of Practice Working Group. Members were appointed by Pro Vice-Chancellor Academic and included representation from across the academic and professional services, and a representative from Edge Hill University’s University and College Union (UCU) branch. 
Membership
	Name
	Job title
	Role
	Capacity

	George Talbot
	Pro Vice-Chancellor Academic
	Chair
	decision making

	Rachel Glayzer
	Research Support Officer
	Secretary
	administrative support

	Justine Cawley
	Staff Systems Analyst and Management Information Lead
	HESA Return Advisor
	decision making

	Peter Cranie
	Senior Lecturer in Further Education & Training
	UCU Representative
	decision making

	Chris Greenough
	Professor in Social Sciences; University Athena Swan Lead
	Equality, Diversity, and Inclusion (EDI)
	decision making

	Vicky Bosward
	Director Human Resources
	
	decision making

	Chris Hughes
	Director Research Office
	
	decision making

	Joanne Morris
	Research Policy and Integrity Manager
	REF Manager
	decision making

	Michelle Man
	Senior Lecturer in Dance
	FAS Representative
	decision making

	Nonso Nnamoko
	Senior Lecturer in Computer Science
	Early career researcher
	decision making

	Eliot Wright
	Director of the Foundation Centre
	FoE Representative
	decision making

	Vacant
	
	FHSCM Representative
	decision making





Appendix 4. UoA Coordinators

	Unit of Assessment
	Name
	Job title

	A3 - Allied Health Professions, Dentistry, Nursing and Pharmacy
	Jeremy Brown
	Professor of Clinical Education and Associate Dean Research and Innovation FHSCM

	
	Stuart Fairclough
	Professor of Physical Activity, Health, and Wellbeing

	
	Rebecca Monk
	Reader in Psychology

	B11 - Computer Science and Informatics
	Ella Pereira
	Professor of Computing

	
	Yannis Korkontzelos
	Professor in Computer Science (Data Analytics)

	C14 - Geography and Environmental Studies
	Cherith Moses
	Head of Department HIGSS

	
	Alyson Brown
	Professor of History and Associate Head (Research) HIGSS

	
	Sven Batke
	Associate Head of Biology: Research and Knowledge Exchange

	C17 - Business and Management Studies
	Paresh Wankhade
	Professor of Leadership and Management

	
	Larry Su
	Reader in Economics

	C18 - Law
	Richard Parrish
	Professor of Law

	
	Andrea Cattaneo
	Senior Lecturer in Law

	C23 - Education
	Helen O’Keeffe
	Pro Vice-Chancellor and Dean of Education

	
	Andy Smith
	Head of Department, Secondary and Further Education

	D34 - Communication, Cultural and Media Studies, Library and Information Management
	Claire Parkinson
	Professor of Film, TV and Digital Media and Associate Head of English and Creative Arts

	
	Elke Weissmann
	Reader in Film and television

	
	Kim Wiltshire
	Programme Leader for Creative Writing

	Without portfolio 
	Derek Heim
	Professor of Psychology





Appendix 5. Acronyms in Edge Hill University’s REF2029 Code of Practice

ACEMFUN 		Academic Employment Function
AI 			Artificial Intelligence
CKU 			Contribution to Knowledge and Understanding 
CoP 			Code of Practice
CoPWG 		Code of Practice Working Group
DORA 			Declaration on Research Assessment 
E&I 			Engagement and Impact
EDI 			Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion 
EHU 			Edge Hill University
EqIA 			Equality Impact Assessment 
FAS			Faculty of Arts and Sciences
FoE			Faculty of Education
FHSCM		Faculty of Health, Social Care, and Medicine
HEI			Higher Education Institution
HESA			Higher Education Statistic Agency 
HoD			Head of Department 
HR 			Human Resources
IP 			Intellectual Property 
KIT 			Keep in Touch (days)
LGBTQ+ 	Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Queer, plus the inclusion of all diverse genders and sexualities
PDR 			Performance and Development Review 
PaR 			Practice-as-Research 
PCE 			Public and Community Engagement 
PVC 			Pro Vice Chancellor
Q&A 			Questions and Answers
RDP 			REF Decisions Panel
REF 			Research Excellence Framework
RI 			Research Independence
RIF 			Research Investment Fund
RKE 			Research and Knowledge Exchange 
RO 			Research Office 
R-only 			Research-Only (contract)
SIGRES 		Significant Responsibility for Research 
SPRE 			Strategy, People and Research Environment 
T&R 			Teaching and Research (contract)
UCU 			University and College Union 
UKRI 			UK Research and Innovation 
UoA 			Units of Assessment


Contribution to knowledge and understanding (CKU)


Strategy, people and research environment (SPRE)


Engagement and impact (E&I)



Performance and Development Review


Discuss with your line manager


Agree objectives and identify resources required


Establishing workload


HoDs will make workload allocations based on PDR discussions and objectives agreed


All staff are notified in writing what the workload allocation will be for the forthcoming year


Significant responsibility for research


Whether a staff member has SIGRES is largely determined by the workload allocation - an allocation for research reflects expectations and the time and resources available


Appeals process in place (see section 2.3)


Identify priorties



Application to appeal


Submit appeal to Research Office within 10 working days of  notification that your contract has/not been identified for inclusion in volume measure.


REF Appeals Panel  normally considers case within 10 working days of the appeals deadline.


Outcome


Uphold decision of REF Decisions Panel


Refer the case back to RDP for reconsideration 


RDP responds within 10 working days



Self rating


Propose your output in Pure


Internal peer review


Each paper is reviewed by at least two internal reviewers


UoA coordinators agree a score for each paper to establish an initial ranking


External peer review


A selection of papers may be reviewed externally


Scores will be agreed by UoA coordinators taking account of internal and external feedback


Include self-rating on your proposed output


Outcome


UoA coordinators provide ranked list of outputs to REF Decisions Panel


RDP reviews list and makes final determination regarding selection and ranking of outputs


Papers may be referred to a different UoA where appropriate


The final submission list will not be agreed until autumn 2028
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