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1
Purpose

The purpose of this template is to provide a mechanism for collecting feedback on the matters raised as part of the PBRF Managing nominated research outputs consultation paper.  
The objective is to obtain feedback in such a way that will speed the collation and review of feedback pertaining to specific areas of interest.
Respondents are encouraged to answer the questions in this template, but should not feel limited from also providing comments in addition to those requested in the template. 
Timeframe for feedback

Completed templates and any other comments should be emailed to PBRF.2012Redesign@tec.govt.nz or can be posted to Dr Damien Cole, Tertiary Education Commission, P O Box 27048, Wellington, 6141.

Feedback would be appreciated as soon as possible, but no later than 5pm, Friday 14 August, 2009.

2.
Questions - Managing nominated research outputs 

i)
Should researchers be able to submit Accepted Manuscripts (NISO standard RP-8-2008), ie. author’s final manuscript as accepted for publication at the completion of the peer review process as evidence of NROs (see section 6.1)?

ii)
Would better resourcing of the TEC Secretariat resolve the issues experienced in the 2006 assessment (see section 6.1)?

iii)
Would the library systems be able to supply NROs to panel members in an 

efficient, timely and cost effective way (see section 6.2)?

iv)
If institutional repositories had a high proportion of NROs available as open 

access (based on allowing Accepted Manuscripts as evidence), should panel 
members primarily obtain NROs through this avenue (see section 6.2)?

v)
Are there sufficient advantages to an online TEC database to warrant the 
costs of developing such a database (see section 6.3)?

vi) 
Will researchers have decided on their NROs in sufficient time for them to be 
loaded onto an online TEC database (see section 6.3)?

vii)
Are there any advantages or disadvantages of the options discussed that have 
not be raised in this paper?

viii) Are there other options that the SRG should consider?
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