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Part 1: Introduction
1.1 How your CoP supports the principles of Robustness, Transparency, Equity and Inclusion:
1.1.1 Robustness
Explain how the policies and processes set out in the CoP ensure that contracts identified as contributing to the volume measure reliably reflect the responsibilities of staff. new
1.1.1.2 This is the Birkbeck, University of London, REF 2029 Code of Practice which is required by Research England to enable the College to submit to the 2029 Research Excellence Framework exercise. It will outline the principles and legislative context that the College will use when compiling its submission. In addition, it will outline the process followed by the College to establish researcher independence for those researchers on an eligible contract type where this is appropriate and the appeals process for individuals who wish to challenge this decision. It will also outline how contracts are allocated to UoAs, the output selection process, and the individuals and groups involved in all these processes. Finally, it will identify the arrangements made by the College to ensure, as far as possible, that the process is transparent, consistent and inclusive, including the arrangements made by the College in respect of training and equality impact assessment. 
1.1.1.3 As in REF 2021, at Birkbeck all 'teaching and research' colleagues are coded as ACEMPFUN 3 contracts in the HESA staff record, and this already comprehensively identifies all staff in this group with significant responsibility for research. The policies and processes set out in this CoP shows how we will identify other contract types which contribute to the volume measure, such as those holding research only contract types but who demonstrate research independence. Please see sections 3 and 4 for further details. 
1.1.1.4 Birkbeck has a small number of academic colleagues who are returned to HESA as ACEMPFUN 1. These colleagues have a larger time allocation in their workload model for teaching and are not required to undertake research, although there is a 17% allocation in their time allocation which can be used for research if they wish to do so. It was always intended that the boundary between ACEMPFUN 3 and ACEMPFUN 1 would be porous, allowing colleagues to change their activities in line with their interests and priorities. As such, whilst there is no expectation for these colleagues to undertake research in their reduced time allocation, a small number choose to do so, potentially as a precursor to requesting a change in HESA classification. Where these colleagues have produced sole-authored outputs which are deemed to meet the standards we have set to be included in our return, we will seek clearance from the REF Director to include these outputs in our return, following the Research England guidance. We will also follow the Research England guidance and process where other colleagues (e.g. emeritus, visiting) have produced sole-authored outputs which are deemed to meet the standards we have set to be included in our return. 
1.1.1.5 In addition, we have a small number of research-enabling staff for whom, whilst we also have no expectation that these colleagues will undertake (as opposed to enable) research, a small number choose to do so. These valued colleagues make an active contribution to our research environment and culture and, where they have a sole-authored output or outputs which is/are deemed to meet the standards we have set to be included in our return, we will follow the guidance and process from Research England to select and incorporate these outputs. 
1.1.1.6 This Code of Practice applies for all units of assessment submitted by the College as a single institution. Where the College submits to any unit of assessment jointly with University College London (UCL), if there are any substantive differences in process identified, the UCL selection criteria and processes will apply including those processes for determining research independence and appeals against the outcome of that process.
1.1.1.7 The Code of Practice was adopted by the Governors on 26th March 2026. It was approved by Academic Board on 12th March 2026, and staff unions were formally invited to comment on the code on 9th December 2025. This followed a period of informal consultation which ran between 27th October and 14th November 2025 which included sending the code to all eligible staff with an invitation to comment and two staff Q&A sessions which were open to all staff.
1.1.2 Transparency: 
Detail how the CoP is communicated to all staff, including those on leave of absence or based outside the UK. Ensure accessibility by providing information in various formats and through appropriate channels. Highlight any additional resources (FAQs, web pages) to support staff understanding. An up-to-date version of the CoP should be published and available externally.
1.1.2.1 The policy in respect of researcher independence, allocating FTE volume to UoAs and output selection will be consistent across the institution, and the Code of Practice will be implemented uniformly. The Code of Practice will set out the principles to be applied to all aspects/stages of the process at all levels within the institution where decisions will be made. There has been a programme of communication activity to disseminate the Code of Practice (see paragraph 1.1.1.6) and to explain the processes relating to the selection of outputs for submission and a formal consultation process. The Code of Practice will also be published on the College external website once it has been approved by Research England. 
1.1.2.2 The Code of Practice has been sent to all T&R and R-Only staff via their bbk.ac.uk email address, and has been sent in hard copy by Royal Mail to the same staff groups where those individuals are registered as being on an extended (>4 week) leave of absence (unless this absence is e.g. research leave or a secondment, where staff are expected to check their bbk.ac.uk email address). HR can make versions of this document available in other accessible formats upon request – please email one of the HR Project and Policy Leads if you require this document in an accessible format and include the information about what format you require. 
1.1.2.3 Two briefing events and drop-in sessions (29th October 2025 and 6th November 2025 - online) were arranged and advertised to all staff through their bbk.ac.uk email address to explain the Code of Practice. 
1.1.2.4 The Code of Practice has been made available via the staff intranet at [image: ​aspx icon] Research-Excellence-Framework.aspx (only accessible with a College log-in), and following approval from Research England the Code of Practice will be re-circulated to all staff on R only and T&R contract types via their bbk.ac.uk email address, and a version of the Code of Practice (with personal data redacted) will be placed on the College website http://www.bbk.ac.uk/research/. 
1.1.2.5 If any members of staff have any questions about the REF process they should contact their REF/Discipline lead (see appendix 2.1) or the Colleges REF manager in the first instance. 
1.1.2.6 If any member of staff is concerned that the REF is not being run in accordance with this Code of Practice in their area, they should contact the DVC (Research and Innovation) and/or their Head of School in the first instance. 
1.1.3 Inclusivity
Explain how decisions about submissions are fair and impartial supporting a diversity of people and research, where diverse contributions are valued and supported. 
1.1.3.1 In this Code of Practice, responsibilities will be clearly defined, and individuals and bodies that are involved in selecting REF submissions will be identified by role and the name of the current incumbent (redacted in the public version). The Code will also set out will also set out what training those who are involved in any aspect of REF selection will have received at the point where the given selection exercise begins. 
1.1.3.2 This section of the Code will define Roles and Responsibilities of individuals and committees involved in making decisions about the REF 2029 return, distinguishing between advisory and decision-making roles. It will set out the operating criteria and terms of reference for individuals, committees, advisory groups and any other bodies concerned with determining research independence, contract allocation to UoAs and output selection. It will make detailed information (such as Terms of Reference, membership etc.) readily available to all individuals and groups concerned with the REF 2029 exercise (see appendices 1-8, please note personal data will be redacted from the public version of the Code).
1.1.3.3 This Code of Practice needs to be read in its entirety to fully understand how we will ensure submissions are fair and impartial, and for how we will support a diversity of people and research, and both recognise and value diverse research contributions. 
1.1.3.4 The REF 2029 Working Party (REF WP) is a working group of the College Research Committee which provides advice on the adoption of College strategies to support research, with specific reference to REF 2029. 
1.1.3.5 The Working Party’s terms of reference provide for it to: 
· Advise the Research Committee and the VC on the adoption of College strategies to support the REF 2029 submission.
· Ensure up-to-date and accurate knowledge of any developments pertaining to the REF, and disseminate these throughout the College.
· Make initial decisions on the structure of the College’s submission, especially in relation to decisions about selection of UoAs and the output pool to return.
· Maintain oversight of preparations for the REF by all UoAs.
· Manage and guide REF and Discipline Leads throughout the course of their appointment.
· Ensure that the full resources of the College are known and made available to them.
· Facilitate continuity of oversight for each UoA in the event of a Lead transition.
· Manage College-wide preparations for the REF such as ‘dry runs’.
· Support decision-making concerning inclusion of Impact cases.
· Read, comment on and where necessary actively support the writing of all aspects of the final REF submission for every UoA.
· Advise about the administrative requirements for the REF.
· Work with the REF support team and HR to ensure that equality and diversity requirements are fully complied with.
· Advise the University Executive and Governors of developments in relation to the REF.
1.1.3.9 The REF WP is chaired by the DVC (Research & Innovation) and consists of academic members from all the Schools of the College, plus the Director of Research and the Impact and Knowledge Exchange Managers. The Roles of the members of the REF Working party are as follows:
· Deputy Vice Chancellor (Research & Innovation) – strategic oversight of the REF for the institution
· Director of Research - The Colleges REF Manager, responsible for the administrative and technical oversight of all aspects of the submission
· Faculty Heads of Research, Innovation and Knowledge Exchange – strategic oversight of research, innovation and knowledge exchange at the Faculty level
· Impact & Knowledge Exchange Managers – strategic oversight of, and responsibility for, developing impact case studies
· REF Leads / Discipline leads – responsible for developing the full REF submission for the Unit of Assessment and for supporting cross-school working where a Unit of Assessment comprises researchers from more than one School; Chairing the panels to review and select outputs and leading on drafting all narrative elements apart from impact case studies. 
The full membership of the Working Party is attached as Appendix 2.1. 
1.1.3.7 The REF WP will review assessments of the quality of outputs and may refer submissions for independent and / or external advice. In reaching its decisions, the REF WP may request information about the output profile from the REF 2021 exercise and the associated internal reading exercises in order to benchmark the findings of the reading groups as contextual information. 
1.1.3.8 All recommendations relating to submission to the REF will be subject to endorsement by the VC, who may amend, overturn or refer back any such recommendation. If necessary, the VC can seek advice from Academic Board.
1.1.3.9 REF Leads: Executive Deans have confirmed the appointment of REF (and where necessary additional Disciplinary Lead(s)) for each Unit of Assessment that the College intends to submit to. REF Leads are responsible for convening reading groups to make recommendations on output inclusion to their Unit of Assessment, and for providing reports to the REF Working Party on these Units of Assessment, in line with the timetable given in appendix 2.9. The Reading Groups represent the diversity of research in the Unit and should include members with diverse characteristics and from multiple career stages wherever practical. Where a Unit of Assessment incorporates staff from more than one distinct disciplinary area, the REF lead has responsibility to work closely with the Discipline Lead(s) across the UoA to ensure that all the areas have a fair say in developing the submission. REF Leads lead on the drafting of narrative sections of the submission to their UoA, liaising with other Discipline Leads and School Research Leads as necessary. The memberships of each reading group are given in appendix 2.8. 
1.1.3.10 The REF WP is supported to reach decisions by its executive group, the Research Strategy Group, as illustrated in Appendix 2.2. NB when the Research Strategy Group are acting as the executive for the REF Working Party the roles of the individuals involved remain the same as in the full REF Working Party.
1.1.3.11 Each Faculty will also convene a UoA Panel to ensure a consistency of approach within the Faulty. The responsibilities of these Panels are to: 
· To ensure that the UoA reading groups have followed the principles defined in this Code of Practice to undertake an internal assessment of individual research outputs. 
· To confirm to which Unit of Assessment or Units of Assessment outputs would best be submitted to, including which outputs ought to be cross-referred to other sub-panels; and to refer individual cases if necessary for consideration by other reading groups as described in paragraph 5.2.1 if this has not been already done by the reading group.
· To consider and make recommendations where it has been proposed that it is appropriate to seek independent and / or external advice to assist with a judgement on the quality of individual outputs.
· To confirm the recommendations from the reading groups to the REF Working Party, including requests for double weighting (where appropriate). 
· To verify that the outputs are reflective of the strategies and structures of the submitting Unit and (where appropriate) include, for example, contributions from large scale research programmes, national/global initiatives, that all the expected output types from the Unit are represented, and reflect multidisciplinary collaborations and institutional partnerships, and/or support sustainable contributions to knowledge. 
· To ensure that REF Support Managers and the repository manager have sufficient information about each output to check a) the metadata (and either the DOI or the PDF of the output) are available in our institutional repository or hard copy; and b) the outputs that they are recommending for inclusion are in line with the REF open access policy and its exemptions, especially the clause that no more than 5% of outputs in scope can be non-compliant with the REF policy.
· To confirm that either a) no member of staff has more than 5 outputs attributed to them or b) where an individual member of staff has more than 5 outputs attributed to them this is sufficiently justified in line with the REF guidance. 
1.1.3.12 Unit of Assessment Panels will include the relevant Executive Dean, the Faculty Head of Research, Innovation and Knowledge Exchange (Chair), the REF and Discipline Lead(s) from all Units in the Faculty, the Heads of School (or their nominee, typically the School Research Lead) and (where appointed) any deputy UoA lead as ex-officio members. Panels are as identified in Appendix 2.7.
1.1.3.13 The group with responsibility for overseeing decisions about individual researchers (both the confirmation of research independence – see section 3 – and allocation of contracts to UoAs where this is appropriate – see paragraphs 4.1.3 and 4.2.2) is the Research Strategy Group (membership and ToRs in appendix 2.2), acting in its capacity as the executive group of the REF Working Party. Please see sections 3 and 4 for full details. 
1.1.3.14 Normally, the REF Working Party meets once per term. Across the 26/27 and 27/28 academic years, and in the first term of the 28/29 academic year, in order to support REF preparations effectively REF WP will be scheduled to meet once per month in term time, and will use email to facilitate scheduled virtual meetings outside of term time should the need arise. The additional meetings will only be held if there are matters to discuss.
1.1.3.15 Normally, the Research Strategy Group meets twice per term. Across the 26/27 and 27/28 academic years, and in the first term of the 28/29 academic year, in order to support REF WP effectively the group will be scheduled to meet once per month in term time, and will use email to facilitate scheduled virtual meetings outside of term time should the need arise. The additional meetings will only be held if there are matters to discuss. 
1.1.3.16 The REF Working Party and Research Strategy Group are both working groups for the College Research Committee and have decision making powers and/or the power to make recommendations to the VC for all aspects of the REF (as appropriate). The full College Committee structure is included in appendix 2.5. 
1.1.3.17 In addition to the Colleges existing suite of mandatory training (which includes Equality and Diversity essentials, conscious inclusion (which includes unconscious bias), race equity and safeguarding training) REF-specific training will be developed by the Organisational Development and Change team in HR and the Director of Research. This training will be mandatory for all groups and individuals with decision making responsibilities for REF matters and will be delivered face-to-face to reading groups, UoA panels, REF Working Group, Research Strategy Group, Equality Diversity and Inclusion Panel, and the VC, and a training pack will be developed which can be delivered remotely for those who act in an advisory capacity (i.e. Academic Board, College Research Committee, and others) where the need is identified. 
1.1.3.18 This training will include the following content:
· Legal obligations around EDI
· Birkbeck’s approach to REF 2029
· Why equality is important in the REF
· Changes since REF 2021
· Implications for staff responsible for selecting outputs for submission to the REF including unconscious bias 
· Handling sensitive and personal information
· GDPR and data protection considerations 
· A panel briefing pack to be used at the start of every UoA panel session about unconscious bias. 
1.1.3.19 This mandatory training will be developed by the end of May 2026 and will be delivered to all the groups listed above, and made available to Academic Board and College Research Committee by the end of the 2025/2026 Academic year. In the event that any members of the UoA Panels, The REF Working Party or the Research Strategy Group change after the training has been delivered, an ad hoc session for their successor(s) will be organised as soon as possible after appointment. 
1.1.3.20 In response to the findings from our REF 2021 Equality Impact Assessment (EIA), a short piece of training around unconscious bias, especially in relation to disability and ethnicity, will be developed and will be used at the start of every meeting where decisions about REF are to be taken (see section 1.4). 
1.1.3.21 In addition, members of reading groups will be required to undergo training and calibration exercises to ensure a consistent approach to output selection before output selection begins (see paragraph 1.4.6).
1.1.3.22 Please see section 5 for a description of how outputs will be selected, including how this selection process will ensure the full diversity of our research is represented. 
1.2 Contextualisation within Institutional Policies:
Describe how this Code of Practice relates to your institution's context on equality, diversity, and inclusion, PCE and responsible research assessment.
1.2.2 Birkbeck is proud of its diversity and recognises the value that this brings to College life. The College embraces and celebrates the differences between people, recognising the strengths and benefits of a diverse, inclusive society, workforce and student body. The College believes that education should be available to all sections of society, providing an inclusive working and learning environment for students and staff, so that all may develop to their full potential.
1.2.3 The College strategic objectives make clear its commitment to equality and diversity at the highest level – providing a good working environment and promoting equality and diversity in all aspects of its activities, such as through the development of fair and equitable policies, procedures, academic programmes of study, courses, training and development programmes, which are consistently applied and regularly monitored. Birkbeck encourages and promotes an inclusive approach that treats colleagues, students and other service users with respect.
1.2.4 The Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Committee is the College’s leading governance structure for championing equality and diversity. The equalities agenda is embedded in the College's decision-making structure, through the work of the Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Committee which reports to the College Governors via the University Strategy Board. The Committee has a strategic overview of Staff and Student Equality & Diversity issues, with a broad remit. The Committee supports and champions equality and diversity across the College – its members are from all Faculties and includes student and Trade Union representatives. 
1.1.2 The College has set out its commitments to equality and diversity in its Birkbeck equality and diversity statement - Birkbeck, University of London
1.2.5 The College works to ensure that it benchmarks its work against national schemes. The College holds a bronze level Athena Swan award and other awards are held or in progress at Faculty level following our restructure. The College is a Mindful Employer Charter signatory, a Stonewall Proud Employer and an active participant in the Disability Confident scheme. We submitted a Race Equality Bronze application in November 2025. 
1.2.6 As part of its commitment to equality and diversity, Birkbeck is keen to support the establishment of staff diversity networks. They provide an opportunity for staff to support each other, share information, inspire others and can play a consultative role to help improve the workplace for everyone. Birkbeck currently has four academic staff networks: the Staff Disability Network, an LGBT+ staff network, the REACH (Race, Ethnicity and Cultural Heritage) staff network, and the Parents Network, with others in development. The Aurora network also supports women across both academic and professional services.
1.2.7 The College is committed to ensuring that its REF procedures do not discriminate unlawfully against, or otherwise have the effect of harassing or victimising individuals because of age, disability, gender identity, marriage and civil partnership, race, religion or belief, sex or sexual orientation or because they are pregnant or have recently given birth, and makes reasonable adjustments for any member of staff as and when necessary.
1.2.8 The Code of Practice takes account of the requirements of the Equality Act 2010. Under the Public Sector Equality Duty, Birkbeck is required to have due regard to the need to eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct prohibited by the Equality Act 2010; advance equality of opportunity between people who share a protected characteristic and people who do not share it; and foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic and those who do not
1.2.9 The College recognises the statutory rights of employees on fixed-term contracts and employees on part-time contracts. The College’s employees on fixed-term contracts are entitled to equal treatment with employees on permanent contracts and part-time workers are entitled to not be treated less favourably than comparable full-time workers in relation to the terms of their contract unless the College can justify such less favourable treatment on wholly objective grounds. 
1.2.10 The College’s Fixed-Term Contracts Policy is in line with Fixed-term contract legislation which requires an objective justification as to why a member of staff is not on an open-ended contract, these are:
· to cover the work of a substantive post holder who is temporarily away from the College but who will return in due course (e.g. study leave, sickness absence, secondments, maternity or adoption leave)
· the post is in consequence of the opportunity provided by Birkbeck to undertake a secondment or career development position
· the post is in consequence of the requirement to provide time limited specialist expertise and/or recent experience that was not previously available at Birkbeck e.g. a specific skill linked to a project.
· the post is paid for by external funds and this money is only available for the period stated (subject to extension if there is a consequent extension of funds).
· to meet fluctuating demand for short courses, particular modules or schemes of study or to meet seasonal fluctuations in demand for a limited period.
The Fixed term policy https://www.bbk.ac.uk/professional-services/human-resources/fixed-term-contracts-policy-and-guidance ensures the line manager discusses the end of FTC with HR then arranges a meeting with the member of staff to discuss options.
1.2.11 Each appointment (or extension) is reviewed to ensure that usage can be justified. Fixed-term contract staff (FTCs) are appointed for a range of reasons, for example as researchers on grants or to “buy out” teaching for academics with research grants. FTC levels by gender are being monitored as part of Athena SWAN College and Departmental submissions. Levels of FTCs across the College are monitored and reported on in our annual Workforce Planning Metrics, at College and School levels. The majority of research-only contract type roles are fixed term. This is predominantly because they are grant funded or focussed on completion of a particular piece of research. The staffing approval process requires that a valid reason is given if the post is requested on a fixed-term basis.
1.2.12 Birkbeck recognises that many employees may have personal responsibilities and obligations in addition to their work responsibilities. As part of the College’s commitment to equality, the Flexible Working Policy for College staff has been developed with the intention of helping members of staff to balance their commitments and interests outside work with their work. Flexible arrangements offered to members of staff under this policy cover a wide range of options, including part-time, job-share, homeworking, partial home working and staggered hours or flexi-time.
1.2.13 It is important to ensure that the REF selection processes are assessed for their impact on different protected characteristics by gathering data on staff submissions in relation to protected characteristics, and to be mindful of the duty to foster good relations when evaluating the research environment.
1.2.14 Birkbeck proudly supports the professional development of our staff, offering all colleagues access to mentoring support in addition to our mandated annual appraisals processes. We offer an extensive range of personal and professional development opportunities in house (https://birkbeckuol.sharepoint.com/sites/ps-cn-prof-dev-and-training - intranet link, only available to Birkbeck staff) as well as an employee assistance programme, mental health first aiders and dignity at work support, plus programmed support activities for those considering promotion applications. We recently renewed our HR Excellence in Research award, demonstrating our compliance with the Concordat to support the career development of researchers. 
1.2.15 We further support our research culture and our researchers by proactively engaging with responsible research practices. For example, we host the Open Library for the Humanities, the world-renowned diamond open access platform, we were an early mover on rights retention for journals (and are looking to implement this for longform outputs in this census period), we were an early UK signatory to both the DORA and Barcelona Declarations, and, through our membership of the UK reproducibility network we are a member of the Open and Responsible Researcher Reward and Recognition (OR4) Community of Practice.
1.3	Update on Actions Since REF 2021:
Summarise key actions taken since REF 2021 to address issues or recommendations from previous EIAs.
1.3.1 This section outlines the changes we have put in place following our EIA from REF 2021, which, at a high level, outlined the challenges we face in building a more inclusive research community. We have made other interventions to support our research culture and community (for example, through our refreshed institutional research strategy, through securing funding from the Wellcome Institutional funding for Research Culture call) but these will be considered in the SPRE element of the return rather than in this Code of Practice. 
1.3.2 In our EIA from our REF 2021 we observed the following in all three rounds of output selection: 
· all analyses needed to be done on a per person not FTE basis because biases in the part time group were largely responsible for differences in the per FTE group for other characteristics. These discrepancies were due to a number of senior predominantly white male staff who are often over-represented in the selection
· the staff pool and data used for the analyses was kept the same throughout the interim and final EIAs to ensure that staffing changes did not skew the data. 
· staff on fixed term contracts were under-represented in the analysis, but as this staff group are primarily early career researchers this under-representation effectively disappears once ECR status was factored into expectations around research output.
· part time staff were under-represented in the by person analysis, but this under-representation effectively disappears once FTE is factored into expectations around research output. 
1.3.3 It was highly gratifying to see that, at the point of submission, the selected output pool at the College level only showed areas where the mean output gap was outside the levels of statistical significance that could be explained (for example, part time staff have a lower expectation of research output, fixed term staff are usually early career and so have a lower expectation of research output). An under-representation of staff with a declared religion/belief system was a point of interest. The data analysis demonstrated that the proportion of staff declaring a religion or belief system is sufficiently low that this data is significantly less robust that the other datasets under analysis. 
1.3.4 However, it was notable that in the second interim EIA, where selection panels were asked specifically to consider the question of unconscious bias in the areas of disability or ethnicity, gaps narrowed in those areas but in the final selection (where panels were not asked to think about unconscious bias in these specific areas) the gaps increased slightly but did not reach the level where statistical significance can be assumed. 
1.3.5 Also, whilst the College-level data about legal sex from the final selection did not raise any concerns about an over-representation of men or women, it was notable that despite the units being asked to think specifically about unconscious bias and legal sex, this did not result in any further improvement in the unit level data for all units by this measure. 
1.3.6 These observations highlighted both the value and limitations of explicitly asking people making the selection to proactively think about the risk of unconscious bias for specific groups and the need for training to ensure those making the section understand how to effectively assess outputs which are at the borderline of the submission. This is particularly important because decisions on the borderline may be where panels may fall back to well-known publication metrics which often entrench inequalities. 
1.3.7 We therefore identified two key actions from our REF 2021 EIA analysis:
· To send regular reminders about the importance of declaring personal characteristics to see if this improves our underpinning data on religion, which has improved from 46% not known at the point of the final REF 2021 EIA to 25% not known today.and
· To ensure REF specific training given by the College to those staff involved in the selection of outputs focuses on the effective assessment of outputs from an equality, diversity and inclusion perspective to support staff to make the correct decisions about outputs, especially on the borderline of the submission. 
Part 2: Identifying Staff Contracts with Significant Responsibility for Research (SRR)
If all your institution’s 'teaching and research' (ACEMPFUN 3) contracts in the HESA staff record already comprehensively identify all staff with significant responsibility for research, simply state this here. No further elaboration is needed in this section.
1. Policies and Procedures:
· Criteria for SRR: Clearly define the criteria, based upon job role expectations, not past performance. Consider providing examples for consistent interpretation.
· Decision-Making and Communication: Describe the process, roles, and timelines.
· Multiple Processes (if applicable): If different processes are used for different UoAs, outline each and justify any differences.
2. Staff, Committees, and Training:
· Roles and Responsibilities: Define roles and responsibilities of individuals and committees, distinguishing between advisory and decision-making roles. 
· Training: Detail training provided.
3. Appeals:
· Clearly outline how staff can appeal decisions about SRR, with appropriate links and contact details.
4. Equality Impact Assessment (EIA):
· EIA Integration: Demonstrate how EIA informed SRR identification and policy/procedure development. Provide information on data, findings, and actions taken.
Birkbeck, University of London will submit 100% of eligible contracts, recorded as 'teaching and research' (ACEMPFUN 3) contracts in the HESA staff record to the REF 2029 exercise. As such part 2 has not been completed.
Part 3: Determining Research Independence
(Required for all participating institutions)
Policies and Procedures:
Criteria and Evidence: Clearly outline criteria and evidence used to assess research independence, particularly for ‘research only’ (ACEMPFUN 2) contracts. 
Decision-Making and Communication: Describe the process, roles, and timelines.
Staff, Committees, and Training:
If this section is the same as Part 2, please just refer to the earlier text.
Roles and Responsibilities: Define roles and responsibilities of individuals and committees, distinguishing between advisory and decision-making roles. 
Training: Detail training provided.
Appeals:
Clearly outline how staff can appeal decisions about research independence, with appropriate links and contact details.
Equality Impact Assessment (EIA):
EIA Integration: Demonstrate how EIA informed research independence determination and policy/procedure development. Provide information on data, findings, and actions taken.
3.1. Criteria and Evidence: 
Clearly outline criteria and evidence used to assess research independence, particularly for ‘research only’ (ACEMPFUN 2) contracts. Describe the process, roles, and timelines
3.1.1 The College recognises that for many early career researchers the transition to research independence takes time and often cannot be easily recognised as a single point in time. However, the College considers that all staff employed on a “teaching and research” contract type are de facto employed in that capacity as independent researchers.
3.1.2 The College does not consider that all staff employed on “research only” contract types are automatically independent researchers but recognises that there are situations where a researcher attains independence whilst employed on this type of contract. The status as an independent researcher will be determined by whether that staff member satisfies the criteria specified in the guidance provided by Research England. 
3.1.3 The College has 4 levels of research only contract – RES1 – RES4. 
3.1.4 The RES1 contract type is normally only used for pre-doctoral research positions so the College expects that people employed on this type of contract would not normally be independent researchers. As such, this cohort will not be expected to engage further in the REF process. If anyone in receipt of the Code of Practice believes that a researcher is employed on a RES1 contract type but should be considered as an independent researcher they should contact the Director of Research in the first instance, and (once the contractual status has been confirmed) the process described below for staff on RES2, RES3 and RES4 contract types will be followed (paragraphs 3.16 – 3.18). 
3.1.5 The RES2 contract type is typically used for postdoctoral research assistants and postdoctoral researchers who have won an individual fellowship. RES3 and RES4 contract types may be used either for senior researchers who we would normally expect to be independent (e.g. individuals holding senior fellowships) or for professional support staff who would not normally be expected to demonstrate research independence, such as lab managers or senior technicians.
3.1.6 Staff members on RES2, RES3 and RES4 contract types will be considered on a case-by-case basis to assess whether they satisfy the indicators of research independence provided in the REF volume measure Guidance. These criteria are:
· act as lead applicant on externally funded research projects
· hold an independently won, competitively awarded fellowship requiring research independence (informed by the list of eligible fellowships provided by Research England)
· lead a research group or a substantial/specialised work package.
And, where appropriate to the discipline (normally UoAs 13-34)
· being named as a co-applicant on an externally funded research grant/award
· having significant input into the design, conduct and interpretation of the research.
3.1.7 Anyone on a RES2, RES3 or RES4 contract type who has secured a fellowship from the “list of Research Fellowships Demonstrating independence” provided by Research England (https://2029.ref.ac.uk/publication/research-fellowships/) will be considered to be independent by default, with the exception of those fellowships which are listed as supporting the transition to independence, where a case-by-case decision will be made as outlined below. These people will automatically be included in the College’s REF submission as independent researchers, with their volume allocated to the most appropriate UoA. 
In the event that a REF lead or PI on a grant (or the researcher themselves) believes a researcher in this category has not demonstrated research independence, they should contact the Director of Research and follow the appeals process as described in section 3.4. 
3.1.8 For all other staff employed on a RES2, RES3 or RES4 contract type, and as part of the data collection exercise to compile the HESA staff return, HR will provide a list of colleagues with ACEMPFUN 2 coding to the Research Office who will make a judgement about whether there was evidence of independence at the point the grant was submitted, according to the criteria given above. This judgement will then be shared with the relevant REF lead and PI for the relevant grant for confirmation and/or further advice, noting that those working within the same discipline or field are well placed to judge independence and independence may emerge after the grant has started. Once this process is complete the determinations will be shared with the Research Strategy Group for approval. 
3.1.9 We consider Research Independence to be persistent. Once someone has been determined to be an independent researcher then this situation will not change even if their contractual relationship at Birkbeck does (for example, if an individual holds a Research Fellowship which demonstrates independence but at the end of that award is employed as a postdoctoral research assistant on a grant awarded to another we would still classify this individual as having attained research independence). The role of the Research Strategy Group is to ensure the guidance has been applied fairly and consistently across different UoAs and to refer back cases if there are concerns this is not the case. 
3.1.10 For the avoidance of doubt, and in line with the REF guidance, “a member of staff is not deemed to have undertaken independent research purely on the basis that they are named on one or more research outputs”. This principle stands even if the individual is the sole author of the output. 
3.2 Decision-Making and Communication: 
Describe the process, roles, and timelines
3.2.1 The process described in paragraphs 3.1.6 – 3.1.8 will be followed to reach a decision. Once decisions have been approved by the Research Strategy Group, acting as the executive of the REF Working Party, an all-staff communication (via the inside the Birkbeck community mailout) will be circulated to inform staff that they are now able to request details of their eligibility status and the reasoning behind this from the Director of Research. Staff will be able appeal the decision at this stage where there are grounds to do so – see section 3.4.
3.2.2 This process will be repeated each year from Spring / Summer in order to inform the HESA staff return.
3.3 Staff, Committees, and Training:
If this section is the same as Part 2, please just refer to the earlier text.
Roles and Responsibilities: Define roles and responsibilities of individuals and committees, distinguishing between advisory and decision-making roles. 
Training: Detail training provided.
3.3.1 With the exception of specific project PIs, all staff and Committees involved in this process will have received REF specific training as described in Paragraph 1.1.3.
3.3.2 As part of the routine communications with REF leads and PIs, the information given above about what constitutes independence will be shared, and the REF Leads and PIs will be able to contact the Director of Research in her capacity as the Colleges REF Manager if they have any questions about the interpretation of the criteria. 
3.3.3 Please note, PIs will not be required to undergo the REF-specific training in order to undertake this advisory role. It is expected that the mandatory training in EDI (outlined in paragraph 1.1.3.18) is sufficient for this specific activity. 
3.4 Appeals 
Clearly outline how staff can appeal decisions about research independence, with appropriate links and contact details.
3.4.1 The appeals process has been communicated to all staff as part of this Code of Practice and will be re-communicated to staff on relevant research only contracts when the assessment is made as part of the HESA data collection process, through the inside the Birkbeck Community mailout, as described in paragraph 3.2.1. 
3.4.2 Individuals can lodge an appeal within one calendar month of the communication being sent in Inside the Birkbeck Community. In 2028 we will ensure that this date is set to be after the 31st July to allow independence late in the census to be considered. This information will be included in the Inside the Birkbeck Community communication.
3.4.3 Eligible grounds for appeal are solely that the decision failed to give appropriate consideration to the evidence that independence had been demonstrated. Appeals can only be lodged by the individual affected by the decision. Evidence of independence must be obtained on or before the census date (31st July 2028) in order to be valid for this REF exercise, and evidence of independence achieved on or after 1st August 2028 is evidence of independence for the next REF exercise. The final date for appealing whether or not an individual has attained research independence will be set to be after the 31st July census date meaning it should be possible for all cases of independence to be correctly identified. 
3.4.4 The appeals panel will comprise a REF Lead from a different UoA and Faculty (Chair), a senior academic from a cognate discipline, and a member of the Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Committee. The panel will be serviced by a member of the central REF team who has a comprehensive understanding of the REF2029 criteria. The appeal panel’s decision is final. The panel will only be formed and convened on receipt of an appeal, and the REF specific training will be delivered at the start of the panel meeting if required.
3.4.5 The outcome of the appeal with be communicated to the individual who lodged the appeal at their bbk.ac.uk email address, copied to the Director of Research, the DVC Research (as Chair of the REF Working Party), the relevant REF lead, and the HESA staff return contact in HR (to ensure that inaccuracies are flagged and any necessary corrections can be made to the staff record).
3.4.6 It should be noted that in REF2021 we followed a similar process, including an appeals process, and no appeals were raised.
3.5 Equality Impact Assessment (EIA):
EIA Integration: Demonstrate how EIA informed research independence determination and policy/procedure development. Provide information on data, findings, and actions taken.
3.5.1 Once all contracts have been allocated for the HESA 2025/26 and 26/27 data collection exercises, an EIA will be undertaken to ensure our independent researchers appropriately reflect the demographics of their home School. This EIA will be reviewed by the REF Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Committee and in the event any significant anomalies are identified the Committee will be asked to consider if any interventions are required, and if so what the nature of those interventions should be.
Part 4: Allocating Contracts to UoAs
(Required for all participating institutions)
Policies and Procedures:
Criteria and Evidence: Clearly outline criteria and evidence used to allocate contracts to UoAs 
Decision-Making and Communication: Describe the process, roles, and timelines.
Staff, Committees, and Training:
If this section is the same as Part 2, please just refer to the earlier text.
Roles and Responsibilities: Define roles and responsibilities of individuals and committees, distinguishing between advisory and decision-making roles. 
Training: Detail training provided.
Equality Impact Assessment (EIA):
EIA Integration: Demonstrate how EIA informed allocation of contracts to UoAs and policy/procedure development. Provide information on data, findings, and actions taken.
4.1 Policies and Procedures:
Criteria and Evidence: Clearly outline criteria and evidence used to allocate contracts to UoAs 
Decision-Making and Communication: Describe the process, roles, and timelines.
4.1.1 Birkbeck went through a significant institutional restructure in 2022/23, moving from 5 Schools and 17 Departments to 3 Faculties and 8 Schools, with a concomitant reduction in academic FTE of approximately 15%.
4.1.2 Prior to the restructure, each Department mapped to a specific REF UoA, and after the restructure the decision was taken to continue to map UoAs to Schools as much as was practical, with due recognition to the boundaries of the UoA descriptors. 
4.1.3 In the 2023/24 academic year, a review process was undertaken by the (then) PVC (Research), the (then) Deputy Director of Research (Strategy) and the outgoing REF leads to consider the outputs available at that point and their fit to the possible Units of Assessment. In many cases this process was fairly straightforward, in others more complex. As the restructuring resulted in some reconfiguration of subject groupings, with small departments being merged into larger schools, this resulted on an overall reduction in the number of UoAs that the college would return to. It was recognised throughout that whilst this work would give the over-arching shape of our REF 2029 submission there may need to be some case-by-case discretion in places, for example, for new hires who cannot necessarily be mapped directly by role into our previous structure and/or to allow the institution to effectively manage questions of case study boundaries etc. The various approaches taken to staff consultation in determining the configuration of these UoAs is described below (4.1.7). 
4.1.4 It was determined that for the Schools of Psychological Science, Natural Sciences, and Business, the approach from REF 2021 should be continued with the same contracts (or contracts relating to colleagues from the same over-arching disciplinary areas) assigned to the same UoAs as in REF 2021, specifically UoAs 4,5,7,16, and 17. 
4.1.4.1 In the case of UoA 16 this was conditional on an increase in grant income being secured over the census period, or else UoA 16 would be combined with UoA 17. 
4.1.5 Also In the case of UoA 16, in REF 2021 this submission had included a small number of colleagues from the Mathematical Sciences who had moved in the restructure to join our colleagues in Computer Science. It was agreed that for REF 2029 these contracts should be incorporated into the volume associated with UoA 11, where the research was a better overall fit to the UoA descriptor than it had been in UoA 16. 
4.1.6 In REF 2021 our submission to UoA 18 had comprised the subjects of both Law and Criminology. In the restructure Criminology moved to become part of our School of Social Science, meaning our submission to UoA 18 now represents a smaller subset of colleagues in the Law School. 
4.1.7 For our Schools of: Social Science; Creative Arts, Culture and Communication; and Historical Studies; there were several possible configurations that could have been adopted. 
4.1.7.1 In our School of Social Sciences, a survey was sent to all members of the School asking them to identify what they felt were there best pieces in this census and then to identify which UoA descriptors the work correlated with (up to a maximum of three descriptors per piece). This work identified UoAs 19 and 21 as the two UoAs most closely aligned with the research interests in the School and, at a high level, possible configurations. Detailed discussions were then held within the School to identify a role-based configuration all colleagues were comfortable with, where colleagues from our former areas of Politics and International Development (a distinct sub-discipline in our previous Geography Department) would be counted towards UoA 19 and everyone else would be counted towards UoA 21. 
4.1.7.2 Our new School of Creative Arts, Culture and Communication included colleagues from UoAs 26, 27 and 32 in REF 2021. We sought advice from former members of subpanels 26 and 27 who both recommended that the outputs we would previously have returned to UoA 26 were predominantly within the role descriptors for UoA 27, meaning that the contracts from these colleagues would now be counted to UoA 27. A similar process with our School of Historical Studies also showed that the outputs we would previously have returned to UoA 30 were predominantly within the role descriptors for UoA 28, so these contracts would be counted towards the volume for UoA 28. 
4.1.7.3 To ensure that both these units continue to maintain sufficient integrity with the UoA descriptors, this means that our submission to UoA 32 will continue with the same contracts (or contracts relating to colleagues from the same over-arching disciplinary areas) as in REF 2021.
4.1.8 4.1.8  This process was agreed by the REF Working Party and by the Colleges University Executive Board in Term 2 23/24 and was communicated to colleagues through the REF Working Party. It should be noted however, that whilst the approach for the School of Social Sciences was agreed at this point, the work took longer to be fully finalised and this work extended into the 24/25 academic year.
4.2 Staff, Committees, and Training; Roles and Responsibilities; Training:
If this section is the same as Part 2, please just refer to the earlier text.
Roles and Responsibilities: Define roles and responsibilities of individuals and committees, distinguishing between advisory and decision-making roles. 
Training: Detail training provided.
4.2.4 The staff and Committees involved are as described in paragraph 4.1.8. REF Working Party is described in 1.1.3 (which also defines the roles and responsibilities of this committee). The outgoing REF Leads who undertook this work had all received the REF specific training we mandated for all colleagues involved in REF 2021 selection decisions. The University Strategy Board provides steer and leadership on the management and the academic and development strategy of Birkbeck. It is responsible for advising on all matters relating to University Strategy and for making recommendations on these as appropriate to the Vice-Chancellor and to Governors for approval. Its membership comprises the VC and DVCs, PVCs, The College Secretary, the Chief Financial and Information Officers, and the Senior Strategic Advisor to the VC. Because our allocation of contracts to UoAs has followed a role-based approach it was not necessary to offer any bespoke REF training in this area.
4.2.5 As noted in 4.1.3, there may be cases where a case-by-case decision needs to be taken about the most appropriate UoA home for a specific contract. This will be managed by the Research Strategy Group on a case-by-case basis as needed. In this scenario, all members of Research Strategy Group will have received the REF specific training as detailed in paragraph 1.1.3.18-1.1.3.20.
4.3 EIA Integration: 
Demonstrate how EIA informed allocation of contracts to UoAs and policy/procedure development. Provide information on data, findings, and actions taken.
4.3.4 Because most contracts have been allocated to UoAs using a role-based process it is not appropriate to undertake an EIA for these allocations. 
4.3.5 As noted in paragraphs 4.1.3 and 4,2,2 we anticipate there may be a small number of staff where the role-based allocation may not be appropriate or may result in an allocation where a manual adjustment may be necessary. We have identified three likely scenarios where we anticipate this could occur:
· the role is of a type that did not previously exist so cannot be straightforwardly mapped to our historic structure 
and/or
· the role-based mapping has resulted in an individual being placed in a UoA where their research interests are an outlier in terms of the UoA descriptor AND the College will be making a return to a different UoA where their research interests are more fully in line with the UoA descriptor
and/or 
· where an individual’s research falls within the UoA descriptor for more than on UoA the College will be returning to and there is a need to “move” volume from one UoA to another in order to optimise other aspects of the return (such as impact case study numbers). 
4.3.6 Once all contracts have been allocated to a UoA for the HESA 2025/26 and 2026/27 data collection exercise an EIA will be undertaken focussing on those colleagues with contracts which were manually allocated to a UoA. In the event this EIA identifies any significant anomalies the REF Equality Diversity and Inclusion Committee will be asked to consider if any interventions are required, and if so what the nature of those interventions should be. It should be noted that we anticipate that this will be a very small cohort and so it is unlikely that this EIA could be made public. 
Part 5: Selecting outputs 
1. Policies and Procedures:
· Identifying substantive link to outputs
· Selecting outputs where the substantive link is via former staff: covering compulsory redundancy, voluntary redundancy or severance, retirement, expiration of fixed term contracts
· Assigning outputs to UoA/s: Considering interdisciplinary research and submitting an output to multiple UOAs.
· Procedures for supporting diversity of outputs 
· Procedures for ensuring submissions are representative of the research undertaken within the submitting unit during the REF period: Outlining the processes that will be undertaken to ensure that submitted outputs are reflective of the research strategies and structures, the diversity of research outputs, and contributions, collaborations and partnerships of the submitting unit and the unit’s research strategies.
· Policies and procedures and responsible research assessment practice
2. Staff, Committees, and Training:
· If this section is the same as Part 2 or 3, please just refer to the earlier text.
· Roles and Responsibilities: Define roles and responsibilities of individuals and committees, distinguishing between advisory and decision-making roles. 
· Training: Detail training provided.
3. Equality Impact Assessment (EIA):
· EIA Integration: Demonstrate how EIA informed the selection of outputs and policy/procedure development. Provide information on data, findings, and actions taken.
5.1 Identifying substantive link to outputs & Selecting outputs where the substantive link is via former staff
covering compulsory redundancy, voluntary redundancy or severance, retirement, expiration of fixed term contracts
5.1.1 Because all contracts which are included with the HESA code ACEMPFUN 3 have significant responsibility for research, and expectations around research are an in-built part of these roles, accurately identifying the employment dates for colleagues in this cohort is the basis for us to identify a substantive link to the output.
5.1.2 After the completion of the 24/25 HESA staff return, all REF leads will be issued with a report from HR which lists all staff members who have been part of the UoA since the 31st December 2020, their academic employment function, whether ACEMPFUN 1, 2 or 3, and, in the case of ACEMPFUN 2 whether or not research independence had or has been attained. This report will include contract start and/or end dates for anyone who has started and or left the Colleges employment since 31st December 2020. Anyone who has been made compulsorily redundant will be removed from this list by HR prior to the data being shared because outputs from these individuals are not eligible to be included in the return. Outputs from colleagues who have taken voluntary redundancy or severance, or who have been made redundant due to the expiration of a fixed term contract or where colleagues have retired are eligible for consideration. Birkbeck will not differentiate these colleagues due to administrative complexity and the risk of involuntary disclosure given the often-confidential nature of these arrangements. This mirrors the approach taken by Birkbeck in REF 2021. 
[bookmark: _Hlk207379211]The HR Data Analyst is responsible for confirming that the staff members on the list meet all of the criteria necessary for inclusion – ie:
· the individual was either ACEMPFUN 3 eligible or on a Research-only contract type but undertook independent research.
· the individual meets the criteria defined in the Research England Guidance and the College holds the necessary data for the mandatory data fields to be completed (as defined in the Research England Guidance).
· And where an individual has moved from an ineligible contract type to an eligible contract type during the period, to ensure that all the eligible outputs from these individuals can be assessed fairly and transparently
To ensure that no sensitive personal data is inadvertently disclosed outside HR, HR will merely confirm whether the individual meets the (REF and College defined) eligibility criteria.
5.1.3 REF leads will be asked to check this data with their local records and identify any individuals who they fell have been misallocated to, or are missing from, their UoA. An iterative process will be followed between the relevant REF lead(s), the Director of Research, the HR Data analyst, and if necessary the relevant HR Business Partner(s) until an agreed staff list is produced and the contracts of all ACEMPFUN 3 or 2 (where independence has been determined) colleagues are counted within a suitable UoA that the College will be returning to. This allocation process will follow the principles laid out in section 4.
5.1.4 Once the staff lists are agreed, including contract start dates for new staff since 31st December 2020 and end dates for now former staff, then UoAs will be able to select eligible outputs which were first published during the period of employment at Birkbeck. In this case, the UoA lead should work with the UoA reading group to identify outputs that they consider to be suitable to include in the return. 
If there are outputs which are considered to be suitable to include in the return where a substantive link may be demonstrated but the date of publication is after the end of the period of employment at Birkbeck, the principles defined in the official REF Guidance will be followed.
5.1.5 Where UoAs are looking to include outputs from former staff members, as a matter of courtesy and where possible and practical, the former staff member should be informed of this fact, and the REF lead should take reasonable steps to do this. Former staff members who want to discuss whether or not their outputs should be included as part of Birkbeck’s return should contact the Director of Research in the first instance.
5.1.6 All decisions to include outputs from former staff members will be made on a case-by-case basis. 
5.1.7 As part of the preparation of the annual HESA staff return, once a year (in the spring/summer) a list of new starters on ACEMPFUN 3 contract types will be generated. These individuals volumes will be allocated to UoAs following the process described in section 4. These allocations will be approved by RSG in its capacity as the executive of the REF Working Party and the names of the individuals will be shared with the relevant REF leads. It is noted that, in most cases, only outputs published during the period of employment at Birkbeck will be eligible to be included in the Birkbeck REF 2029 submission, and other restrictions given in the Research England guidance need to be followed. 
5.2 Assigning outputs to UoA/s:
Considering interdisciplinary research and submitting an output to multiple UOAs.
5.2.1 When reading and reviewing outputs, members of reading groups will be asked to flag which UoA descriptor or descriptors the output falls within. For Units that the College is returning to, outputs flagged as falling under more than one UoA will be passed to the other UoAs reading group for consideration, or for Units the College is not returning to this will indicate where cross-referral may be required. As much as possible this will be done in real time so that all UoAs can consider suitable outputs at the agreed assessment points. However, we recognise the possibility that an output may be identified towards the end of the process and there may not be enough time for the output to be read and assessed to be included in the third (of three) selection meeting. In these cases the process described in paragraph 5.5.6 will be followed.
5.3 Policies and Procedures for ensuring submissions are representative of the research undertaken within the submitting unit during the REF period including Policies and procedures and responsible research assessment practice
Outlining the processes that will be undertaken to ensure that submitted outputs are reflective of the research strategies and structures, the diversity of research outputs, and contributions, collaborations and partnerships of the submitting unit and the unit’s research strategies
5.3.1 Paragraphs 5.5.2-5.5.7 describe what our approach to selecting outputs will be and how we will ensure that the output pool is representative of all our research areas. 
5.3.2 Section 5.6 details the training we will provide to ensure that the output pool is selected responsibly and fairly. 
5.3.3 We do not anticipate that we will have any outputs in British Sign Language, Welsh, or any of the other recognised languages (Scottish Gaelic, Scots, Ulster Scots, Irish or Irish Sign Language). In the event we identify any outputs in this area we will take specific advice to ensure we have the necessary legal protections in place, including in terms of any necessary EIA analysis. 
5.4 Staff, Committees, and Training:
If this section is the same as Part 2 or 3, please just refer to the earlier text.
Roles and Responsibilities:. 
Training: Detail training provided.
5.4.1 The staff and Committees involved are as described in Part 1.1.3 which also defines the roles and responsibilities of individuals and committees, and distinguishes between advisory and decision-making roles. 
5.5 Roles and Responsibilities Define roles and responsibilities of individuals and committees, distinguishing between advisory and decision-making roles
5.5.1 The process to select outputs will be as described in paragraphs 5.5.2 – 5.5.7 below.
5.5.2 The REF lead will work with all the individual academics in the UoA to identify a suitable selection of outputs to be considered. No type of output will be prioritised over any other and only those Units where the sub panel has indicated that they will use proxy metrics will be allowed to do so, and in a manner which is consistent with how the specific REF sub-panel will treat such data, an approach intended to be in line with sector best practice. We recognise that some output-types (e.g. practice-based, non text) may need to be considered before the output is fully developed and recognise the need for reading groups to assess these outputs types appropriately. These reading groups should include outputs of this type in their calibration exercises to mitigate this risk. 
5.5.2 All outputs under consideration for REF will be read and graded by the relevant Unit of Assessment reading group, following the panel-relevant criteria given in the guidance from Research England. All outputs will be considered by at least two people, although with long form outputs an element of sampling may be used where appropriate. This initial ranking will follow the REF 1*-4* grading structure used by the REF panels, however for outputs in the 2* and 3* bracket a finer grading will be required and these outputs should be graded as 2/3*+ (plus), 2/3* and 2/3*- (minus) giving eight bands in total. 
5.5.3 The reading group will select outputs as follows: 
Stage 1: the highest graded output from each individual will be selected 
Stage 2: the remaining output pool will be selected by working down the grades from 4*, ensuring that no more than 5% of the selected outputs do not comply with the REF Open Access Policy. 
Stage 3: When the lowest grade band that needs to be used is reached the outputs in that band will be re-considered alongside all the feedback relating to these outputs which was provided to the reading exercise to produce a ranked list. This feedback will include different scores from different reviewers, any commentary provided to justify the score, plus any other calibration work done by the reading panel such as referral to subject experts within or outside the College. Where necessary members of the reading group will read these outputs and review the associated material from the perspective of the panel descriptors provided by the relevant sub panel. The reading group will then make the final selection from these outputs using criteria which relate solely to the quality of the output in terms of its originality, significance and rigour. In the event that the initially selected set of outputs includes more than 5% of outputs which do not comply with the open access policy, the reading group should adjust their selection so that the highest quality selection is made which does not include more than 5% of outputs which do not comply with the open access policy. The reading group should work on the consensus view. In the event that a consensus fails to emerge the reading group should seek advice from REF Working Party who may recommend, for example, bringing in advice from additional readers who are external to the College. 
The reading group should consider all outputs in the bottom band to be selected in this way. If most (60% or more) of the outputs from this band are to be used, two or three outputs should be selected at random from the next band down (i.e the band below the cut-off point) and these should be read with the knowledge that the reading group now has. This is to ensure that this ranking process has been consistently applied across the two bands. Additional support from a reader external to the College may be requested at this point if necessary. For outputs in languages other than English, the UoA panel may co-opt additional members as and where necessary to read these outputs effectively. Where necessary, the panel can use the representation of the diversity of the Units research as a mechanism to break ties.
This approach has been designed to reflect principles of equality, fairness and transparency and reflects national best practice in research assessment, for example, by being compliant with the DORA principles. 
5.5.4 When an output is recommended for double weighting a reserve output should be included where possible. The reserve output should be the highest quality output(s) still remaining in the output pool. 
5.5.5 Drawing on this exercise, the reading group will provide a written recommendation to the UoA Panel, who will make the checks described in paragraph 1.1.3.12 and then pass the recommendation and any identified concerns to the REF Working Party. The REF Working Party will then confirm the output pool selected for submission. The UoA panel also makes recommendations about staff members or individual outputs to be considered for cross-referral, and where an output is considered to be within the UoA descriptor for more than one UoA, as described in paragraph 5.2.1. 
5.5.6 It is inevitable that some outputs will appear in the public domain after the formal reading process has concluded, and where the reading group was not able to review a draft version of the output via its standard processes. In this case, the REF lead should allocate two readers for the output and based on the outcome of their review make a judgement whether this output is of a sufficiently high standard to warrant inclusion in the return. The REF lead should consult with the members of the reading group as necessary in reaching this determination and, where a change is required, can submit a request to change the output pool to REF Working Party. If this occurs after the last scheduled REF Working Party before the Submission then the REF Strategy Group can make the determination virtually following the established processes for that Committee, or the DVC (Research and Innovation) can take a judgement by chairs action if necessary. It is expected that this process will only be used for a very small number of outputs (1 in REF 2021). 
5.5.7 In order to ensure that suitable outputs from research enabling staff are identified and considered, information about the REF selection process will be included in inside the Birkbeck Community. In addition, a request will be put to Directors (or research leads for technical staff e.g. in labs) in all areas to pass on an email from the DVC (Research and Innovation) to encourage colleagues to notify the College if they think they may have a suitable output to be considered, and inviting all these colleagues to a REF information session which is specifically targeted at Research enabling staff. This information will be shared three times, in Term 2 or 3 in 26/27 and in term 1 in 27/28. 
5.5.8 The choice of which outputs to include is a matter of academic judgement, and as such there is no appeal for the selection of outputs; however, if an individual has concerns about how the output selection process is being run in their UoA then they should contact the Deputy Vice Chancellor (Research & Innovation) for advice in the first instance.
5.5.9 Research England will also provide a mechanism by which individuals can express concerns that the Code of Practice is not being applied correctly, and (when available) this can be accessed through the REF2029.ac.uk website. Please contact the Director of Research in the first instance if you need help accessing this information. 
5.5.10 In order to minimise burden the College does not expect that individual academics will routinely be sent feedback about outputs which have been read, but if any individual requests feedback from the REF lead then this should be provided. 
The College notes that this type of feedback can be particularly valuable to more junior staff, especially those individuals who have not been through a REF exercise before and would encourage all staff in this group to ask for feedback. 
Any feedback provided by the UoA should be constructive and should reflect the tenor of the discussions about the outputs as well as the overall score allocated by the reading group or UoA panel. It is recognised that it may be appropriate in some cases for the REF lead to use their discretion in providing this feedback (for example, by disregarding outlier reviews if the consensus was that this review was not robust). 
Where possible, feedback to junior colleagues should be provided face-to-face rather than by email. 
5.5.11 This process was discussed and agreed by UoA leads at the REF WP on 16th October 2025 prior to the consultation process being undertaken which is described in section 1 above. Feedback from the consultation was considered and incorporated by REF WP at an extraordinary meeting on 19th November 2025. An updated version of the CoP was agreed by REF WP on 3rd February 2026 following minor refinements following the release of new guidance from Research England in December 2025 before sending for sign off as described in section 1.
5.5.12 Reading groups and UoA Panels will provide lists of outputs for inclusion to the REF WP at three points across 2026/27 and 2027/28 academic years (deadlines still TBC), but the reports form these meetings must be shared with the secretary to the REF Working Party 2 weeks before the meeting which is scheduled to consider these reports. The draft submission will be amended accordingly after each of these points. All UoAs need to operate to the same timescale to support both bulk uploading to the submission system and so equality impacts can be monitored effectively. 
5.5.13 As a final check by the end of Term 3 2027/28 The Research Strategy Group will review the final recommended selection of outputs against the reports from the UoA Panels to ensure that the Code of Practice has been applied consistently across all the UoAs. 
5.6 Training
Detail training provided
5.6.1 Paragraphs 1.1.3.18 – 1.1.3.22 describe the overarching training that will be provided
5.6.1 Paragraphs 1.1.3.21 and 1.1.3.22 describe the specific training we will provide to ensure that the output pool is selected responsibly and fairly. 
5.7 Equality Impact Assessment (EIA):
EIA Integration: Demonstrate how EIA informed the selection of outputs and policy/procedure development. Provide information on data, findings, and actions taken.
5.7.1 The College will undertake a baseline diversity report to understand its current constituency from an equality and diversity perspective. See part 6. 
5.7.2 As described in paragraph 5.5.12 there are three points at which the College will confirm its latest output selection for the REF. After the first two of these selections, the College REF Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Committee will review the data at the UoA level about the selected outputs in comparison with the baseline diversity report data and the College expectations stated above to consider whether there are any statistically significant anomalies in terms of staff group representation.
5.7.3 Where significant anomalies are identified the Committee will write to the relevant UoA lead, copied to the Director of Research to ensure that the UoA are able to consider this data as part of their next output selection round. In these circumstances panels will be asked to reflect on whether or not any bias has inadvertently crept into their decision making in addition to following the unconscious bias training for panels at the beginning of each panel. 
5.7.4 Once the final selection of outputs has been approved by the VC a final equality impact assessment (EIA) will be undertaken which considers aggregate data at the College level. Based on this EIA an action plan will be defined to try and improve the inclusiveness of the College’s submission for the following REF exercise. This action plan will be written by the REF Working Party but the College Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Committee will have responsibility for its implementation. 
5.7.5 [bookmark: _Hlk205986596]The College REF Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Committee will comprise the Chair of the College Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Committee (Chair), The Deputy Director of HR and the HR Data Analyst. None of these people are otherwise involved in the REF Selection Process, and the data under review will be fully anonymised statistical data. The Project Manager, HR and Equalities will act as secretary to this group. 
Part 6: Appendices
1. Equality Impact Assessment: the baseline EIA will be undertaken at the start of the 26/27 academic year. 
2. Referenced material in the CoP
[image: Research Excellence Framework 2029 logo.]

Appendix 2.1: REF Working Party Membership and Terms of Reference
Membership
Deputy Vice-Chancellor for Research & Innovation 
Director of Research/REF Manager	Sarah Lee
Faculty Directors of Research, Innovation	(B&L)
& Knowledge Exchange 	(HSS)
(Sci)
REF Leads
UoA 4
UoA 5
UoA 7
UoA 11
UoA 16
UoA 17
UoA 18
UoA 19
UoA 21 
UoA 27
UoA 28 
UoA 32
Discipline Leads
UoAs 19 & 21 
UoA 27
UoA 28
UoA 32
Impact and knowledge Exchange Managers	(B&L)
(HSS)
(Sci)
Co-opted Members (attend only when there are relevant matters to discuss)
Head of Research Finance	Environment Data 
BGRS Manager	Environment Data
Senior Assistant Librarian Repository	OA questions
and Digital Media Management
HR	EDI questions
Academic members 
Terms of Reference
The REF Working Party is a party of the Research Committee.
The REF Working Party has been established to support the College in relation to its submissions to the REF2029. Specifically the Party aims to promote Birkbeck as a research intensive institution of high quality and to reflect this status through the return from the REF 2029 submission.
In pursuit of its objectives the Working Party will:
(i) Advise the Research Committee, the Research Strategy Group and the VC on the adoption of College strategies to support the next REF submission.
(ii) Ensure up-to-date and accurate knowledge of any developments pertaining to the REF, and disseminate these throughout the College.
(iii) Maintain oversight of preparations for the REF by all UoAs.
(iv)  Manage and guide UoA Leads throughout the course of their appointment, ensuring that the full resources of the College are known and made available to them. 
(v) Facilitate continuity of oversight for each UoA in the event of a Lead transition.
(vi) Manage College-wide preparations for the REF.
(vii)  Support decision-making concerning inclusion of Impact cases;
(viii) Actively support the writing of all aspects of the final REF submission for every UoA.
(ix) Work with members of the REF Support Group or equivalent around the administrative requirements for the REF.
(x) Work with the HR to ensure that equality and diversity requirements are fully complied with.
(xi) Report to the Research strategy Group and Research Committee on pertinent aspects and/or developments on any of the above.
(xii)  Advise the Strategic Policy Committee and Governors of developments in relation to the REF.

Appendix 2.2: Research Strategy Group Membership and Terms of Reference
Deputy Vice Chancellor for Research & Innovation
(Chair)
Faculty Heads of Research KE and Innovation:	(B&L)
(H&SS)
(Science) 
Director of Research
Head of Research Finance
Graduate Research School Manager
In Attendance
College Secretary
Committee Secretary
In Attendance for the PGR meeting
BGRS Officer
BGRS Administrator
Quality and Regulation Manager 
Director of Registry, Registry Services
Library Representative
Terms of Reference
The Research Strategy Group is a working group of the Research Committee and acts as its executive body. 
The group will meet on at least a monthly basis in term time, with at least two meetings per term being dedicated to the consideration of matters relating to PGR students to incorporate the work formerly undertaken by RSSC. 
Drawing on expertise from all three Faculties, the Research Strategy Group supports the academic aspects of the implementation of the Research Strategy and advises the PVC (Research) on questions relating to research governance and research performance. 
In pursuit of its objectives the Research Strategy Group Will:
(i) Ensure two-way communication between the central College, Faculties and Schools on all research related matters. 
(ii) Advise the Research Committee on the adoption of strategies or policies to support the research work across the College, and/or advise individual Faculties about the need to adopt or amend specific strategies and policies locally.
(iii) Ensure an up to date knowledge of College-wide processes and procedures in relation to research, and how these are implemented at the Faculty and School level.
(iv) Maintain an awareness of the REF cycle and the College’s response to the result, and preparedness for the next cycle, acting as the executive group for the REF Working Party where necessary. 
(v) support and monitor the implementation of the College's Equality & Diversity Strategy in all relevant areas of the committee's business, ensuring Equality and Diversity in research (at all levels) is promoted through a strategy of inclusive design to ensure that our research environment is accessible to all groups of researchers and is proactive about losses of diversity in the talent pipeline. 
(vi) Make recommendations on the structure of the College’s REF submission, especially in relation to decisions about selection of UoAs. 
(vii) Support the implementation of the Research Strategy, working with professional services colleagues as appropriate. 
(viii) Act as a resource to the Research Committee by carrying out the operational work of the committee as necessary. 
(ix) Convene at the request of the Chair on an ad hoc basis to quality assure and select applications for strategically identified funding opportunities. 
(x) Maintain annual oversight of the Birkbeck Institutes. 
(xi) Advise Research Committee on the development of College regulation, policy and support for MPhil and PhD research students.
(xii) Oversee the implementation of the College’s quality assurance and enhancement processes in relation to research students, liaising where appropriate with other committees and colleagues in registry.
(xiii) Oversee the development of applications for research studentship funding, including block grant funding from the research councils;
(xiv) Oversee the management and operation of the Graduate Research School.
(xv) Oversee the research degree examination processes operated by the College.
(xvi) Approve research degree programme proposals.

Appendix 2.3: REF Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Panel Membership and Roles
REF Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Panel
· Chair of the Equality Diversity and Inclusion Committee (Chair) 
· HR Data Analyst 
· Deputy Director of HR 
The Chair’s role is to provide the necessary academic rigour to the data processing, the HR Data Analyst brings an in-depth understanding of HESA and our equalities data and how the calculations were performed, the Deputy Director of HR brings a detailed understanding of equality and diversity issues.
Appendix 2.4: Appeals Panels Membership and Roles
Researcher Independence Appeals: Panel only to be convened in the event there is an appeal. 
Membership:
· REF Lead from a different UoA and Faculty (Chair), 
· a senior academic from a cognate discipline,
· a member of the Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Committee. 
Appendix 2.5: College Committee structure
[image: ]
[image: Birkbeck, University of London’s 2025–26 committee structure places Governors above the University Strategy Board, Nominations Committee, Finance and General Purposes Committee, Remuneration Committee, Audit Committee, and Academic Board. The University Strategy Board oversees the University Delivery Board, which connects to the Human Resources Strategy and Policy Committee, Innovation and Commercialisation Board, College Ethics Committee, Health and Safety Committee, Genetic Modification Sub-Committee, Student Recruitment Committee, Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Committee, Growth Steering Group, and Risk Management Group. The Finance and General Purposes Committee oversees the Investment Committee, Strategic Estates and Infrastructure Committee, and Digital Committee. The Academic Board branch includes the Academic Board Executive Committee, Education and Student Experience Committee, and Research Committee. The Education and Student Experience Committee oversees the College Programmes Committee and College Board of Examiners. The Research Committee oversees the Research Strategy Group, Open Research Working Group, and Research Excellence Framework Working Party.]
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Appendix 2.6: decision making flow chart
[image: A flowchart shows Birkbeck’s Research Excellence Framework output-selection process. A Unit of Assessment reading group reads and ranks outputs and recommends them to a Unit of Assessment panel, which recommends selections to the Research Excellence Framework Working Party. The Working Party selects outputs, and the Research Strategy Group reviews the recommendations and checks whether consent processes were applied. If approved, the Vice-Chancellor approves the final submission; otherwise, the Vice-Chancellor seeks advice from the Academic Board. Approved submissions are returned as final. Outputs not selected or approved return to the reading group. The reading group may also recommend cross-referral or return outputs to more than one Unit of Assessment. A Research Excellence Framework equality, diversity, and inclusion panel reviews data for selected outputs and notifies Unit of Assessment panels of statistically significant anomalies. An independent researcher’s application proceeds to the reading group if accepted by the Research Strategy Group or if a rejected applicant’s appeal is upheld.]


Appendix 2.7: Unit of Assessment Panels
Faculty of Business and Law
Executive Dean
Faculty Head of Research, Innovation and Knowledge Exchange
(Chair)
REF Leads:
Discipline Leads
Heads of School (or their nominee)
Deputy UoA lead
Faculty of Humanities and Social Science
Executive Dean
Faculty Head of Research, Innovation and Knowledge Exchange
(Chair)
REF Leads:
Discipline Leads
Heads of School (or their nominee)
Deputy UoA lead
Faculty of Science 
Executive Dean
Faculty Head of Research, Innovation and Knowledge Exchange
(Chair)
REF Leads:
Discipline Leads
Heads of School (or their nominee)
Deputy UoA lead
Appendix 2.8: Reading Groups
UoA 4
How reading group was selected: These are all members of the Department's REF WG, plus Centre Directors.
UoA 5 – please see UCL Code of Practice
UoA 7 – please see UCL Code of Practice
UoA 11
How reading group was selected: Our reading group reflects all research areas of the UoA and includes members with diverse characteristics and from different career stages. The group was selected by HoS and REF lead who also consulted other colleagues in the School.
UoA 16
How reading group was selected: Reading group members are a mix of those who had experience of our previous REF process, representative of clusters, and newer members of staff/early career staff	.
UoA 17: 
How reading group was selected: Colleagues are volunteered or selected from different subject areas to ensure representation across all research themes within the UoA. The group includes both experienced colleagues who have participated in previous REF cycles and newer members of staff. The members are from different career stages.
UoA 18
How reading group was selected: a mix of those who had experience of our previous REF process and newer members of staff/early career staff. We wanted to continue the previous practice of ensuring research themes and clusters were represented. All decisions were made in the light of college policy on EDI
UoA 19
How reading group was selected: All readers and professors are expected to contribute.
UoA 21
How reading group was selected: All readers and professors are expected to contribute.
UoA 27
How reading group was selected: A discussion among discipline leads, REF lead and Head of Department decided to maintain continuity of members from last round, where these were still in place, supplemented by new members who bring particular subject or language expertise. The group is larger this time, as the unit includes more subdisciplines, but we have co-opted members who were in the relevant unit of assessment previously. Efforts have been made to cover different literary periods as well as the various sub disciplines – theatre and performance, creative writing, languages, linguistics, practice-based work. Most are senior colleagues, with an emphasis on professors. All have strong research profiles and extensive involvement in their academic communities. 
UoA 28
How reading group was selected: Representing the spread of disciplinary areas.
UoA 32
[image: ]
How reading group was selected: Senior staff and others representing the research areas of the unit
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Appendix 2.9: Initial Timetable
	September 2024
	First College-level review of possible impact case studies

	Autumn/Winter 2024/25
	OA policy published, Volume Measure information published

	September 2024
	Second College-level review of possible impact case studies

	1st August 2025
	HESA volume measure data collection starts

	September-December 2025
	Impact officers and UoA leads to finalise current long list of case studies + 1 spare in each UoA
REF WP & College to endorse initial selection of impact case studies

	January 2026
	Leads to provide list of staff with currently 0 outputs to DVC (R&I) plus copies of any agreed plans to address this with individuals

	January 2026 – May 2026
	College-level/academic leads impact case study drafting workshops
College-level discussions: managing environment in Schools with more than one UoA
Whole census (to date) staff lists to be produced 

	Spring/Summer 2026
	Draft Guidance on Submission published
Whole census staff list (to date) provided to REF leads including eligible employment relationship check 
1st exercise to determine researcher independence across the census period

	11 May 2026
	Code of Practice Submission Date

	May 2026
May / June 2026
	Training for reading groups developed
Training for reading groups: EDI and Calibration
Training also delivered to UoA panels, REF Working Group, Research Strategy Group, Equality Diversity and Inclusion Panel, and the VC.
Training pack made available to members of Academic Board and College Research Committee

	From June 2026
	Reading of outputs begins, use of external readers as required, need to rank outputs at the 2*/3* border most carefully
Expectation most staff will have 3 outputs – output and disciplinary distribution is part of the environment assessment
All outputs must be read and assessed

	Across 26-27
Autumn 2026
	REF WP & RSG scheduled monthly – only held if items to discuss
Final guidance published

	September 2026
	Third College-level review of possible impact case studies with recommendations about selection of impact case studies to be returned
Independent researcher exercise for whole census (to date) completed
Invitation to research enabling staff to nominate outputs
Baseline EIA data collection exercise

	December 2026
	Initial selection of outputs; check for open access policy compliance begun
Initial EIA on the selected outputs

	December 2026
	Initial draft of institutional SPRE statement produced

	Spring 2027
	Survey of Submission intentions

	Spring/Summer 2027 
	Updated whole census staff list (to date) provided to REF leads including eligible employment relationship check 
2nd Researcher independence exercise
REF Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Committee review of 1st independent researcher EIA, 1st output selection EIA and contract allocations to UoAs
2x email & IBBK communications with research enabling staff about possible outputs

	End summer 2027
	Second selection of outputs 
Second EIA on the selected outputs
First draft of impact case studies on the correct template
First draft of narratives and environment data prepared

	31st July 2027
	HESA volume measure data collection ends

	Across 27-28
Autumn 2027
	REF WP & RSG scheduled monthly – only held if items to discuss
Submission system opens
Whole census staff list (to date) provided to REF leads
Independent researcher exercise for 26/27 completed
Uploading of HESA data, outputs and environment data begins
Checking of uploaded data begins
Invitation to research enabling staff to nominate outputs
Final email & IBBK communications with research enabling staff about possible outputs
REF Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Committee review of 2nd independent researcher EIA, 2nd output selection EIA and contract allocations to UoAs


	March 2028
	Final invitation to research enabling staff to nominate outputs

	Easter 2028
	Final selection of outputs (including OA eligibility check on outputs from later selection rounds). UoA-level reading of available outputs complete; (NB ad hoc reading of newly available outputs to continue until November 2028)
Final EIA on the selected outputs
Penultimate drafts: Impact Case Studies, SPRE Statements, Environment data

	July 31st 2028
	Census date for environment
Census date for impact

	Spring/Summer 2028
	Updated whole census staff list (to date) provided to REF leads including eligible employment relationship check 
Final research independence exercise
REF Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Committee review of 3rd independent researcher EIA, 3rd output selection EIA and contract allocations to UoAs

	Across Term 1 28/29
September 2028
	REF WP & RSG scheduled monthly – only held if items to discuss
Final versions:
impact case studies
environment statements & data

	End October 2028
	Final submission available for College review 

	End October 2028
	Impact evidence packs and redacted documents for publication produced

	End October 2028
	Target submission date 

	December 31st 2028
	Last date for outputs to be in the public domain
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