University of Leeds REF2029 Code of Practice

Institution name: University of Leeds 
Date of submission: February 2026 

If you require a copy of this Code in an alternative format (e.g. Braille, large print or audio), or have any questions about the Code, please e-mail leedsref@leeds.ac.uk.

Part 1: Introduction to REF2029 and the Code of Practice  
Research Excellence Framework 2029 (REF2029)
1. The Research Excellence Framework (REF) is an assessment of the research in UK higher education institutions carried out by the national higher education funding bodies. The outcome of the REF informs the allocation of quality related research funding (‘QR’). It contributes to the accountability for public funding and demonstrates the benefits of public investment in research and impact.

2. Submissions are organised into discipline-based ‘Units of Assessment’ (UoA) and assessed by UoA sub-panels comprising academic and research user members. The REF is not an assessment of individual members of staff.  A list of staff will not be submitted to REF2029, or published as part of the submission, but for audit purposes a list of HESA IDs for outputs to demonstrate a substantive link to the University will be required. Further information about REF2029 is available in the REF2029 Overview section of the REF2029 Guidance.

3. In a change from previous exercises, REF2029 will utilise HESA data to calculate ‘Volume Measure’, an indicator of the level of research activity within each Unit of Assessment. The Volume Measure is a two-year average of staff with Significant Responsibility for Research (SRR) or Research Independence (RI) returned to HESA from 2025/26 and 2026/27. The University will have a confirmed Volume Measure in late 2027. The Volume Measure is used to calculate the number of outputs and number of impact case studies required within a Unit of Assessment, and may influence word counts of narrative statements. A high-level summary of the approach is available as a diagram within the REF2029 Volume Measure guidance. However, work from staff not counted in the Volume Measure may be included. Moreover, work may be submitted to Units different to the Unit which a staff member is allocated in the HESA data. The details around these processes are all set out within this Code. 
The Code of Practice
4. All institutions submitting to REF2029 must have a Code of Practice. This document is the University of Leeds’ Code of Practice. 
5. The Code has been drawn up in accordance with the guidance provided by the funding bodies on the Guidance section of the REF2029 website, in particular, Section 3 – Volume Measure Guidance, Section 4 Contributions to Knowledge and Understanding (CKU) Guidance and Section 8 – Code of Practice guidance. In addition, learning from REF2021 processes, where relevant, has been taken into account, including the University’s REF2021 Code of Practice and associated Equality Impact Assessment. The REF2021 Equality and Diversity Panel (EDAP) final report has been considered.
6. At the time of writing, some guidance from the national REF team was still to be confirmed. Where this is the case, this has been highlighted in bold and italics. These sections will be updated in due course.  
7. The Code addresses the following aspects of REF2029 preparations:
a. identifying staff with significant responsibility for research (Part 2);
b. determining research independence (Part 3);
c. the allocation of staff contracts to Units of Assessment (Part 4);
d. the selection of outputs for inclusion in the submission (Part 5);
e. the selection of impact case studies (Part 6)
f. an appeals process (integrated across the document); and
g. equality impact assessment (integrated across the document, and at Appendix A).
8. This Code of Practice will be a living document, and updates to the Code will be indicated in a version control section added to the end of the document after it has been published. Versions will be clearly indicated on PDF versions of the Code and accompanied by a change log. Approaches for amendments are yet to be confirmed by the national REF Team. This section will be updated when details are available.
How the Code relates to institutional policies
9. The University is conducting preparations for the Research Excellence Framework 2029 (REF2029) in a transparent, consistent, accountable and inclusive manner in accordance with its values of collaboration, compassion, inclusivity and integrity, and in line with existing policies and codes of practice, including the Equity, Diversity and Inclusion (EDI) Strategy, the Implementation Plan (2023-25) and the EDI Delivery Plan (2025-27) (Appendix B) and the policy for staff on Preventing and Addressing Bullying, Harassment and Sexual Misconduct (and the accompanying procedures). 
10. This Code of Practice (‘the Code’) is intended to help us ensure that these values are upheld in our REF preparations and to support the University in meeting its legal obligations in relation to equality and diversity, in line with the Equality Act 2010. The Code does not replace any existing University policy.  
11. The University of Leeds is a signatory of DORA (The San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment), and has a supporting Responsible Metrics Statement, agreed in 2021, and approaches to responsible metrics are overseen by Research and Innovation Board (RIB). There is also a Fair attribution policy, ensuring that technical and specialist staff have their contribution to outputs recognised. 
12. The University has a Research Output Review Policy [staff only] (Appendix C) which outlines principles to ensure fair and robust review of outputs, as part of an ongoing approach to understanding the quality of our research, and providing evidence-based feedback for development. It also ensures the review of outputs outside of the context of REF exercises.    
13. Our Research Culture Strategy (2023-28) outlines four strategic objectives: Valuing diverse forms of research activity, Embedding EDI principles in research practices, Enabling open research practices and Mutually supporting and developing research teams. These strategic objectives have shaped activity across the period, and they inform our approach to decision-making in REF2029.    
How the Code supports the principle of robustness 
14. The University’s preparations for REF2029, including the development of the Code of Practice, are led by the REF2029 Steering Group (REF SG). REF SG 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 quality outcome for the University. In decisions relating to the content of the return, they will be supported by four REF Review Groups, aligned with the REF main panels. The Steering and Review Groups combine senior academic leadership and research assessment expertise (including impact) with appropriate professional services support. The Governance Structure, and Terms of Reference for the REF Steering Group are at Appendix D. 
15. UoA leads and deputies are responsible for drawing up the submissions and making recommendations, via the Review Groups, to the REF Steering Group, about the content and configuration of these submissions.  
16. These governance arrangements were approved via the University’s committee structure (Research and Innovation Board and University Executive Group) in July 2023. 
17. The Code applies to all members of the University involved in REF2029, both those involved in the preparation of submissions and those whose work will be included within a submission. The processes and policies described in the Code are common to all, with no Faculty- or School-specific variations.  Likewise, there are common appeals processes.
18. Where external advisers are engaged, the Code will be drawn to their attention (via their terms of engagement letters), and the need to undertake assessments in a transparent, consistent, accountable and inclusive manner reinforced. External advice may inform decisions on the selection of material for inclusion in the submission.  External advisers will neither be involved in the processes to identify those with Significant Responsibility for Research nor in the processes for determining Research Independence. 
19. The approach to making decisions about staff within the Volume Measure has been developed by the University’s REF Steering Group, to ensure consistency and equity of approach across the institution. The approach is outlined below in Parts 2 and 3, particularly paragraphs 41-62. These will be coordinated at Faculty-level to ensure the application of the rationale for Significant Responsibility for Research and Research Independence are applied consistently across each Faculty. Decisions will be reviewed by the REF Steering Group to ensure consistency across the institution.
20. Criteria for Significant Responsibility for Research and Research Independence will be applied to relevant contracts, identified via data from our HR System, which captures data on staff contract type, and holds the underpinning data to inform our HESA return. Heads of School (who are often line managers) and other school line managers, will be involved in confirming these statuses, to ensure that the responsibilities of staff are accurately reflected.

How the Code supports the principles of Transparency 
21. The approved Code will be published on the University REF2029 intranet, and on the University website. It will be available as website text, and as an accessible PDF. It will also be sent by direct email to all staff.
22. In addition to the above, Faculty Heads of HR are responsible for disseminating the Code to staff who are absent, such as staff on long-term absence or staff working away from the main campus. For example, they could use ‘keeping in touch’ days for staff absent on maternity/paternity leave, to share the Code. Accessible formats are available on request to the central REF team via leedsref@leeds.ac.uk. Staff are encouraged to raise any queries with either their Unit of Assessment lead in the first instance, or local HR manager, Faculty E&I contact, or the central REF team. UoA leads will be champions for the Code, and will ensure that colleagues know where to find the Code and where to direct questions to. 
23. The University of Leeds REF2029 Intranet site [staff only] contains further information about REF2029 preparations at Leeds, including a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) section based on questions raised at events. Anyone can contact LeedsREF@leeds.ac.uk if they have further questions. 
How the Code supports the principles of equity and inclusion 
24. As indicated above (paragraphs 1-3), the REF is an assessment of research activity and output in the assessment period.  The assessment is based on discipline-based UoAs. REF is an assessment of the work submitted in a UoA; it is not an assessment of individual members of staff. The outcome of the REF is published at UoA level only. A list of staff in the Volume Measure will not be submitted or published.
25. The inclusion or otherwise of an individual’s work in the REF submission does not of itself influence career progression. It will not directly influence their future workload portfolio, their promotion or career progression. 
26. The terms of reference for the University’s REF2029 Steering Groups, Review Groups and UoA leaders include a responsibility to ‘promote and monitor ethical practice and ensure all equality and diversity standards are adequately met’. 
27. All staff (including staff involved in the REF decision making roles including the Review and Steering Group members) are required to complete the online, interactive module ‘An Introduction to Equality & Inclusion’, which provides all University staff the same introductory grounding in key principles of equality, diversity and inclusion.
28. All University of Leeds staff involved in making decisions concerning the content of the University’s REF2029 submissions will receive REF specific, mandatory equality and inclusion training, which will cover the content and enactment of the Equality Act, the Code, ways in which bias may be mitigated, and reference to University policies and frameworks, as appropriate.  
29. 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.
30. The University is committed to the spirit (as well as the letter) of both the Fixed Term Employee and Part Time Worker Regulations. The requirements for equally favourable treatment have been University policy for many years. All members of fixed-term and part-time staff are treated as favourably as those on continuing or full-time contracts for example in relation to pay, staff benefits, training, promotion and career development opportunities.
31. Wherever possible, REF preparations and processes build on existing processes. For example: annual individual management and development discussions are used to set academic plans for the forthcoming year, confirm roles, responsibilities and expectations and identify support required to achieve agreed objectives; compilation of the annual Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) staff return provides an opportunity to ensure that roles are coded correctly in our Human Resources (HR) systems; and, information about external research grants and research outputs will be taken from the University’s core systems. 
32. In the interests of transparency, if staff would like information on how their contracts are classified in relation to HESA and REF data, whether their contract is within the Volume Measure, and to which UoA their contract is allocated, this will be delivered through discussion with their line manager. 
33. While REF preparations draw on existing processes as indicated above, decisions about the selection of material for inclusion will not feed back into these processes unless the member of staff chooses to introduce this information.  
34. The University’s Staff Privacy Notice set out how data is used and collected at the institution. REF2029 will provide further information on how data is managed, which will supplement the UKRI privacy notice.  Further detail will be provided when supplied by REF2029.
Update on Actions in Equality Impact Assessments Since REF 2021
35. Since REF2021, a number of measures have been introduced at the University to support equality and inclusion. A new Equity, Diversity and Inclusion Strategy was launched in 2022, followed by an Equity, Diversity and Inclusion Action Plan in 2023, and an updated Equity, Diversity and Inclusion Delivery Plan in 2025 (Appendix B). The University also established a Research Culture team from 2021, and developed a Research Culture strategy.
36. Recommended actions from the REF2021 exercise were documented in the REF2021 Equality Impact Assessment (EIA). This focused on the disclosure of staff circumstances, a requirement for the previous exercise. Appropriate actions were undertaken during the REF2021 to ensure a fair and robust process for this. As this is not required for REF2029, further actions relating to disclosure of staff circumstances have not been required. A second recommended action from REF2021 was to encourage staff to update their personal information, including protected characteristics data, in order to be able to draw further conclusions from the data by having a more complete dataset. There is information and guidance on the Equality and Inclusion (EIU) website about how to do this, with clear information about the benefits of providing the data, and how it is protected. Encouraging disclosure to support further analysis is an ongoing process, and there is guidance on the EIU website about how individuals can update their equality data. 
37. 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. Summarised data from REF2021 is available in the EIA in Appendix A. The REF2021 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. 
38. 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 expected, and related to career stage. The findings related to women and black colleagues align with analysis in 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. 
39. The REF2021 EIA recognised these as issues going beyond REF, and the related national analysis indicates this as a national issue. The University has responded to this outside of the context of REF. One action has been the piloting of a Research Equity, Diversity and Inclusion (REDI) fund, which supports the research careers of women and people of marginalised genders, people of minoritised ethnicities and disabled people. Leeds has also funded staff to participate in the 100 Black Women Professors Now programme, which seeks to achieve career breakthroughs for black women, whilst also working to remove structural barriers that block progress.
40. In response to the REF2021 EIA, the current Code of Practice was developed with EDI in mind, and consulted on broadly. Consultation events were run for staff, and the draft code was shared widely with the opportunity to provide written feedback. Trade Unions (see para 29) and Staff Networks were also invited to comment on the Code. 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 for colleagues contributing to decisions about the inclusion of outputs and impact case studies within the submission. More detail on the monitoring of this is outlined in the Equality Impact Assessment at Appendix A. There will be multiple points within the process when data is gathered in relation to SRR, RI, and Research Outputs, which will be reviewed against protected characteristics data to spot potential issues in outcomes. Where these are noted, the data will be used to inform further actions and interventions. This will be an ongoing process, as outlined in the EIA.  
[bookmark: Part2]Part 2: Identifying Staff Contracts with Significant Responsibility for Research (SRR)
41. This section describes the process that we will use to determine which eligible staff have significant responsibility for research. This process will apply to all relevant staff on Academic Contracts with a Teaching and Research (T&R) role descriptor (captured in HESA as ACEMPFUN3), regardless of which Faculty they are in. This process is required for HESA and REF purposes and is separate from normal University arrangements, for example staff management and development discussions.
42. The University sets out role expectations through job descriptions, promotions criteria and, for Academic T&R roles, Faculty/School level research expectations documents. These documents are designed to ensure equity of approach while allowing for disciplinary differences in research norms. These documents ensure that staff are consistently engaging with the core activities of a role with SRR. 
Policies and Procedures
Criteria for SRR
43. For the purpose of REF and the HESA return, the following definition of Significant Responsibility for Research (SRR), from the Volume Measure Guidance is used. The relevant extract of guidance is below:
8.4 REF 2029 definition of SRR
8.4.1 Contracts with significant responsibility for research 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.
8.4.2 ‘Explicit time and resources are made available’. Indicators of this could include one or more of:
· a specific proportion of time allocated for research, as determined in the context of the institution’s practices, and applied in a consistent way
· research allocation in a workload model or equivalent
8.4.3 ‘To engage actively in independent research’. Indicators of this could include one or more of (HEIs are also advised to refer to the indicators of independence, as additional guidance on this aspect):
· eligibility to apply for external research funding as the lead or co-applicant
· access to research leave or sabbaticals
· membership of research centres or institutes within the HEI
 8.4.4 ‘And that is an expectation of the job role’. Indicators of this could include one or more of:
· current research responsibilities as indicated in, for example, career pathways or stated objectives
· expectations of research by role as indicated in, for example, job descriptions and appraisals
44. Having SRR or not does not affect an individual’s ability to contribute outputs for inclusion in REF2029. The “substantive link” description (paragraphs 108-114) clarifies who can nominate outputs for inclusion in REF2029. 
45. Based on these criteria, Academic ‘teaching and research’ staff on Grade 8 or above, are all deemed to have Significant Responsibility for Research (SRR) and hence are included in the Volume Measure. No further process is required to determine eligibility for inclusion in the REF submission for these members of staff. In accordance with REF2029 rules, all such staff will be included in the Volume Measure.
46. However, some academic ‘teaching and research’ staff on Grade 7 or lower may not currently fulfil the criterion of SRR in relation to Research Independence (RI). Data from the HR Management Information (HR MI) team will be shared with School and Faculty leadership and Faculty Heads of HR to identify staff in these roles in the first instance. Their roles will then be considered on a case-by-case basis to determine whether they fulfil the REF2029 Research Independence criterion. 
47. We recognise that attaining independence is a continuous process, reflecting an individual’s development in their role. In line with REF2029 requirements, data will be reviewed annually, allowing for cases to be revisited if circumstances change. We also recognise that staff may have attained Research Independence but may not be in a role where ‘self-directed’ research is a requirement or expectation of their role. 
48. Once Research Independence has been gained by an individual in a specific role, Research Independence will be considered persistent. This will apply from the 2025-26 HESA year onwards. 
49. Where individuals change role, Research Independence is not considered persistent, unless they move into a role where SRR is automatically conferred (e.g. Academic T&R Grade 8 or above). 
50. The indicators that will be used to inform independence for the purposes of REF2029, will be as set out in the funding bodies’ Volume Measure Guidance. The relevant extract from the guidance is below:
9.2 Indicators of research independence
9.2.1 Contracts typically exhibiting research independence (RI) are those where staff members:
· act as lead applicant on externally funded research projects
· hold an independently won, competitively awarded fellowship requiring research independence. This is the list of eligible research fellowships.
· lead a research group or a substantial/specialised work package
· where research independence is an inherent expectation of a contract
· for UoAs 13-34 this may also include:
· being named as a co-applicant on an externally funded research grant/award
· having significant input into the design, conduct and interpretation of the research
51. In line with the Volume Measure Guidance, each indicator may not individually demonstrate research independence and multiple factors may be considered.
52. In accordance with the Volume Measure Guidance, a member of staff will not be deemed to have undertaken independent research purely on the basis that they are named on one or more research outputs.
53. The criteria will be applied by reference to relevant information including job description, nature and scope of research grants held and externally-funded research fellowships. As indicated in the Volume Measure Guidance, the assessment will be based ‘upon the expectations of staff as a function of employment, and not upon the quality or volume of what has been delivered as a result of that employment function’.
54. In line with the HESA and Volume Measure Guidance, decisions will be applied at the contract level, rather than the person level. This ensures that staff with multiple contracts across a year can be accurately captured in the Volume Measure. The decisions will be based on the extent to which the indicators provided in the Volume Measure Guidance have been met in relation to each relevant contract.  

Decision-Making and Communication 
Describe the process, roles, and timelines.
55. Data about staff who are eligible for consideration will be provided via HR to Faculty and School leadership teams annually. Using the criteria (paragraphs 43-54), they will be asked for initial judgements on Research Independence to be captured for relevant staff. Heads of School, line managers and Unit of Assessment leads will be involved in making these initial decisions. 
56. Once captured, for each Faculty, an ad-hoc panel will be formed comprising the Faculty Head of HR, Pro-Dean for Research and Innovation, Faculty Professional Services, a member of the central REF team, all the Head(s) of School (or Institute or Division in large Schools) that employ staff whose roles are being assessed for independence, and the relevant Unit of Assessment Leads.  The composition of these panels will reflect local academic leadership and line management responsibilities, supported REF professional support. In addition, a trades union observer may be present at these meetings. 
57. Each Faculty panel will review the decisions, using the evidence of independence against the relevant REF criteria (including, where appropriate, UoAs 13-34 additional criteria designed to recognise disciplinary differences). Decisions will be confirmed within these meetings by the Heads of School (Division or Institute) advised by the Faculty Head of HR and central Leeds REF team member.
58. As far as practicable, all cases for a Faculty will be considered at the same meeting to enhance consistency. Where the volume of cases precludes a thorough consideration of all cases at one sitting, the Faculty Head of HR will be responsible for ensuring consistency of approach with the Faculty. 
59. The outcome of the assessment will be:
a. the member of staff is deemed to be independent and eligible and must be included in the Volume Measure. Their independence is considered persistent whilst in role, and they will not be reviewed again until unless their contract changes and a review is required; or
b. the member of staff is not yet independent as defined by REF2029 and is currently not eligible for inclusion in the Volume Measure, but may achieve independence for the following year. Their contract will be reviewed again in the following year; or
c. the member of staff is not yet independent and it is not an expectation of their job role that they are independent as defined by REF2029, in which case the member of staff is not included in the Volume Measure, and will not be reviewed again until their contract changes and a review is required; or
d. there is insufficient evidence to arrive at an assessment, in which case the panel will identify what additional information is required and how it will be obtained, and will set a further review date. 
60. Once all Faculty panels have undertaken their assessments, the Faculty Heads of HR, a member of the central Leeds REF team, and a member of the Equality and Inclusion Unit (EIU), will review the outcomes to ensure that they are justified. In keeping with University practice regarding the sharing or analysis of aggregated data and the consistent application of policies, a trades union officer will also be invited to be involved in this process. Where differences are not justified, cases will be revisited, with additional evidence sought, if necessary, to arrive at an accurate judgement. To inform this discussion an equality impact analysis (EIA) will be carried out on the cases and outcomes, and any differential impact on groups with protected characteristics examined to mitigate the risk of any inadvertent bias and discrimination in our processes. 
61. A written record will be kept by the Faculty Head of HR to confirm what evidence was considered and the extent to which this demonstrated that the criteria had been met. This information will be retained by HR and may be submitted to the funding bodies in the event of an audit of the University’s HESA/ REF2029 submission. It will form the basis of feedback to the member of staff on the evidence informing the final decision.
62. The anonymised outcome of the assessment of independence will be reported to the REF Steering Group, alongside the relevant equality analysis to assist the Group in fulfilling its responsibilities in relation to equality and inclusion.
Communication
63. When we communicate about the Code, we will draw attention to the processes for identifying staff with significant responsibility for research and determining independence.
64. If a staff member would like to know the outcome of the review in relation to whether they are in the Volume Measure (or SRR or RI status), the outcome of the review will be communicated to the member of staff by their line manager (Head of School or Institute or Division as appropriate).   
Timeline 
65. The full complement of relevant staff to consider can only be identified after 31 July, at the end of each year in HESA terms. To provide sufficient time for decisions to be made, an initial provision of data will be made earlier each year (e.g. at 30 April). Any new starters or changes will be provided after 31 July. 

66. Data must be confirmed in advance of the first HESA submission, usually in September of each year. Appeals must be received and the full record confirmed around November each year, prior to the final confirmation of the HESA record. Annual timelines will be made available each year. 
Staff, Committees, and Training
Roles and Responsibilities
67. As indicated above, for each Faculty an ad hoc panel will be formed comprising the Faculty Head of HR, a member of the central REF team, Faculty leadership, and all the Head(s) of School (or Institute or Division in large Schools) that employ staff whose roles are being considered. Panel members are ex officio. The composition of the panel reflects local line management and leadership responsibility, and provides appropriate professional support for consistent decision-making. 
68. A summary of roles and responsibilities is below: 
a. Heads of School and Line Managers – As line managers, key to making initial decisions on Research Independence. 
b. UoA leads and School research and impact leads – Provide advice to the line managers but are not responsible for the decisions.
c. Faculty Leadership (Executive Deans, Deputy Deans, Pro-Deans Research & Innovation) – Responsible for ensuring consistency across the Faculty in the application of the criteria. 
d. Faculty Heads of HR – Advise on ensuring consistency of Research Independence across a Faculty submission. Responsible for capturing decisions made and the evidence provided. 
e. REF Steering Group – Responsible for receiving anonymised outcomes of the RI process, and highlighting any concerns at the institutional level. 
f. Central REF Team – Responsible for advising on the REF criteria, providing outcomes to REF Steering Group, and working with Faculty HR to identify any potential discrepancies in the application of the Criteria. 
Training
69. Training will be provided for all decision-making staff, as highlighted in Para 28. All staff are required to engage with the core University-wide EDI training provided as an online module by the Equality and Inclusion Unit (EIU), prompted both when joining the University and whenever they engage in assessment processes (e.g. ongoing output review or recruitment panels). REF-specific training will build on this, and will be delivered prior to any decision-making processes by the EIU and central REF team. Training will cover the Equality Act, the Code of Practice, ways in which bias may be mitigated, and it will build on and reference the University policies and frameworks, as required.
70. UoA leaders take part in regular briefings on all aspects of REF. These briefings are delivered by the University’s central REF team, supported by other professional staff with relevant expertise, and cover all aspects of REF requirements and the University’s process for developing the submission. We will use this infrastructure to deliver REF2029 specific Equality and Inclusion training to these colleagues. Training sessions will be delivered by the Head of Research Quality and Policy and the Equality and Inclusion Unit. This will include workshops specifically for Heads of School or Institute, to support their role in the decision-making processes described in this Code. Individual arrangements will be made for staff taking up REF roles after the scheduled training has been delivered. 
Appeals
71. Colleagues on Academic T&R G7 or below, who are a part of the SRR consideration process may appeal their SRR outcome. Other Academic T&R colleagues are not reviewed in this process, and are therefore not able to appeal the outcome of the SRR decision. This appeal process relates to REF2029/HESA processes only. 
72. The University’s general approach to complaints will be followed, meaning that attempts will be made to resolve any complaints as quickly and as informally as possible. Any member of staff who wishes to complain of discrimination should raise this through the procedures described in the University’s policy and procedures on Preventing and Addressing Bullying, Harassment and Sexual Misconduct.
73. Where a member of staff feels that they have not been dealt with in accordance with this Code of Practice, they should raise the matter informally in the first instance with their Executive Dean of Faculty who will investigate and attempt to resolve the matter. Appeals may also be raised informally with the Director of Equality and Inclusion. Where the matter remains unresolved, the appeal will be considered by a named, senior member of academic staff not directly involved in REF2029 decision-making processes described in this Code. The Faculty Executive Dean, Director of Equality and Inclusion, and the person hearing appeals may take advice from appropriate other staff in investigating the complaint. The member of staff raising the appeal may invite a trade union officer to accompany them to any meeting concerning their appeal.
74. Appeals may be raised on whether due process outlined within this Code has been followed. The appellant will need to provide evidence that their contract role description has been inappropriately considered in relation to the SRR and RI criteria. Colleagues may not raise an appeal on the grounds of academic judgement regarding, for example, staff allocation to a UoA, or decisions regarding selection of outputs or impact case studies. 
75. Details of our appeals process forms part of this Code of Practice and will be included in the communication of this Code. Information on appeals will also be included when the outcome of the processes to determine eligibility and independence is communicated. The funding bodies have indicated that they will ‘…provide a complaints and investigations process for when individuals believe CoP have not been followed. The complaints and investigations process will have scope to take corrective actions on submissions.’ Information on this process will also be provided via e-mail to staff when this is available.
76. Appeals should be raised informally as soon as they arise, in accordance with the HESA submission timeline. A first pass process occurs in May/June, with final decisions made in September. No appeals can be considered after each year of the HESA return has been confirmed, which will be in October/November each year. The specific dates will be shared on the REF2029 Intranet, and communicated to staff. This is because it is not possible to change the HESA return after it has been submitted and approved. The current timeline for HESA submission is on the HESA website (filter to staff record). The REF team have confirmed it may be possible to update the HESA record after final submission, but have not yet provided details of how to do this. If this becomes possible, we will update the appeals process to reflect this. 
77. Anonymised outcomes of appeals will be reported to the REF Steering Group. 
Equality Impact Assessment (EIA)
EIA Integration
78. We will carry out equality impact assessments at periodic stages leading up to our submission and post-submission to ensure that we pay due regard to equality issues throughout the REF submission process. We will carry these out to:
a. understand the representation of the considered population and Volume Measure-included staff against our academic staff profile; 
b. identify where further progress on diversity issues is needed so that this can be strengthened in the delivery of the University’s research and innovation strategy. 
79. The equality impact assessments will draw on the data that has already been provided to the institution (as part of the employment relationship of an individual to the University). Intersectional data analyses will also be carried out where possible (for example age and gender, or gender and ethnicity) to enable us to look at the information at a greater granular level. We will fully respect all General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and will only publish the information at aggregated levels. No individuals will be identified, and we will be careful to address any issues relating to low numbers. We will publish final equality impact assessments as required by the funding bodies. 
80. The equality impact analysis will be based upon headcount data. The volume measure data is captured at the contract level. This difference in the nature of the data means that small-number effects need to be treated with care in the analysis. 
81. The equality impact assessment was updated in June 2026, based the HESA pilot data. It recommends monitoring outcomes from the process in relation to age, ethnicity, religion or belief, and caring responsibilities. Further details are at Appendix A in the EIA. It is noted that the data set here is small, and small differences in numbers lead to larger percentage changes. 
82. The findings from this EIA will be shared with key REF decision-makers in order to alert them to potential issues. As outlined in the EIA, there is more extensive governance in the 2025/26 HESA year enabling further monitoring against these protected characteristics. On an ongoing basis, an updated equality impact assessment will be carried out at an institutional level, and where possible from the data, provisioned at UoA level by the Head of Research Quality and Policy, the Head of Equality and Inclusion and the Faculty Heads of HR.
83. We will aim to use qualitative sources of information and consultation, proportionate to the overall aim and emphasis of the REF2029 exercise. 
[bookmark: Part3]Part 3: Determining Research Independence
Policies and Procedures
84. Staff in Research-only roles who are research independent are to be included within the Volume Measure for REF2029. All Research-only roles are reported in HESA as ACEMPFUN2. The University will apply a process for determining Research Independence for staff on research-only roles. This will be an annual process, in line with requirements for HESA data. 
Criteria and Evidence
85. For the purpose of REF2029 and the HESA return, Research Independence is applied at the contract level, not the person level. This means that if an individual has multiple contracts within one year, one of those may not be research independent, and another may be research independent. 
86. Staff whose roles are ‘research only’ and who are employed to carry out another individual’s or team’s work programme are not normally regarded as independent for the purposes of REF, and must not be included in the Volume Measure. This normally covers colleagues whose roles are that of “Research Assistant” or “Post-Doctoral Research Assistant”. These staff have all been historical captured as ‘Research Assistants’ in the HESA return. 
87. All other research-only staff will be considered against the criteria as set out in Paragraphs 40 to 51. 
Decision-Making and Communication 
88. The process for decision making will be as outlined in paragraphs 55 to 62.
Staff, Committees, and Training
89. The details around staff, committees and training will be as outlined in paragraphs 67 to 70.
Appeals
90. Staff who are on role descriptors that are considered not to be Research Independent (Research Assistants, and Post-Doctoral Research Assistants) may not appeal their outcome. Their roles are recognised to be non-independent roles. 
91. All other considered Research-only staff may appeal their outcome, in line with the appeals process set out in paragraphs 71 to 77. 
Equality Impact Assessment (EIA)
EIA Integration 
92. The EIA will be carried out in line with the principles outlined in paragraphs 78 to 83. The details of this are in Appendix A. Updates on actions will be included in the updated Equality Impact Analysis documentation. 
[bookmark: Part4]Part 4 – Allocation of Contracts to Unit of Assessment (UoA) 
Policies and Procedures
Criteria and Evidence 
93. The University of Leeds submitted to 27 of the 34 Units of Assessment in REF2021, and expects a similar approach for REF2029, as there have been no significant changes in the high-level research areas of departments and schools. Therefore, staff contracts will be allocated to the most appropriate of these 27 UoAs, in line with the policies set out below. 
94. When considering the allocation of a contract to a UoA, the following points will be taken into account: 
a. The UoA descriptor.
b. The School that the individual is based in, and if that maps closely to the UoA. 
c. The research area of an individual, as demonstrated through their research activity via research grants, research outputs, and PhD supervision. 
d. Which UoA their outputs are primarily allocated to through the ongoing output review process. 
e. The research strategy and the shape of the submitting Units. 
Decision-Making and Communication 
95. The allocation of contracts to UoAs will be initially conducted by Heads of School, advised by School research leaders and relevant Unit of Assessment Leads. The central REF team may also make allocation recommendations. Given decoupling, and our approach to UoAs at Leeds, there will be no ability to appeal how contracts have been allocated to UoAs. 
96. In line with the Research Independence processes outlined in paragraphs 84 to 92, UoA allocations will be reviewed at ad-hoc panel meetings in accordance with the timeline for developing the HESA submission. 
97. Summary UoA allocations will be reviewed by the central REF team, and shared with REF Steering Group, to monitor any unexpected swings or changes in UoA allocation. The REF Steering Group will finalise allocations.
Staff, Committees, and Training
Roles and Responsibilities
98. The details around staff roles and responsibilities will be as outlined in paragraphs 67 to 68.
Training
99. Training will be as outlined in paragraphs 69 to 70.
Equality Impact Assessment (EIA)
100. An EIA will be conducted on UoA allocation, as per the funding bodies guidance. The details of this are in Appendix A.  
[bookmark: Part5]Part 5: Selecting outputs 
Policies and Procedures
101. Final decisions on which work is included in the REF submission, how it is distributed across UoAs, and to which individual staff members outputs are attributed, is the responsibility of the REF Steering Group, informed by the advice of Review Groups and UoA leads. Final inclusion decisions will not be communicated to individual staff, but through the output review process authors will know how their work was rated against REF criteria. 
102. The total available pool of eligible research outputs will comprise REF eligible outputs registered in the University’s Current Research Information System (CRIS) (‘Symplectic Elements’). The pool is further refined through the ongoing Output Review process which is carried out to achieve continual assessment of the research quality at Leeds. Each Unit will be required to submit 2.5 outputs x Volume Measure. The result is then rounded to the nearest whole number, with .5 results rounded up. Worked examples are in the REF2029 Volume Measure Guidance at 5.2.
103. Within the parameters defined by the rules of REF2029, the primary criterion in the selection of outputs will be quality. As the REF is an institutional assessment, this primary criterion will be applied to achieve the best outcome for the University. However, a maximum of 5 outputs from one substantive link author within a UoA is expected to be the norm, as per the Contributions to Knowledge and Understanding guidance.
104. The assessment of quality will take account of local independent reviews and those commissioned via external review processes in accordance with our ongoing output review policy. As such the assessment will necessarily rely on academic judgement. Generative AI will not be used in reviewing outputs in relation to quality. Items for review may be nominated by members of staff who are authors, their Heads of School, School research leads or UoA leaders, or central REF and Library teams. 
105. Some interdisciplinary outputs, or those at the boundaries between UoAs may need reviewing separately, to determine which UoA they are best associated with (as in paragraph 121).
106. Following an initial selection of outputs based on quality, the following secondary indicators will be considered to differentiate between outputs deemed to be of equivalent quality for the purposes of the submission. 
· avoidance of the submission of outputs with significant material in common (to limit the risk of panels’ disregarding a second output if the overlap is felt to be too great);
· avoidance of the submission of more than five outputs within a UoA with a single substantive link, without a clear rationale. 
· citations, where and to the extent that, these are employed by the sub-panel to which the work is to be submitted (taking account of the limitations of such data and in accordance with our Responsible Research Metrics statement and DORA commitments);
· open access status of outputs within the scope of the REF2029 Open Access policy (to limit the risk of violating the threshold for submission of non-compliant items, leading to an ‘unclassified’ rating);
· relationship of the set of selected outputs to the strategy and achievements described in the unit’s Strategy, People and Research Environment.
· demonstration of the representativeness of the research of the unit.  
· other UoA specific indicators that may emerge in the Panel Criteria and Working Methods guidance. Further detail, if required, will be provided when supplied by REF2029.
107. Staff included within the Volume Measure are expected to nominate eligible research outputs for consideration in REF2029. All other members of staff who meet the substantive link requirements (paragraphs 108-114) may contribute high quality outputs for consideration. Staff who are not considered Research Independent should make these nominations supported by discussions with an appropriate academic mentor such as their line manager, school research leads or research group leads.  
Identifying substantive link to outputs
108. Research outputs have been decoupled from staff in REF2029, and there is a new approach called ‘substantive link’, which outlines who can contribute research outputs for REF2029. These changes meant that a greater number of staff members will be eligible to nominate research outputs for inclusion. Output nominations must align with the REF2029 outputs eligibility criteria for the substantive link between the institution and the research output. 
109. In order to be eligible for REF2029, outputs must have a substantive link to the institution. This is primarily demonstrated through an eligible employment relationship of one or more of the authors at the point at which the output was made publicly available. 
110. An eligible employment relationship is defined as follows in the Contributions to Knowledge and Understanding guidance:
6.3 Eligible employment relationships
6.3.1 Eligible employment relationships are defined as:
· a minimum of 0.2 FTE for at least 12 months continuous employment (as defined by Section 210 of the Employment Rights Act 1996 (ERA 1996) or the Employment Rights (Northern Ireland) Order 1996) by the HEI making the submission. Continuous employment may be demonstrated by a sequence of consecutive contracts and
· the role descriptor includes an explicit expectation of research activity (in line with the REF definition of research) within the role. ‘Research activity’ is not restricted by profession and an eligible employment relationship may be with any staff member who undertakes, enables or supports research
111. At Leeds this means, the following meet the requirements of an eligible employment relationship: 
a. Staff on Research-only or Academic Teaching and Research role descriptors, who have been consecutive eligible role(s) for 12 months across 1 January 2021 and 31 December 2028, at a minimum of 0.2FTE, whether or not they are in the Volume Measure. 
b. Staff in technical or professional service roles, who have been in role for 12 months, at a minimum of 0.2FTE, and who have an explicit expectation of the production of research activity within their role descriptor. Evidence of the explicit expectation as outlined in their contract will need to be provided. Having a technical or professional service role descriptor does not automatically mean that an individual is eligible to nominate outputs for REF2029. 
112. The following are excluded from the eligible employment link: 
a. Staff on Academic contracts with Teaching and Scholarship role descriptors. 
b. Staff in technical or professional services roles who do not have an explicit expectation of contributing to research activity in their contract or role descriptor. This includes colleagues in student or teaching-focused professional service and technical positions. 
c. PhD Students 
d. Visiting and honorary staff
113. An eligible employment relationship must have occurred at or before the research output was first made publicly available. This is outlined in the Contributions to Knowledge and Understanding guidance as follows:  
6.4 Eligible employment relationships and the point outputs are made publicly available
6.4.1 An eligible employment relationship must have occurred, either:
6.4.2 At the point at which the submitted output was first made publicly available,
· An output may first be made publicly available at any point during the eligible employment relationship OR
6.4.3 Before the submitted output was first made publicly available, when the research resulting in the output was carried out.
· For most outputs this time-limited period will have occurred between January 2021 to December 2028
· This time-limited period may be extended prior to January 2021 providing that the output was published during the REF publication period.
· The time-limited period will be longer for long-form or extended process outputs
6.4.4 Eligible employment relationships that occur after the point at which an output was first made publicly available cannot constitute a substantive link.

114. In order to be eligible for nomination, as well as meeting the eligible employment relationship requirements, the institution must have made a significant research contribution (SRC) to the output. Further details on this are to follow from the REF2029 panels. It is likely to align with REF2021 requirements.  
Exceptions
115. [bookmark: _Hlk203494521]As per the guidance on Contributions to Knowledge and Understanding, where a member of staff has transitioned (on consecutive contracts) from an excluded contract (e.g. at Leeds academic T&S) role to an eligible contract (e.g. Leeds academic T&R) role within the institution, outputs produced whilst they were on their excluded role are eligible for nomination for inclusion in REF2029. 
116. The individual would still need to meet the current Eligible Employment relationship as outlined above, as well as having an Academic T&R role descriptor specifically. 
117. Long-form and long-process outputs that were published before an eligible employment relationship existed may be eligible for submission. The full detail of the exception and requirements are in the Contributions to Knowledge and Understanding guidance, at 6.10. The exception can apply for outputs when:
· they were first made publicly available during the REF period (1 January 2021 to 31 December 2028) and
· the staff member’s eligible employment relationship with the submitting institution commenced within 5 years of the output first being made publicly available and
· the output is long-form or long-process (and is justified in a 100-word statement) and
· the member of staff who has the substantive link is employed by the University on 31 December 2028
 
Selecting outputs where the substantive link is via former staff
118. Outputs from former staff are eligible for inclusion in REF2029, as they reflect the research activity supported in the institution across the REF2029 period. 
a. For all members of former staff whose outputs were published when they met the employment criteria for substantive link, and where the output was published whilst they were at the institution, the outputs are eligible for inclusion. This is not affected by the reason an individual left the institution (including, but not limited to resignation, compulsory redundancy, voluntary redundancy or severance, retirement, expiration of fixed term contracts).  
b. Where outputs have been published after a member of staff has left the institution, but the research was supported at the institution, these will also be eligible for inclusion for the following leavers: resignation, voluntary redundancy or severance, retirement, health-related reasons, expiration of fixed term contracts. 
c. Outputs published after an individual has left the institution due to compulsory redundancy will not be eligible for inclusion, as per the REF2029 guidance. 
119. All outputs from former staff will be eligible to be included in review processes, as UoA leads will not know the reasons for an individual leaving the institution. Long-listed outputs will be shared with colleagues in HR, who will remove any ineligible outputs from the submission, with the support of expertise from the Leeds REF team. Ineligible outputs will be removed from the list. UoA leads will not know the reason for the removal of outputs from the submission.  
Assigning outputs to UoAs
120. Outputs are only eligible to be returned in UoAs where the institution has a Volume Measure. The University of Leeds plans to return to 27 of the 34 UoAs. (See Appendix E). 
121. Given decoupling and the breadth and interdisciplinary nature of research at Leeds, recommendations for UoA allocation of outputs for reviewing and inclusion may come from various sources. Staff nominating outputs for review are asked to indicate the UoA or UoAs to which their output is best aligned. Output reviewers, Unit of Assessment leads, School research leads and Heads of School can suggest alternative UoAs. Reviews for the output will be conducted in line with these UoA suggestions, and reviewers may also indicate alternative UoAs. The central REF team will also be able to suggest UoA allocation.
122. Where an output has more than one author at Leeds, the output may be returned to more than one Unit. Sole-authored outputs that are interdisciplinary across two or more UoAs that Leeds has a Volume Measure in, may in exceptional circumstances be returned to multiple UoAs. Evidence of the link to the UoA descriptors will be required to demonstrate the link to Leeds’ UoA context and strategy. 
123. Within the parameters defined by the rules of REF2029, the primary criterion in the allocation of outputs to a UoA will be quality of the output in relation to the UoA descriptors. As the REF is an institutional assessment, this primary criterion will be applied to achieve the best outcome for the University. This is consistent with the University’s approach to REF2021. 
124. UoA leads will be responsible for initial decisions about research output allocation. These will be shared with Review Groups, and final decisions on how outputs are distributed across UoAs is the responsibility of the REF Steering Group. This process will include reflection on any biases in discipline within the output selection that could impact the representativeness of the output pool. The University regards all UoAs equally. Decisions will be taken to deliver the best outcome from REF2029 for the University.
Procedures for supporting diversity of outputs 
125. The University of Leeds recognises the importance of supporting a diverse range of research outputs. One of the four strategic objectives of our Research Culture strategy is “Valuing diverse forms of research activity”. 
126. Our Current Research Information System (Symplectic Elements) is configured to enable a wide range of types of research output to be recorded in it. In addition, ongoing work via the SPARKLE (Sustaining Practice Assets for Research, Knowledge, Learning and Engagement) project has particularly explored how best to capture practice-led research outputs. 
127. We will deliver training for Unit of Assessment leads to support with output reviewing. This will support the review of diverse research outputs, to ensure that they are fairly and impartially reviewed. 
128. The University enables external review for some research outputs, and will encourage the use of external reviewers where the institution does not have the full expertise to review the outputs internally. This approach would also be used for reviewing outputs in British Sign Language (BSL) and other languages, including Welsh, if we did not have the expertise to review the output internally.  For outputs in BSL, where there is not the internal expertise or in the event that we cannot identify suitable external expertise to review the output, the University will utilise a sign language interpreter. We would make uses of the Equality and Inclusion Unit guidance, which whilst focused on events, would be suitable for translating an output. Translated outputs would then be made available for review, either internally or externally, as appropriate.
129. Output type or the language the output is in will not play a role in final decisions about output quality. Outputs in English, Welsh, British Sign Language, or any other language (recognising the diversity of outputs at Leeds) will be treated equally in decisions about inclusion of outputs in the submission. Output quality, and then the secondary considerations outlined in paragraph 102 are the parameters for output inclusion. Institutionally we will focus on the implementation of good practice in relation to output review, and ensuring the role of external review funding in this is clearly understood via communication with Unit of Assessment leads. 
Procedures for ensuring submissions are representative of the research undertaken within the submitting unit during the REF period
130. The Contributions to Knowledge and Understanding Policy module defines a Unit of Assessment as: “A submitting unit comprises the collection of subject structures, research groups and research activity in an HEI, submitting to a UoA.” Further additions to this definition may be forthcoming from REF2029 guidance. This section will be updated if there is a refined definition.  
131. Whilst there are areas of alignment between faculties, schools, institutes, and the REF UoA structure, these are imperfect, and UoAs do not effectively capture the interdisciplinary nature of our research, much of which sits across UoAs. 
132. Research outputs are one element of the research activity of a school, faculty, or institution. We recognise that as research areas develop over time, specific research groups may grow or shrink naturally. 
133. Given the points above, we take ‘representative’ to mean that submissions should aim to be indicative of the range of research activity within the unit as defined for REF2029 submission. 
134. Ultimately therefore, we will create an environment where: 
a. We value diverse research outputs.
b. We assess research outputs fairly and robustly. 
c. The primary criterion for inclusion in a submission is quality. 
d. When outputs are judged to be of equal quality, one of the considerations for inclusion will be ensuring representativeness of research areas within and across UoAs. 
135. Where outputs of high quality are disproportionality clustered in a single research area, the REF Steering Group, supported by internal review panels, will interrogate the research output review processes and review the trends of reviewers against research output areas and types to ensure that research areas are not being excluded unfairly.  
Policies and procedures and responsible research assessment practice
136. The University has a Research Output Review Policy [staff only] at Appendix C, which outlines principles to ensure fair and robust review of outputs, as part of an ongoing approach to understanding the quality of our research, and providing evidence-based feedback for development. It also ensures the review of outputs outside of the context of REF exercises. Generative AI will not be used in quality assessment, in accordance with the UKRI guidance and the University’s Research Output Review policy. 
137. The University of Leeds is a signatory of DORA (The San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment), and has a supporting Responsible Metrics Statement, agreed in 2021, and an ongoing Responsible Metrics Group. There is also a Fair attribution policy ensuring that technical staff and specialist staff have their contribution to outputs recognised. 
Staff, committees and training
Roles and Responsibilities 
138. As indicated above (paragraph 55-62), final decisions on which work is included in the REF submission, and how it is allocated across UoAs is the responsibility of the REF Steering Group, informed by the advice of Review Groups and UoA leads.
139. HR colleagues will be responsible for identifying outputs ineligible for submission due to the substantive link, based on the outputs lists provided to them by the Leeds REF team. Library colleagues will advise on eligibility in regards publication date and Open Access compliance.
Training  
140. Training will be as indicated in para 69-70. UoA leaders’ Equality and Inclusion briefings will focus on the selection of outputs, and the potential for bias or unconscious bias.
Unit-level reduction requests 
141. The REF2029 Contributions to Knowledge and Understanding guidance outlines the circumstances for a unit reduction request. There will not be an individual-level output reduction request process. To be considered, the following criteria must be met (detailed in full in Contributions to Knowledge and Understanding, Section 22): 
· Exceptional circumstances: the request must be based on exceptional circumstances that were unforeseen and outside the institution’s control. Examples could include significant and unexpected funding cuts, major restructuring, the closure of a research centre, disruption caused by disaster such as fire or significant building issues, or a collective of sustained and disproportionate equality related circumstances.
· Significant impact: the circumstances must have had a significant impact on the UoA’s ability to research productively.
· Evidence-based: the request must be supported by clear and compelling evidence, including data or details of the exceptional circumstances, and an explanation of how these circumstances have impacted the UoA.
This section will be updated when full details and timelines of how to submit a unit reduction request have been provided.   
Equality Impact Assessment (EIA)
142. Given the decoupling of research outputs and members of staff, EIAs will be undertaken in relation to the staff at the University who are named on a relevant research output. These will be carried out in line with EIAs in relation to the Volume Measure.  
143. We will carry out equality impact assessments at periodic stages leading up to our submission and post-submission to ensure that we pay due regard to equality issues throughout the REF submission process.  We will carry these out to:
a. understand the representation of colleagues named on research outputs against the University staff profile; 
b. identify where further progress on diversity issues is needed so that this can be strengthened in the delivery of the University’s research and innovation strategy. 
144. The equality impact assessments will draw on the data that has already been provided to the institution (as part of the employment relationship of an individual to the University).  Intersectional data analyses will also be carried out where possible (for example age and gender, or gender and ethnicity) to enable us to look at the information at a greater granular level.  We will fully respect all General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and will only publish the information at aggregated levels. No individuals will be identified and we will be careful to address any issues relating to low numbers. We will publish final equality impact assessments as required by the funding bodies.
145. The equality impact assessment will be carried out at an institutional level, and provisioned at UoA level by the Head of Research Quality and Policy, the Head of Equality and Inclusion and the Faculty Heads of HR.
146. We will aim to use qualitative sources of information and consultation, proportionate to the overall aim and emphasis of the REF2029 exercise. 
[bookmark: _Part_6:_Selecting]Part 6: Selecting Impact Case Studies 
Policies and Procedures
147. Final decisions on which impact case studies are included in the REF submission, and how they are distributed across UoAs, is the responsibility of the REF Steering Group, informed by the advice of Review Groups and UoA leads, who are themselves advised by school research and impact leaders and the central impact support team.  
148. Within the parameters defined by the rules of REF2029, the primary criterion in the selection of impact case studies will be quality.  As the REF is an institutional assessment, this primary criterion will be applied to achieve the best outcome for the University.
149. The assessment of quality will take account of local independent reviews and, where required, those commissioned via external review processes. As for output review, generative AI will not be used in quality reviewing. As such the assessment will necessarily rely on academic and impact professional services expert judgement. Impact case studies for review may be nominated by members of staff, their Heads of School, School research or impact leaders or UoA leaders.  
150. Some interdisciplinary impact case studies, or those at the boundaries between UoAs may need reviewing separately, to determine with which UoA they are best associated.
151. Following an initial selection of impact case studies based on quality, the following secondary indicators will be considered to differentiate between ICS deemed to be of equivalent quality for the purposes of the submission. 
· avoidance of the submission of impact case studies with significant material in common within UoAs (to limit the risk of panels’ disregarding a second ICS if the overlap is felt to be too great).
· relationship of the impact case studies to the strategy and achievements described in the unit’s described in the Strategy, People and Research Environment statement.
· demonstration of the representativeness of the research impact of the unit.  
Assigning impact case studies to UoAs
152. Impact case studies are only eligible to be returned in UoAs where the institution has a Volume Measure. The University of Leeds plans to return to 27 of the 34 UoAs. (See Appendix E). 
153. Impact case studies can be submitted to multiple UoAs, where the research links to the UoA. At the point of nomination, authors will be able to indicate multiple UoAs where the impact case study is best aligned. Reviews for the impact case study will be conducted in line with these UoA suggestions. Impact case study reviewers, Unit of Assessment leads, School research or impact leaders and Heads of School can recommend UoA assignment. The central REF team may also recommend UoA allocation.
154. Within the parameters defined by the rules of REF2029, the primary criterion in the allocation of impact case studies to a UoA will be quality of the case study in relation to the UoA. As the REF is an institutional assessment, this primary criterion will be applied to achieve the best outcome for the University. This is consistent with the University’s approach to REF2021. 
155. UoA leads will be responsible for initial impact case study allocation. These will be shared with Review Groups, and final decisions on how impact case studies are distributed across UoAs is the responsibility of the REF Steering Group. Decisions will be taken to deliver the best outcome from REF2029 for the University.
Staff, committees and training
Roles and Responsibilities 
156. As indicated above (paragraph 14-16), final decisions on which work is included in the REF submission, and how it is allocated across UoAs is the responsibility of the REF Steering Group, informed by the advice of Review Groups and UoA leads, school research and impact leaders.
Training  
157. Training will be as indicated in para 69-70. 

