MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE ACADEMIC BOARD RESEARCH COMMITTEE HELD ON WEDNESDAY 11TH COTOBER 2006, COMMENCING AT 10.00 A.M. IN THE CONFERENCE ROOM, TC LAMBLE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING

PRESENT:
Professor Peter Flood (Chair), Ms Anne Roczniok, Professor Majella Franzmann, Associate Professor Heiko Daniel, Mrs Eve Woodberry, Professor Kay Harman, Rev Judy Redman, Professor Lynn Meek, Mr Mark Lunney, Dr Rafat Hussain, Mrs Fiona Pearson (Secretary)

In Attendance:
Mr Grahame Pearson, Ms Donna Santilli

1.
Apologies


Professor Paul Martin, Professor Anne Eckermann, Dr Hans Graser

2.
Confirmation of the Minutes


The minutes of the meeting held 16th August 2006 were endorsed and a true and accurate record of the meeting.

3.
Business Arising

3.1. Minimum Facilities Policy

The Dean of Graduate Studies reported that this matter is in progress although not yet on the web. The revised policy is with the Vice-Chancellor.

Rev Redman, as the PG student representative, advised that a survey of PG students had been undertaken in relation to the Minimum Facilities Policy and a number reported that the induction/orientation was not occurring.  A copy of the results will be provided to the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Research) next week.
3.2. Posthumous Award Policy

This policy has been forwarded to the Academic Board Teaching and Learning Committee for development of a university wide policy.

3.3. Faculty Research Reports

It was noted that some reports are with the Printery while other Faculties had proofs available.  Faculties were urged to provide their reports as soon as possible.

3.4. Confirmation of Candidature Policy

The Committee was advised that the University Council had approved the implementation of this policy.

3.5. HOS Checklist

All Faculties indicated endorsement of the proposed checklist which was being suggested as a tool to assist Heads of School. This will now be finalised.
3.6. Extension of IPRS Scholarships
A letter will be issued on 12 October to IPRS recipients.

3.7. Strategic Directions Research

FAHSS reported that they are looking at ways in which quality can be measured for the Humanities disciplines.

3.8. Extensions Policy

The Committee was advised that the University Council had approved the implementation of this policy.

4. Register of Supervisors

A request for a list of registered supervisors, by school was brought forward.  Mark Lunney and Grahame Pearson were to discuss this requirement and Research Services was asked to look at how such a list might be provided.

5. Research Quality Framework (RQF)

The Committee was advised that the system for recording of individual’s 4 best publications would be available within half a day.

A RQF website had been created with useful information provided as well as the link to the system for nominating the 4 best publications, which will be activated asap.
Early Career Researchers (ECRs) and Level A appointment will be able to submit 2 publication for the RQF exercise and ECRs will be included as part of the RFCD groupings.

The term of contracts to be eligible for inclusion in the RQF exercise is yet to be determined.

There was a suggestion that DEST would be looking at HDR graduands’ destinations for the RQF.

FAHSS indicated that if books only count as one item, as do journal articles, humanities would be disadvantaged as traditionally books were more likely to be produced.  Professor Flood agreed to write to DEST regarding counting of books higher than other publication types.

It is not yet known if the Assessment Panels would be given Terms of Reference.

Another RQF briefing will be held in December 2006.

6. HDR Scholarships

The PVC (R) advised that the income from the 7.5% taken from RTS was only enough to cover current commitments to scholarships i.e. it was not enough to fund any new scholarships in 2007, and particularly any fees scholarships for international students.
Faculties were being asked to identify funding to support scholarships in 2007.

The Committee agreed that strategically, UNE must continue to provide approximately 10 scholarships or the perception in the wider community and amongst potential students will be that research at UNE is on the decline.

There was general discussion on the benefit of funding scholarships instead of the Research Encouragement Awards (REAs) as this was seen as a very small amount of money going to a large number of people and not being allocated strategically.

It was also noted that some Schools are not communicating to the researchers who earned the REA money that the funds are available for their use. It was agreed that the PVC (R) would email Deans and Heads of Schools in this regard. It was further agreed that the REA money provided in 2006 must be expended by 31 December 2007.

The PVC (R) advised that he would fund 10 new UNERAs in 2007.

It was noted, in response to the wording at 2.2. in the Research Renewal document, that Heads of School have the ability to exercise discretion on the distribution of REA money coming into the School on behalf of adjunct, honorary or postgrad students and that these people could apply to the Head of School to access these funds for research purposes.

It was reinforced that the REA money was not funding conference publications.

7. URG funds or REAs?

FOTS expressed the view that funding PhD scholarships worked best for the Faculty.  FEBL indicated that it was finding it difficult to attract quality students.  FEHPS indicated that the majority of its students were part-time, mature age students who worked and therefore did not want to take up full-time candidature so scholarships were not a strategic option for the Faculty. FAHSS were of the opinion that having the money pooled and made available for tendering for funding of research projects with real and substantial outcomes would be a more strategic use of the funds.  It was also suggested that pooling the money and then concentrating it on areas would be more strategic, and particularly if it was used to fund those researchers who were ranked in the top 10% of the ARC applications.  This was seen to have disadvantages i.e. not all of the National Competitive Grant Schemes (NCGS) ranked applications like the ARC so this measure would not apply well, especially for the Sciences who attracted the majority of the NCGS money from the likes of the RIRDC.  The Committee agreed that it couldn’t make a decision on this matter and further agreed that the restructuring of the University and the forthcoming strategic plan will need to be taken into consideration before a decision is made.
The results from the ARC rounds announced earlier today were tabled for the information of members.

8. New Research Institutes

It was noted in the restructure document that Associate Deans Research would not exist in the organisational structure.  It was also felt that the directors of the virtual research institutes were more like project managers than directors and that they would be reporting to the relevant head of school. It was also noted that the Research Institutes directors would not have responsibility for staff and that academic staff would be expected to ‘buy out’ teaching with externally generated funds in order to be associated with the institute.-+
The Associate Deans Research (ADRs) were encouraged to participate in discussions within their respective Faculties in order to put forward arguments for what research institutes they thought would be best for their Faculty i.e. that they needed to be proactive on this issue.  It was noted that the ADRs were not necessarily privy to the discussions taking place as this primarily involved the Executive Deans and the Heads of Schools.

How the institutes would be established and how many would be possible it to be negotiated which is why the ADRs need to be involved in the discussions.  It was suggested that the ADRs talk to their Faculty and then conceptualize some models to take forward.

It was also noted that two Executive Deans and two ADRs were about to depart and that this created difficulty if the ADRs were not taking forward views about research institutes and raised the question of whether those two Deans would put forward the views of their Faculty.

It was suggested that the ADRs of the faculties merging to form one of the two ‘super Faculties’ meet with each other and the relevant Faculty Research Committees so that combined views were taken forward.

It was further noted that the VC did not want feedback in relation to the revised structure, he wanted feedback on the strategic plan only.

It was agreed that a special meeting of the Research Committee be held next week with the Vice-Chancellor and the Executive Deans to discuss issues relating to the Research Institutes.

The new and forthcoming Research Management Plan will need to take into account the revised structure.

9. Modules for HDR Students

The Dean of Graduate Studies has liaised with Dr B Tynan on this matter.  The DoGS is also looking at the University of Melbourne Upskills program which can be purchased and customized.  The price was unknown.  How the components of the Upskills program related to the program taken forward for application to DE 2nd Round funding of $400,000 was also unclear. It was also agreed that those programs already in place in UNE should not be overtaken i.e. the ESkills program has been very successful and there are others in existence that should be factored in before blanket implementation of the Melbourne modules.
10. DoGS Report

The Committee noted that the DoGS contacts supervisors for students deemed to be ‘at risk’ of not completing by the maximum submission date and supervisors are requested to advise what steps have been put in place to address the risk.
The revised Gold Book would now be available by early February 2007.

The Committee was advised that at a Special Meeting of the Scholarships Committee the responsibility for assessment and ranking of scholarship applicants had been devolved down to Schools within Faculties.

11. Comment on the Strategic Plan

The Committee noted that the Strategic Plan had not been made available prior to the commencement of this meeting.

The PVC (R) indicated that a draft Research Management Plan would be provided within one week of the Strategic Plan.

Faculties were still required to report, by the end of the year, on Faculty Targets in the current Research Management Plan (refer page 26 of the RMP.

12. Other Business

12.1.
RUBRIC Project


The Committee noted that the RUBRIC project was on track to be in place by mid 2007.
12.2. 2007 Meeting Dates

The proposed 2007 Meeting Dates were circulated at the meeting.  If no changes were advised to the Secretary in the next few days, these dates would be taken as approved.

12.3. Peer Review Processes in Faculties

Faculties were asked to provide advice on the timelines and review processes within the respective Faculty.  This was to assist Research Services with the provision of review of applications and provision of service as it was not desirable to duplicate or run conflicting reviews.  It was agreed that all applications would be critiqued in the future if they are submitted in a timely manner.

The meeting closed at 12.12 p.m.
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