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Executive summary
Context

In this short paperwe summarise feedback from a cross-section of individuals who wereactively involved in REF
‘impact’ submissions within theirinstitutions, and who contributed to arecent ‘stock taking’ event hosted by the
NCCPEin Bristol. The feedback focuses primarily on how those institutions interpreted the REF guidance and how
they chose to include impacts arising from publicengagement (PE) in their submitted case studies, and strategic
supportfor publicengagementintheirimpacttemplates.

33 individuals contributed to this report, from a cross-section of HEls and funders. They were firstinvited to
complete ashort questionnaire. Thisfeedback wasthen usedto inform more in depth discussion atan all-day event
hosted by the NCCPE in Bristol.

The discussions were structured to address the prompt questions provided by HEFCE in theirinvitation to the sector’
to feedbackinformally on the REF:

What, inyour view, are the mostimportant features of REF 2014 for highereducation institutions? Why?
In relation to preparing REF submissions, what positive reflections do you have on the process? Why?

In relationto preparing REF submissions, which aspects of the process were challenging? Why?

Please describeany benefits you identify in participating in the REF for yourinstitution.

Please describe any negative implications you identify in participating in the REF for yourinstitution.
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6. What positive and negative effects did the key changes since the Research Assessment Exercise have?
7. Arethere any furthercommentsyouwould liketo add regarding REF 2014?

This papersummarises the key points raised by the participantsinthe NCCPE’'s event. Itstwoannexes provide
details of the pre-event feedback and of the discussions at the event.

Introduction

The REF 2014 was the firsttime that the non-academicimpact of research featuredinthe UK Funding Councils’
research assessment exercise. The REF framework document (paragraph 161) explicitly encouraged impacts arising
from engagingthe publicwith research tobe featuredinreturns:

‘There are many ways in which research may have underpinned impact, including but not limited to:

¢. Impacts on, forexample, publicawareness, attitudes, understanding or behaviour that arose from
engaging the public with research. In these cases, the submitting unit must show thatthe engagement
activity was, at least in part, based on the submitted unit’s research and drew materially and distinctly upon
it’.

During 2011 and 2012 the NCCPE contributed to the development of the panel guidance related toimpacts arising
from publicengagement with research’. We also provided detailed summaries and interpretation® of the published
guidance, and ran a number of independent workshops to help staff prepare impact case studies and templates
which featured publicengagement with research.

Thisevent provided the opportunity to reflect on what staff involved in theseactivities had learned, and to identify
key lessons and action points toinform future strategy and practice

Headline issues

The impact assessment process was widely acknowledged to be a very time consuming and challenging activity, but
with a number of positive outcomes:

e It hasformalisedthe needforgood planning, evaluation and evidence gathering within UoAs and HEls

e Ithasencouragedaview of PE as core business not just ‘good intentions’

e [thasgivenPEa ‘harderedge’intermsof itsfinancial and strategicvalue to the institution

e It hascreated more demand andinterestfromacademics for help and supporttodevelop good PE-
many of whom were previously unaware oruninterested

e [t has helped make the case for PE to be effectively resourced and supported

e |thasopenedupopportunities forgreaterdialogue with outside partners

e PEisnow regardedasan essential partof research, although for some PE s restricted to that which
leads to REF-relevantimpact —rather than more broadly defined outcomes

e |t has encouraged staffactivelytoseek opportunities to share research findings with the wider public

2 N . A . ] H . ’
Discussion Paper:Assessingimpacts arising from public engagement with research
Prepared by the NCCPE in2011 atthe invitation of the REF team, to inform the development of panel guidance

3 ‘Update on Public Engagement and the REF: January 2012’
This document provided a detailed analysis of the panel guidance, highlighting how public engagement was framed by each of
the main panels
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It has also had some negative consequences:

e Some partners/ collaborators have been overwhelmed by the sector’s demands for evidence of impact
and have felt ‘used’

e It has encouraged aninstrumental attitude from some —doing PE for ‘selfish’ reasons ratherthan to
achieve genuine mutual benefit

e Thereisa riskthat all PE becomesfocused onthe REF/ impact, meaningthat othervaluable forms of
engagementwon’tbe supported orvalued

e Thefrictionand negativity associated with the REF has tarnished engagementin some people’seyes

e Some feelthatvaluable time which should be spentoninnovation isnow being spenton auditing.

On balance, the feedback suggested the positives significantly outweighed the negatives. Inresponse tothe
guestion ‘Has the REF helped to embed strategic support for PE inyour HEI?’ 12 people answered ‘yes’, 13
‘partially’ and 3 ‘no’

There is much still to learn and develop, in particular:

e How to evaluate and evidence impacts arising from PublicEngagement. PE was generally viewed by
researchers and theirmanagers as ‘softer’ and less easy to evidencethan otherforms of impact

e How to frame and implement strategies to encourage effective ‘impact generation’

There are some very specific challenges which need deeperthoughtand possibly revised guidance. Some of these
concernthe technicalities of the current guidance:

e Thedisproportionate number of case studies needed for small UoAs needs addressing —some feltto make
unreasonable demands onthem. Suggestionsincluded reducing the minimum numberto 1, or allowing
people to choose how many to submit, based on the impact they were seekingto evidence

e Why doesresearch follow the researcher, butimpact stay with the institution? Who ‘owns’ impact? Should
it be theindividual orthe institution? Delegates pointed outthe inconsistency of ‘impact’ residing within
institutions, but ‘research’ with the researcher. They pointed out thatin many casesthe impactdepended
on the active ‘external’ engagement of the researcher, before, during and after the research project.

e How can theincreasingsignificance of inter-disciplinary and cross-disciplinary research be better recognised
in REF 20207

e Isthefocusonlyon theimpactof the outcomes of the research, or also on the impact of the process?

Otherchallenges are more conceptual or abstract and merit deeper consideration toinformthe next REF:

e Canlessonslearnedinothersectorsabouthow to measure impacts onlearning, attitudes and behaviour be
drawn on to develop amore robust assessment framework for the next REF?

e How well dowe understand the processes that underpin effectiveimpact-generation? How can we
consolidate these understandings and ensure they are more widely shared? How can we use themto
improve the assessment processinthe next REF?

e Exploringhow PEisunderstood within differentinstitutions. Thereis considerabledivergence, with some
HEls embracinga very broad definition encompassing arange of publics and intermediaries; others framing
PE as just work with ‘private individuals’ and excluding work with (e.g.) policy makers / practitioners. How
should these differences be reflected in future guidance and policy?



Investigating the differencesin how PEis understood and enacted within different disciplines —which were
very considerable. Are these differences likely toincrease in the next REF? What implication does this have?
How can we encourage more ‘cross-fertilisation” between disciplines?

How can we more effectively account for the benefits engagement brings to the research, and evidence how
it hasinfluenced and enhancedit? Indeed, doesit make forbetterresearch? Whatis the link between
qualityimpactand quality research?

Lookingahead, a longlist of actions was suggested. We’ve picked out some of the most commonly cited:

For BIS

Provide more certainty and clarity about future impact policy to allow institutions to plan longerterm
investment strategies

Recognise that we are still at the beginning of the ‘journey’ to embed impact, and that much work is still to
be done to effectalasting culture change. Significant on-goinginvestmentis needed inskills, methods,
professional practices (such as partnership development and evaluation) and in strategicleadership of
‘engagedresearch’

Clarify the relationship and interdependency between HEIF, Pathways to Impact and the REF —and offer
guidance about how HEls should be using these different sources of funding toinvestin engagement and
impact-related activity

Balance policyinterventions to enhance universities economicimpact with ones to enhance their ‘social’
impact, and address the perceptionthat governmentis only interested in universities’ commercial impacts.

For HEFCE

Ensure the technical and conceptual challengesidentified above are properly investigated and addressed
When the results of REF 2014 are announced, the sector wants detailed feedback explaining the rationale for
assessment decisions —particularly given the huge amount of effort expended on this REF:
- What scoredwell and why? Provide examplesforeach UoA of what signified 1 —4* case studies
- Ifthereis a hierarchyinthe typesofimpactvalued by the panels, tell us
Make quick decisions aboutthe next REF and communicate these —already rumours are circulating that
impactwill be eitherremoved or significantly scaled back.
Manage the risk that radical changes to the impact component of the REF will jeopardise the progress
achievedtodate — ‘tweaking’ is preferred to radical re-invention
Manage the risk of ‘narrowing’ responses through overly prescriptive guidance: continueto encourage
creativityandinnovation
Considerthe burden placed oninstitutions and whether this can be reduced next time
Make sure that the impacttemplates are reviewed in the next REF: have people acted onthem?

For other funders

RCUK & other funders should bringimpact requirementsinto line with REF.
Research Councils needtoimportthe lessons fromthe REF into their assessments of impact plansin HEls, so
messages and impetus to change are consistentinternally and externally

For HEls

Put in place mechanismsto train and develop staff inimpact/engagement so they are better prepared for
REF 2020, and to appropriately reward and recognise this activity

Develop methods and systems to ensure staff are capturing evidence of impact ‘as they go along’



For the NCCPE

e Developaframework (informed by othersectors) to provide a sector-wide approach to conceiving of and
evaluatingimpacts arising from publicengagement

e Consolidate lessons learned about the most effective methods forrealisingimpacts arising from public
engagement with research, and share these widely with the sectorthrough resources and training /
professional development

e Continuetosupportlearning between institutions and discipline communities

e Supportthe sector to embrace more ‘dialogic’ forms of engagement: to move beyond the basic
dissemination of research outcomes as their default activity

e Supportand broker more ethical, productive and strategic partnership working between universities and
civil society organisations

e Continueto provide trainingand development opportunities for the sectorto enhance theirapproachto
‘engagedresearch’ and the evaluation of itsimpact

e Continue toengage with the development of the impact component of the REF, acting as a focal pointfor
discussion and comment with the sector

For all

e The memorable phrase ‘impactliteracy’ was coined to describe the ongoing challenge of developing shared
understandings andintelligent, critical engagement with impact. Thisrequires ongoing conversations within
the sector, but as importantly, with people outside the research community. The triggerforthese
conversations should be very simple questions: has the research made a difference? How did it contribute?
What degree of difference did it make?

If you would like tocommenton thisreport, please contact the NCCPE: nccpe.enquiries@uwe.ac.uk

We wouldlike tothank all the delegates for their contribution to this document
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Annex one: Pre-event feedback
While signing up forthe event, delegates were invited to reflect on the following questions:

e How many of yourcase studies featured publicengagement?

e What typesof PublicEngagement (PE) featuredin yoursubmissions (e.g. dissemination)?

e Did particular ‘publics’ dominate?

e Werethere notable disciplinary differences?

e How extensively did strategicsupport for publicengagement feature in yourimpact templates?

e What have beenthe key technical challenges you have encountered - and how have you started to address
these? How might the next REF be adaptedto help?

e What has beenthe impact of the REF on how PE isvalued and supportedin your HEl and by your partners?
e Canyousuggestany waysinwhichthe current guidance and process forassessingimpact should be adapted for
the next REF?

Theirresponses are compiled below. Thisfeedback was tested and developed during the event.

How many of your case studies featured publicengagement?

B In the majority
B Roughly half featured PE

Wirtually none

What types of publicengagement featured?

e | talkforthe Humanitiesand Social Science, and by PEl mean engagement with direct members of the public
(notsolely policy makers/practitioners). We did not have much pure dissemination style activities - where this
did occur, it lead to consultation/dialogue activities and it was there the impact was created.

e Therewasquite alotabout dissemination-style activity, with adegree of discussion, and the emphasis was on
enriching publicknowledge as well as stimulating debate.

e Lessthan half butmore than none (about 15%) Most involved active engagement of the public

e Disseminationaccounted forthe vast majority but some of the most successful case studies were those which
included active engagement with the research process. There was asignificant variation across disciplines.

e Majority on disseminationand, in Arts, in active engagement, getting publicinputto projects such as place -name
research, Burns memorabilia etc. Loads of publicinformation activities across the Colleges.

e Weightedtomore dissemination style talks and communications.

e 'Dissemination-style activities' were often acommon feature of those examples featuring publicengagement.
Some examplesthen progressed toinvolve greaterdialogue, which was fed back into research toinform future
priorities.

e Mostlydissemination activities - schools workshops, publicdebates

e Consultationand dialogue majority; some dissemination; relatively little active involvement



Some form of "public" engagement featuredinall of them although thisis usingavery broad definition of
publics.

A mixture of types.

All types featured - although there was an understanding that dissemination was notimpact and we therefore
leaned towards co-creation and collaboration.

Lots from media (informing) to co-creation and co-production.

Arts and Humanities mostly had PE, and Physics/Astronomy, but no otherdisciplines did - so not 'roughly half'
but more than 'virtually none’

Majority of case studies featured dissemination-style activities and some research based external consultation,
less emphasis on genuine engagement of new publics

Dissemination styleand consultation about 80%

Did particular types of ‘public’ dominate?

We had a wide spectrum from members of the publicto policy makers, practitioners.

Our positionin London meant that London publics and organizations (eg Museum of London, schoolsin Camden
local authority, etc) dominated

Strong engagement with schools, and popularscience outlets (museums, shows etc)

Schools

Arts/literaturefeatured heavily, and those publics tended to be people already interested inresearch - e.g.
people who had chosento attend a publiclecture.

Mostly schools

Patient groups and lobbying organizations

Most of our case studies were concerned with social, cultural, policy impacts rather than economicimpacts.
Notreally.

Lots of policy forming, lots of work with charities, less economicimpacts overall...more social.

No. Fairly balanced....although lots of policy forming stuff.

Governments, practitioners

Mostly professional groups: police, teachers, museum practitioners etc mixed with general publicaudiences
Largely corporate partners and international organisations

Arts organizations and education

Were there notable disciplinary differences?

At the start there were some disciplines who thought this "impossible", whereas others said "we are impact". In
the end| thinkall realised there are challenges as well as great opportunities. In some cases where there was
hard to track impact back to research, in other cases we could document lots of engagement but hard to
demonstrate the impact.

Yes - publicengagement featured more highlyin Panel D

In some natural science disciplines, publicengagementimpact was considered of secondary importance.
Howeverinall disciplines the difficulty of demonstratingimpact through publicengagement was a factor inthe
degree towhich this featuredin case studies.

Yes.

yes, different models and different levels of engagement.

Publicengagement was mostvaluedin main panel D (artsand humanities). Across otherdisciplines, public
engagement was recognised as a possible route toimpact, though not given significant value.

Range of practice across University, butall featured PEto a similardegree

Yes. | think that the Arts and Humanities leaned more heavily on publicengagement as a pathway to impactand
the hard Sciences were more dominated by "business" engagement.

Yes.

Yes - Sciences tended tofocus on hard-edged work with SMEs through KTPs etc. Arts and Humanities much more
socially engaged

In terms of "getting" PE only...Arts and Humanities very strong. Social Sciences strong. Healthcare fairlystrong.
Science and Engineering not so strong.



e Certainlyinterms of PE, yes. Some disciplines do notvalueitatall inan impactsense.

e | onlyworkedwithinthe Business School

How extensively did strategic support for publicengagement feature in your impact templates?

e We may not have talked about PE, but our definition of Knowledge Exchange incorporates PE, and this was

highlighted in all templates.

e Publicengagementfeaturedtoa varying degree and was far more prominentin Arts and Humanities templates.

e |don'tfeelitwasa majorpillar.

e Tosomedegree, although forspace considerations was curtailed forindustry/policy impact preference
e Very.Ourinvolvementinthe Manchester Beacon initiative was highlighted in most.

e Nota significantamount.

e Very.Ourimpact templatesall (exceptone - grrr!) mentioned ourrole in the Manchester Beacon and the
Manifesto and the RCUK Concordat for Engaging Publicwith Research.
e Very.Inall of themexceptone (Gen Engineering - we've still not forgiven them!)

e Quite highly

e Tricky... we did demonstrate strategicsupport, butit was difficult to evidence it

e Difficulttoestimate

What have been the key technical challenges you have encountered - and how have you started to address these?

How might the next REF be adapted to help?

Issue

Possible solution?

e The burden of the number of case studiesforsmall
UOAs

Reduce the numberrequiredand/or give panels more
discretionto setappropriate targets

e Thedifficulty of evidencing change having occurred,
and trackingthis back to the research

e How can behaviourchange be measured? Indicators
varied between each case study, and the measures
were very much dependent/ contextualised to the
content of the case study

Learn fromthe current assessment process to develop
much clearerand more explicitguidance

In some cases looking atthe impact on intermediaries
as well ason the general publicitself

Clarify the relative significance of testimonials (rather

than hard data). We reliedonthesealot

e Gathering"evidence" proved difficult.

Impact mustbe documented fromthe start. | imagine it
isnot goingto be such a problem nexttime round.

e Findingevidence and understand the basis on which
evidence would be assessed.

Engaging academics to thinkabout how to prove their
involvement and to talk about outcomesina socially
relevant way, as opposed to academicoutputs.

e Evaluation, particularly of significance and
particularly retrospectively

Keylessonistobuild evaluation robustlyinto every
eventand ensure you have a way to capture whois
there soyou can follow up if need be

e Poorevaluation questions. Lack of two-way
communication opportunities builtinto
dissemination/information channels

Raisingawareness amongacademics. Reviewing their
evaluation questionsinadvance. We have engaged a
publicengagement officeras a support

e Demonstratingthatan effect or benefit had resulted
froman engagementactivity that drew on research
ina material way, and also that any change or
benefitthat could be identified came as a result of
our institution's activities (attribution).

Targeted feedback forms may offer one possible
solution to this

e Thevital role of qualitative indicators to evidence
the impact of PE

Develop achecklist of qualitative indicators




Put pressure on HEFCE to provide detailed feedback on
impact case studies - not acceptable to just provide
genericfeedback as blood, sweatand tears have gone
intothem!

What has been the impact of the REF on how PE is valued and supported in your HEl and by your partners?

What have been the positives?
How could these be enhanced in the next REF?

It has formalised need for good planning, evaluation
and evidence gathering

It has encouraged aview of PE as core business not
just ‘goodintentions’

It has give PEa ‘harderedge’ interms of its financial
and strategicvalue tothe institution

It has created more demand and interestfrom
academics forhelp and supportto develop good PE -
many of whom were previously unaware or
uninterested

It has helped make the case for PE to be effectively
resourced and supported

It has opened up opportunities for greaterdialogue
with outside partners

PE isnow regarded as an essential part of research,
but only really the impactagenda

It has encouraged staff activelyto seek opportunities
to disseminateresearch findings to wider public,
follow up how this might change key users'lives
especiallyinfields of dance and health

What have been the negatives?
How could these be mitigatedin the next REF?

Some people simply didn’t see the link between PE
and the REF

Some partners/ collaborators have been
overwhelmed by ourdemandsforevidence of
impactand have felt ‘used’

It has encouraged aninstrumental attitude from
some —doing PE for ‘selfish’ reasons ratherthanto
achieve genuine mutual benefit

Thereisa riskthat all PE becomesfocused onthe
REF / impactand othervaluable forms of
engagementaren’tsupported orvalued

The friction and negativity associated with the REF
has tarnished engagementin some people’s eyes
Potentially...some bad feelingabout the increased
expectations on academics.
anxiety that traditional research will not be valued,
some staff looking forshortimpacttime in research
projects, valuable time which should be spenton
innovation now spenton auditing. Itwould helpto
have clearerguidelines and models of good practice,
and longer assessment periods

What other issues need to be addressed to ensure PE is as effectively embedded as possible in REF 2020?
There issome muddled /vague thinking: wheredo we draw the line between PublicEngagementand

Knowledge Exchange?

The challenge and opportunity is very differentin different disciplineareas —we need to understand these

differences better

Impacts arising from PE are much harderto evidence than othertypesofimpact —e.g. harderedged commercial
outcomes—which have undermined its relative status and resulted in case studies being rejected because too

‘soft’




Has the REF helped to embed strategic support for PE in your HEI?

Hno
W partialhy

YES

Can you suggest any ways in which the current guidance and process for assessing impact should be adapted for
the nextREF?

e |thinkleavingthe potential forarelatively opendialogueisimportant;|thinkthe concernisthat impact
becomesoverly formulaicordefined, and some of the more creative examples then are not captured. Some of
the time scalesalsofeel abitarbitrary.

e |thinkwe needtosee howthe panelsfindjudgingthe case studies, butforus the challenge was to what extent
you have to demonstrate actual change having occurred (and how thenis change defined), orwhether showing
contribution to a processis sufficient. | also think we may rethink the role of media engagement for the next
round.

e |am concernedthat publicengagementisn'tseenas particularly 'impactful'. I'd like it to be recognisedin the
next REF as a worthwhile activity inits ownright.

e Guidance specificallyinrelationto publicengagement could be clearer. Itisto be hoped that the proce ss of
reviewingand assessing the case studies willhelp the panels and HEFCE develop clearerideasabout whata
publicengagementisand how it can be measured and share this with the sectorat large

e Recognitionthat publicengagementimpact does nottranslate well to quantitative indicators and thus
development of guidelines on evaluation based on qualitativeindicators (e.g. a checklist)

e Maybe there should be a3 case study limit fora UOA.

e Thereshould not be unrealisticexpectations for small units of assessmentsinthe Humanities.

e | thinkpanelsshould be allowedtosetthe number of case studies that they need to make an informed judgment
aboutimpact themselves - and that there shouldn't necessarily be situations where universities have to submit
more than 3 case studies fora UOA.

e Panelstohave more autonomy, less case studies necessaryin some disciplines, less paranoia!
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Annex two: consultation event feedback

Thisannex compiles the notes recorded by delegates during the consultation event’s 8 activities

Task one:successes and challenges

As a warm up activity, delegates were invited to share key challenges they wanted to see addressed during the
event. These are the key things they shared

Challenges /issuesto address (clustered into different categories)

Who Owns Impact?

e What has the institution done to ensure impact, and what has the academicdone?i.e. who ‘owns ‘the
impact?

e Takingownershipforimpact

e How can ‘impact’ reside within Institutions, but ‘research’ with the researcher?

e Capturing‘lost’ impacti.e.the good researcher/’ impacter’ who moves Institution and whose work & impact
doesn’tfall intothe nextassessment period.

e Staff produce at least 3* work & impact ina small department

Evidencing Impact

e CollectingEvidence (onaregularbasis) of publicengagement’s impact;

e Particularly qualitative evidence!

e Ways of capturingimpact (stories) and evidence as we go along (in ways that will useable forimpact case
studies)

e Gettingacademicstotrack andrecord impactfrom now on

e Evidencingimpactfromengagementaswe goalong.

e How to evidencePEactivitiesinarobust manner.

e Evidence of PEImpact

e Followinglocal engagementthrough into national/international ‘impact’ within reasonable timeframe.
Include qualitative data as well as quantitative to furtherstrengthen the impact.

e Lookingat the ‘types’ ofimpactalmostall of them can be achieved via PE —perhaps thisis the way to include
engagement. This would involve creating space forthisand guidance thatit is ok to includ e stories (E.g. an
academicgave a talk on his research methods ata science festivaland was then approached by DEFRA to
collaborate on a topic. When that becomes animpact case, the science festival will be excluded. Butitis
useful contextforthe research collaboration and evidence of PE’s worth

e Provide uswithgreatexamples

REF literacy re: PE
e REF literacyinrelationto PE
e Realunderstanding of impact.
e To bestarticulate how PE fitsinto the Impactagenda
e How are we goingto ‘incentivise’ academics and reward them? For PE & Impact.....

Definition of Impact and other technical issues with the guidance
e Impact was narrowly defined —necessarily connected to specificresearch publications. Butexternal impact
isnot alwaystied to publications, but often to more broadly defined knowledge /expertisein the researcher.
e Diversityacross panelsv mixed messages aboutimpact through PE.
e Doesit stifle creativity?

PE that doesn’tlead to Ref-able impact and other unintended consequences
e OnlyPEthat can be usedinimpact case studiesisvalued.
e Having PER recognised as a worthwhileactivity inits own right (without “impact” reference to necessarily)

11




Help to prepare for REF 2020

Some people are saying REF 2020 won’t happen and Impact won’t exist —this needs dealing with
HEFCE need to provide useful feedback on case studies

Task 2: The Big Picture

Before focussingdown on the waysin which publicengagementfeaturedin the REF, delegates were asked (in group
discussions) to share theirreflections about the four key components of the impact assessment part of the REF: case
studies, impacttemplates, the guidance, and the panels/assessors. They were asked to consider positives, negatives
and challenges

CASE STUDIES

Some challenges

Volume of work to put them all together

Work done by few key people.

Academicsdidn’twanttolearn howto do this.

Notclear on whothe audienceis forthe case studies.

Few scientists can write well

Half were written poorly

The number of case studies required for small units

Number of cases tied to the number of academicsubmissions —whatif you have a department of 2?
Cross disciplinary research often hasimpact but doesn’t fall into UoA’s

Interdisciplinary research —where doesitfitin panels? Canitbe submitted formore than one UOA? Where
woulditfitbest

Linearstructure of case study template implies you do the research —itthen has impact. What about highly
engaged, co-produced research?
Who owns Impact?
o REF/H(HEFCE)
o Theinstitution
o Theresearcher?
Impact follows the person, notthe research (especially in relation to media/PE)
Early CareerResearchers are disadvantaged by case studies: impact usuallyhappens laterin career
How isreach and impact measured and compared?
Providing evidence - especially for policy change and behaviour change
The challenge of linking research with impact clearly enough —e.g. some highly impactfulacademics weren’t
includedinfinal return because of this.
Evaluation not as rigorous as the research
A loton method, but not outcomes
Might have builtin activity at start but not builtin work to evidence the effects of the activity
Evidence not captured, orlearning outcomes

Some negatives

Scramble forevidence —havingto develop case studies ‘post-hoc’

Distortion of personal relationships as aresult of having to secure evidence retrospectively
Post-hocevidence collation/collections

5 & 20 year time limitonresearchimpacts

PE seenas a ‘risky’ submission compared to policy and economicimpact. Variation between disciplines on
this.

Impact seen as separate activity, not part of the research
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e VCinitiated change of strategy (re. what * research to be submitted) halfway through
e Huge effort
e Tensions/divisions with people notvalued if their impact wasn’t high enough

Some positives
e Ledtoimprovedunderstandingacrossresearchers
e Consolidated evidence of the benefit of PE
e Previously marginal research now taken more seriously because valued in REF
e Ledtoincreasedvisibility of research within departmentandinstitution
e Createdgood collaborations
e Proactive and enablingforindividuals
e Intuitive template
e NCCPEtraining->Helped clarify form

IMPACT TEMPLATES

Some challenges
e Debate aboutthe contextaround/supportingimpactat the institution —self-criticism (good).
e Who ‘owns’ this—should strategy here be done as an Institution orasindividual departments?
e Restrictiononword limit
e Too abstract
e Lack of objectives/direction
e Academicsdon’tunderstand conceptof astrategy
e Wouldhave beengoodto have an exemplartemplate—but know reasons why not!
e Evaluationnotas rigorous as the research
e Ownership:wasita ‘secret’ forseniorstaff only, orwasthere faculty buyin?

Some positives
e Gettingdepartmentstothinkahead aboutimpactandinvestin support staff
e Made us planforPE
e Brevity of form
e Making implicit (strategy) explicit

Some negatives
e Overlapwith environmenttemplate
e Confusingname forthis —confusion/overlap with case study templates, environment template etc.
e Lengthof template
e Whatiswork of fictionto get good mark and whatis realistic
e Unclearobjectives
e Templatesneedto crossrefto guidance
e Templates need more side headings (forimpact strategy +env). More structured and specific.
e The guidance waswooly

GUIDANCE

Some challenges
e Casestudiesfrom pilotwere nolongerseen as best practice when submission dates came around.
e Reach andsignificance hard to define (and assess).
e Generally helpfulbut opentointerpretation
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Potential negative thatone modelis chosen —reduce innovation

Hopingimpactwon’tbein nexttime.

Guidance thorough butacademics didn’tread it.

Excellentresearch may not correlate with excellentimpact. There may be an inverse correlation.
Researchis made excellent by aresearcher. Butimpactis as much if not more, dependanton other people
beyond aresearcher’s control/responsibility.

Some positives

Broadly very good and detailed

Examples of Impact useful for horizon broadening outside of REF impact
Thorough and detailed

Flexible and open

Came out withtime todigest

Opento questions/feedback

FAQs on website

More academics keento find outabout impact —takingit seriously
Guidance was well laid out —useful tables.

Raised awareness of importance of buildingin KE & PE into planning.

Some negatives

Timing of guidance —needed earlier

As an academicyou can’t take yourimpact with you, but you can take your papers.
Too narrowly defined for A&H/Social Sciences

Making up guidance or interpretation of guidance aswe goalong

Very little evidence on how to measure/capture impact

Coordination across panels ->if you mean the same — say the same: clarify difference
Overlongforacademics

Improvements

Execsummary of guidance
HEFCE — be clear about future plans to halt rumours
Make explicitlink to pathways toimpact.
Guidance too complex
o Has your research made a difference
o Ifyes, how?
o Degree of difference
Give specificfeedback
Look at how to handle cross disciplinary impact
Tighten and speed up dissemination of guidanceto enable preparation
Broaden definition of impact (but depends on discipline)
Provide astandard for measuring behaviour/opinion change.

PANELS AND ASSESSORS

Some challenges

The unknown —everyone new to this

In assessingimpact will panels be influenced by the standard of research?

How will assessors be influenced by which university is claiming the impact?

How dothey decide whatis beneficialimpact? Does it matterif thisis beneficial or not?
Matching panelstointernal structures

Panels & assessors don’t follow theirown guidance
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e Diversity between panels
e Whatispeerreview ofimpact?

e AcademicPeerreviewisawell-known process. We need to develop the tacit knowledge on how to peer

review impact.
e Isitnecessarilythe case thatexcellentimpact comesfrom excellentresearch?

Some positives
e Inclusionsof usersinpanels

Some negatives
Panelsare all doingthe learning re:impact now, so advice is meagre
e Concernaboutassessingthe impact template. Willreputation prevail?

e Theuserassessors—some high profile in national organisations —will they understand ‘radical’ community

work?
e Lack of transparencyinthe process — how are they goingto assess.
e Impact onselection—don’tsubmitacademics so can submitfewercase studies

Task 3: Making sense of publicengagement

Delegates were theninvited to share how they made sense of what publicengagementisinrelationtothe REF,
withintheirinstitutions:ithad been evident fromthe pre-event feedback that there were significant differencesin

how institutions had defined the ‘boundaries’ around PE.
As prompts, delegates were offered two ‘framings’ of publicengagement.

The first diagram outlines the various ‘publics’ with whom institutions can engage:

Schools,

colleges and Communities
lifelong learning of interest

The public

Public sector

Cultural and
leisure
services

Health and well
being agencies

Communities
of place

Non

Governmental
Quangos ” Organisations
and govt RESEARCHER
P0|ICY agencies
q Community
communlty Local / organisations

regional /
national
govt

and societies

Voluntary
organisations
and charities

Social
enterprises

Local
authorities /
strategic bodies

Businesses and
industry

Business

International

community

community

Community
and 3" sector
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The second describes three overlapping purposes for publicengagement:

Inspiring
Consulting

Collaborating

/ How engage with the public?
INSPIRING
Cctivals media 4 CONSULTING
public _
public lectures dialogues advisory
and talks groups

o

- \
\__/ /

citizen co-produced
science research knowledge
mobilization
\ COLLABORATING

Having discussed theirinstitution’s approach, each delegate prepared ashort description, compiled below:

How did you make sense of publicengagementinyour institution’s REF submission?

PE: refersto external bodiesand groups outside of the university. Where the groupis a ‘stakeholder’ itis
classed as knowledge exchange. PEis aroute to KE.
Cardiff University - Everything from schools to practitioners. Most convincing when engaging with
practitioners. PEonly in Arts and Humanities and Astronomy. All other work was business / policy.
Relationships were the key to all PE case studies with a continuing narrative.
In Humanities and Social Sciences, almost all case studies had strong elements of PE but it was not made
explicit. We looked at the impact achieved and found that it most oftenresulted from engaging with publics
widely defined.
| believeimpact from PE was more contested in the sciences and medicine (University of Edinburgh)
Oxford Brookes University—PEis happeningin all categories (7 categories) mostly via

- Informing

- Consulting

- Collaborating
The only problemis the clear connection with 3* research (required by REF) ratherthan more broadly
defined knowledge or expertise
Business and Community engagementis abetterterm (perhaps) for describing the kind of engagement that
actually worked.
“Public” engagementis probably notthe best term forthe type of engagementthat usuallyled to the best
impact: it was most often via organisations: (companies, charities, NGO’s, communitygroups, patients...).
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Publicengagement makes people the objects of dissemination events only, ratherthan collaborative
relationships which are what works best.
We made sense of ‘publicengagement’ as “direct” contact with public, schools, museums. But not with
policymakers, practitioners etc. Impacts on these intermediaries were valued more, so PEimpacts were
generally demoted.
We didn’t ‘make sense’ of PEin any explicitway, i.e. we don’t badge activities as publicengagement.
However—we do a lotat all three levels.

- Informing policymakers

- Informing/inspiring communities of place and of interest.

- Collaboration with community groups

- Collaboration with patient groups
We claimed PEimpactonly where it was structured and planned with identified learning outcomes that
were measured and evidenced.
The institution focused onresearch and looked at all the impacts. It may not haveincluded PEinthe end If
evidence of impact not strong enough.
Should PEbe woveninto all impact case-studies, or should there be one whole case study based on PE?
PE withthe research process, through advisory groups and other ways for users (e.g. patients, care -givers) to
help ensure thatresearch helps meet genuineneeds.
PE withthe findings: e.g. .CPDforteachers, change in practice, viral news stories
Needa ‘box’ on the case study template headed “publicengagement” so all research groups state what PE
theydo.
Serendipity and retrofit: it can be almost anything, so you need to take broad look at ‘impacts’ and work out
what elementsitis comprised of.
We started with whatand whowe knew...then pushed people to be creative about definingaudiences! No
central strategy ®
We are still debating the variants of PEfor different disciplines. Science is driving a science communication
model. Arts and Humanities and Social Sciences need a broader understanding of varieties of public.
We are tryingto help all researchers where appropriate move from public dissemination (mediafocus) toa
more engaged 2-way model!
We define publicengagementimpacts narrowly as relating to unstructured groups, and focused on
informing ratherthan consulting. However consulting/collaborating (with publics as defined above) provided
the strongest case studies.
For publicengagement we tended to focus on general public/communities of interest, and exclude
policymakers and practitioners.
Under Panel Awe founditdifficult to work out how to evidence engagement with schools etc. And PE
doesn’tjust mean schools/community. We had case studies which affected policy/practitioners, but we
wouldn’t have thought of classingit as PE.
| agree withthe NCCPE’s broader definition —but our academics/non PE staff tended to be more
constrained, thinking PEwas ‘just’ schools stuff’. The breadth of publicis notwell understood. | don’t think
‘PE’is a useful term, asitbecame ‘PE bad, businessgood’. PEencompasses all impact (although notall PE
people are expertsinall types!).
Largely left to the case study author, rather thanimposing aninstitutional ‘position’.
The case studiesthatemphasised “publicengagement” were usually the weaker ones. Too much focus on
dissemination events, and feedback from them, web site usage etc., But with little evidence of what
changed.
We took a fairly broad definition —excluding business engagement —and most of our case studies therefore
include publicengagement. In case study discussions we focused on impact specifically, ratherthan
engagement. Howeverinimpacttemplates we included lots of PE.
Researchers needtothink about ‘engagement’ not ‘publicengagement’. Who dothey engage withinorder
to make and impact? Thisis very specificto theirresearch topic. Talkingabout ‘publicengagement’ may be
a distraction.
A clearer definition of publicengagement is required. So forexample is working with acompany to apply
university research to their manufacturing processes forexample, publicengagement (especiallyif there is
an NDAin place whichis utterly normal)? Similarly, is working with policy people in avery sensitive, even
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secret, area public engagement? If these are not public engagement, are they some form of (fully
acceptable) private engagement, as they clearly sitwell inside the RC ‘impact’ definition? We had some
discussionsaround the ideas of ‘targeted’, or specific, or ‘directed’ (public) engagement. Or, perhaps, should
we define and recognise both ‘publicengagement’ and ‘business engagement’ separately? Thisisan
importantissue, asthereis currently very strong pressure fromthe EPSRC for joint funding applications with
companies, where the outcome is publicscience but private (business) engagement.

Task 4: Disciplinary differences

The pre-eventfeedback made clearthat delegates had encountered very significant differencesin how staffin
different disciplinary areas responded tothe impact element of the REF, and in particular, to the opportunity to
feature impacts arisingfrom publicengagement. Delegates wereinvited to discuss how publicengagement featured
inthe four main panels, considering the following prompts:

e How significantly did PEfeature in the submitted case studiesinthe different main panelareas?
o Didparticulartypesof PE dominate in the different main panels?
o Didparticularchallenges/opportunities present themselves in the different areas?
o Werethere differencesinthe readiness of staff to feature impacts arising from PE?

e What are the implications of thesedifferences forthe next REF?

Panel A

e Publicengagementisoften mentioned but usually it comes atthe very end of list of approachestoimpact;

e Thefocusisusuallyonengagementthrough publiceducation/information events and through media
coverage of major research projects and findings;

e Publicand mediaengagementare frequently used interchangeably

e Dominated by Policy & Practice Impacts, Commercial products, Healthcare practicalities, Government
departments

e Mostly patientengagement/ patientinvolvement here

e Lessappreciation of PEas pathway to impact —was ‘trumped’ by policy of businessimpact.

e Assumptionthat ‘PE case study’ was less strongon research

e PEnotas central as otherpanels

e More dissemination based.

e Veryactive butunconscious!

Panel B

e Publicengagementisusually mentioned but not necessarily explicitly or exclusively in those terms and often
at the end of the list of approachestaken;

e Agreaterfocuson PEin Chemistry and Physics thanin other Panel B disciplines;

e Afocuson publiceducation/information events and atendency to conflate publicand media engagement

e Peopleseemedworriedthatthey ‘only’ had PE cases

e Physicists focus oninspiring group about physics generally (purpose=recruitment) —difficult to tie to specific
research.

e Lessrecognitionthat publics could have useful expertise toinputinto research.

e What came throughin REF is what could be evidenced and/orlink to underpinning research. Impact
trumped Engagement

e Theappliedsubjectsfocused solely on business. The theoretical subjects focussed on publicengagement —
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as they had few if any industrial applications to describe.

Panel C

Less likely totalk about PE activities in terms of “publicengagement” per se - often have separate sectionon
publicengagement through the media, but PEactivities are also more likely to be woven into descriptions of
e.g. co-research with communities, publication of non-academictexts, and contributions to non-academic
discussionand debate;

More likely to reference PE via contributions to public programmes of external (including cultural / heritage)
organisations; less focus on schools engagement as key strand of publicengagement approach.

More focus on dialogue / 2-way engagement, and on influencing publicdebate —ratherthan on ‘public
education’

“PE” here was often inthe broadersense — not schools/general publicbut targeted at specific publics

Big Societal challenges seen here —policy, business, practice influences

Topics have publicinterest that was recognised by academics.

Targeted, focused PE more part of culture & well-articulated rationalefor PE.

A lotof impacton policy and practice

Challenge to evidence and attribute ->helped to talk about contribution to change.

Feltlike PEdidn’tcount - soit was dismissed.

Hard to evidence the impact

Including case studies based on research groups and then individuals ->whatis more fruitful / valued?

More emphasis on publicengagementand related activity, which is much more likely to be described as
‘publicengagement’ andless likely to be buried atthe end of the list of approaches to impact;

More reference toimpacts achieved through contributions to public programmes of external organisations;
More reference to public(or non-academic) involvementin research processes themselves;

More likely to already be using onlineand digital media.

In short, probably closerto the dialogicideal of PE — or at least sufficiently well-informed and canny to that
ideal tobe able to describe theiractivitiesas such!

Engagementas process, or outcome? Bigchallenge.

Collaborations through publicengagement —where to put/what to preferencein which sections? (Research
dissemination, etc)

Are these cases weakerthan other panels?

Weaker—more reliance on publicengagement events, website, etc, and trying to get feedback.
‘Traditional’ engagement dominated —museums etc. How getbeyondthis? Andwho collects/owns
evidence (ifitisnotin the publicdomain)?

For some departments here, research/impactis afalse dichotomy.

Closed circuits: Does talking to/engaging with other artists suffice, or should boundaries be pushed?

Lots of engagement examples but no/little evidence (no metrics, evaluation etc).

Very difficult when individuals had high public profile but one -way relationship with public. Couldn’t ‘nail
down’ specifics of why/forwhom.

Have reached wider public & evidenced impact beyond practitioners, policy groups etc.

Challenge to provide evidence of qualitative change? Tracing back to actual research outputs/projects.

Lots of engagement with interest groups —worked best when usingintermediaries (who also could provide
testimonies).

Challenge tolinkalotengagement back to research—in particularly in some of the creative areas.

PE viewed as essential in majority of case studies.

Generic comments

Needto address difference between engagementand publicengagement.
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e Isitengagementwiththe process of research or with the outcomes of the research?

e Ifengagementiswiththeresearch,thenthe level of engagement goingto vary according to discipline. E.g.
theoretical physics versus allied health.

e WithreferencetoPanelsA,B& C—Peoplelessreadytoinclude PEasviewed aslessimportant ->lower
downthe ‘impact hierarchy’.

Task 5: Case study assessment

Delegates were invited to share (in confidence) case studies featuringimpacts arising from publicengagement. They
worked in pairsto compare theirreactions. It was notesthat two of the participating HEIs — UWE and MMU — have
already begun to put many of theirimpact case studiesonline. Points arising from this exercise included:

e Who claimsthe impactfrom cross-institutional research?

e Could ‘yardsticks’ be provided to help assess/compare the significance of claimed effects?

e The bestcase studies make avery clear connectiontothe research outputs/ process

e Theyalsomake clear the ‘significance’ of the research and the impact

e Developing meaningful relationships with intermediaries is key to evidencing impact. Testimonials can be
very powerful

e |stherevalueinsurveyingmembers of the publicwhen the informationis either of poor quality orthe
process of information gatheringitselfis onerous forthe audience?

Task 6: Impact templates

Delegates were then asked tolist the ‘top ten’ interventions that build ‘capacity forimpact’ arising from public
engagement. They were also asked to consider whetherthese differed significantly between the four main panels..

Table 1
e Supportthrough training
e Restructure departmentgroups with translational focus not research focus.
e Dedicatedadminsupportfor PE& KE.
e Creatinginternal policiese.g. must buildimpactinto research process.
e Create ‘intermediary’ internal organisations: these can develop and create new relationships
e Engagedfestivals
e Reward/recognition: e.g. awards and promotion criteria
e Enableleadstositon boards/do consultancy
e Impactisa mandatory part of new productdesign
e Use ofinternal peerreview (sociology)

e Funding

e Recognitionthatitisa good thingto do.

e Relationships (which might take 15-20 years to mature — encourage at ECR level through PHD training and
ECR development)

e Formal evaluation of researchersinrelationto publicengagement

e Havingthe resource to deploy publicengagement whenitisthe correctresource todeploy.

Table 3
e Smallfundstopump prime
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Processfortracking and recordingimpact

Early identification of opportunities ->and supporting those.

Reward & recognition ->including time to deliver

Support staff as brokers, actively seeking opportunities and building external rel ations
Support staff (knowledgeable, proactive, imaginative, intelligent)

Focused strategy —balance breadth & depth.

Understanding of the relationships

Sustainable networks of knowledge.

Strongleadership and communication ->academicimpact champions.

Table 4

Relationships between academics and partners

- Needtoremaindirectbutbe tracked (Institutional memory)

- Take advantage of opportunities to build long-term relationships with group/faculties

- Reward cultivation of/ leadership with respect to these relationships.
Forward planning — appropriate planning/timetabling forimpact.
Support:finance, HR, etcall taking as active role in contributing to project design/collecting evidence as
relatesto publicengagement/impact.
How can engagement be strategically supported? If top down does the message getfarenough down? If
bottom up do they have the powerto make change?

Table 5

Reward & recognition forimpact —e.g. within promotions criteria (new structures for engaging others, not
justacademics).

‘Support staff’ at University and/or college/dept level

Notjust focus on the economicimpact —focus on social impactas well as broaden ‘enterprise’

Long term partnership support

Models of engagement (based on learning from REF): analysis of engagement by audience/location/sector to
understand their ‘footprint’

Where are they now — at dept/school/listlevel (Canslice at different levels) toinform discussions on how to
developimpact ‘strategies’

Highlight opportunities

Embeddingtraining—inc. for established academics & mentoring.

Horizon scanning? But who isresponsiblefordoingit?

Peerto persupport “the engaged” to the “non-engaged” for PCRS, ECRS

Prizes & publicrecognition: properly embedded, PDRS, ££s, Promotion criteria.

Develop channels of communicationsi.e. MOOC’s —publicevents allowfor creative thinking?

Mutual exchange opportunities. Secondments/personnel exchange, international +cultural learning.
Providing SMEs access to facilities

Less ‘go out to find’ PEand more openness to 2-way exploration... break down barriers, responsiveness.
Give itresource! Develop posts, budgets, co-ordinate across HEI, support/admin.

Development of relationships so that contact, understanding, and continuationis possible (strategic &
relational)

Determine PEinimpact & impactin PE—Find a balance!
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Task 7: the impact of the REF on your institution

Delegates were asked to reflect on the impact of the REF on theirinstitution. They were encouraged to reflect on
the numbered pointsinthe table below, compiled from pre-event feedback:

e Didtheyagree withthe pointsraised?
e What wouldtheyadd?
How could the positives be enhanced and the negatives addressed?

If they were commentingon a point, they were asked torefertoits numberso that we could linkthe comment to
theissue.

What has been the impact of the REF on how PE is valued and supported in

your HEI and by your partners?

What have been the positives?
How could these be enhanced in the next REF?

1. It has formalised need for good planning, evaluation and
evidence gathering

2. It hasencouraged a view of PE as core business not just
‘good intentions’

3. It hasgive PE a ‘harder edge’ in terms of its financial and
strategic value to the institution

4. It has created more demand and interest from academics
for help and support to develop good PE - many of whom
were previously unaware or uninterested

5. It has helped make the case for PE to be effectively
resourced and supported

6. It has opened up opportunities for greater dialogue with
outside partners

7. PEis now regarded as an essential part of research, but
only really the impact agenda

8. It hasencouraged staff actively to seek opportunities to
disseminate research findings to wider public, follow up
how this might change key users' lives especially in fields of
dance and health

What have been the negatives?
How could these be mitigated in the next REF?

1. Some people simply didn’t see the link between PE and
the REF

2. Some partners / collaborators have been overwhelmed
by our demands for evidence of impact and have felt
‘used’

3. It hasencouraged aninstrumental attitude from some
— doing PE for “selfish’ reasons rather than to achieve
genuine mutual benefit

4. There is a risk that all PE becomes focused on the REF /
impact and other valuable forms of engagement aren’t
supported or valued

5. The friction and negativity associated with the REF has
tarnished engagement in some people’s eyes

6. Potentially... some bad feeling about the increased
expectations on academics.

7. anxiety that traditional research will not be valued,
some staff looking for short impact time in research
projects, valuable time which should be spent on
innovation now spent on auditing. It would help to
have clearer guidelines and models of good practice,
and longer assessment periods

What other issues need to be addressed to ensure PE is as effectively embedded as possible in REF 20207

1. There is some muddled / vague thinking: where do we draw the line between Public Engagement and Knowledge Exchange?

The challenge and opportunity is very different in different discipline areas — we need to understand these differences better

3. Impacts arising from PE are much harder to evidence than other types of impact — e.g. harder edged commercial outcomes —
which have undermined its relative status and resulted in case studies being rejected because too ‘soft’

il

Table 1

Positives

e Many institutions had positive
awareness/sharing of experiences after
e We agreed with mostof the positives

e 5,6,7: probablyearly tosay these have been
achieved

Negatives

e Huge focus onimpactful research ratherthan
theoretical basis

e Didnot agree with many of the negatives

Other issues

e RE:Publicengagementissue: We need aconcept of PE beingabout capturingengagement with people as
private individuals, ratherthan propositional practitioners. If PE captures engagementwith policy and
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practice too —this muddles this.

e Evidencingimpacton members of the publicis difficult.

Table 2
Positives Negatives
New/additions e For2—We needtodeveloprelationships over

e Engagementasaterm appearingin more
strategicdocuments * (See otherissues)

e Rejuvenated academics by networking +bringing
people together

How we can enhance the positives

e Ensure PE communicated as part of impact in
internal commsin Universities.

e Talkingaboutwhat constitutes evidence. ** (See
otherissues)

e Involve academicsinassessment of peers’ case
studies

e Don’tchange REF too much nexttime —avoid
change fatigue (teething problems cause
tensions).

e Plan: Workload planning foracademics and
professionalservices.

e Addresssuccession planning for staff with REF
2014 expertise.

long period (notjust for REF)

e Theearlierthe assessmentframeworkissetthe
betterinterms of gatheringevidence.

e For5: thiswaslessof an issue forus (the friction
was more about research outputs)

e Smallinstitutions had less supportavailable=
isolated academics struggled

e Addressinconsistencies between panelsin PE.

Other issues

e * bputthisis engagementbroadlynotPEspecifically

e ** Quality of evidence for PE needs to match quality of research in terms of rigour.
e Academicsseeimpactassuperficial ‘dumbingdown’ ->Leadsto a new research projectto evidence the

impactto show value.

e Resourcingimportant->isan institution decision making based on costs/benefits?

e Willan impact case study have same role in recruitmentasyour publications do?

e Understandingthe effects of the exercise: ittook a lot of work

e Many Unis waiting to hear outcomes of REF 2014 before making decisions about ongoing supportfor REF:
they are nervous of too much investment without confirmation of remit of REF 2020.

Table 3

Positives

e Peopleare more likely tolisten when you talk
about PE & Impact

e Openedup more conversations about PER —
legitimised it. Particularly at seniorlevels. Notso
much at research level

e More ECRs askingaboutimpact— thinking
ahead.

e REF has meantsettingupa ‘new cohortday’ on

Negatives

e Hasn’t helpedunderstand what PEis.

e Somethinkweakercase studies are PE

e ConfusionthatPEis a pathwayto impact not an
impactitself

e Too manydifferent motivations can be confusing
as all want something different.

e Impact can tarnish PE (5)
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impact— all PhDs meant to go along.

Move forward thinking for next REF: thinking
strategically

Thinking about changing culture and the impact
of the REF

More institutional levelsupportfor PEbecause
of the REF

NCCPE can fix all these ©

Otherissues
Concernthat Unis will have to stop spending HEIF on PE because of HEFCE focus on economicimpact -> but
maybe more ‘manifestation’ of social impacts. But don’t have the methodology to do this (SMEV is

interesting—socially modified economicvalue)

Will there be a section on monetary value of impact?i.e., show yourworking!

Table 4

Positives

REF feedback will help to benchmark PE, and to
understand how to evaluate it.

REF exercise has supported efforts towards
culture change —embedding engagement

Can we evidence PEto helpresearch leadersto
understanditsvalue?

Opportunities to bid more for more
resource/funding

Widening understanding and acceptance of need
for accountability (in return for publicfunds).

Negatives

Non-applied, long-term or ‘blue sky’ researchis
discouraged because of impact need.
Policyimpactis privileged over other forms of
engagement

Impact cart is driving the research horse
Evidence of change or benefitfromwider
publics.

Otherissues
PE case studies deemed “not strong enough” inimpactterms.
Reinforcing divide between STEM/arts & humanities

Definitions may need to be clarified in REF context

Specificplace for PEin impacttemplate.

Table 5

Otherissues
Betterto say e.g. “engagedresearch” or “engaging with needs beyond academia” ratherthan “public

engagement”

Engagementwith the research process orresearchresults? Both are valid, but very different. This may be
the basisfor differencesin disciplines. Engagement with the research process more likely with say,
engineering ordrama, but with research resultsin say theoretical physics or maths.

Impact agendainall aboutdemonstrating ROl (also social oreconomicreturn), on publicfunding of

research.

Highly mobile academics: who owns the impact? Isit lost?

Needto build ”institutional memory” of engagement and impact (and evidence).
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Table 6

Positives

Negatives

e Raisingprofile of impact activities -> e Instrumentalisation disadvantages some of the really useful

cannot beignored.

PE work that is ongoing.

e Can we add the question: ‘what has been the benefittothe
research ->how has it fed inand improved the research?’ A
‘reverse’ to pathways toimpact.

e Properlearningprocessanda commitmentto evaluationand
learning/changing asaresult

e Needawidelysharedframework for ‘valuing’ engagement
which can be appliedtoall kinds of PE (not just REF)

e Questionthe underlyingrationale

‘Sociology of knowledge’

- Doesit makeitbetterresearch

- What change do you want to make?

- What needistryingto meet

- How isit more than an accountability mechanism?

- Huge shiftto ‘low hanging fruit’

- Whatisthe linkbetweenimpactand quality
research...

e Thinkaboutit as a ‘unit’ notan individual competing with
others.

e Riskof ‘bifurcation’ ->peopleget valuedfor PE, forteaching
for research—create a new ‘silo’

Task 8: What next?

Delegates were invited tolist priority actions for the following categories of people

Who?

What?

BIS

Be open minded about different types of benefitand impactand approaches
that lead to impact (appropriate to different disciplines).

Be clearon always usingabroad definition of impact —i.e. not only commercial
impact, as inrecentinquiry onknowledge exchange.

Considerwhetherthe institutional investment of resources in REF makes sense.
Reporton reach andsignificance of the UK HE sector.

Do you have priorities or preferred impacts? Iseconomic more supported than
social, and where should we prioritise our efforts? (I feel social is ‘tolerated’ but
economicis encouraged —but perhaps BIS genuinely want both? —If so this
would be good to know!).

BIS/HEFCE— Give an honest summary of why we are doingimpact. This may be
different fordifferent audiences.

Don’t consider panel C&D impact on same grounds as that for A&B?

HEFCE

Nuanced guidance based on panel learning

Ensure the sector understands what leads to good & bad case studiesi.e.
constructive feedback foreach U of A

HEFCE should continue to listen to academiccommunity and adapt REF if
needed.

When givingfeedback on UoA’s be honest about any hierarchy of impacts that
emerge:ifthisislikelyto be apattern that will/might be seenin 2020 this will
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help departmentsto prioritise theirimpact agenda.

Clarity on how to reportand assess multidisciplinary/cross disciplinary research
impact.

Minutes of these discussions to be made available.

If REF (impact) guidelines stay the same —provide detailed examples of what
scoreswell & what doesn’t —and promptly. For impact to be maximisedinthe
next REF we need toembed structure now — but to do this, we need to know
whatis considered good.

Cleardefinitions of impact and PE— and separate. Shouldn’t be measured on the
same scale.

How will HEFCE define impact and PEin REF 2020?

HEFCE & RCUK —have one definition of impact —and this shouldinclude the
word contribution (i.e. research affects change alongside otherinfluences).
Perhaps don’t change the exercise too much, so that institutions and individuals
can absorb feedback and improve. Orissue new guidance quickly as next
exerciseis (we think) fast approaching.

Review current decision to not accept ‘knowledge/contribution to discipline’ as
impact, otherthan academicquality.

Linear model of PE & impact (research -> findings -> project to maximise impact)
istoo limiting. The funding councils need to address thisintheirguidance.

| wonderif HEFCE (BIS?) needsto considerwhatitvaluesinterms of research
and to frame the next REF to reflectthat? The impact portion may have been
intendedtoreflectthe value —hasit? What next?

Include PEin ‘environment’ section of the REF

Ensure case study data does not lead to narrowing of focus on ‘best types of
impactin differentdisciplines’. Showcase greatand unusual case studiesand
breadth of things panels (esp. users) liked. Otherwise we will stifle creativity.
Would like clear & transparent feedback on the impact elements of the REF, so
that we can learn for the next one. Which case studies were strong weak and
why.

Pull out successful pathwaystoimpactevidentinthe REF case studies —will
inform future pathways exercises.

Revise the templateforimpact case studies: add a section forthe details
(names, roles, dates) of the key individuals who contributed to the underpinning
research. Academics hadto be persuadedtoaddthese as they seemedtothink
theybe takenas read (asit was ‘their’ case study.

Change the templates —feedback from panelsisthey were badlyfilled in
Ensure that the exact requirements for the next REF are finalised well, well in
advance, sowe can all know what we should be working towards.

Give examples of particularly good case studies, worthy of consideration!

UoA based feedback on whatsignified 1-4 * graded case studies with examples.
| think there needsto be a clearsighted evaluation of the REF in terms of cost
effectiveness.

Offerinsightinto panel workings: e.g. video content showing panels discussing
faux case studies? Orinterviews with panel members about the way they came
to decisions.

Clarify feedback arrangements inrelation to impact: consider “end-user”
engagement/voice in REF. Be flexibleand embrace learning - but be consistent
too —take a steady approach.

Guidance on what isgood/acceptable impact and whatis not.

Please use the case study resource —don’t waste it.

Provide examples of effective PE showing they meet specificcriteria

Reduce minimum case studiesfrom2to 1

Provide early guidelines for next REF
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For PE — considerthe process asvaluable as the outcome

Recognise PEseparatelyin3a

Admitimpactsrelatedtodiscipline ratherthanresearch

Pick case studiesto give detailed feedback on good pathways, good evidence.
Provide aclear summary of what has been learntform the REF (interms of
impact) — both positive and negative. Forexample: metrics are notreally
possible, orgrading cannot be betterthan good /bad / mediumetc. Thenapply
this knowledge tothe next REF!

DON’T MAKE IT MORE DIFFICULT! (researchers can bring horse to water, but....)

Otherfunders

Give us top class examples of pathways toimpact -> well-structured, properly
costed, and with evidence of subsequent delivery.

Encourage reporting on pathways to impact, perhapsina format that leads to
case studies (e.g. asking PIsto collect dataas they go along).

Look at REF feedback to understand how impactis goingto be measured ‘at the
end’ —so that whatthey are askingaligns to what people are working towards.
RCUK & other funders —bringimpact requirementsinto line with REF.

Funding councils need toimportthe lessons fromthe REF into theirassessments
of impact plansin HEls, so messages and impetus to change are consistent
internally and externally

HEls

Plan ahead for impact— and develop appropriate mechanisms to supportand
encourage impact. Balance this with supportforquality research and teaching.
Need asystem, formal or not, that can hold, update & monitorimpact over
several years.

View impactas part of research, notan add-on.

Willimpact activities be recognised in all promotions criteria? (To help embed it
inacademicculture).

HEI’s & RCUK & VITAE—Buildimpact & PE into doctoral training & researcher
development. Need to move to a positionthatimpactand engagementis as
much a part of the researcherwork as outputs & academicdissemination.
Investinsupportingimpact (e.g. employ more support staff).

Less “secrecy” about REF — more sharing. Recognise the time-commitment
involved with respect to the REF and impact; properly resource; plan early, be
strategicabout partnerships butalso give staff room to build new ones.
Needtoinvestappropriately inimpact and engagement. 20% of QR will come
fromimpact...

Fundingforcollaborators to track evidence to support universities’ submissions.
Build supportintoinstitutional structure.

Offersupport (e.g. impact assistants) to researchers with ambitious PE projects:
PE takesa lot of time and resources.

Individual staff need clear planning of priorities to achieve the optimum for their
UoA. HEls needto place strategicfundingto help at departmental level, and
they need clearandstrong leadership

Individual staff

Understand the impactagenda & think forward about how to do this
appropriately foryourresearch
Work with partnersinan “ethica
relationships.

Think and act strategically —develop meaningful relationships, don’t just
organise ‘impactevents.

Keep track of as many instances of engagement/impact as you can, as you can’t
always predict how a project will run, and which piece of evidence might prove

|H

way — understand the value of your
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key

NCCPE

Workshop/info on evaluation and evidencing of PE & how to build into research.
Facilitate more impact case studies. Also best practice and project design.
Continue hosting workshops like this —bringing HEI staff and HEFCE/RCUK
together.

Do some work on a standard format for quantifying behaviour change / impact
on individuals, such as museums have with the GenericLearning Outcomes
(which may be a poorexample).

When next REF guidelines are released —provide tools to help academics
navigate itto identify impact which could be achieved by PE.

This was very helpful. Keep allowing people to feed into consultations which are
accessed (often) only by higher-ups/senior management —giving everyone a
voice.

Explore engagement as a pathway notan ‘impactin itself’: the slide on the
‘footprint’ of PE covered all elements of impact... Itisn’talways helpful to
identify PEas ‘other’ asit makesiteasierto classify as weak.

NCCPE could provide training/guidance on how you can effectively evaluate PE
activities

Simple, easy, guidelines please.

‘Metricise’ PE-> give us clear ways to measure and evaluate activity.

NCCPE + FC's— clearer consistent framework for what good PE looks like within
REF

Provide advice on quantitative and qualitative measures.

Develop definitions & guidelines on web, social media, & media engagement.

Others (please list)

Rest of government: be betteratacknowledging/referencing research usedin
policymaking. Thiswould strengthen the attribution (and not contradict the fact
that one part of governmentis asking us to evidence impact —when other parts
make that difficult by not referencing!)

All

Will a genericdefinition of PE be agreed by funding bodies/HEFCE/BIS etc?

All stakeholders —define what PEmeans and what it’s limits are

Offera clearerand consistentframework for what good PE looks like (including
indicators and metrics)

Addresstheissue of long-term evidencetracking
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