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reward and recognition, personal development and prioritisation of 
research support for this group (or other benefits such as career 
development with an eye to future REF exercises) are, while relevant 
to some of the discussion below, not directly intended.  
 
   

Does the policy provide opportunity to eliminate unlawful discrimination; 
better advance equality of opportunity; and positively affect relations between 
different groups?  If not, how could this be improved? 



 

Page 5 of 20 

 
Section 3 - data 
 
This section records some of the overall data referred to below 
 
3.1 
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Kruskal-Wallis rank-order test to see whether FTE was a predictor of SRR, suggests (the result is marginally non-
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The numbers of male and female staff is easy to quantify anonymously, letting us compare staff with SRR against other staff for this variable. In staff 
with SRR, 59 (67%) were female, and 29 (33%) were male. This is comparable to the overall proportion of staff and to the non-SRR staff. For female 
staff, 33% had SRR, while 41% of male staff had SRR (35% overall), also relatively comparable. 
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3.7 Individual UoA EqIAs on output selection (February 2021) and generally (December 2020) 
 
The seven units of assessment prepared individual EqIAs on output selection. Smaller datasets were available to those authors, making conclusions 
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These EqIAs raised potential issues around some of the protected characteristics and mitigations in terms of Code of Practice development, staff 
communication, implicit bias training etc., as mentioned above and below. COVID-related delays and re-scheduling was discussed: fewer instances of 
output selection were adopted, in order to reduce pressure on staff responding to COVID in teaching and research.  
 
  

 
Section 4 - Protected Equality Groups 
 
This session aims to look at what the policy impact may be on each of the groups. 
 
In which of the following equality areas are there concerns that the policy could have a differential impact? 

Assessment 
1. If you tick ‘yes’, what concerns do you have that the policy may create a differential impact on protected groups? What existing evidence 

(presumed or otherwise) do you have to support this? 
 

2. If you ticked ‘no impact’ - what evidence do you have to make this decision?  
 
  Yes No 

Impact 
 

AGE 
 ☒ 

 
☐ 

Potential Differential Impact:  
 
There are relatively few people with SRR under the age of 35, or above the age of 65. The lack of 
people under 35 suggests that early career researchers (ECRs) were not identified as having SRR. 
For contracted researchers, this implies they lack “independence”. It also implies there is a lack of 
younger members of lecturing staff (at least, those with SRR).  
 
Mitigating Factors/Action: 
 

 The relationship of age profile to SRR status appears typical of the university as a whole, 
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to take advantage of this reduced pressure (though we do not believe that this affects staff 
in this unit). 

 
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Mitigating Factors/Action: 
 Staff whose marital status reduces their opportunities for research were able to participate in REF 
with fewer outputs, and/or record those circumstances arising from living in a long household 
directly. 
 

PREGNANCY/MATERNITY 
 ☐ 

 
☒ 

Potential Differential Impact: 
It seems likely that having taken a period of leave for reasons associated with characteristic lead to 
fewer outputs available for selection. 
 
Mitigating Factors/Action: 
 L
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information on this characteristic. Those who decline to specify any belief seem to be more 
likely to have SRR than the general QMU staff population. 
 

SEX ☐ 
 ☒ 

Potential Differential Impact: 
There are some indications that female staff are under-represented in REF, perhaps in association 
with being more likely to be part-time, but the trends are not certain. Further, it may be that female 
members of staff contributed fewer outputs to REF than expected.  
 
Mitigating Factors/Action: 
 If female staff are more likely to be part-time, it may be that it is the part-time working that 

would be responsible for reducing research outputs for REF. If part-time working may be the 
choice of staff, there may be no differential impacts, but staff could be supported in desired to 
increase (or decrease) FTE more flexibly. 

 
SEXUAL ORIENTATION ☐  ☐ Potential Differential Impact: 

Not enough information to make a judgement. Nearly half the respondents left this blank. It is 
possible that some staff find the context antagonistic or indifferent to the difficulties associated with 
minority sexual orientation. 
 
Mitigating Factors/Action: 
 Continuing encouragement should be offered to ensure that everyone recognises the value of 

information is combatting barriers to inclusion in research, so that more people contribute 
information on this characteristic. 

CARERS ☐  ☐ Potential Differential Impact: 
 No information is centrally recorded.  
 
Mitigating Factors/Action: 
 No need for action is currently indicated – perhaps more information on caring responsibilities 

could be gathered  
 Cases can be submitted for output reduction as part of REF. 
 Consider more proactive awareness raising as part of CEDARS or Wellcome Café Culture 

events. 
 

 Additional Notes 
 
Output selection included measures to mitigate various biases, but was primarily intended to select outputs of highest research quality, with a 
secondary goal to balance outputs by discipline or individuals, all other things being equal.  
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In general, the REF Code of Practice sought to mitigate many of these effects, and (a) since there are no strong or unarguable differential impacts, 
and (b) since the weak differential impacts that may have occurred echo those from previous research exercises and (c) they 
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specifically can be tailored to mitigate the potential 
negatives above, and which should be continued after 
REF has concluded (with others) informed further by 
sector-wide findings, include 

1. CEDARS (the Culture, Employment and 
Development in Academic Research 
Survey). QMU is an early adopter the first 
post-92 institution to sign up. Initial results 
(2020) provide evidence of differential impacts 
and provide an evidence-based route to help 
mitigation through on-going evidence 
gathering.  

2. The Concordat to Support the Career 
Development of Researchers. The 
Concordat was adopted by QMU in 2019 and a 
Working Group was established with ECR, HR 
and other participation in 2020 to develop an 
associated Action Plan for research career 
enhancement, which should mitigate some of 
the potential differential impacts discussed 
here. Further, QMU as enshrined 10 annual 
days of career enhancement enshrined as part 
of this concordat, which can be planned to 
mitigate negative effects on career 
enhancement of pressures imposed by REF.  

3. QMU was, in December 2020, one of the first 
five UK universities to be awarded the 10 Year 
Retention of the HR Excellence in Research 
Award, evidencing a commitment for the 
promotion of equality and diversity in the 
research. We are the first UK post 92 
institution to receive this award. 

4. QMU signed up to the cross-institutional 
Teaching, Research and Academic 
Mentoring Scheme (TRAMS) in 2020, which 
will provide broader mentoring opportunities for 
researchers. This reflects a recognition of the 
need to enhance support for institutional level 
research mentoring as we continue to develop 
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8. UoA leads collaborated in parallel ratings of 
new outputs with researchers with SRR 
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of staff had been treated unfavourably on the basis of 
a protected characteristic.  
  
The Committee noted the discussion of a potential for 
there to have been an under-representation of women 
with SSR (compared to the proportion of women on 
the academic staff group as a whole), and considered 
that any under-representation of women could be 
linked to the higher percentage of women in part-time 
roles. Both FTE-related and sex-related patterns in the 
EIA are likely therefore to be related to broader 
employment patterns, and appear to be neither 
specific to research at QMU nor to the REF 2021 
submission.  
  
The Committee noted too that, for some other 
protected characteristics, the uneven availability of 
data meant that conclusions were hard to draw. This 
lack of data reflected the extent to which staff had 
provided it on a self-declared basis (including even 
“early career researcher” status). Increasing self-
declaration for all relevant criteria has already been 
identified as a priority area for development and is 
likely to 
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