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Reducing complexity and bureaucracy in research funding (Part D) 

Question 24: In light of the proposed changes to the institutional framework for 
higher education, and the forthcoming Nurse Review, what are your views on the 
future design of the institutional research landscape? 

We support retention of the dual support system and reward for performance based 
on peer review and proven impact that enables universities to plan strategically.  

We can see the potential reduction in complexity that might apparently flow from 
delivering dual support from a single body (or two research funding bodies working 
closely together). However, the student interest and the long term success of many 
universities rely on them continuing to be places of research, scholarship, 
education and knowledge exchange, so we anticipate that in practice both regulator 
and funders will need to work closely together as the reforms develop.   

Question 25: 

a) What safeguards would you want to see in place in the event that dual funding 
was operated within a single organisation? 

We would support ‘locking in’ the separation of the two funding streams in any 
governance arrangements. 

b) Would you favour a degree of hypothecation to ensure that dual funding 
streams, along with their distinctive characteristics, could not be changed by 
that organisation?  

      ☐ Yes  ☐ No   ☐ Not sure 

Please give reasons for your answer 

See answer to Question 25(a). 

Question 26: What are the benefits of the REF to a) your institution and b) to the 
wider sector? How can we ensure they are preserved? 

The REF informs the allocation of QR funding and provides accountability and 
evidence for the public investment in research.   

From the point of view of City University, the REF provides a useful framework for 
developing research (and impact) strategy, for motivating academics to ensure their 
outputs and impact are of the highest quality, and for driving planning processes.  It 
also enables the institution to improve its reputation externally and to demonstrate 
its research quality to stakeholders and to its governing body.  The generation of 
impact case studies has also been useful in developing our external profile and 
reputation, and for helping us to ensure that the research of the University is known 
to as wide an audience as possible. 
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We can ensure the benefits are preserved by ensuring that the development of the 
REF is grounded in evidence and backed by robust peer review processes. 

We would emphasise that for certain disciplines in the social sciences and arts, the 
credibility and quality of assessment for any future REF will need the maintenance 
of expert sub-panels because metrics are not available and the use of metrics 
alone would provide an inadequate indicator of research quality and impact. 

Question 27: How would you suggest the burden of REF exercises is reduced? 

The Green Paper cites an administrative cost at 2.4% of the annual funding 
distributed. Whilst the REF produces important metrics which are widely used, and 
whilst it attracts a reasonable amount of funding, universities will always work hard 
to maximise their performance in the REF.  We could move to a more metrics 
based approach (e.g. citations). However, universities will simply move their efforts 
to do better by these metrics (e.g. ensuring high levels of open access in 
publications to increase citations.)  Since most of the cost of the REF is born by 
universities, it seems unlikely then that the burden will be reduced whilst such high 
priorities are placed on ensuring a good REF performance and the reputational 
benefit that flows from it. However, the use of metrics could still be important, 
especially in informing the assessment process of outputs. 

We support the use of more metrics where appropriate in a future REF but 
emphasise that for some social science disciplines and most of those disciplines 
covered in the previous panel D, no suitable metrics exist for output assessment 
which would maintain the credibility of assessment. We therefore regard it as 
important that other forms of peer review assessment are maintained in a range of 
disciplines in these fields. 

Question 28: How could the data infrastructure underpinning research information 
management be improved?  

It is important that such data is presented in a common format and that it can be 
exported from one system and imported by another.  We would expect JISC could 
have a role in ensuring that open access data systems could be constructed to fulfil 
the requirements of the university sector, which would meet the evolving 
requirements of the funding bodies and government. 

 

 


