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Section 1: Information about the officers carrying out the EIA

Lead Officer 
Name: Elizabeth Garcha
Job title: Head of Research Quality and Impact 
Faculty / Service area: Research and Innovation Service
Involvement in the policy: Lead of drafting the Code of Practice

Other Officers on the EIA team 
Name: Professor Amanda Bretman
Job title: Institutional Academic Lead for REF
Faculty / Service area: Research and Innovation Service
Involvement in the policy: Strategic Lead for the Code of Practice 
Role on the EIA team: Setting strategic direction 

Name: Robert Eaglesham
Job title: Senior Data Analyst
Faculty / Service area: Research Culture team
Involvement in the policy: Providing data insights
Role on the EIA team: Providing EIA analysis

Name: Sarah Hall
Job title: Director of Strategy for Research Impact 
Faculty / Service area: Research and Innovation Service
Involvement in the policy: Professional Services Strategic Lead for the Code of Practice 
Role on the EIA team: Setting strategic direction 

Name: Peter Holmes 
Job title: Data and Insight Manager 
Faculty / Service area: Equality and Inclusion Unit
Involvement in the policy: Providing advice on approach
Role on the EIA team: Providing anonymised protected characteristic data

Name: Dr Lianne Stennett
Job title: Research Quality Manager
Faculty / Service area: Research and Innovation Service
Involvement in the policy: Supporting the development of the Code of Practice 
Role on the EIA team: Engaging with key stakeholders, processing data for analysis

Section 2:  About the policy
Title of the policy: University of Leeds REF2029 Code of Practice
The aims and purpose of the policy:
The Research Excellence Framework (REF) is an assessment of the research in UK Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) carried out by the national higher education funding bodies. The outcome informs the allocation of quality research related funding, contributes to the accountability for public funding, and demonstrates the benefits of public investment in research and impact. Submissions are organised into discipline-based ‘Units of Assessment’ (UoAs). 

The University’s REF Code of Practice details the process used to (i) identify staff with significant responsibility for research, (ii) determine research independence, (iii) allocate staff contracts to Units of Assessment, (iv) select outputs for inclusion in the submission and (v) select impact case studies for inclusion in the submission. Policy development for the Code drew on the REF2021 Code of Practice, and applied the guidance for developing a Code from the National REF team.  

Who will be affected by the policy
Academic Teaching and Research staff, Research-only staff, Professional and technical staff with an expectation of research activity in their role descriptions. 
Section 3:  Involvement and Consultation
· The University’s preparations for REF2029 are led by the REF2029 Steering Group. The Steering Group is responsible for the final decisions on all matters relating to REF2029. In making their decisions, the Steering Group will aim to maximise the overall outcome for the University. 
· There will be four Review Groups mirroring the four REF disciplinary panels. As we progress and review the EIA, the review groups will provide input into the policy development. The Review Groups combine senior academic leadership and research assessment expertise (including interdisciplinary research and impact) with appropriate professional services support.
· Unit of Assessment (UoA) leaders and deputies are responsible for preparing the submissions and making recommendations, via the Review Groups, to the REF Steering Group, about the content and configuration of these submissions.
· These governance arrangements were approved via the University’s committee structure (Research and Innovation Board, and University Executive Group) in 2023.
· The University recognises the University and College Union (UCU), Unison and Unite for the purposes of collective bargaining. Consultation with all three recognised trades unions was undertaken in the development and communication of this Code of Practice.
· There is a University-wide staff consultation on the policy, which includes questions on equality considerations, to ensure nothing is missed. As part of the consultation, the leads of Staff Networks will be directly contacted for further input, as will the technicians network. 
· Advice has been received from the University’s Equality and Inclusion Unit. 

Section 4:  Gathering data and evidence
The approach outlined in the Code of Practice focuses on expert review in order to make decisions about the inclusion of research outputs and impact case studies. It relies on data about role expectations in order to make decisions about Significant Responsibility for Research and Research Independence.
At the point of developing the Code, no decisions had been confirmed in relation to: 
· The application of Significant Responsibility for Research (SRR) 
· The application of Research Independence (RI)
· The allocation of contracts to UoAs 
· The selection of research outputs
· The selection of impact case studies
However, as decisions are made, data related to these points and protected characteristics will be gathered and analysed (where available). Neither research outputs or impact case studies have protected characteristics. Equalities analysis will therefore relate to contributors to these outputs or impact case studies. 
As outlined in our Code of Practice, the REF2021 EIA for the University focused on four protected characteristics: age, disability, ethnicity, and gender. The final version reviewed the outcomes for Significant Responsibility for Research (SRR), Research Independence and number of outputs allocated on average. It was noted throughout the EIA that the University has relatively high non-disclosure rates on protected characteristic data for ethnicity and disability. The EIA did not note any process-related issues in terms of decisions related to SRR, RI or output inclusion, and therefore the REF2029 Code of Practice has built on those original approaches, amended to ensure alignment with REF2029 requirements. 
However, the EIA did indicate differences in the number of outputs allocated to younger members of staff (20-29 years) compared to all other age groups, women compared to men and black colleagues compared to those in other ethnic groups. The lower number of outputs allocated to staff in the 20-29 age bracket was seen to be normal, and based on career stage. These findings related to women and black colleagues align with indicators from the “REF 2021- Analysis of inclusion for submission, representation in outputs attribution and scoring”, which indicated sector-wide differences, particularly for women, black, and disabled colleagues in terms of the numbers of outputs allocated to them overall, and the scores their outputs were assigned. 
Summary data from the University of Leeds REF2021 EIA

Table 1a: Outputs by age band
	Age band (years)
	Average number of outputs
	Proportion of eligible staff
(n = 1,868)

	20-29
	1.2
	<1%

	30-39
	2.2
	24%

	40-49
	2.2
	34%

	50-59
	2.2
	29%

	60+
	2.3
	12%



Table 1b: Outputs by disability status
	Disability status
	Average number of outputs
	Proportion of eligible staff
(n = 1,868)

	Disabled
	2.1
	3%

	No known disability
	2.2
	81%

	I prefer not to answer
	2.2
	11%

	Unknown
	2.2
	5%





Table 1c: Outputs by ethnicity
	Ethnicity
	Average number of outputs
	Proportion of eligible staff
(n = 1,868)

	Asian
	2
	8%

	Black
	1.6
	<1%

	Mixed
	2.1
	1%

	Other
	2.3
	2%

	White
	2.2
	72%

	I prefer not to answer
	2.4
	11%

	Unknown
	2.3
	5%



Table 1d: Outputs by gender
	Gender
	Average number of outputs
	Proportion of eligible staff
(n = 1,868)

	Female
	2
	35%

	Male
	2.3
	65%

	Other
	<5 staff
	<5 staff


"< 5 staff" denotes where data are suppressed for disclosure control 

Of the 1,868 eligible staff, 88% were Teaching and Research G8 and above who were automatically included, and therefore differences in the breakdown largely reflect the staff body at the time.  

In response to the REF2021 EIA, the current Code of Practice was developed with EDI in mind, and consulted on broadly. As in the REF2021 code, there is training for those making decisions in relation to Research Independence and Significant Responsibility for Research, and additional support and training for colleagues contributing to decisions about the inclusion of outputs and impact case studies within the submission. 
There will be multiple points within the process when data is gathered on research output assessment and on SRR and RI via the HESA return, which will be reviewed against protected characteristics data to spot differences in outcomes. Where these are noted, the data will be used to inform further actions and interventions. However, we do note that the changes in REF2029, particularly related to decoupling, mean that it is unlikely that output data can be compared with REF2021, given that outputs are not assigned to a single member of staff beyond the confirmation of eligibility (as outlined in Part 5 of the Code). In addition, equalities data is related to headcount, or anonymised individuals. The data will use a fixed date in order to gather benchmark data. SRR and RI are applied at the contract level. Therefore, these data sets will be slightly different to one another. This means that caution needs to be applied when examining for small-number effects.    
Section 5:  Assessing the Impact
Underpinning this policy is an approach that is largely reliant on academic peer review, and academic and professional judgement. A governance structure has been put in place, to provide multiple points for reviewing decisions. The driving force behind decisions on SRR and RI is accuracy, ensuring that contracts are captured properly, and therefore assigned the correct status. Assigning SRR or Research Independence does not affect an individuals’ career, and we draw a distinction between contractual expectations, and opportunities for personal development.  
The Code states clearly in relation to staff experience: “The inclusion or otherwise of an individual’s work in the REF return does not of itself influence career progression. It will not directly influence their future workload portfolio, their promotion or career progression.”
The information presented here relates to pilot year data for SRR, RI and UoA allocation. This has been used to assess impact. Subsequent analysis will also take place once the processes are implemented. Pilot data for the output selection process is expected in November 2026 – a plan is presented here for the analysis of data and pathway for decision making based on any inequities that may be uncovered.
The application of Significant Responsibility for Research (SRR) 
The driving force behind decisions on SRR and RI is accuracy, ensuring that contracts are captured properly, and therefore assigned the correct status. Assigning SRR or RI does not affect an individuals’ career, and we draw a distinction between contractual expectations, and opportunities for personal development.  
The application of SRR is conferred to all Academic T&R contracts at Grade 8 or above. These staff are reported to HESA as ACEMPFUN3. 
Academic T&R contracts of Grade 7 or below are reviewed, to see if they meet the criteria of Research Independence (within the SRR definition). Those which meet the criterion of being an Independent Researcher are also included within the University’s Volume Measure. Details of decision-makers are outlined in the Code.
To assess impact, the number of Grade 7 or below T&R staff selected for the volume measure was compared with the total Grade 7 or below T&R population. This provided selection rates and differences split by protected characteristic.
A large difference in the selection rate between groups might indicate:
1. Bias in the selection process
2. SRR criteria align with roles, responsibilities or research opportunities afforded more frequently to a particular group; this could be due to systemic, operational or other work-related factors
3. Both of the above
The biggest potential areas of concern found were:
· Religion and belief – 83% of staff who identified as having ‘no religion’ were selected for the Volume Measure, compared to 60% of staff who identified as ‘having a religion or belief’, a difference of 23 percentage points.
· Ethnicity – 83% of white staff were selected for the Volume Measure, compared to 65% of minoritised ethnic staff, a difference of 18 percentages.
· Age – most age bands showed a similar proportion selected for the Volume Measure (80-83%). The exception was the 40-49 age band, where 64% of staff were selected, a difference of 12 percentage points below the 75% average selection rate.
· Caring responsibilities – 75% of staff with no parental or caring responsibilities were selected for the Volume Measure, compared to 64% of parents and carers, a difference of 10 percentage points.

	Table 2a. Grade 7 T&R staff by sex, HESA Pilot Year Data
	

	Grade 7 T&R staff 
	2025 population 
	Included in VM
	% of population included in VM
	Selection rate difference (percentage points) 

	Total
	101 
	76 
	75% 
	 

	Female 
	44 
	32 
	73% 
	-4 pp vs male

	Male 
	57 
	44 
	77% 
	 

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent

	
	
	
	
	

	Table 2b. Grade 7 T&R staff by ethnicity, HESA Pilot Year Data

	Grade 7 T&R staff 
	2025 population 
	Included in VM
	% of population included in VM
	Selection rate difference (percentage points) 

	Total
	101 
	76 
	75% 
	 

	Minoritised ethnic 
	40 
	26 
	65% 
	-18 pp vs white

	White 
	46 
	38 
	83% 
	 

	Unknown 
	15 
	12 
	80% 
	 

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent

	
	
	
	
	




	Table 2c. Grade 7 T&R staff by disability status, HESA Pilot Year Data

	Grade 7 T&R staff 
	2025 population 
	Included in VM
	% of population included in VM
	Selection rate difference (percentage points) 

	Total
	101 
	76 
	75% 
	 

	Disabled 
	8 
	5 
	63% 
	-11 pp vs non-disabled

	Non-disabled 
	75 
	55 
	73% 
	 

	Unknown 
	18 
	16 
	89% 
	 

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent

	
	
	
	
	

	Table 2d. Grade 7 T&R staff by age band, HESA Pilot Year Data

	Grade 7 T&R staff 
	2025 population 
	Included in VM
	% of population included in VM
	Selection rate difference (percentage points) 

	Total
	101 
	76 
	75% 
	 

	20-29 
	5 
	< 5 staff
	< 5 staff
	< 5 staff

	30-39 
	56 
	45 
	80% 
	+5 pp vs all ages average

	40-49 
	33 
	21 
	64% 
	-12 pp vs all ages average

	50-59 
	6 
	< 5 staff
	< 5 staff
	< 5 staff

	60+ 
	< 5 staff
	< 5 staff
	< 5 staff
	< 5 staff

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent

	"< 5 staff" denotes where data are suppressed for disclosure control 

	
	
	
	
	

	Table 2e. Grade 7 T&R staff by caring responsibilities, HESA Pilot Year Data

	Grade 7 T&R staff 
	2025 population 
	Included in VM
	% of population included in VM
	Selection rate difference (percentage points) 

	Total
	101 
	76 
	75% 
	 

	Parent or carer 
	28 
	18 
	64% 
	-10 pp vs non-parent/carer

	Non-parent or carer 
	55 
	41 
	75% 
	 

	Unknown 
	18 
	17 
	94% 
	 

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent

	
	
	
	
	




	Table 2f. Grade 7 T&R staff by religion or belief, HESA Pilot Year Data

	Grade 7 T&R staff 
	2025 population 
	Included in VM
	% of population included in VM
	Selection rate difference (percentage points) 

	Total
	101 
	76 
	75% 
	 

	Has a religion or belief 
	30 
	18 
	60% 
	-23 pp vs no religion

	No religion 
	47 
	39 
	83% 
	 

	Unknown 
	24 
	19 
	79% 
	 

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent

	
	
	
	
	

	Table 2g. Grade 7 T&R staff by sexual orientation, HESA Pilot Year Data

	Grade 7 T&R staff 
	2025 population 
	Included in VM
	% of population included in VM
	Selection rate difference (percentage points) 

	Total
	101 
	76 
	75% 
	 

	LGB+ 
	10 
	7 
	70% 
	-4 pp vs heterosexual/straight

	Heterosexual/straight 
	65 
	48 
	74% 
	 

	Unknown 
	26 
	21 
	81% 
	 

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent



We note that the number of staff considered here is very low, and high percentage difference driven by relatively few staff, and a significant number of ‘unknown’ responses. As outlined in the actions below, we will continue to work with the Equality and Inclusion Unit to encourage disclosure to support analysis. 
In addition, the training proposals outlined in the COP will integrate the data from the pilot year to highlight potential biases in the decision-making process.  
The application of Research Independence
Research Independence is applied to Research-only contracts. All Research-only contracts are reviewed, apart from Research Assistant contracts and Post-Doctoral Research Assistant contracts, which by nature of the role are explicitly employed who carry out someone else’s research. Details of decision-makers are outlined in the Code. 
To assess impact, the number of Research-only staff selected for the volume measure was compared with the total Research-only population. This provided selection rates and differences split by protected characteristics.
Only a small proportion of Research-only staff (67 staff out of 1,155; 6% of the Research-only total) were classified as having RI within the pilot exercise. Further breaking this small group down into categories of protected characteristics makes meaningful analysis from an equality perspective difficult, but there is currently nothing to indicate an equality concern.

	Table 3a. Research-only staff by sex, HESA Pilot Year Data
	

	Research-only staff 
	2025 population 
	Included in VM
	% of population included in VM
	Selection rate difference (percentage points) 

	Total
	1,155 
	67 
	6% 
	 

	Female 
	587 
	30 
	5% 
	-1 pp vs male

	Male 
	568 
	37 
	7% 
	 

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent

	

	
	
	
	

	Table 3b. Research-only staff by ethnicity, HESA Pilot Year Data

	Research-only staff 
	2025 population 
	Included in VM
	% of population included in VM
	Selection rate difference (percentage points) 

	Total
	1,155 
	67 
	6% 
	 

	Minoritised ethnic 
	365 
	15 
	4% 
	-2 pp vs white

	White 
	621 
	35 
	6% 
	 

	Unknown 
	169 
	17 
	10% 
	 

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent

	

	
	
	
	

	Table 3c. Research-only staff by disability status, HESA Pilot Year Data

	Research-only staff 
	2025 population 
	Included in VM
	% of population included in VM
	Selection rate difference (percentage points) 

	Total
	1,155 
	67 
	6% 
	 

	Disabled 
	72 
	5 
	7% 
	+3 pp vs non-disabled

	Non-disabled 
	873 
	37 
	4% 
	 

	Unknown 
	210 
	25 
	12% 
	 

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent

	
	
	
	
	




	Table 3d. Research-only staff by age band, HESA Pilot Year Data

	Research-only staff 
	2025 population 
	Included in VM
	% of population included in VM
	Selection rate difference (percentage points) 

	Total
	1,155 
	67 
	6% 
	 

	20-29 
	187 
	<5 staff
	<5 staff
	<5 staff

	30-39 
	634 
	35 
	6% 
	0 pp vs all ages average

	40-49 
	231 
	19 
	8% 
	+2 pp vs all ages average

	50-59 
	77 
	7 
	9% 
	+3 pp vs all ages average

	60+ 
	26 
	<5 staff
	<5 staff
	<5 staff

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent

	"< 5 staff" denotes where data are suppressed for disclosure control 

	
	
	
	
	

	Table 3e. Research-only staff by caring responsibilities, HESA Pilot Year Data

	Research-only staff 
	2025 population 
	Included in VM
	% of population included in VM
	Selection rate difference (percentage points) 

	Total
	1,155 
	67 
	6% 
	 

	Parent or carer 
	237 
	16 
	7% 
	+4 pp vs non-parent/carer 

	Non-parent or carer 
	739 
	24 
	3% 
	 

	Unknown 
	179 
	27 
	15% 
	 

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent

	
	
	
	
	

	Table 3f. Research-only staff by religion or belief, HESA Pilot Year Data

	Research-only staff 
	2025 population 
	Included in VM
	% of population included in VM
	Selection rate difference (percentage points) 

	Total
	1,155 
	67 
	6% 
	 

	Has a religion or belief 
	359 
	12 
	3% 
	-1 pp vs no religion

	No religion 
	556 
	25 
	4% 
	 

	Unknown 
	240 
	30 
	13% 
	 

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent

	
	
	
	
	




	Table 3g. Research-only staff by sexual orientation, HESA Pilot Year Data

	Research-only staff 
	2025 population 
	Included in VM
	% of population included in VM
	Selection rate difference (percentage points) 

	Total
	1,155 
	67 
	6% 
	 

	LGB+ 
	103 
	7 
	7% 
	+3 pp vs heterosexual/straight

	Heterosexual/straight 
	806 
	33 
	4% 
	 

	Unknown 
	246 
	27 
	11% 
	 

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent


 
The allocation of contracts to UoAs 
The University of Leeds returns to 27 of the 34 Units of Assessment. All staff who are eligible to have their contract linked to a UoA will be linked to a Unit. Institutionally, we do not privilege one Unit over another. Units are of varying sizes, from approximately 10 FTE to approximately 200FTE. This reflects the sizes of different disciplines at Leeds, and the nature of the UoAs (whether they are large groupings, or smaller discipline areas). 
In 2025 the University ran a pilot process of allocating contracts selected for the volume measure to UoAs. Analysis by protected characteristic is presented below. There is no clear, robust or meaningful comparator group for UoA breakdowns, as the process does not involve selection, but allocation.
Table 4 shows traditionally marginalised groups by UoA. We believe the differences in proportions of staff by protected characteristic across UoA mirrors broader institutional and sector differences.
Whilst structural differences are beyond the remit of this assessment, the table is included for transparency and completeness and may serve as a basis for further discussion and reflection at subject area or Panel/UoA level.
Based on this, we believe that there is no impact on any protected characteristic in relation to UoA allocation.



Table 4a: Percentage and number of marginalised staff in volume measure for Main Panel A and UoAs.
	Panel A - Medicine, Health and Life Sciences
	Female 
	Minoritised ethnic 
	Disabled 
	Age 60+ 
	Parent or carer 
	Has a religion/ belief 
	LGB+ 

	VM total 
	38% - 743 
	18% - 348 
	6% - 113 
	17% - 330 
	37% - 728 
	27% - 537 
	6% - 116 

	Panel A
	43% - 197 
	13% - 61 
	3% - 16 
	21% - 97 
	42% - 192 
	31% - 141 
	5% - 23 

	UoA 1 
	35% - 53 
	9% - 13 
	<5 staff
	26% - 40 
	36% - 55 
	36% - 55 
	<5 staff

	UoA 2 
	52% - 37 
	11% - 8 
	<5 staff
	13% - 9 
	49% - 35 
	34% - 24 
	<5 staff

	UoA 3 
	59% - 31 
	26% - 14 
	<5 staff
	17% - 9 
	59% - 31 
	42% - 22 
	<5 staff

	UoA 4 
	48% - 30 
	8% - 5 
	<5 staff
	11% - 7 
	44% - 27 
	18% - 11 
	<5 staff

	UoA 5 
	31% - 24 
	10% - 8 
	<5 staff
	30% - 23 
	45% - 35 
	18% - 14 
	<5 staff

	UoA 6 
	52% - 22 
	31% - 13 
	<5 staff
	21% - 9 
	21% - 9 
	36% - 15 
	12% - 5 

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent

	"< 5 staff" denotes where data are suppressed for disclosure control 




Table 4b: Percentage and number of marginalised staff in volume measure for Main Panel B and UoAs.
	Panel B - Physical Sciences, Engineering and Maths
	Female 
	Minoritised ethnic 
	Disabled 
	Age 60+ 
	Parent or carer 
	Has a religion/ belief 
	LGB+ 

	VM total 
	38% - 743 
	18% - 348 
	6% - 113 
	17% - 330 
	37% - 728 
	27% - 537 
	6% - 116 

	Panel B 
	21% - 132 
	21% - 129 
	6% - 35 
	18% - 109 
	37% - 230 
	25% - 156 
	3% - 18 

	UoA 7 
	31% - 46 
	7% - 11 
	8% - 12 
	11% - 16 
	44% - 66 
	25% - 38 
	4% - 6 

	UoA 8 
	25% - 11 
	<5 staff
	<5 staff
	23% - 10 
	39% - 17 
	<5 staff
	<5 staff

	UoA 9 
	20% - 8 
	<5 staff
	<5 staff
	15% - 6 
	48% - 19 
	<5 staff
	<5 staff

	UoA 10 
	15% - 12 
	10% - 8 
	<5 staff
	21% - 16 
	28% - 22 
	22% - 17 
	<5 staff

	UoA 11 
	12% - 7 
	39% - 22 
	<5 staff
	23% - 13 
	26% - 15 
	19% - 11 
	<5 staff

	UoA 12 
	20% - 48 
	34% - 83 
	5% - 13 
	20% - 48 
	37% - 91 
	31% - 77 
	<5 staff

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent

	"< 5 staff" denotes where data are suppressed for disclosure control 






Table 4c: Percentage and number of marginalised staff in volume measure for Main Panel C and UoAs.
	Panel C - Social Sciences
	Female 
	Minoritised ethnic 
	Disabled 
	Age 60+ 
	Parent or carer 
	Has a religion/ belief 
	LGB+ 

	VM total 
	38% - 743 
	18% - 348 
	6% - 113 
	17% - 330 
	37% - 728 
	27% - 537 
	6% - 116 

	Panel C 
	45% - 208 
	22% - 102 
	8% - 36 
	13% - 59 
	36% - 168 
	31% - 147 
	7% - 32 

	UoA 14 
	30% - 20 
	<5 staff
	<5 staff
	18% - 12 
	36% - 24 
	24% - 16 
	8% - 5 

	UoA 17 
	43% - 79 
	32% - 58 
	8% - 14 
	11% - 20 
	33% - 60 
	40% - 74 
	4% - 8 

	UoA 18 
	50% - 36 
	17% - 12 
	11% - 8 
	10% - 7 
	35% - 25 
	24% - 17 
	10% - 7 

	UoA 19 
	35% - 18 
	19% - 10 
	<5 staff
	<5 staff
	42% - 22 
	27% - 14 
	12% - 6 

	UoA 21 
	68% - 25 
	19% - 7 
	16% - 6 
	16% - 6 
	35% - 13 
	35% - 13 
	<5 staff

	UoA 23 
	59% - 19 
	19% - 6 
	<5 staff
	28% - 9 
	50% - 16 
	22% - 7 
	<5 staff

	UoA 24 
	46% - 11 
	<5 staff
	<5 staff
	<5 staff
	33% - 8 
	25% - 6 
	<5 staff

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent

	"< 5 staff" denotes where data are suppressed for disclosure control 



Table 4d: Percentage and number of marginalised staff in volume measure for Main Panel Dand UoAs.
	Panel D - Arts & Humanities
	Female 
	Minoritised ethnic 
	Disabled 
	Age 60+ 
	Parent or carer 
	Has a religion/ belief 
	LGB+ 

	VM total 
	38% - 743 
	18% - 348 
	6% - 113 
	17% - 330 
	37% - 728 
	27% - 537 
	6% - 116 

	Panel D  
	49% - 206 
	13% - 56 
	6% - 26 
	15% - 65 
	33% - 135 
	22% - 93 
	10% - 43 

	UoA 26 
	48% - 38 
	11% - 9 
	<5 staff
	13% - 10 
	39% - 31 
	23% - 18 
	8% - 6 

	UoA 27 
	44% - 24 
	<5 staff
	<5 staff
	22% - 12 
	26% - 14 
	13% - 7 
	15% - 8 

	UoA 28 
	43% - 18 
	<5 staff
	<5 staff
	14% - 6 
	31% - 13 
	17% - 7 
	<5 staff

	UoA 30 
	23% - 9 
	<5 staff
	<5 staff
	<5 staff
	<5 staff
	18% - 7 
	<5 staff

	UoA 31 
	50% - 8 
	<5 staff
	<5 staff
	<5 staff
	<5 staff
	75% - 12 
	<5 staff

	UoA 32 
	63% - 57 
	22% - 20 
	6% - 5 
	21% - 19 
	26% - 24 
	30% - 27 
	<5 staff

	UoA 33 
	36% - 20 
	9% - 5 
	<5 staff
	11% - 6 
	38% - 21 
	18% - 10 
	13% - 7 

	UoA 34 
	71% - 32 
	22% - 10 
	11% - 5 
	<5 staff
	49% - 22 
	11% - 5 
	24% - 11 

	Percentages and percentage point differences are rounded to the nearest whole percent

	"< 5 staff" denotes where data are suppressed for disclosure control 





Overall findings  
The data analysis of the provisional 2025 SRR and RI evaluation processes did not in itself reveal evidence of systemic bias. Most protected characteristic groups had inclusion rates that were broadly comparable and observed differences were generally small or affected by small numbers or data quality limitations. The areas listed below however do require further consideration. 
Areas for monitoring 
The following area will be subject to continued close monitoring: 
·  Ethnicity, Grade 7 T&R – minoritised ethnic staff had a lower SRR inclusion rate (65%) than white staff (83%).  
· Age, Grade 7 T&R – inclusion rate of 64% for 40-49 age group compared with the Grade 7 T&R average of 75%.  
· Caring responsibilities, Grade 7 T&R – inclusion rate of 64% for parents and carers compared with 75% for those without caring responsibilities.  
· Religion or belief, Grade 7 T&R – a 23‑percentage‑point lower selection rate for staff with a Religion of Belief, but interpretation is constrained by 24% ‘Unknown’ records.


The output selection 
Output selection will be based on the assessed quality of the eligible research outputs. Given decoupling, outputs will not be linked to an individual member of staff.
One of the consequences of decoupling means that there is no minimum threshold for outputs. There is an indicative maximum of five outputs linked to one person’s HESA ID per Unit of Assessment. Without the minimum of one, there is therefore potential for:
· Stronger bias towards particular individuals in the output pool
· That groups represented in the output pool may be less diverse than the wider pool of staff with SRR/RI
This could be a result of practices within a discipline, such as those with high numbers of author collaborations, or the nature of a person’s role, such as a statistician or PI etc. being involved in a high number of outputs.
Decoupling could also lead to outcomes that are unequal, potentially exacerbating historic and structural inequity known throughout the sector. Tackling these sector-wide issues is not within the scope of this EIA, rather its focus is ensuring the processes within the REF Code of Practice are as equitable and inclusive as possible. For example, these historic biases could play into biases in the selection of outputs.
Outputs will require a HESA ID, but this is just for the purpose of demonstrating the institutional substantive link to the output. Outputs are not attributed to individuals. The Funding Bodies have indicated that no further analysis will be made in relation to the HESA ID data, and therefore this will be applied alphabetically by surname to research outputs, whilst also aligning with the indicative maximum of five outputs allocated to a single HESA ID.
As outlined in the Code of Practice, output type or output language will not be a factor in decisions related to output inclusion. Paragraphs 128-129 of the Code outline how the University will ensure robust review of diverse outputs and outputs in other languages.
Research Outputs do not themselves have protected characteristics. As outputs are also not formally linked to staff, we will be analysing them in relation to known staff at the University who are contributors to the research outputs. Using data from the pilot output selection process, due to be completed in November 2026, we will:
· Analyse the proportions of contributors to outputs by different protected characteristics
· Compare contributions to outputs from the volume measure to volume measure totals
· Examine differences across panels and UoA
Where necessary, findings from this analysis will help shape the final output selection process.
We recognised that decoupling may make the REF2029 data challenging to compare with the REF2021 data. We have chosen not to review data by linked HESA ID, as that does not accurately reflect the contributors to an output. However, given the REF2021 EIA indication that fewer outputs were allocated to or were from younger colleagues, women, and black colleagues, we will be alert for potential issues here. As we have identified a potential risk of bias in this activity, we will ensure colleagues who are involved in output review and selection undergo EDI training, which was also undertaken in REF2021.
Tables with further details are attached as Annex 1. 
Small numbers and data analysis 
Small number effects were considered throughout this EIA, and will be considered for further analyses. Where protected characteristic categories contained very small numbers of staff or where a high proportion of records (over 20%) were coded as ‘Unknown’, percentages were judged to be statistically unstable because the movement of one or two individuals can materially change the results.  
In line with HESA statistical disclosure control principles, counts of less than 5 have been suppressed and no conclusions have been drawn from categories where small numbers or data quality issues prevent reliable interpretation. This approach ensures that the EIA does not erroneously interpret patterns that are not statistically robust and reduces the risk of staff being identifiable.  
Additional categories not analysed further 
Additional analyses were done for Marriage/Civil Partnerships and Trans Identity data. Due to small numbers across these groups and large proportion of staff categorised as ‘Unknown’, no commentary or further action is deemed necessary. These data will be reviewed when the datasets are refreshed.   


Intersectional analysis 
Intersectional analysis was explored, including combinations such as ethnicity & religion and age group & caring responsibilities. However, robust quantitative analysis at this level is not possible due to very small numbers within intersecting groups. These small‑number effects mean that percentages can fluctuate substantially with the movement of one or two individuals, making statistical interpretation unreliable and conclusions difficult to draw.  Again, future analyses will explore intersectional analysis, and if conclusions could be drawn from them, they will be integrated within the updated EIA. 
Section 6:  Action Planning

Action 1: Engage with EIU to encourage staff to keep their personal data up to date, including protected characteristic data. This is so we can ensure we have a good quality dataset that helps support future decision-making
Timescale: Prior to the next HESA return, estimated July 2026.
Responsibility: EIU

Action 2: Analyse the pilot HESA data on Research independence and Significant Responsibility for Research in relation to protected characteristic data. Continue to analyse the data from future HESA exercises.
Timescale: by March 2026 
Responsibility: Research Quality and Impact Policy team, with support from EIU in data provision
Pilot data review completed June 2026

Action 3: Review the EIA once output data has been provided, and update as required
Timescale: November 2026
Responsibility: Research Quality and Impact Policy team

Action 4: Work with EIU on the design and delivery of EDI training for REF2029 decision makers, which will help support and underpin fair and equitable approaches to decision making. 
Timescale: June 2026
Responsibility: Research Quality and Impact Policy team and EIU

Action 5: Support the delivery of training on output review, which helps the academic community in how to review diverse research outputs.  
Timescale: ongoing 
Responsibility: Research Quality and Impact Policy team 

Action 6: Share the updated EIA with key REF2029 staff at Leeds, highlighting areas for monitoring.  
Timescale: July 2026
Responsibility: Research Quality and Impact Policy team

Section 7:  Justifying the policy
At this stage, the policy is justified. It does require further analysis as data becomes available, and it is essential the training delivered is of high-quality. 

Section 8:  Approval and publishing
Name of lead officer responsible for this EIA: Elizabeth Garcha and Amanda Bretman
Date the EIA was carried out: Initial EIA document prepared in August 2025, EIA updated May 2026
Date the EIA was forwarded to the EIU: August 2025
Date the policy and the EIA will be reviewed: November 2026
[image: ][image: An image of the Research Excellence Framework 2029 logo] 
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Annex 1 
	Significant Responsibility for Research and Research Independence

	Protected characteristic  
	Positive impact, negative impact, neutral
	Please explain the impact or why there is no impact including details of any evidence/data used
	Detail actions taken/ that will be taken to increase positive or reduce negative impact (or why action is not possible). Detail how you plan to measure the relevant outcomes and outputs of your activity. 

	Age
	Negative
	We undertook an initial analysis of the HESA pilot for 2024-25 in June 2026. Of the population reviewed, based on REF2021, it is likely that colleagues further on in their career are therefore in roles that are more likely to be considered research independent than early career colleagues. This is likely to align with age (though not necessarily). 
	Research Independence has no effect on whether or not an individual can nominate outputs for inclusion in REF2029. It is not a part of our institutional review processes. It has no effect on an individual's career development, as the assignation is in relation to the contract that the person is on at that time. The EIA indicated that the institution should monitor inclusion rates for those in the 40-49 age group in the next exercise. This will be done in the next EIA after the next HESA return. The HESA process for 2025/26 has more extensive review points than in the pilot year to support the SRR and RI processes.

	Disability
	Neutral
	We undertook an initial analysis of the HESA pilot for 2024-25 in June 2026.  Our REF2021 EIA did not indicate a difference in assigning research independence or SRR.
	No issues were noted in the EIA.  

	Ethnicity
	Neutral
	We undertook an initial analysis of the HESA pilot for 2024-25 in June 2026. Our REF2021 EIA indicated that different employment groups have differences in, for example, the proportion of staff who are white. Given this, it is possible that this exercise will highlight broader issues across the staff body.
	The EIA indicated that the institution should monitor inclusion rates for minoritised ethnic staff in the next exercise. This will be done in the next EIA after the next HESA return. The HESA process for 2025/26 has more extensive review points than in the pilot year to support the SRR and RI processes.

	Gender
	Neutral
	We undertook an initial analysis of the HESA pilot for 2024-25 in June 2026. Our REF2021 EIA indicated that different employment groups have differences in, for example, the proportion of staff who are men. Given this, it is possible that this exercise will highlight broader issues across the staff body.
	No issues were noted in the EIA.  

	Gender reassignment (Trans identity)
	Neutral
	We undertook an initial analysis of the HESA pilot for 2024-25 in June 2026. Our REF2021 EIA did not indicate a difference in assigning research independence or SRR.
	Numbers here were too small to analyse, but no issues were noted in the EIA

	Marriage or civil partnership
	Neutral
	We undertook an initial analysis of the HESA pilot for 2024-25 in June 2026. Our REF2021 EIA did not indicate a difference in assigning research independence or SRR.
	See above

	Pregnancy and maternity
	Neutral
	We undertook an initial analysis of the HESA pilot for 2024-25 in June 2026. Our REF2021 EIA did not indicate a difference in assigning research independence or SRR.
	No issues were noted in the EIA.  

	Religion or belief
	Neutral
	We undertook an initial analysis of the HESA pilot for 2024-25 in June 2026. Our REF2021 EIA did not indicate a difference in assigning research independence or SRR.
	The EIA indicated that the institution should monitor inclusion rates for staff with a religion or belief in the next exercise. It is noted that this data set has a significant number of unknowns within it, reducing the ability to effectively interpret the data. Further monitoring will be done in the next EIA after the next HESA return. The HESA process for 2025/26 has more extensive review points than in the pilot year to support the SRR and RI processes.

	Sexual orientation
	Neutral
	We undertook an initial analysis of the HESA pilot for 2024-25 in June 2026. Our REF2021 EIA did not indicate a difference in assigning research independence or SRR.
	No issues were noted in the EIA.  

	Caring responsibilities
	Neutral
	We undertook an initial analysis of the HESA pilot for 2024-25 in June 2026. Our REF2021 EIA did not indicate a difference in assigning research independence or SRR.
	The EIA indicated that the institution should monitor inclusion rates for staff with caring responsibilities in the next exercise. This will be done in the next EIA after the next HESA return. The HESA process for 2025/26 has more extensive review points than in the pilot year to support the SRR and RI processes.

	Part time working
	Neutral
	We undertook an initial analysis of the HESA pilot for 2024-25 in June 2026. Our REF2021 EIA did not indicate a difference in assigning research independence or SRR.
	See above




Allocation of Contracts to UoAs
	Protected characteristic  
	Positive impact, negative impact, neutral
	Please explain the impact or why there is no impact including details of any evidence/data used
	Detail actions taken/ that will be taken to increase positive or reduce negative impact (or why action is not possible). Detail how you plan to measure the relevant outcomes and outputs of your activity. 

	Age
	Neutral
	We treat all UoAs as equal. We allocate to UoAs where we have a history of a submission. Being on a contract that is assigned to a UoA has no bearing on career development or progress. Decoupling allows for research outputs to be assigned to the appropriate UoA. The policy does not allow for contracts to be assigned to a UoA which the University does not return to. 
	We see this policy as entirely neutral. We will continue to monitor the data, as in the EIA. The most recent analysis does not indicate any potential issues. 

	Disability
	Neutral
	We treat all UoAs as equal. We allocate to UoAs where we have a history of a submission. Being on a contract that is assigned to a UoA has no bearing on career development or progress. Decoupling allows for research outputs to be assigned to the appropriate UoA. The policy does not allow for contracts to be assigned to a UoA which the University does not return to.
	We see this policy as entirely neutral. We will continue to monitor the data, as in the EIA. The most recent analysis does not indicate any potential issues.

	Ethnicity
	Neutral
	We treat all UoAs as equal. We allocate to UoAs where we have a history of a submission. Being on a contract that is assigned to a UoA has no bearing on career development or progress. Decoupling allows for research outputs to be assigned to the appropriate UoA. The policy does not allow for contracts to be assigned to a UoA which the University does not return to.
	We see this policy as entirely neutral. We will continue to monitor the data, as in the EIA. The most recent analysis does not indicate any potential issues.

	Gender
	Neutral
	We treat all UoAs as equal. We allocate to UoAs where we have a history of a submission. Being on a contract that is assigned to a UoA has no bearing on career development or progress. Decoupling allows for research outputs to be assigned to the appropriate UoA. The policy does not allow for contracts to be assigned to a UoA which the University does not return to.
	We see this policy as entirely neutral. We will continue to monitor the data, as in the EIA. The most recent analysis does not indicate any potential issues.

	Gender reassignment (Trans identity)
	Neutral
	We treat all UoAs as equal. We allocate to UoAs where we have a history of a submission. Being on a contract that is assigned to a UoA has no bearing on career development or progress. Decoupling allows for research outputs to be assigned to the appropriate UoA. The policy does not allow for contracts to be assigned to a UoA which the University does not return to.
	We see this policy as entirely neutral. We will continue to monitor the data, as in the EIA. The most recent analysis does not indicate any potential issues.

	Marriage or civil partnership
	Neutral
	We treat all UoAs as equal. We allocate to UoAs where we have a history of a submission. Being on a contract that is assigned to a UoA has no bearing on career development or progress. Decoupling allows for research outputs to be assigned to the appropriate UoA. The policy does not allow for contracts to be assigned to a UoA which the University does not return to.
	We see this policy as entirely neutral. We will continue to monitor the data, as in the EIA. The most recent analysis does not indicate any potential issues.

	Pregnancy and maternity
	Neutral
	We treat all UoAs as equal. We allocate to UoAs where we have a history of a submission. Being on a contract that is assigned to a UoA has no bearing on career development or progress. Decoupling allows for research outputs to be assigned to the appropriate UoA. The policy does not allow for contracts to be assigned to a UoA which the University does not return to.
	We see this policy as entirely neutral. We will continue to monitor the data, as in the EIA. The most recent analysis does not indicate any potential issues.

	Religion or belief
	Neutral
	We treat all UoAs as equal. We allocate to UoAs where we have a history of a submission. Being on a contract that is assigned to a UoA has no bearing on career development or progress. Decoupling allows for research outputs to be assigned to the appropriate UoA. The policy does not allow for contracts to be assigned to a UoA which the University does not return to.
	We see this policy as entirely neutral. We will continue to monitor the data, as in the EIA. The most recent analysis does not indicate any potential issues.

	Sexual orientation
	Neutral
	We treat all UoAs as equal. We allocate to UoAs where we have a history of a submission. Being on a contract that is assigned to a UoA has no bearing on career development or progress. Decoupling allows for research outputs to be assigned to the appropriate UoA. The policy does not allow for contracts to be assigned to a UoA which the University does not return to.
	We see this policy as entirely neutral. We will continue to monitor the data, as in the EIA. The most recent analysis does not indicate any potential issues.

	Caring responsibilities
	Neutral
	We treat all UoAs as equal. We allocate to UoAs where we have a history of a submission. Being on a contract that is assigned to a UoA has no bearing on career development or progress. Decoupling allows for research outputs to be assigned to the appropriate UoA. The policy does not allow for contracts to be assigned to a UoA which the University does not return to.
	We see this policy as entirely neutral. We will continue to monitor the data, as in the EIA. The most recent analysis does not indicate any potential issues.

	Socio-economic background
	Neutral
	We treat all UoAs as equal. We allocate to UoAs where we have a history of a submission. Being on a contract that is assigned to a UoA has no bearing on career development or progress. Decoupling allows for research outputs to be assigned to the appropriate UoA. The policy does not allow for contracts to be assigned to a UoA which the University does not return to.
	We see this policy as entirely neutral. We will continue to monitor the data, as in the EIA. The most recent analysis does not indicate any potential issues.

	Part time working
	Neutral
	We treat all UoAs as equal. We allocate to UoAs where we have a history of a submission. Being on a contract that is assigned to a UoA has no bearing on career development or progress. Decoupling allows for research outputs to be assigned to the appropriate UoA. The policy does not allow for contracts to be assigned to a UoA which the University does not return to.
	We see this policy as entirely neutral. We will continue to monitor the data, as in the EIA. The most recent analysis does not indicate any potential issues.









Selection of Research Outputs 
	Protected characteristic  
	Positive impact, negative impact, neutral
	Please explain the impact or why there is no impact including details of any evidence/data used
	Detail actions taken/ that will be taken to increase positive or reduce negative impact (or why action is not possible). Detail how you plan to measure the relevant outcomes and outputs of your activity. 

	Age
	Neutral
	As the CoP is in development, we have not yet made decisions about the inclusion of outputs in REF2029. We also note, that outputs can have multiple contributors at Leeds, and are not assigned to individuals, and given the significant changes, we do not feel there is enough in our previous EIA to make a judgement on the potential impact. We do recognise that the changes to REF2029 risk exacerbating known EDI issues in the sector (e.g. by removing the minimum of 1 output per FTE). 
	Once the Code of Practice is approved, and decisions start to be made around inclusion of outputs, we will look at the data in relation to nominations and selection, taking the data (where possible) in relation to all named Leeds contributors on a research output. This EIA will be updated once this has been conducted. In addition, one of the criteria for output inclusion (after quality) does include representativeness, giving an explicit steer to ensure a range of research activity is represented within the submission. 

	Disability
	Negative
	Our Research Informa
tion System, Symplectic is accessible, and meets WCAG requirements for nearly all screens in-system. Some user-generated/uploaded content is not accessible. The accessibility notice is on the Library website. All users should be able to access the system for both nominating research outputs, and undertaking output reviews.   
	Support exists in the Library and Research and Innovation Service for users with any accessibility requirements that the system cannot accommodate. We provide training and information in multiple, accessible formats for using the system. 

	Ethnicity
	Neutral
	As the Code is in development, we have not yet made decisions about the inclusion of outputs in REF2029. We also note that outputs can have multiple contributors at Leeds, and are not assigned to individuals, and given the significant changes, we do not feel there is enough in our previous EIA to make a judgement on the potential impact. 
	Once the Code of Practice is approved, and decisions start to be made around inclusion of outputs, we will look at the data in relation to nominations and selection, taking the data (where possible) in relation to all named Leeds contributors on a research output. This EIA will be updated once this has been conducted. 

	Gender
	 Neutral
	As the Code is in development, we have not yet made decisions about the inclusion of outputs in REF2029. We also note that outputs can have multiple contributors at Leeds, and are not assigned to individuals, and given the significant changes, we do not feel there is enough in our previous EIA to make a judgement on the potential impact.
	Once the Code of Practice is approved, and decisions start to be made around inclusion of outputs, we will look at the data in relation to nominations and selection, taking the data (where possible) in relation to all named Leeds contributors on a research output. This EIA will be updated once this has been conducted.

	Gender reassignment (Trans identity)
	Neutral
	As the Code is in development, we have not yet made decisions about the inclusion of outputs in REF2029. We also note that outputs can have multiple contributors at Leeds, and are not assigned to individuals, and given the significant changes, we do not feel there is enough in our previous EIA to make a judgement on the potential impact.
	Once the Code of Practice is approved, and decisions start to be made around inclusion of outputs, we will look at the data in relation to nominations and selection, taking the data (where possible) in relation to all named Leeds contributors on a research output. This EIA will be updated once this has been conducted.

	Marriage or civil partnership
	Neutral
	As the Code is in development, we have not yet made decisions about the inclusion of outputs in REF2029. We also note that outputs can have multiple contributors at Leeds, and are not assigned to individuals, and given the significant changes, we do not feel there is enough in our previous EIA to make a judgement on the potential impact.
	Once the Code of Practice is approved, and decisions start to be made around inclusion of outputs, we will look at the data in relation to nominations and selection, taking the data (where possible) in relation to all named Leeds contributors on a research output. This EIA will be updated once this has been conducted.

	Pregnancy and maternity
	Neutral
	As the Code is in development, we have not yet made decisions about the inclusion of outputs in REF2029. We also note that outputs can have multiple contributors at Leeds, and are not assigned to individuals, and given the significant changes, we do not feel there is enough in our previous EIA to make a judgement on the potential impact.
	Once the Code of Practice is approved, and decisions start to be made around inclusion of outputs, we will look at the data in relation to nominations and selection, taking the data (where possible) in relation to all named Leeds contributors on a research output. This EIA will be updated once this has been conducted.

	Religion or belief
	Neutral
	As the Code is in development, we have not yet made decisions about the inclusion of outputs in REF2029. We also note that outputs can have multiple contributors at Leeds, and are not assigned to individuals, and given the significant changes, we do not feel there is enough in our previous EIA to make a judgement on the potential impact.
	Once the Code of Practice is approved, and decisions start to be made around inclusion of outputs, we will look at the data in relation to nominations and selection, taking the data (where possible) in relation to all named Leeds contributors on a research output. This EIA will be updated once this has been conducted.

	Sexual orientation
	Neutral
	As the Code is in development, we have not yet made decisions about the inclusion of outputs in REF2029. We also note that outputs can have multiple contributors at Leeds, and are not assigned to individuals, and given the significant changes, we do not feel there is enough in our previous EIA to make a judgement on the potential impact.
	Once the Code of Practice is approved, and decisions start to be made around inclusion of outputs, we will look at the data in relation to nominations and selection, taking the data (where possible) in relation to all named Leeds contributors on a research output. This EIA will be updated once this has been conducted.

	Caring responsibilities
	Neutral
	As the Code is in development, we have not yet made decisions about the inclusion of outputs in REF2029. We also note that outputs can have multiple contributors at Leeds, and are not assigned to individuals, and given the significant changes, we do not feel there is enough in our previous EIA to make a judgement on the potential impact.
	Once the Code of Practice is approved, and decisions start to be made around inclusion of outputs, we will look at the data in relation to nominations and selection, taking the data (where possible) in relation to all named Leeds contributors on a research output. This EIA will be updated once this has been conducted.

	Socio-economic background
	Neutral
	As the Code is in development, we have not yet made decisions about the inclusion of outputs in REF2029. We also note that outputs can have multiple contributors at Leeds, and are not assigned to individuals, and given the significant changes, we do not feel there is enough in our previous EIA to make a judgement on the potential impact.
	Once the Code of Practice is approved, and decisions start to be made around inclusion of outputs, we will look at the data in relation to nominations and selection, taking the data (where possible) in relation to all named Leeds contributors on a research output. This EIA will be updated once this has been conducted.

	Part time working
	Neutral
	As the Code is in development, we have not yet made decisions about the inclusion of outputs in REF2029. We also note that outputs can have multiple contributors at Leeds, and are not assigned to individuals, and given the significant changes, we do not feel there is enough in our previous EIA to make a judgement on the potential impact.
	Once the Code of Practice is approved, and decisions start to be made around inclusion of outputs, we will look at the data in relation to nominations and selection, taking the data (where possible) in relation to all named Leeds contributors on a research output. This EIA will be updated once this has been conducted.
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