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1. Professor Peter Ayres, Chairman of HUBS. 'Introduction to RAE 2001' 

The RAE document 

As an introduction to the meeting Professor Ayres provided an overview of the RAE document 
providing details of the 2001 RAE. The exercise will be based largely on the previous exercise. 
That is, once again 4 pieces of research will be required per researcher, with information being 
collected on research income, postgraduate student activity and so on. As part of this 'stability', 
the chair of each panel is going to be elected from members of the previous panel and there will 
be an invitation (which is being passed around now) to Higher Education institutes and learned 
societies to make nominations to the panel. The key points are:  

 Panel members should serve in only 2 successive exercises, chairs in a maximum of 3, 
and that only half the membership of any one panel should be rolled on to the next.  

 Rating scales requiring a minimum size will not be adopted. It is still being debated if a 
minimum proportion of staff should be returned and whether that minimum should be 
100%.  

 There is a correlation between size and RAE grade, with bigger units generally receiving 
higher grades. This may tell us something is happening within the exercise and may also 
be a point of further debate, especially for smaller institutions.  

 The issue of interdisciplinary work has not yet been resolved. The consultative document 
states that HEFCE will implement suggestions a-c in paragraph 31. Interdisciplinary 
work may be coped with by a) including an additional submission form on which 
interdisciplinary work can be submitted, b) interdisciplinary secretarial mechanisms to 
facilitate and catalogue cross referrals, c) ensuring the panels are broadly based so that 
they include people themselves who are working in interdisciplinary areas. This has been 
a concern in the past due to Biological Sciences' large interdisciplinary areas, for example, 
the field of Ecology, which interfaces with the Environmental Sciences panel. Trying to 
make the best representation to panels in these circumstances is a concern.  

Consequences of the RAE 

Direct consequences of the RAE grade are in funding, where the multiplier effect, results in a 5* 
department attracting 4 times more funding than a 3b (in England). The indirect impacts are the 
effects on the distribution of resources within Higher Education Institutions per se. Biological 
Sciences is in an unusual position as demand for undergraduate places is generally strong such 
that lower ranked institutions still attract students. Therefore, these departments maybe 
protected a little from RAE effects. However, good RAE grades attract studentships and 



overseas students. For example, NERC has an algorithm in which it uses RAE grades to 
determine the award of studentships. The British Council also has a policy on supporting 
overseas studentships in higher rated departments. The 'Transfer Market' is a key issue in that 
older staff may move to 'better' departments increasing the chances of the strong getting 
stronger. Similarly, tenure can be delayed for younger staff who will have to show evidence of 
their ability to submit those 4 publications to the RAE. This may result in them becoming 
disenchanted and moving to other professions. Service to the academic community such as 
working for the SEB or editing a journal may also be discouraged as it is not considered to result 
in positive gains in terms of RAE 'points'. In the long term this will have a major effect on 
societies. Some research areas where publication is in journals with low impact factors may die, 
distorting the academic balance.  

  

2. Professor Ian McNay, University of Greenwich. 'The Impact of the RAE'. 

Professor McNay presented information derived from the report commissioned by HEFCE: 'The 
Impact of the 1992 RAE on Individual and Institutional Behaviour in English Higher Education' A 
summary report from the Centre for Higher Education Management, Anglia Polytechnic 
University, Danbury, Essex. It includes sections on Policy & Management, Staffing, Quality and 
the Wider Research Community and is available in booklet form. 

The project was intended to review the impacts of the RAE. This difficult task was made harder 
by the many modifications to the exercise made between the 1992 and 1996 RAEs, altering the 
approach of departments in anticipation of the 1996 criteria. For example, in 1992, all 
publications were counted, resulting in an increase in output. In 1996, it went to the best 4, 
clearly having a potential effect on premature publication. Similarly, the 5* rank was not initially 
meant to carry extra money, but, after submissions had been made, this decision was revoked.  

The project had several inputs. Firstly, there were a number of focus meetings of people 
involved in the RAE from universities and colleges coming under HEFCE jurisdiction (this was 
an English project - and although there was input from all of the UK, it was only to inform the 
English situation). There were 4 focus meetings, 2 in the North and 2 in the South, to try to 
identify the key issues. Postal questionnaire surveys were carried out in 32 institutions of Heads 
of units and of research staff. 15 case study institutions were also visited by members of the team 
who talked to staff and produced reports, which were then checked with staff who had 
contributed to them. Major companies and foundations funding research (e.g. GlaxoWellcome), 
major journals and a number of professional bodies were also contacted for input to the whole 
project, to try and get a more rounded picture of views of the impact of the RAE.  

Over 150 Heads of departments and 400 academic staff (most of whom were academic 
researchers) responded. One of the most important issues identified was that of differences in 
recruitment. Older, well-established universities were significantly more rigorous in the criteria 
they applied to recruiting staff and wanted evidence of research and publications. Modern 
universities were much more likely to develop their own staff. This clearly effects the 'transfer 
market' although it may not be significant with fewer than 1% of moves being attributable to the 
RAE. Over 100 heads said they knew of no movement of staff within their department solely 
due to the RAE. So this movement was small, but the top achievers seemed to be the individuals 
that moved. This sometimes resulted in problems with 'high flying' staff who did not then 
necessarily fit in with the receiving department, possibly due to their 'star' status. It was 
sometimes found that such staff were often away, attending international symposia to develop 



their own research, perhaps to the detriment to postgraduate teaching duties. Consequently, the 
context nurturing these high achievers may not have been the context that they were moving to. 

Figures from the report were presented in the format of the percentage of staff who agreed with 
the statement supplied. It was suggested that the RAE in institutions produced an increase in:  

 teamwork - 64%  
 Strategic framing - (A well-defined policy was formed. For example, some new 

universities didn't originally have research in their mission statements, but it appeared 
after 1992.)  

 Narrowing the focus - 53% (An increased rating in certain areas caused a narrowing in 
research field. For example, in some psychology departments it appeared that those 
doing clinical work were more highly rated than those doing cognitive psychology, 
potentially discouraging the latter.)  

 output emphasis  
 production from marginal performers - 59%  
 more effective organisation: 82% - Heads/ 63% - research staff / 24% - individuals own 

work  
 Higher quality: 81% - Heads / 64% - researchers own work / 34% - researchers on 

output of the system in general. This statement needed to be related to the general view 
of the impact of the RAE. There were two camps, depending on whether you were 
talking about research or teaching. 2/3 of respondents said RAE had increased the 
quality of research in general (only 1/2 of older universities thought that the RAE had a 
positive effect on research), but 2/3 said it had deleterious effects on teaching. RAE had 
a positive effect on research especially in those places that had access to significant 
research funding for the first time, such as the new universities.  

 stress: 70% - Heads/ 65% - staff  

Another two issues to emphasise are firstly, the money is engendered by the assessment of units, 
but it may not always be allocated in this way. That is, money may be passed on to lower rated 
departments by Higher Education Institutes central administrations to improve them, whilst 5's 
and 5*'s were left to manage on the other external income they generated. These universities are 
asking the question of how much money could be taken away from their high ranking 
departments whilst maintaining their rank, and moving it to the lower ones. This improves the 
chances of increasing overall income by facilitating the promotion of lower ranking departments. 
Secondly, 'Creative Restructuring' is occurring by associating staff in 'units' to try and increase 
their grade. That is trying to optimise the grade achieved for the staff in place. In some cases, 
Departments of Teaching Studies were created often only for the period of the inspection! 

Reactions of staff as to where they concentrated their research efforts were also examined. It was 
suggested that the RAE in institutions produced a decrease in (again in the format of the 
percentage of staff who agreed with the statement supplied): 

 voluntary work - 36%  
 private sponsor work - 31% (there is a concentration on academic research)  
 private time - 70% (due to the pressure of administration)  
 applied work: 18% - researchers / 12% - Heads  
 interdisciplinary work: 19% - researchers / 46% - Heads (there is an institutional view 

that interdisciplinary work is not well managed by the RAE)  
 speculative work - 20%  
 UK collaboration - 18%  



 new lines of enquiry - 25%  
 control of the research agenda - 59%  
 control of individual choice of topic - 37%  

Increase in co-operative teamwork - 50% agreed; increase in more overseas co-operation - 43% 
agreed; increase in premature publications: 25% - Heads / 30% - researchers agreed. 

There are other sources of research funding, especially in medical and biological fields, but the 
respondents felt that the RAE grade is increasingly used as shorthand for quality. Established 
partnerships continue irrespective of the rating, but the RAE effects staff turnover within these 
groups. Generally the grades are being used as indicators, even if the criteria being applied would 
not necessarily be those chosen by the researchers themselves.  

The RAE is meant to be a closed exercise causing minimal impacts, although this is very difficult 
to achieve. Impacts are: 

 teaching - there is a disconnection from teaching, with research inspired contributions 
removed from undergraduate teaching  

 TQA does not take a lot of note of the impact of research on teaching or the 
interrelationship between the two  

 links to other research agencies are not as good as they could be  
 balanced strategy - there is a risk of distorting the research strategy whilst concentrating 

on the RAE and the emphasis on other strategies is reduced or lost, such as those 
involving industry collaboration  

 reward system - this is potentially skewed so that researchers get promoted, teachers do 
not  

 practice - links to professional bodies are not recognised enough by the current system  
 the wider world - how do you demonstrate links with other institutions  

Comments from the floor 

General comments from the floor included the suggestion that these outcomes (such as an 
increase in organisation) were not all necessarily bad and Dr. McNay agreed with this. There was 
some discussion as to the meaning of the figures provided and it was clarified that 36% agreeing 
did not mean that 64% did not, but that they may be neutral or disagree. That is, in order to keep 
the survey simple, only one side of these statements was tested. There was also a comment on 
speculative work and the decrease in control of the research agenda which was thought to be due 
to Research Council influence as much as the RAE. It was thought that there was an increasing 
emphasis on separating research and teaching. This was already felt in practise with 
undergraduate programmes becoming increasingly centralised, well defined courses with no 
research base. It was also noted that this might not be all bad if some kind of balance could be 
established between these two areas. It was suggested that an increase in administration could 
actually cause a decrease in research output. A final comment was that other more meaningful 
and detailed analyses of the impacts of the RAE could be obtained which may help us interpret 
it. For example, was there an emerging distinction between student: staff ratios and RAE 
numbers? There was potentially more useful data, which could be generated from such studies. 

  

3. Dr. Michael Elves - Director of Scientific and Educational Affairs, GlaxoWellcome. ' 
An Industrial Perspective of the RAE' 



i) Why is industry concerned with the RAE? 

Industry is interested in the RAE for various reasons. It is one part of the overall funding 
structure supporting the university system or, in the opinion of some, almost destroying it. 
Industrialists are encouraged that the government has finally realised the problems that the 
university system is in and injected some real funding into it. The way this money is distributed 
will be crucial, if it is to be effective. 

GlaxoWellcome have a good knowledge of a lot of university funding issues as they effect them. 
Industry needs to work closely with a range of university departments in a wide range of 
universities and is often involved at senior levels on governmental issues such as in the Dearing 
Inquiry. Therefore, industry in general has a good feel for how universities and research 
environments work and cannot help but become involved in some of the decision making 
processes. However, they also feel they are not really being listened to as much as they may, for 
example by the Research Councils, and not involved enough in the RAE. Very little of what they 
had to say concerning the first and second consultation documents regarding the RAE were 
taken in to account. 

The aims and objectives of Higher Education from Dearing were: 

 to increase knowledge and understanding for their own sake and to foster their 
applications for the benefits of the economy and society,  

 to serve the needs of an adaptable, sustainable knowledge based economy at local 
regional and national levels and promote diversity across the university system,  

 to inspire and enable individuals to develop their capabilities to the highest potential 
levels throughout life  

Contributions of Academics to Industrial Success: 

 Provision of graduates of a high quality. This is currently a concern as the quality of 
graduates is not as good as industry would like, mainly in terms of their technical ability. 
This can even cause companies to move whole divisions overseas where they can find 
the skills they require. The RAE, due to the problem of aligning teaching and research 
requirements does not enhance this. It is suggested that a radical review of undergraduate 
degree structures is required if industry is to get the science base and quality of 
practitioner graduate it needs.  

 Basic research and new knowledge. This underpins a lot of industrial work.  
 The development of new technology  
 Product related research  
 Life learning resources  

The RAE focuses on basic research and new knowledge almost to the detriment of the other 
contributions that academics can make 

 There is no doubt that industry does rely on academic research to a large degree. A 
survey was carried out Europe-wide to rate the most important outputs to industries 
from universities, based on 16 industries. It was clear that the pharmaceutical industries 
and some other main industries (food, utilities, aerospace) look to the universities for the 
specialised knowledge which is generated there through research activities, although their 
contributions to prototyping were rather small. The conclusions to that survey were that 
'Domestic public research is substantially more important to respondents than foreign 



sources suggesting that the public research infrastructure is one of the most important 
national assets for supporting innovation' (PACE report). However, in the UK until very 
recently we have ignored this principle almost altogether.  

 Providing scientific resources. No one now works in isolation. In pharmaceuticals, the 
development, production and manufacture of new medicines is not something, which 
can be, done independently. The industry is dependent on a whole range of different 
sources of new knowledge, skills and effort. Partnerships with academic colleagues are 
very important, as are collaborations and alliances with other pharmaceutical companies 
and joint ventures with small biotechnology companies (exploited in the USA, but far 
less so until recently here).  

 Collaboration maybe studentships, project & programme grants, LINK collaborations, 
funded institutes, consultancies, endowed professorships, clinical research fellowships, 
etc.  

 Universities and the Global Market are also a factor. In 1988 5% of GlaxoWellcome 
grants went outside of the UK. In 1997 this figure was around 33%. Why this is and 
whether the new money can bring the ratio back is an important question?  

Industry has a lack of confidence in the RAE because the assessment process is flawed. For 
example, the definitions of fields such as 'biochemistry', 'physiology', 'pharmacology' and the 
broad definition of 'biology' are too simple. There are just too many areas within Biological 
Sciences, ranging from genetics to marine biology, for them to be properly assessed. This was 
emphasised by the peer-reviewed process used by the HEFCE system to evaluate the units of 
assessment where the RAE panels were not thought to be extensive enough. They consisted of: 

Biochemistry panel - 9 people (8 from old universities) and 1 industrial representative, 

Pharmacology panel - 15 people (14 from old universities) and 1 industrial representative, 

Biological Sciences - 13 people (12 from old universities), 1 (from a new university) and no 
industrial representative. This seems very few people to assess the large breadth within the 
Biological Sciences. The absence of an industrial representative is a concern, as large industry is 
dependent on this research base. The peer review system in the Research Council system is much 
more broadly based and they often go out of their way to involve industrial assessors as well as a 
wide range of academics. 

The outcomes were: 

Subject Area Number of Departments Number 4-5* Rated/ %  

Biochemistry 17 76.5  

Pharmacology 15 73.3  

Physiology 15 53.3  

Biological Sciences 82 46.3  

ii) Why should industry have any faith in these outcomes?  

In fact, industry doesn't really take note of the RAE score. It has its own peer review system in 
house which also uses external assessors. They will take the group they are working with and 



look at them in detail, sending people in to observe what they are doing. Nothing is done by 
'paper' exercises like the RAE and there appears a current obsession with bibliometrics which are 
not useful in all circumstances. One of the problems that the HEFCE panels have got is an 
enormous amount of information coming in from a lot of units of assessment, especially in 
Biological Sciences, and they have to use 'surrogate markers' such as Journal Impact Factors 
which are not highly regarded by industry. Journal based assessment is not accurate as the high 
scoring journals are things like; Nature - a very broad based science journal with a high citation 
rate, The Review journals, The Lancet - another broadly based journal, Journal of Experimental 
Medicine and PNAS. All these journals are getting their scores perhaps not necessarily for the 
quality, but for the breadth of science. On the other hand if you are an ecologist you can be a 
world class scientist producing world class research, but only publishing in specialist journals 
which are generally low scoring. This puts a lot of pressure on the system that moves it against 
the applied biology areas. That is a detrimental effect for industry. 

iii) Does the HEFCE scheme come up with a decent distribution of funds? 

No. A plot of percentage of research income against RAE scores for different departments 
shows that industry is pretty constant across the ratings in terms of funding, but the HEFCE 
trend is downwards. That is high scorers are getting relatively less of the money which should be 
underpinning their research, compared with the Research Council money they get which is 
actually for their projects. This is resulting in an 'infrastructure crisis' within the university 
systems. This dual system of funding is not working in the interests of universities and perhaps 
needs reassessing.  

iv) How do we see research these days? That is, who does what? 

The traditional linear model shows 'brick walls' between each of the different areas [ a) Curiosity 
research, b) Strategic Inquiry research, c) Technology development research, d) Product 
Discovery research, e) Development research leading to f) new products] dividing academic 
work (a to c) and industrial efforts (c to f). This model doesn't do very well in producing new 
products or processes on the industry output side.  

The interim (unconnected) model recognises that the linear situation no longer exists, and there 
is a relationship between the different areas of research with industry and academia being 
involved to varying extents in Strategic Inquiry, Technology Development and Product 
Discovery research. However, things are still very much divided in to two areas with industry 
involved in certain processes and academia in others. Again, not the model that industry is 
looking for. They would like to see connections where the overlap can be very significant and 
where real benefits are found on both sides. The RAE system doesn't support all the necessary 
research areas within this model, especially things like that classified as 'Curiosity Research' 
which is rarely carried out in industry and not encouraged by the RAE in universities. 

It used to be an easier process in that you could fit into the system in a simple way and very few 
disciplines seemed to be involved. It was a process of drug discovery, academia didn't come into 
the equation at all by and large and the industry was self-sufficient. Now the process involves a 
whole range of disciplines such as biotechnology, bioinformatics, cell and molecular sciences, 
microbial genetics, combinatorial chemistry and robotics. Therefore the whole business is not a 
unit of assessment like an organisation, but is truly interdisciplinary. However, the university 
system is being 'shoe-horned' into small boxes for the purpose of getting a little money out of 
the RAE. Industry requires a huge number of resources in an interdisciplinary system and any 
future RAE needs to take account of this. 



Most GlaxoWellcome money goes into the top 13-15% of university departments in chemistry 
and biology and the same is true of their PhD studentships (although this is not based on the 
RAE). When one sees how this is divided (again bearing in mind the RAE is not used), many 
grants do go into 5 and 5* departments, but also 3's and some 2's. The latter are providing for 
industry the basic applied type of contract research, which they really need, which the old 
polytechnics were very good at. This comes back to playing to strengths and not trying to play 
the games set up by the RAE. Similarly, the same pattern of distribution applies to studentships 
against RAE score, with some going to lower ranked departments, not well recognised in the 
current system. The RAE, as a part of the overall funding structure, has probably had its day 
from the industrial point of view. It is failing to recognise the reality of the world in which we all 
have to operate. It is still rather based on the linear model, doesn't recognise interdisciplinarity, 
doesn't reward it and may, in fact, penalise it. Rigid units of assessment do not encourage 
interinstitutional work and work with industry isn't appreciated. This is partly because industry is 
not looking for the drive to publication that their academic collaborators need. It also does not 
support scholarship, that is getting back to the literature, looking across the disciplines to find 
the common trends and identify potential new directions. This is important and should be re-
addressed as new insights maybe gained from it. Overall the RAE needs a radical reassessment. 
The new document doesn't really change anything and won't answer the problems of industry. 

Comments from the floor 

Professor Anne Warner (UCL) wished to emphasis that the Biological Sciences panel did not use 
journal impact factors in their assessments. Professor John Coggins (Glasgow) also said the 
Biochemistry panel did not use impact factors. He felt there was a trend towards the model 
proposed by GlaxoWellcome and we did need more industrial input on these panels. Professor 
Clive Kennedy (Exeter) questioned the 'attack' on the dual funding system and wondered what we 
could do about this. Dr. Elves had some suggestions, including a third leg of funding specifically 
for departments who collaborate with industry. 

  

4. Professor Anne Warner, UCL & Member of the 1996 panel on Biological Sciences. 
'The RAE for Biological Sciences'. 

i) An overview of the RAE process 

The basic cycle of the RAE, as concerning the panel, involved a series of meetings. Once the 
panel had been appointed, there were a variety of tasks, which had to be carried out, and the 
Biological Sciences panel met 5 times. The first task, carried out before the HEFCE guidelines 
were published, was to define their criteria, how they were going to work and what additional 
criteria they may require in order to help them carry out the very difficult task of assessing 82 
units.  

An initial meeting was held shortly after the submissions were made, deliberately held early 
before any of them had really had time to get to grips with the papers. In this meeting they 
identified various problems and queries. The preliminary scores of the submissions were made 
alone and the scores then sent to the chairman. Then a 2-day meeting was held in which the 
scores were discussed, a preliminary ranking constructed, and borders discussed. There was a 
further meeting in which details were finalised. A final meeting was held, after the RAE results 
were published, to try to make recommendations to HEFCE. After the 1992 exercise, HEFCE 



held that meeting so late that all the suggestions were too late to do anything about them because 
they had already prepared and printed the form! 

ii) The first meeting (specification of things that the panel wanted): 

 The panel wanted departments to identify income from peer reviewed charities like the 
Wellcome Trust, because HEFCE refused to put this as a separate category on the form. 
They were asked to do this after '92 and it was too late.  

 Attachment of achievements to individuals. That is they didn't want someone to say 
'members of our department sit on 6 research council committees', but who actually sat 
on those committees, because very often one person sits on 4 committees  

 It was also decided in principle that they would not actually treat people as subgroups, 
but as individuals. That is every individual was treated as a separate entity and the 
corollary to that was that they did not on the whole identify specific areas for 
highlighting. There was only one incidence where this occurred when it was very clear to 
the entire panel that there was a case.  

It was stressed that many departments did not apparently read the criteria that the panel had 
spent many hours deciding. A lot of the problems the panel had were that people made 
submissions without providing the information that the panel needed.  

iii) The second meeting 

 The panel discussed any obvious problems that they had come across, now that all the 
submissions had been made.  

 They identified submissions where they felt they needed external advice.  
 Assessors (from the Research Councils, the Wellcome Trust, the Association of Medical 

Research Charities) were asked to provide checks on claims to funding and studentships.  
 All panel members scored all submissions and a primary score was made on the basis of 

submitted papers.  
 There was selective reading of papers by reading papers in journals with which panel 

members were not that familiar, or reading of papers where they felt that there was some 
concern about a particular individual. There were 82 units of assessment, providing 
something over 1000 submissions and 9000 papers so it was simply impossible to read all 
papers.  

 Impact factors were not used in scoring. The papers were read, the journals looked at 
and then the impact factor list was used as a 'rough and ready' guide. It was easy for 
panel members working with submissions in their own field to know which are the 
journals which everyone would like to have their papers published in and which are the 
good quality journals where there is a wide international reading. Therefore, a good 
paper, published in a good journal, could be relatively easily determined. Then both the 
general and specific impact factor lists were looked at and it was discovered that the high 
quality journals were invariably in the top third of the list, the middle quality journals in 
the middle third and the lower third were the less competitive journals. It was surprising 
how well the panel's perception of journal quality met these guidelines. There was a great 
deal of cross referring between panel members and also taking informal advice from 
colleagues on this issue. It provided a guide as to the relative standing of journals. When 
people were actually scored it was on the basis of whether they were internationally 
competitive, nationally competitive, or not competitive. They did not used the term 
internationally 'recognised' as stated by HEFCE because international recognition was 



regarded as very different from internationally competitive, especially for younger, less 
well-known scientists.  

 It was decided that 2 individuals should be allocated to speak on each submission to 
remind people of the general facts in relation to that particular submission, not in order 
to do the scoring. In the case of the panel chairman's department there were 3 people.  

 It was decided what quantitative analysis was required from the funding council. HEFCE 
offered to do a lot of quantitative analysis, but there were problems with the data 
generated in that the panel found it very difficult to extract what they required from it. 
Most of the quantitative analysis by HEFCE was not found that useful by the Biological 
Sciences panel.  

 Submissions sent from other panels were allocated to panel members.  

iv) The Process 

 All submissions were read. Then each individual was scored as internationally, nationally 
or not competitive. As a rough guideline if people had all 4 of their submitted papers in 
high quality journals then they were designated as internationally competitive. If 2 papers 
were in high quality journals and 2 in medium quality they were placed on the borderline. 
To be nationally competitive they had to have 3 or more papers in middle ranking 
journals and not competitive were papers that were put into very highly specialist 
journals that bordered on the levels of magazines. This was a difficulty, as were reports 
to foreign governments that were not easily assessable.  

 A preliminary score was generated over each department and a rank order produced. An 
internal check was carried out at random and rescoring some submissions. Doubtful 
cases were rechecked using informal advice from colleagues and other panel members.  

 Then sections 5 (additional information) and 6 (future plans) were re-read as these 
sections were very useful for modifying the primary score. The scores were then sent to 
the chairman who collated them, averaged them and constructed a new rank order.  

 The chairman then located the outliers, to identify certain departments which have 
perhaps a very high score for their Research Council income, or a much larger number of 
research studentships, than expected on the basis of the papers. These were highlighted 
for specific discussion at the next meeting.  

 The panel then gets a list of the individual scores that everybody in the panel had given 
and the average rank order. It is worth noting that the panel members were all forced to 
score their own departments. These scores were not used but this was a mechanism by 
which the panel could do a certain amount of internal checking on bias.  

 Finally, assignments from other panels were scored.  

v) The scoring meeting 

 Firstly, there was a general discussion about any clear problems, which had arisen, and 
advice checked from other panels. This business of gaining advice from other panels is 
one of the most difficult parts of the RAE because departments don't help themselves 
when making their submissions. For instance, in the interdisciplinary area it was not 
made clear that other panels should assess certain groups. If departments want part of 
their submission to be seen by another more appropriate panel then it has to be stated on 
the front page. Otherwise nothing happens because HEFCE doesn't read the submission 
and it is not picked up until the panel member sees it at the end of section 5. Therefore, 

submissions don't go to the other panel until � of the way through the process. As a lot 
of people played games, putting lots of biochemists in with biologists for example, the 
panel had to make a number of decisions themselves as to where they were going to seek 



advice in these cases. This decision was to some degree an ad hoc decision as it had to be 
done early, before the primary scoring, in order to get the information back in time to 
incorporate it into their own discussions.  

 Then each individual submission was discussed. There was a general discussion focusing 
on instances such as when one member of the panel may have given a score that was 
widely different from the rank order of other members. They were asked to justify this 
decision and why it was made.  

 The panel looked at sections 5 & 6 to get a feel for the whole department. In Biological 
Sciences these sections didn't make a huge difference, but if one was around the 
borderlines, then a good 5 & 6 could be significant. That is, they were modulating 
factors.  

 Specific problems were discussed, the data checked with the assessors, a preliminary 
score agreed and then the rank order reconstructed. This was iterated around the table 
until there was unanimous agreement. All decisions were unanimous on the Biological 
Science panel.  

 Borders were discussed, attempts made to draw lines and it was decided if additional 
advice was needed. This process took many hours. It seemed especially important that 
members of the panel all had confidence in each other and trusted each other so that no 
one was trying to make a special case.  

 Advice requested by other panels was generated.  

  

vi) The final scoring meeting 

 The revised list was circulated and it was gone through again to confirm unanimity on 
the scores and ranks relative to the borders and sort out any remaining problems.  

 There was then a follow up meeting where a whole range of general problems were 
discussed about the form, the criteria, the submissions, the advice given and received and 
the support from HEFCE.  

 Advice to the funding councils was generated on the current exercise and suggestions on 
improvements to the next exercise.  

vii) Tips for Submissions 

Its important to remember that everyone on that panel, at the same time as assessing, is also 
being assessed. It is worth noting certain points because there are a number of ways in which 
departments could have helped the panel and also themselves. 

 Read the criteria. Perhaps 85% of submissions appeared to disregard them.  
 Supply the requested information. Many people didn't.  
 The published papers really do define the primary score and all the other criteria are 

secondary. Therefore, it is important to think carefully about choice of papers. It seems a 
shame that HEFCE did choose to ignore other forms of output such as reviews because 
these could actually reflect considerable intellectual effort, but are not actually peer 
reviewed in quite the same way as primary papers. If they stick to the 4 paper guideline 
then its important not to put too many reviews in because its difficult to know if it has 
been rigorously peer reviewed and its also used in a different way to a primary paper. 
Other things are not to use recently established journals, as many libraries don't have 
them. This also makes assessment difficult, as these journals have no track record. Papers 
in Nature are not the only item to count, especially in certain fields. Don't submit 



unpublished outputs such as private body reports to overseas governments. Put them in 
section 5 and don't waste a publication unless you have to, because the assumption will 
be that you did not have 4 primary papers.  

 Sensibly use sections 5 & 6, as these can be extremely helpful to both the panel and the 
department. For example, it is useful to know if you have members of the department 
sitting on the Research Councils and peer review committees, who may be involved in 
the peer review process with major charities or societies, or participating in European 
commissions.  

 Remember that panel members are also being assessed and know all the possible tricks. 
Therefore, don't exaggerate claims, or exaggerate, lie or be economical with the truth in 
terms of the submitted data. As soon as this is detected, an audit follows. Panel members 
are realists. They know that older staff may be contributing to the research environment, 
if not publishing, by sitting on major committees, providing advice about the research 
culture etc. There's no reason why these people shouldn't be returned and a case made in 
section 5.  

 HEFCE criteria (as applied last time) required that individuals from other institutions 
must have part of their salary paid by the university if they are to be returned. They may 
be used as collaborators and as part of your research environment, but not returned as 
staff.  

 If you are selective in terms of whom to submit, remember that the more you leave out, 
the more the panel will look at those you do submit. If you only submit 60% of your 
staff because you think this will result in a higher grade, the panel will pick them over 
very carefully. The panel still thought that everybody should be returned and the review 
criteria made more realistic to incorporate the fact that departments have 'tails', especially 
due to teaching.  

There were 2 general comments. The score is an average and this is important when making 
general comparisons between departments. There will be high quality people within groups that 
are generally ranked lower, and vice versa. Secondly, the panel was constrained by the rigid 
criteria dictated by HEFCE in this assessment. In the 5 to 5* areas, if 1 to 10% of people were 
outside of the competitive area then the department would drop a grade.  

Comments from the floor  

Dr. Pat Kumar (Manchester Metropolitan): What happens with the scoring of papers across 
institutions for example, with 6 authors, with 3 from one institution and 3 from another? Professor 
Warner: It doesn't change the assessment of the individuals that were being assessed. The 
multiple author issue is more difficult, but it was important not to penalise people for 
collaborating. One important thing is that when returning multiple author papers from authors 
in the same department, all these authors not to return the same paper. Professor Neil Baker raised 
the issue of multidisciplinarity in submissions and to what panels certain individuals should be 
sent. Professor Warner: Specification by the department of what panels should see what 
submissions is important. The departments submitting the information have to specify this 
themselves because otherwise the panels have to make their own judgements, which may not 
turn out to be the best option.  

  

5. Mr. Bahram Bekhradnia, Director of Policy, HEFCE. 'The 2001 Research Assessment 
Exercise'. 



i) The purpose of the RAE: 

 Informs the funding process and enables selective funding. There is a limited amount of 
research funding and therefore this money has to be allocated selectively, in the national 
interests. The question arises as to what basis do we exercise that selectivity. The RAE is 
a method for distinguishing between departments.  

 Improvement of research and its management.  
 The RAE provides a degree of accountability for the research funds HEFCE allocate and 

it is the only weapon they have for doing this. The money passed on to universities is 
done so without requiring to know outputs, but the RAE provides some kind of 
feedback mechanism.  

ii) Principles underlying the RAE: 

 Proportionality - After the last RAE it was observed that although there were shifts 
between institutions in terms of the amount of money they get for research following the 
RAE, there aren't large shifts. That is the top ten tend to remain the top ten. It was 
wondered if it was possible to only assess the areas that altered rather than the whole lot, 
but this was deemed impractical.  

 The RAE is concerned with quality, wherever observed. It is insisted that whatever the 
size of the submission or the nature of the research that is being submitted, each should 
be judged on its own terms. That is simply, is it outstanding research or not?  

 The process has to be credible to academic staff. The academic community should at 
least regard the process and outcomes of the RAE as reasonably robust. There has been 
a two-year consultation process relating to this issue and it seems that in general this is 
the case. The RAE is continually modified in response to the criticisms from the 
academic community.  

 The RAE is concerned largely with summative judgements, in order to generate a 
number.  

 The RAE should observe and not influence activity.  

iii) Issues from the Past and Current Changes (as per the consultative document and feedback 
from it): 

A. Timing is important and questions concern whether some subjects should be assessed every 
year in a rolling process or everything done at once, which is the current situation. The latter was 
preferred in general. Similarly, should there be 3, 4, and 5 years or longer between the exercise 
and should there be earlier notification of the rules and criteria. A partial, voluntary or 
discretionary assessment was discussed, but there was little support for this. A formative element 
was also an issue, but it was regarded that the more feedback that was provided about why 
certain departments had received certain scores, the greater the influence of the RAE on 
research activity. Therefore, there needs to be a balance between the RAE being helpful and 
altering departmental behaviour. Avoiding distortions in the results is still a major problem.  

B. Formation of Panels. This issue produced most comment. The previous way of appointing 
panels and chairs was felt to be too conservative. The main points were that the panel was 
named by peers and selected by chairs, the outgoing chair appointed the incoming one and that 
2/3 of panel members were rolled forward from the last exercise. There was a balance to be 
struck between continuity and change. So the rules have been changed on selection of panels and 
chairs so that rather than chairs being appointed more or less by the outgoing chair, an election 
process has been introduced where the outgoing panel elects the incoming panel chair. That 



process is more or less complete now for the 2001 exercise and HEFCE should be in a position 
to appoint panel chairs over the next couple of weeks. Panel members may not be a member for 
more than two exercises and must be credible to their peers. International members were not 
thought to be a good idea due to too many meetings, but nevertheless there is a proposal to 
engage international members as referees to help to moderate scores. Also overarching panels or 
groups of chairs maybe generated to increase the consistency of marking and criteria. More 
consultation in criteria setting was required. Handling of interdisciplinary submissions remains a 
problem. 

C. Rating Scale. The existing scale is a 7-point scale numbered from 1 to 5*. A number of panel 
members said that they found the definitions of points on the scale not very helpful, so HEFCE 
will appoint a group of senior academics to help redefine the scale, in order to clarify terms and 
descriptions. One of the remaining points to be settled is whether there should be a minimum 
percentage of staff submitted from departments. There was a widespread view that you couldn't 
require a minimum size of submission, and also that it wouldn't be consistent with the view that 
the panel ought to assess whatever it is that it is provided with. There is a feeling that there's 
almost a 'trade descriptions' point here in terms of the proportion of people submitted. That is, if 
only 40% of staff are submitted and they receive a 5 rating, can you call the whole department a 
5? Similarly to ask all staff to submit, as in the old system, would be difficult. This is especially in 
the case of the new universities where some staff don't even claim to do research and therefore it 
makes nonsense to ask them to submit to the exercise. HEFCE believes they have to allow 
universities to submit those that they do believe are doing research, but of course this concession 
is used as part of the games playing to try and trade off high scores against low numbers and low 
scores against larger numbers. HEFCE does not feel that a requirement to submit a minimum 
percentage will work. However, it is still regarded as a very important point.  

D. Submissions: Last time panels had to announce the criteria by which they are working. Next 
time panels are also going to be asked to consult with their communities about their draft criteria 
so there can be some interaction and feedback over criteria. The funding councils again will take 
an overarching role here to ensure that criteria are reasonable, defensible and consistent. Textual 
parts of the submission form are to be restructured, in particular sections 5 & 6 which were 
taken much more seriously last time than previously. It is hoped that restructuring these parts of 
the form will facilitate (self) assessment. All panels will produce a report, as before, concerning 
general observations on working methods, observations on strengths and weaknesses and 
feedback to the heads of institutions summarising the reason for the rating against the published 
criteria. This also helps to protect HEFCE against legal challenges, by accounting for the 
judgements that have been made. 

E. The 'Transfer Market'. This issue is still not settled despite consultation. There are reports of 
poaching prior to the RAE by the press and movements because of the RAE. Evidence confirms 
there is more movement of academic staff prior to the RAE and if plotted a small increase can 
be observed, 12 months prior to a RAE. However, it represents no more than 500 additional 
staff moving during this time, even though it would be good if this could be avoided altogether. 
The solution is more difficult in that how do you identify what is normal movement, as oppose 
to the extra moves due to the RAE. Further evidence is being sought and further consideration 
of the impact on research. 

F. The calendar of events. Last June a circular was issued on most of the decisions about how 
the RAE is conducted and on a small number of outstanding points including the minimum size 
and transfer marker issues discussed above. Another question still being discussed is whether the 
submissions received should be published. Responses to this suggest that 85% of those asked 



thought that submissions should be published. Finally there are still consultations concerning the 
subject area designations for the panels and these are yet to be finalised. The time scale is: July-
December 1998 - Appointment of panels, spring 1999 - Panel consult on criteria, autumn 1999 - 
Criteria published, December 2000 - Publications deadline, March 2001 - census date. 

Comments from the floor: 

Comments raised after this presentation included the issue of merging the Biological Sciences 
and Biochemistry panels which seems especially sensible due to the ratio of numbers of 
departments to number of panel members. Mr. Bekhradnia agreed. Other issues were the 
establishment of sub-panels in areas with broad subject bases. This would operate by the parent 
panel requesting to HEFCE and HEFCE deciding if it was necessary. It was suggested that this 
may conflict with the financial constraints of HEFCE who seemed unwilling, at least as 
experienced by the Biological Sciences panel to provide the extra money to either increase the 
parent panel or create sub-panels. Delegates thought that sub-panels would only serve to 
continue to break the process into smaller and smaller pieces and increase the loss of continuity. 
Standardisation between panels was a concern to academics. It may be that there was a variation 
in scores dependent on the panel, but this was deemed as very difficult to completely irradicate. 
One way to reduce this effect was to introduce umbrella panels that could help to verify the 
assessments. 

  

6. Panel Discussion 

To end the meeting, there was an open discussion between the delegates and 
members of 4 of the panels. Each panel member gave an introduction to their panel's 
experiences, followed by questions from the floor. 

Professor Monty Losowsky - Chair of Panel on Studies Allied to Medicine. 

This panel was quite different to most, if not all, others. It was a very disparate panel 
and was not at all really inter-linked. For example it included biomedical sciences, 
nutrition, optometry, occupational therapy, speech therapy, art therapy, drama and 
music therapy, physiotherapy and other professions allied to medicine. Obviously, 
none of the panel had expertise in even a majority of those subjects so from the 
outset they had to rely heavily on external assessors. HEFCE accepted this and did 
not restrict them financially. It was recognised that the way to get the answer you 
want is to appoint particular people and hence the external assessors were selected 
carefully with impartiality a priority. The panel was subdivided into groups with the 
external assessors, but panel decisions were made together. 70 submissions were 

assessed resulting in � graded 1 or 2, approximately 3 5*'s and a couple of 5's. These 
submissions were mainly from the new universities as these are not mainstream 
subjects in most universities. It seemed that this panel was very different from other 
panels in this regard. Therefore, it was recognised that it was part of their duty to 
foster research so the judgements and comments made were intended to be helpful to 
departments which had no tradition of research, but were aspiring to it. 



Professor Terry Mansfield - Representative from the Environmental and Earth 
Sciences Panel 1996. 

Professor Mansfield was a member in both 1992 and 1996. This panel consisted of 9 
members who had to deal with over 70 assessment units. Four members were 
identified, as being there to cover Environmental Science and only 1 member of the 
panel was not a member of staff from a university, but a representative from the 
Environment Agency. This panel was previously Environmental Studies, not 
'Sciences'. This was a change that was made about half way through the process and a 
lot of submissions were certainly not Environmental Science. The prefix 
'Environmental' could be attached to almost all the subject areas in a university. For 
example, Environmental politics, law, ethics, economics, history, management, 
chemistry, biology and engineering. This panel also found there were certain financial 
constraints imposed by HEFCE, but it was persuaded that external referees were 
needed and 50 or so were consulted. Also it was agreed that an Environmental 
Science sub-panel should be created, which Professor Mansfield chaired. On this sub-
panel there were 7 people, 6 of who were outside of the university system, with 2 
directors of NERC institutes and this proved an extremely useful source of feedback 
to the main panel. All members saw the submissions and they scored them 
independently. HEFCE problems, including the loss of the secretary suddenly before 
a sub-panel meeting, didn't help the panel carry out their tasks. There seemed a 
tendency for scientists to be submitted to the Environmental Science panel when the 
institutions involved didn't know what else to call them and this was generally obvious 
where it occurred. However, there were still some strong representations of 
Environmental Science at the top end of the ranking which did provide a useful 
measure of the quality.  

Professor John Coggins. Chair of the Biochemistry Panel 1996. 

The Biochemistry panel used a similar operating procedure as that described for the 
Biological Sciences panel. Most differences were due to the much fewer submissions 
to this panel, which enabled them to work in detail. There was one industrial 
representative on this panel, one assessor from the MRC and one assessor from the 
Association of Medical Charities, all of who were very helpful. This panel looked at 
individuals rather than sub-areas (the sub-areas were the individuals) and everyone 
was involved in the initial scoring process. In later meetings they relied on having two 
main speakers for each submission and these people were actively encouraged to read 
as much as possible. One thing that came up in discussions with HEFCE was that 
although only 4 items of research can be submitted, it is now possible to easily see 
using Internet databases whether these publications are actually representative of the 
individual. Therefore, more information is now available and this makes it quite 
difficult to assess only on what is actually submitted.  

Another point of discussion was the influence of funding. Most account was taken of 
publications and although research grants were useful, they can distort the picture as 
some subject areas are very expensive and others are not. There were problems over 



applied research as it was expected that some individuals would submit patents or 
directly applied work. However most submissions were very much academic based. It 
is possible that if there is to be more attention to this over the next exercise then the 
exercise has to be over a longer time scale as the 'applied time frame' is different. The 
selection by submissions of publications also raised comments in terms of choosing 
papers carefully and reading the criteria, with an emphasis on the achievement of 
individuals. For example, people regularly invited to plenary lectures should be 
mentioned. Sometimes departments failed to draw attention to the excellent work that 
they had actually done.  

Professor Anne Warner - Representative from the Biological Sciences Panel 
1996. As above 

  

QUESTIONS TO THE PANEL REPRESENTATIVES: 

Professor John Fry (Cardiff): Biosciences is the strongest area of funding in the UK as 
suggested by a recent report. Why did our biological science departments not score so 
well? Professor Warner: There was adherence to the HEFCE rules sometimes resulting 
in the bottom end of a department rather than the top determining the score. It was 
not possible to do a lot of balancing between these people within departments as was 
carried out in the last exercise, as HEFCE didn't allow it. The scores are average 
scores. Departments are also often judged on the basis of the best groups within them 
when the reality is broader. 

Professor Stuart Reynolds (Bath): There were possible difficulties at the biology / 
biochemistry interface. Was the movement of information between the panels a 
problem? Professor Coggins: It was perceived as a problem by the Biochemistry panel. 
Literature was transferred between panels and this resulted in problems because 
scores from each panel had to then be slotted into scores from the other panel. A 
common person on each panel was not allowed. This may have resulted in good 
biochemistry not being submitted to the Biochemistry panel. Institutions may have 
played games by lumping together biochemists with biologists in the hope they may 
get better scores. Professor Warner: We were faced with a situation where we knew that 
a lot of departments had been putting their biochemists in with the biologists and 
thought that it wouldn't be recognised by the biology panel. What actually happened 
was that the panel then themselves had to decide which of the people submitted 
should be sent to the biochemistry panel, rather than the departments themselves. 
People probably lost out by this. The transfer between the panels (without allowing 
criteria between panels to be shared, as this was not allowed) was difficult to 
incorporate. Therefore, the emphasis is that it is in the interests of departments to 
identify any interdisciplinary people, rather than leaving it to the panel and then trying 
to match scores. 



Professor Martin Griffin (Nottingham Trent): Within biological life sciences it is perhaps 
the molecular sciences, which are world-renowned. What type of journals are really 
now the top journals? That is there is a concern about a comparability of the 
molecular life sciences and other subject areas from this point of view. Professor 
Warner: You have to go back to impact factor listing. They have general lists (subjects 
which go right across the range) and specialist lists. The calculation of impact factors 
is higher in the general lists than in the specialist lists. If one looks at a journal 
appearing in both lists, then it's likely to be in the top third each time. Absolute 
numbers were not used rather than just a general idea and rule of thumb to assess the 
quality of a publication. The panels were well aware of the problems with publications 
and journal impacts. Professor Coggins: The panel is aware of the difficulties of journal 
scoring for certain fields. To be sensible it is best to use several good journals. 

Dr. Jonathon Silverton (Open University): Multidisciplinarity remains a problem area. 
Environmental science is a particular problem especially at the Open University. In 
this case there are people who think they are doing Environmental Science in 4 
faculties and as many departments. Should all these disparate groups go into one or 
remain separate? Professor Mansfield: If you look at those that did well in Environmental 
Science then there were two departments where there was a strict limitation on the 
breadth. One was Oceanography at Southampton which got a 5 and the other 
Meteorology at Reading which got a 5*. The 5* went to East Anglia for 
Environmental Science where there was great breadth, but a lot of cohesion. The 
same is true of Lancaster and Imperial college who both got 4's. So it seems that one 
has to look for cohesion to bring it all together. What looked very artificial were the 
groups that had been bundled together with no cohesion at all in an attempt to avoid 
the scrutiny of another panel. However, we also sent to other panels for opinions. 
The dividing line between Physical Geography and Environmental Science is very 
difficult to define, as is that between Ecology and Environmental Science so other 
panels had to be used, as well as the assessors. In this way the weaknesses of some of 
these other submissions were quickly exposed. On the other hand of course it is an 
interdisciplinary field and one is looking for this, but of a productive kind. With this in 
mind, if there is a positive reason for bringing people together then do it, but if not, 
don't. 

Dr. Neil MacFarlane (Nottingham Trent): There has been a suggestion that areas of 
classical whole organism biology and ecology in this country, which are perceived as 
of international standing, are not getting highly assessed as they are not using 
molecular techniques. Is this a possibility? Professor Warner: No, this shouldn't have 
been the case and maybe one of these cases where myths and rumours get generated. 
There should have been no sweeping judgements about subject areas, as long as they 
are producing quality research and being published in highly ranked journals, then 
they will be assessed accordingly. I think this problem is much greater in the funding 
agencies. It also touches on why it is important to get people assessed by those 
competent to assess them. 



Dr. Richard Greenwood (Portsmouth): What criteria the Environmental Research Panel 
applied? Was the huge number of assessment units a major cause for concern? 
Professor Mansfield: I personally read as much as possible. All panel members were 
asked to score all the individuals that they could and this turn out to be most of them, 
as with the biological sciences panel. Scores from referees and sub-panels all helped to 
score the large number of submissions and there was a lot of information on the 
quality of papers. No Impact Factors were taken into account at all. One of the 
reasons for this was that the Earth Sciences sub-disciplines of Geology and 
surrounding areas are on the whole smaller communities than Biology and 
Environmental Science. A lot of the journals in these fields would have very low 
impact factors and yet they are regarded as very good journals. Impact factors are a 
measure of quality within disciplines, but between disciplines they reflect size. So, the 
papers themselves were looked at, not the relative ranking of the journals. 

Professor Clive Kennedy (Exeter): All of you have spoken about confusion in 
submissions. There was a widespread belief that certain sources of money scored you 
more points. For example, Research council funding was better than industrial 
funding? Did any of the panels have to make this kind of discrimination between the 
sources of funding? Professor Warner: Submissions were scored on quality of 
publications. It was found that the best correlation with the decisions of the panel was 
with Research council funding. Therefore, Research Council funding was not used as 
criterion, but was used as a way of identifying outliers to try and work out why they 
ended up with a high score, but were clearly outside the standard deviation of the line. 
Professor Losowsky: The primary criteria are that this is an assessment of research and 
scholarship, output and quality. Industrial money maybe as difficult to come by as 
other sources, but that isn't always the case. Certainly in the medical fields it may be 
much easier to come by. However, we do all know that the Research Councils grants 
are peer reviewed and this must count for something. Professor Coggins: In the 
departments that this panel assessed there was often a good correlation between 
Research council funding, charitable funding and industrial funding. The only 
exception were this didn't work was in one case were it was suspected that a lot of 
income may be derived from clinical trials money. Professor Losowsky: Clinical trial 
money is the example of industrial money that is easier to come by in large quantities 
for obvious reasons. Professor Mansfield: Petrology is a similar area in the Earth Sciences 
where money may be easier to come by. However you also have a field like 
Palaeontology where it is very difficult to get large sums of money, certainly 
commercial. Under the guidance of our chairman we tried to make allowances for 
this. In the area of Petrology people were given credit for getting industrial money as 
industry has a way of peer reviewing of their own. Professor Warner: These are generally 
modulating factors, not primary factors of assessment. 

  

7. Extraordinary General Meeting 



Delegates were referred to Professor Len Evans' (Treasurer) r�sum�, which was circulated 

at the meeting and is on the web at http://www.swan.ac.uk/biosci/hubs under 'Charity 

Commission Registration'. It summarises the advantages of registering as an Unincorporated 

Association including being able to invest resources, certain income tax and VAT exemptions 

and establishment of the society as a worthy, well run organisation. There are relatively few 

limitations as applicable to HUBS. The Charity Commission provides a Model Constitution 

for a Charitable Unincorporated Association. The HUBS Constitution agreed at the AGM 

held in Nottingham on 26 March has been incorporated into this model, producing a Draft 

Model Constitution. This document was circulated at the meeting and the Chairman asked for 

a vote on whether HUBS should proceed to apply for registration as an Unincorporated 

Association, on the basis of the Draft Model Constitution which has been drawn up. This 

motion was carried.  

Professor Caroline MacDonald drew attention to the HUBS website at (those reading this 

online rather than in hard copy will already be aware of it) http://www.wlv.ac.uk/hubs/ . 
This site includes information about the aims of the society, a copy of the constitution, details 

of the Executive Committee, newsletters and meetings. There is also a membership list and a 

new External Examiners Database, which are both password system protected. 
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