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Please note: 

While the content of this document is identical to the original version of the University of Leeds’ Research Output Review Policy, the formatting may differ. This is to ensure that this version of the document meets with accessibility requirements.















University of Leeds REF2029 Code of Practice
[bookmark: _Appendix_A][bookmark: _Appendix_C]Appendix C
University of Leeds Research output review

This paper has been taken to and approved by Research and Innovation Board and REF Steering Group. It sets out the University’s recommended approach to research output review.

Purposes of research output review
Understanding the quality of our research outputs serves several purposes: 
1. Support evidence-based discussions on individual performance as articulated in Research Expectations documents.
2. To provide assurance to University Governance structures on the quality of our research portfolio. 
3. Providing data that can inform later decisions about outputs submission to REF2029. 
These three purposes underpin our approach to output review. Our policies and structures to review outputs need to be able to serve these purposes. 

Faculty research expectations 
[bookmark: _Int_7o6riQwX][bookmark: _Int_i4GdauDl]All Faculties have research expectations documents that include expectations for T&R colleagues in terms of the development and production of research outputs. These are intended for use in Annual Academic Meetings to both assess progress and identify if colleagues need further support to achieve their aims. As such, peer reviewing of outputs should be a “business as usual” activity. This review can combine internal and external review, as required, and sits within Schools/line management units rather than REF Units of Assessment (UoAs). It is led by Heads of School (HoS) and Directors of Research & Innovation (DoRIs), interacting with UoA leads as required. 

Faculty and School actions - 2024
Given the context above, we recommend that one or two outputs should be reviewed each year or assessment period from Academic colleagues with a Teaching and Research (T&R) contract description, who are categorised as independent (generally G8 and above, but with some exceptions e.g. for G7 fellows). We would recommend an annual process, where outputs from the previous 1-2 years are considered. However, some Schools may which to have multiple assessment processes within a year, especially if they wish to assess a higher number of outputs. There needs to be flexibility around number of outputs reviewed per period, for example with significant long-form outputs. We would expect individuals to nominate their strongest output from the period that nominations are taken from. 

This approach should be part of the on-going business as usual activity to help ensure that Faculty Research Expectations are being met. 

For independent Research-only colleagues who do not have an Annual Academic Meeting, this output review process could be discussed via SRDS.  Schools have flexibility to decide locally which colleagues are best placed to be involved in the standard output review processes. 

An overview of principles around output review are at Annex A.

External reviewing
From 2024, central funds for external reviews will be available to support: 
· Calibration of internal reviews
· A third reviewer when two internal reviewers cannot agree 
· Additional expertise where no internal colleagues can review
· Clarification of outputs on the 3* to 4* boundary

There is an expectation that external reviewers will provide written comments, as well as score papers. 
A centrally-managed budget will be offered to Schools, scaled by FTE, which can be used to pay external reviewers. Schools can also use the budget to invite external panellists to help internal reviewer training. In either case, the same consideration of equity, diversity and inclusion will be expected in the choice of external reviewers as for internal reviewers. Schools can choose to supplement this budget (see Annex A). 

Systems
[bookmark: _Int_InJLmNmD]Faculties will receive guidance on how to utilise new functionality within Symplectic to support output review. The trial work undertaken so far, building mock exercises and testing with users, has indicated that this is generally a smooth and straightforward process for individual users and has the benefit of being within a system that individuals should already be using for their research output deposits and meeting open access requirements. School-based colleagues will need to undertake some tasks associated with this process, such as matching reviewers to individuals. But the central teams in RIS will aim to offer as much support as possible. The Assessment module in Symplectic is now available in the system, though is not live for Schools to use. It will be made live once the overarching approach has been approved. 

The current planned process is at Annex B.

REF2029 Context
Reviewing research outputs is required to identify what will be included in the REF submission. What we know of the initial decisions implies an increased burden compared to REF2021, as an increased number of people can nominate outputs for review, and there is unlikely to be a minimum or maximum number of outputs per individual. Based on the recent REF2029 timetable, it is unlikely that there will be an approved Code of Practice until summer 2026. We cannot make any decisions about inclusion of individual outputs until we have a new Code of Practice. 

If our Volume Measure is slightly increased from REF2021, to around 1800 FTE, we will need 4500 outputs, and it is likely that institutionally we would have to review over 9000 outputs to identify that selection. It is a significant risk to start this work from scratch in 2026, as well as creating a very significant burden on academic colleagues. Recommencing annual output review will give us a pool of potential outputs for inclusion, putting us in a better position for when decision-making happens after the Code of Practice is in place. 

It must be noted that other considerations may come into play on the final decision for inclusion, such as portability, open access, significant contribution or where additional information is required, e.g. Engineering needing a 100-word impact statement (see Annex A). 

Preparing for REF2029 from 2026
To respond to the REF2029 research output requirements, we envisage a revised output review and inclusion process, which is likely to commence in late 2026, once the Code of Practice has been agreed. At this stage, we will start to respond to REF requirements, which are likely to include: 
· Reviewing outputs from a wider pool of staff, including technicians, research enablers, and non-independent research staff.
· Detailed mapping of outputs to Units of Assessment, particularly for interdisciplinary colleagues, and colleagues who are not assigned to a UoA (e.g. the staff above). 
· Making decisions on which outputs to include in the REF return in each unit. 

The reviews of outputs up to 2026 as part of our standard research output review process will be able to be incorporated into this. 

This is in line with our previously approach as set out in the REF2021 Code of Practice, which notes: “Wherever possible, REF preparations and processes build on existing processes. For example: annual academic meetings (AAM) and discussions under the staff review and development scheme (SRDS) are used to set academic plans for the forthcoming year, confirm roles, responsibilities and expectations and identify support required to achieve agreed objectives…”

UoA actions
As decisions for REF2029 become clearer, we will create a process of review of outputs, and ultimately decision-making for REF2029. It is likely that this will commence in late 2026. The output reviews conducted prior to this will be able to feed into the REF2029 decision making, as long as they have been suitably robust locally. 

Alternative to the recommended review process
There have been some questions raised about recommencing output review, and suggestions that it is not necessary. If Faculties or Schools wish not to undertake annual output reviews yet, they must: 
· [bookmark: _Int_oLWH79z7]Outline how they are able to track colleagues’ progress in a fair, transparent and supportive way, that aligns with our Responsible Research Metrics statement and institutional commitments as a DORA signatory. 
· Be able to provide updates to the University to demonstrate their approach to supporting and monitoring output quality. 
· Review outputs prior to any REF inclusion decision making, and they will therefore need to outline how they will manage this burden from 2026 onwards. 
This approach will need to be shared with and approved by the Dean for Research Quality, only approaches that sufficiently meet these standards will be approved.  

Providing institutional assurance
In due course, we will be using data from Symplectic to gain a snapshot of understand the quality of our Research Outputs. Given that this is likely to be required in Summer 2024, the following data provision has been recommended: 
· Where possible, Schools and Faculties should commence their internal reviewing processes (see Annex A). 
· The local Field Weighted Citation Impact (FWCI) distribution, to help understand how the outputs from the area contribute to the overall FWCI. 
· Open Access status of outputs in Symplectic (as provided to RIB and FRICs). 
· An overview of the citations data from Dimensions, again to indication the distribution of citations. This is an automated dataset which is by UoA, automatically assigned by Dimensions. 
· The local Field Citation Ratio, from Dimensions, organised by UoA (auto-allocated).

These data will provide a light-touch overview of the outputs of the institution, to provide assurance that monitoring of research quality is underway. 

[bookmark: _Annex_A_–]Annex A – Principles for Research Output Review 

This document outlines the University’s expectations and principles for conducting research output reviews. Overall, it is important that academic colleagues with receive feedback on the quality of their research outputs, to support their personal development and progression. Likewise, it is important the School leadership have a good understanding of the outputs produced within the School, and any related support needs for colleagues.

Research Culture, University values and EDI
[bookmark: _Int_HfYNfPRi]It is important that all research reviewing activity aligns with University values and Research Culture principles as outlined in the Research Culture strategy, of recognising diversity in research activity, embedding EDI, enabling open research, and supporting researcher development. All colleagues should have completed the University’s Equality and Inclusion training, and ideally refreshed it in the last four years. Further specific advice and training (including that related to EDI) will be given for REF once the Code of Practice is in place.

Responsible use of metrics
The University is a signatory of DORA and has a statement on responsible use of metrics. In this context, for example, it is not appropriate to use journal-level metrics (e.g. journal impact factor) to assess an individual piece of work. The peer review should not use such metrics. Some REF panels include citation data as a guide, but this does not supersede peer assessment.

Workload
Previously some Schools put together dedicated review panels, whereas others used a broad range of appropriate colleagues from across the School. The latter approach may reduce workload on individuals and broaden expertise. We envisage this activity as part of our research culture expectations of colleagues (as per Faculty expectations), included as citizenship in workload models where available. Where dedicated review panels are in place with a relatively small membership, Schools, via their Heads of School, should ensure appropriate work loading. 

External Review 
[bookmark: _Int_PxhDtkAL]Ideally, all Schools should have the skills and expertise to deliver the majority of output reviews internally. External reviewers can play a valuable role, and are supported by the University. External output reviews should primarily be used for: 
· Calibration of internal reviews
· Acting as a third reviewer when two internal reviews cannot agree 
· Provide additional expertise where no internal colleagues can review
· Clarifying outputs on the 3* to 4* boundary
As outlined in the paper, considerations of equity, diversity and inclusion must be taken into account when appointing external reviewers. As well as EDI considerations based on protected characteristics (e.g. there should not just be male academics appointed as external reviews for a School), disciplinary coverage should also be taken into account. 

The budget for external reviewing will not cover all outputs being reviewed externally. Not all colleagues will have their outputs externally reviewed under this model. Schools and Faculties can choose to supplement the budget for reviewing, and therefore use external reviewers for a wider range of purposes. However, Schools and Faculties should still ensure that expertise in reviewing is supported and further developed in Schools. 

Assessment Criteria
The REF assessment scale gives a useful framework (and is referred to in some expectations documents and promotions guidance). Until the new criteria are released, we recommend using the REF2021 definitions (originality, significance, and rigour) and the 13-point scale of Unclassified, 1* to 4*, with a low, middle, high assessment within the scoring boundary. However, as per the REF2021 Code of Practice, inclusion or not of outputs in REF should not be part of performance review, unless the individual brings it up.

Open access
[bookmark: _Int_iqwMQCz6]In line with our Open Research statement, outputs should be routinely made open if possible and in line with funder rules. REF have indicated they will follow UKRI Open Access guidelines, and it should be noted that UKRI extended this policy to long form outputs (books/ monographs etc) from January 2024.



Systems and support
The University will provide functionality and support via Symplectic for output reviews to be conducted. The Research Quality and Impact Officer will be the lead point of contact and will create a School-level assessment exercise in Symplectic. Support will be needed from within Schools, particularly to match reviewers to the individuals' nominating outputs. Schools will have the ability to receive reports from the system that show an overview of the exercise. Over time, this reporting functionality will be developed and enhanced. 

If Schools choose to use their own processes, they will be required to deliver all support locally, and will be required to report on their activities. They may need to update the information into Symplectic, even if not using the system. This is because it is important that centrally, there is a way to gather a full overview of the reviews across the University.

Guidance for reviewers
Reviewers internally and externally will be asked to comment on the quality of research outputs against three criteria: Originality, Significance and Rigour. Reviewers will be expected to provide sufficient comments against each of these criteria, and do this with the expectation that they will be read by the paper author(s). It is recommended that internal reviewers remain anonymous to the people whose research outputs they review. 

Guidance for reviewees
Individuals nominating outputs will need guidance from their School (e.g. through discussions with mentors) on the outputs that would be most suitable for output review. This should be individual’s strongest outputs, rather than encouraging review of their full portfolio of outputs.  

REF2029 and output eligibility
For the purposes of staff development, probation and progression in relation to outputs, an individual’s full track record of publications is taken into account including those produced at former institutions. For the purposes of REF2029, it is likely that only outputs produced at Leeds will be eligible to be returned (“Institutions will need to be able to demonstrate a substantive link to any submitted output. This is to address concerns regarding the “import” of staff with eligible outputs during the submission period, where those outputs have not been created with the support of the submitting unit.”). 

[bookmark: _Int_WLMmyOOd]We expect that colleagues are now routinely using CRediT (Contributor Roles Taxonomy) and the University’s Fair Attribution Guidelines to identify author contributions to outputs. For REF purposes, we do not yet know if the rules around significant contribution will be the same as 2021. However, for the purposes of the BAU expectations, we would expect that colleagues played a significant role in the output, though not necessarily as lead or corresponding author.

We expect that the Engineering and Computer Science Units of Assessment will continue to require the 100-word impact statement. However, this has not yet been confirmed by REF. We will likely know this in mid-2025, when the draft guidance is available. We will be able to integrate this information into Symplectic.  

As a shared, widely understood set of criteria, School can use REF descriptors for assessing the quality of research outputs (originality, significant and rigour). 

Institutionally, we should not re-review outputs unnecessarily. Therefore, output reviews conducted as part of annual reviews can inform the REF2029 pool of outputs to consider for selection. Decisions on which outputs to be included in the University’s REF2029 submission will be conducted in line with the University’s REF2029 Code of Practice, likely to be published in 2026. REF output selections cannot be made in advance of the Code of Practice being in place. 

[bookmark: _Annex_B_-]Annex B - Internal Review in Symplectic

The table below outlines the process for output nomination for internal review in Symplectic. Some of the initial set up steps, and particularly the training requirement would only be undertaken once, or when there are staff changes, not every time an exercise is run. 
The process would involve the Research Quality and Policy Officer in RIS, working in collaboration with School teams. The process does involve the time of colleagues in Schools, particularly around matching the outputs for review to reviewers. The time commitment for individual nominators and reviewers should be relatively limited, and their system interactions are straightforward. Some of the ‘behind the scenes’ work to enable this is more complex. 
Training would be available for all users, but it would be required for colleagues in Schools who are running the assessment exercise from their side. This is to ensure that data is managed appropriately. The process refers to the Director of Research and Innovation (DORI) as the key contact, as we are in the stage prior to REF decision making. However, we expect DORIs to work closely with the relevant Unit of Assessment (UoA) Leads in their areas. 
For the following table, please note the following: 
· Where ‘users’ are mentioned, this is referring to nominating authors/researchers. 
· Where ‘research managers’ or ‘administrative’ colleagues for an exercise, this is referring to PS colleagues, DoRIs, and UoA Leads. 
· Where ‘viewers’ are mentioned, please note that this allows for read only access of an exercise. This may include Pro-Deans, Heads of School and central roles such as Dean of RQ and Head of RQ&IP. 
· Areas marked as ‘optional’ are selected at the configuration stage. 
· Please note that where an ‘upload’ is referenced in the table, caution is advised if the upload feature is to be utilised as Symplectic operates on a replace not add methodology.

	Task
	Responsible unit/lead

	Invite School to identify School based staff to administrate local elements of the exercise (PS colleagues, DoRIs, UoA Leads)  
Also invite School to identify viewers for the exercise.
	RIS Research Quality and Impact Policy team

	Inform RIS of School based assessment admins and any viewers
	School DORI

	Provide training to Assessment Managers (PS colleagues, DoRIs, UoA Leads)
	RIS Research Quality and Impact Policy team

	Engage with training 
	School DORI and Professional Services

	Update permissions for Assessment Managers including reporting
	RIS Research Quality and Impact Policy team

	Add Assessment Managers and Viewers to exercise
	RIS Research Quality and Impact Policy team

	Invite School to provide configuration requirements for their exercise
	RIS Research Quality and Impact Policy team

	Inform RIS of preferred configuration
	School DORI

	Configure School specific assessment exercise
	RIS Research Quality and Impact Policy team

	Send list of users (researchers) in Symplectic to School. 
	RIS Research Quality and Impact Policy team

	Confirm RIS issued user list or make amendments
	School Professional Services

	Identify reviewers from the RIS issued user list.
	School Professional Services

	Allocate reviewers to users on RIS issued template spreadsheet
	School Professional Services

	Add users and reviewer allocations to first round of review in the assessment exercise
	RIS Research Quality and Impact Policy team

	Communicate with users to invite them to nominate outputs for review. Include process for non-completion (i.e. output nominated on their behalf)
	School Professional Services

	Nominates output and provides required additional information 
	Academic nominator

	Monitor nominations within the Symplectic interface
	School DORI and Professional Services

	Optional - check reviewer allocations are appropriate before reviewers are invited to begin reviews.
	School Professional Services

	If necessary, inform RIS of changes to user/reviewer allocations for amending
	School Professional Services

	Amend user/reviewer allocations if directed to by School
	RIS Research Quality and Impact Policy team

	Invite reviewers to review outputs
	School DORI and Professional Services

	Review outputs directly in Symplectic. 
Alternatively, reviews could be captured on a spreadsheet and either manually added by Assessment Managers or uploaded to the exercise.
	Academic reviewer

	Optional - Reviews can be made available to users at the end of the internal review or they can be withheld pending the outcome of additional/second review.
School confirms when reviews can be made available.  
	School DORI

	Optional - opportunity to carry out additional/second review of some/all outputs
	School DORI and Professional Services

	Add users and reviewer allocations to additional/second round of review in the assessment exercise
	RIS Research Quality and Impact Policy team

	Invite reviewers to complete additional/second review
	School Professional Services

	Review outputs directly in Symplectic. 
Alternatively, reviews could be captured on a spreadsheet and either manually added by Assessment Managers or uploaded to the exercise.
	Academic reviewer

	Notify RIS when additional/second reviews can be made visible
	School DORI and Professional Services

	Release reviews to users
	Research Quality and Impact Policy Team
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