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Summary 
 
Senate, on the 14th October, considered the ARQM Review Paper and Recommendations that 
had previously been agreed by ExCo.  Following this, some slight changes to the ARQM 
recommendations were suggested and agreed by a meeting of UET and Deans on the 3rd 
November. 
 
It was also noted at a meeting of the Research, Enterprise and Impact Strategy (REIS) Board 
that whilst the introduction of the dual time window was welcomed (and approved by ExCo and 
Senate), it may give rise to some uncertainty as to what is meant by an “ARQM GPA” or 
“ARQM score”, which may lead to some confusion. A slight change to recommendations is also 
made to avoid such confusion. 
 
This paper contains the final recommendations and is provided to Senate for information. 
 
These recommendations will be implemented for future ARQMs. 
 
One action is required. 
 
 

Recommended action 

Senate is asked to note the final recommendations of this paper. 
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Item 21 
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ARQM Final Report 

1 Background 
Senate considered the ARQM Review Paper and Recommendations on the 14th October.   

The recommendations have also been considered by the REIS Board. 

Following these meetings, some slight changes to the ARQM recommendations were 
agreed by ExCo on the 3rd November. The original recommendations are attached with the 
proposed changes tracked in underlined red text. 

1.1 Senate recommendations 
The pertinent (unapproved) minute reads as follows with comments in red in square brackets 
[]: 

“17 Annual Research Quality Monitoring (ARQM) Reports 

“Senate received two reports; the latest ARQM results and a summary of the ARQM 
review. Following recalibration in light of the REF results the ARQM results were 
largely consistent with the REF results. In discussion the following points were made: 

• It would be helpful for future reports to include the results broken down by 
gender. Further consideration to the time window would also be useful. 
[These were already included in recommendations 9 and 14, and so no 
changes are suggested as a result of this discussion.] 

• A clear appeals process appeared to be missing. [Recommendation 2 had 
stated: “The panel may also be required to consider requests from academic 
staff to have their papers re-assessed.”  However, this has been “beefed up” 
in the attached.] 

• Research active Visitors who are on 0.2 or above appointments may opt-in if 
they wish to do so. They would submit papers in the usual way. [This has 
been included in recommendation 5.] 

 

“The PVC (R&E) reported that in relation to the ARQM review report it had been 
found that there was some variation across Schools. In particular there were 
inconsistencies in relation to the methodology for special or complex circumstances. 
A summary of some of the key issues was included in the report. In discussion the 
following points were made: 

• The ARQM report focussed on the big picture. To be fully effective, it needed 
School level and managerial level support. [Already stated in 
recommendation 7.] 

• In some Schools there was an opportunity for academic staff to input into the 
assessment, a rationale was provided for the awarded score, academics 
received individualised letters and there was some form of appeals process. 
[Partly included in recommendation 8 – but no further changes felt 
necessary.] 

• In some Schools, however, academic staff had sometimes not been told their 
ARQM score formally. In all cases there needed to be clear information about 
how the score was arrived at, how it had been calculated and what the 
process for appeal. [Already stated in recommendation 8.] 
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• There was also variation across Schools in the use of external assessors. In 
some smaller departments finding an internal assessor that is not too close to 
the staff being assessed can be a challenge. In such cases more external 
assessors are engaged instead of internal assessors. [Already covered in 
recommendations 1 - 5.] 

• The consequences of being awarded a low ARQM score merited further 
consideration. Producing 2* papers of national importance should be viewed 
positively. Low scores should be used as a prompt to offer staff additional 
support to help them progress from producing 2* to 3* research. It might also 
be useful to look at the ODF in relation to how we support academic staff. 
[This is really outside the scope of this review – although it would be partly 
addressed by recommendation 8 on feedback. However, the Deans should 
consider how ensure that such staff are appropriately supported and 
encouraged.] 

• Regulation 27 made clear that approval of ARQM methodology continued to 
rest with the Vice-Chancellor. The PVC (R&E) would therefore now reflect on 
the comments of Senators before taking the report back to ExCo. The final 
report would come to a future meeting of Senate for information. [Action]” 

 
1.2 REIS Board consideration 
It was noted at a meeting of the Research, Enterprise and Impact Strategy (REIS) Board that 
whilst the introduction of the dual time window was welcomed (and approved by ExCo and 
Senate), it may give rise to some uncertainty as to what is meant by “an ARQM GPA*” or an 
“ARQM score”, which may lead to some confusion. For example: 

• in the Policy on Approval of Doctoral Degree Supervisors it states that “Category A 
supervisors will be research excellent and have an ARQM GPA equal to or greater 
than 3*.” 

• where the ARQM score is used for the purposes of informing appraisal, promotion 
and progression. 

Suggestions are made to address reduce any such confusion in Recommendation 9.  

                                                           
* GPA = grade point average 
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The following are the recommendations abstracted from the ARQM Review paper seen by 
Senate, on the 14th October.  

7 Recommendations 
7.1 Methodology and Choice of Staff 
There are differences in methodologies between Schools. However, some of these are 
understandable: 

• In Cass, the ABS list is used.  There is a strong feeling that this is common currency 
between top business schools and that, in their subject area, this gives as 
reasonable a result as any other approach.  There are methods for having papers 
published in journals outside the ABS list or requiring special attention, to be seen by 
the panel. However, whilst there is nothing stopping Cass from using the ABS to 
inform their assessments, all papers should still be read. 

• In SASS and SMCSE (and to some extent in SHS) there are a wide range of 
disciplines and so it is reasonable that papers should be considered (at least first) at 
a subject rather than a School level. 

• In Law, the “standard” ARQM approach seems to work well. 

The use of externals was problematic partly because of budgetary constraints.  However, 
their use in calibration and, perhaps more importantly, in minimising any resentment caused 
by colleagues were being seen as being in judgement of their colleagues work. Furthermore, 
there is a possibility that, without the advice of externals, there may be no check on 
colleagues who may be find it difficult to provide objective ratings when there are subjective 
reasons for providing inaccurate ratings (either higher or lower).  

Recommendations: 

1. Guidelines on how to judge papers (taken from the past REF guidance) should be 
advocated to those who are rating papers (e.g. the form in the appendix [The 
appendix is not reproduced here.]). 

2. All Schools should have a panel which is responsible for producing or endorsing the 
final ARQM ratings to be used.  This should normally include an external, or at least 
a senior member of staff that has direct experience of working on a REF panel, who 
can provide advice on the calibration of ratings, and the assessment of those outputs 
whose ratings are on a borderline. Where an academic disagrees with the quality 
ratings allocated to an output or outputs: 

i. They should first raise this with the Chair of the panel and attempt to find an 
agreeable way forward.  Failing that: 

ii. The academic will inform the Chair of the panel and shall make a clear case 
addressing all the quality criteria used in the 2014 REF.  (These can be found 
in REF document 01.2012 “Panel Criteria and Working Methods”, 
http://www.ref.ac.uk/pubs/2012-01/).  The panel will normally have the 
output(s) re-assessed by the external.  

iii. If the academic is still not satisfied with the review of an output or outputs they 
should state carefully why, in their opinion, this re-assessment is still flawed 
(again referring to the REF 2014 criteria.) If the Chair and the appellant 
disagree, then the case may be considered by the Pro Vice-Chancellor 
(Research and Enterprise).  

http://www.ref.ac.uk/pubs/2012-01/
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iv. If the Chair or Pro Vice-Chancellor agree to another assessment, the Chair of 
the panel and the academic will agree the name of another external reviewer 
who (a) has sufficient expertise in the subject area, (b) is sufficiently familiar 
with the REF criteria, and (c) is willing to undertake a review of the output(s) 
concerned. The assessment of this second external reviewer will be final. The 
Research Office may be asked to mediate this process.   

3. The external (if no external, then the Chair of the School Panel) should be asked to 
produce a report on the ARQM procedure (to be seen by ExCo or and Senate) – and 
in particular to provide assurance of the quality of the methodology used by the 
School. 

4. A budget should be set aside for paying externals, much in the same way as for 
Boards of Examiners.   

5. The Research and Enterprise Service should play a more active role in coordinating 
and providing support for the process within the Schools. In particular they should 
provide clear guidelines on special and complex circumstances and a spreadsheet 
prefilled with names of staff to be considered in the ARQM. This will include all 
academic staff with research in their contracts who are at least 0.2 FTE. 

6. Such spreadsheets should be used for reporting both at School level and subject 
(UoA) level.  

7.2 Integration of the ARQM into business as usual processes 
Different Schools integrate the ARQM into business-as-usual processes to different extents.  
Whereas it is an integral part of the way that Cass manages its staff, in some other Schools, 
it does not seem to have a role beyond providing monitoring performance.  

Recommendations: 

7. All Schools should consider how the ARQM could be better integrated into their 
normal processes, such as the allocation of duties, the provision of support and 
mentoring for staff, and the planning of the production of research outputs. 

8. Schools should consider how best to provide feedback other than simply the ARQM 
score.  

7.3 Selection of Papers 
There is no consensus on an optimum time window; generally a time window between 4 
years and 6 years is considered optimum. 

Multi-authored papers may be considered several times for different authors in the ARQM 
but not in the REF. 

Cass use Cass Experts for nominating papers and SHS used the CRO.  Clearly, it is 
important to avoid duplication of effort and to encourage the use of these databases. 

Recommendations: 

9.  ARQM data should be reported using two time windows:  
(i) a four-year time window as now, which will be useful for the purposes of 

comparison., and This shall be known as the “ARQM GPA”. 
(ii) (ii) a “cumulative” time window based on outputs produced since the last 

REF submission date.  (For example, the 2016 ARQM would report on 
data using (i) a four-year time window of those outputs produced in 
calendar years 2012 – 2015, and (ii) a cumulative time window dating 
from 1st January 2014 to the end of 2015.) This shall be known as the 
“REF Preparation GPA”. 
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It is noted that some University policies refer to an “ARQM score” or an “ARQM 
GPA” and that the introduction of two time windows may lead to some anomalies. 
It is also noted that in some subject areas a time window longer than four years 
was advocated (Law suggested 6 years and Cass suggested 5 years.)  Where 
the ARQM “score” is considered in appraisal or in progression and promotion 
procedures, appropriate contextual information may need to be provided in these 
subject areas.  For the purposes of defining a “category A” supervisor in the 
‘Policy on Approval of Doctoral Degree Supervisors’, the four-year time window 
(i.e. the “ARQM GPA”) should be used but consideration of exceptional cases 
should be sympathetic to the subject area.  

10. The multiple consideration of multi-author papers should continue as this does not 
disadvantage the individual authors.  (A “mock REF” may be held in 2016-17 to 
establish a more accurate assessment of our REF prospects.) 

11. The use of the CRO should be carefully considered for the next ARQM with 
appropriate trials and support being put in place well in advance. 

7.4 Collation of Data 
The collation of the data for the ARQM proves difficult partly because there has been no 
common format or template for the return of the data and partly because of the way that it is 
presented to ExCo and Council.  For this presentation, the FTE number of staff with a 
GPA ≥ 3.0 is presented by School.  It would be useful to report by Unit of Assessment or 
subject area as well in order to inform REF preparations.  Furthermore, the report usually 
shows this FTE number as a percentage of the total number of academic staff whether or 
not they are “research active”.  For example, it includes those with education role profiles, 
those who teach the short course from the Enterprise Office, and visiting lecturers.  None of 
these are in a position to submit research publications and are probably not even asked to 
take part in the ARQM.  It seems reasonable then, that at least from the start of the next 
Strategic Plan, ARQM reporting should only include those with research in their job profile; 
i.e. those who would be eligible for submission to the REF.  

Recommendations: 

12. A common reporting template should be developed by the Research and Enterprise 
Service. (This may come naturally out of recommendation 4 if the Service has more 
involvement in the coordination and running of the ARQM.) 

13. The ARQM results should be reported as a percentage of “REF eligible” staff (or 
“ARQM eligible” staff) at least from the start of the new Strategic Plan and possibly in 
addition to current method in the next ARQM. 

14. The Research and Enterprise Service should work with HR to provide an Equality 
Assessment Report after each ARQM; which should be included in the report to 
Council.  
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