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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 Reporting of Results 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, 19 June 2009.

2.
Questions - Reporting of Results
Many of the sections of the Reporting of Results consultation paper contain options.  The options presented in each section are given below.  You may comment on some or all of the sections.
Section 5.1:  Reporting of Individual Quality Categories to individuals.
Options presented:

Option A) Individual staff members are advised of their Quality Category automatically.

Option B) Individual staff members are only advised of their individual Quality Category on request.
Please state your preferred option below.  You may wish to rank the options in order of preference. 
If you would like to make any additional comments please do so below:
Section 5.2:  Reporting of individual Quality Categories to TEOs.
Options presented:

Option C) Status quo: The TEC releases Quality Categories to TEOs which then advise individual staff members.
Option D) The TEC releases Quality Categories to individuals, but only provides summary information to TEOs.
Option E) The TEC releases Quality Categories to individual staff and provides TEOs with publicly available information only.
Please state your preferred option below.  You may wish to rank the options in order of preference. 

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

Section 5.3: Reporting of component scores to TEOs and individuals.
Options presented:

Option F) Status quo: The TEC releases all Component Scores from each point in the assessment to the individual on request.
Option G) The TEC releases final Component Scores to TEOs which then advise individual staff members.
Option H) The TEC releases final Component Scores to individuals automatically.
Please state your preferred option below.  You may wish to rank the options in order of preference. 

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

Section 5.4: Use of data by TEOs.
Options presented:

Option I) Status quo: TEOs and individuals use data as they deem appropriate.

Option J) The TEC produces recommended guidelines for TEO use of data and require them to be adopted.
Option K) Each TEO develops its own code of practice.
Please state your preferred option below.  You may wish to rank the options in order of preference. 

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

Section 5.5: Public availability of Research Outputs.
Options presented:

Option L) Status quo: No information from Evidence Portfolios is made publicly available. (SRG recommended option)
Option M) A list of Nominated Research Outputs for all Evidence Portfolios is made publicly available.

Option N) A list of Nominated Research Outputs and Research Outputs for all Evidence Portfolios is made publicly available.

Please state your preferred option below.  You may wish to rank the options in order of preference. 

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

Section 6.1.1: Threshold for Reporting.

Options presented:

Option O) Status quo: 5 FTE.
Option P) Increase to 7 FTE. (SRG Recommended option)
Option Q) Increase to 10 FTE (Adams).
Option R) Reduced information for units with 5-10 FTE.
Option S) No Quality Category profiles at sub-TEO level.
Please state your preferred option below.  You may wish to rank the options in order of preference. 

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

Section 6.1.2: Publicly available aggregate information - reporting of indicators.
This section presents a number of dimensions that need not necessarily be mutually exclusive.  These dimensions are:

Dimension I: Descriptive ratings allocated by subject panels

Dimension II: Change the formula for calculating the Average Quality Score
Dimension III: Normalise to a target profile

Dimension IV: Provide multiple indicators 

Dimension V: Combine selected adjustments

Dimension VI: Reporting by sector for each subject area

Dimension VII: Change reporting to one decimal place

Please state which dimension or combination of dimensions you prefer.
If you would like to make any additional comments please do so below:

Section 6.2: Reporting of PBRF results after TEO mergers.

Options presented:

Option T) All mergers within the assessment period are reported separately.
Option U) Merged TEOs are reported as one entity.(SRG Recommended option)
Option V) TEOs report both separately and as one entity.
Option W) TEOs choose to be reported separately or as one entity.
Option X) TEOs that merged within a set timeframe are reported separately.
Please state your preferred option below.  You may wish to rank the options in order of preference. 

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

Option 6.3: Reporting at sub-discipline level.

Options presented:

Option Y) Status quo: No reporting at Field of Research level.

Option Z) Panels review subjects with two and four-digit Field of Research codes in mind.

Please state your preferred option below.  You may wish to rank the options in order of preference. 

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

Section 7: Reporting by subject and by Nominated Academic Unit.

Options presented:

Option AA) Status quo: Report separately by subject and Nominated Academic Unit as in 2006.

Option BB) Report only by Nominated Academic Unit (requires alignment between Nominated Academic Unit, subject and panel) (Adams).
Please state your preferred option below.  You may wish to rank the options in order of preference. 

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

