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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 Sector Reference Group Process of Evaluating Evidence Portfolios Consultation paper.  

The objective is to gain comment from the sector in a way that will speed the collation and review of such feedback.

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, 6 November 2009.

2.
Questions - Process of Evaluating Evidence Portfolios (EPs)
Many of the sections of the Process of Evaluating EPs consultation paper contain options.  Summaries of the options presented in each section are given below.  You may comment on some or all of the sections.
Section 5.1:  Dual assessment options.
Options presented:

Option A) Return to the dual assessment model.

Option B) TEOs determine ‘new and emerging’ researchers then decide which EPs to submit, and not advance those judged by TEOs as clearly R or R(NE).
Option C) TEOs do no more than establish PBRF-eligible staff and ‘new and emerging’ researchers, submitting all EPs for assessment
Option D) Soon after the 2012 staff census, a set of randomly selected EPs to be submitted.
Please state your preferred option below.  
If you would like to make any additional comments please do so below:
Section 5.2:  Design of EPs.
Options presented:

Option E) Add another component to EPs to allow appropriate assessment of researchers in transition either into or out of industry or professions.
Option F) Every EP should retain opportunity for commentary about the NROs.
Option G) An abstract of a conference contribution may not be submitted as an NRO.
Option H) TEOs are responsible for ensuring that all Uniform Resource Locator (URL) addresses to NROs are specific and functional.

Option I) NROs to be listed in order of the researcher’s perception of their quality.

Option J) Increase the number of NROs that may be selected by a researcher.

Option K) Decrease the number of ROs from 30 to 20.
Option L) Leave the design of EPs unchanged. (SRG recommended option)

Please state your preferred option below. 

If you would like to make any additional comments please do so below:

Section 5.3: “Impact factors”.
Options presented:

Option M) No panels are to use “impact factors”.
Option N) All panels are to use “impact factors” according to an agreed procedure.
Option O) The Panel Specific Guidelines for each panel will indicate whether EPs submitted to that panel could include “impact factors” in the commentary on each NRO. (SRG recommended option)
Please state your preferred option below.
If you would like to make any additional comments please do so below:

Section 6.1: Panel selection options.
Options presented:

Option P) Keep the panel selection process the same as it was in 2006.

Option Q) Develop revised methodology for selection of panel chairs and panels that involves recommendations from independent experts.
Please state your preferred option below.  

If you would like to make any additional comments please do so below:

Section 6.2: Panel member options.
Options presented:

Option R) Keep the number of panel members about the same as in 2006.
Option S) Increase the number of panel members for some panels, aiming for an average of 20-40 EPs per panel member. 
Please state your preferred option below. 

If you would like to make any additional comments please do so below:

Section 6.2: Number of panels.
If you would like to comment on the possible addition of peer review panels please do so below.

Section 6.3: Auditing of information in EPs.
If you would like to comment on the Sector Reference Group recommendations on auditing please do so below.
Section 7.3: Indicative assessment timetable.

If you would like to comment on the indicative assessment timetable please do so below.

Section 8.1: Descriptors and tie-points.

If you would like to comment on the descriptors and tie-points please do so below.

Section 8.1: Quality Categories.
If you would like to comment on the Quality Categories please do so below.

Section 8.2: Evaluation procedure.

If you would like to comment on the evaluation procedure please do so below.

Section 8.3: Cross-referral of EPs.

Options presented:

Option T) Retain the cross-referral process as it occurred in 2006.
Option U) Remove the ability of individual researchers to request that their EP be cross-referred. 

Option V) Require the consent of individual researchers for their EP to be cross-referred.
Option W) Cross-referral panels to provide the rationale for their grades as well as their scores to the original panel.
Option X) Remove the cross-referral process entirely.
Please state your preferred option below.  

If you would like to make any additional comments please do so below:

Section 8.4: Management of conflicts of interest
Options presented:

Option Y) EPs have tick-box that researchers can use to indicate whether they believe they have a potential conflict of interest with a panellist.
Option Z) Independent observers can access a register of those who have used the tick-box above, to check that due process has been followed. 

Please state your preferred option below.  

If you would like to make any additional comments please do so below:

Section 9.1: Moderation process.
If you would like to comment on the moderation process please do so below.
Section 9.2 Complaints process.

If you would like to comment on the complaints process please do so below.

Additional comments.

If you would like to make any additional comments please do so below.

