
Te Komiti Rangahau o Unitec | Unitec Research Committee 

Date: 2023-02-09 
Scheduled Start: 1300h 
Scheduled End: 1500h 
Location: Microsoft Teams 

SECTION 1 NGĀ KUPU ARATAKI | PRELIMINARIES 

1. Karakia Tīmatanga | Opening Prayer
2. Mihi Whakatau | Welcome from the Chair
3. Membership
4. Terms of Reference

SECTION 2 STANDING ITEMS 

1. Ngā Whakapāha | Attendance, Apologies & Quorate Status
2. Pitopito Kōrero o Ngā Hui | Minutes of the Previous Meetings
3. Mahia Atu | Matters Arising

SECTION 3 MEA HEI WHAKAAE | ITEMS TO APPROVE 

1. Amendments to the RPTL audit for new staff

SECTION 4  WHAKAWHITI KŌRERO | ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 

1. PBRF Sector Reference Group – Consultation Paper 9

SECTION 5 NGĀ TUKUNGA | ITEMS TO RECEIVE 

1. 2023 Unitec ECR Contestable Fund outcomes
2. 2023 Unitec ECR Fellowship outcomes
3. Library resources budget cut impact
4. Classification of the URC’s 2022 agenda items
5. Free NVivo webinars
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SECTION 6  KUPU WHAKAMUTUNGA | CLOSING 
 
1. Ētahi Kaupapa Anō | Any Other Business 
2. Komiti Self-Assessment 
3. Karakia Whakamutunga | Closing Karakia  
    

SECTION 1  NGĀ KUPU ARATAKI | PRELIMINARIES 
 
 
Item 1.1   Karakia Tīmatanga | Opening Prayer 
 
 

KARAKIA TĪMATANGA  OPENING PRAYER  
Manawa mai te mauri nuku  
Manawa mai te mauri rangi  

Ko te mauri kai au  
He mauri tipua  

Ka pakaru mai te pō  
Tau mai te mauri  

Haumi ē, Hui ē, Tāiki ē!  

Embrace the power of the earth  
Embrace the power of the sky  
The power I have  
Is mystical  
And shatters all darkness  
Cometh the light  
Join it, gather it, it is done!  

 
 
Item 1.2   Mihi Whakatau | Welcome from the Chair 
  

Item 1.3 Te Komiti Rangahau o Unitec Membership 

 
Marcus Williams (Associate Professor) Chair and Director Research and Enterprise 
Daisy Bentley-Gray (New and Emerging) Nominee of Director, Pacific Success  
Dr Catherine Mitchell (Early Career) Nominee of Director, Māori Success 
Dr Helen Gremillion (Professor) Healthcare and Social Practice 
Dr Yusef Patel (Early Career) Architecture 
Duaa Alshadii (New and Emerging) Building Construction 
Dr Lian Wu (Associate Professor) Healthcare and Social Practice 
Dr Hamid Sharifzadeh (Professor) Computing and Information Technology 
Dr Leon Tan (Associate Professor) Creative Industries 
Dr Kristie Cameron (Associate Professor/ 
Early Career) 

Environmental & Animal Sciences 

Dr Mitra Etemaddar Applied Business 
Robyn Gandell (Early Career) Bridgepoint 
Dr Norasieh Md Amin (Subject Librarian) 
Vacant 
Arun Deo (Research Advisor) 
 
In attendance: Brenda Massey (Acting 
Secretary) 

Learning and Achievement 
One member nominated by the Student Council 
Tūāpapa Rangahau 
 
Tūāpapa Rangahau 
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Item 1.4  Te Komiti Rangahau o Unitec Terms of Reference 
  
 The powers and functions of Te Komiti Rangahau o Unitec (URC) shall be to:  
 

a. Foster the conduct of research, and support the achievement of Unitec’s strategic research, 
enterprise and innovation priorities. 

b. Propose and advise on strategic directions and priorities for research, enterprise, and 
innovation. 

c. Provide expert advice on institutional policy. 

d. Develop protocols and guidelines and make recommendations in relation to the conduct of 
research, enterprise, and innovation. 

e. Oversee the Grants Advisory Committee and the reporting of funded projects. 

f. Encourage and enhance the development of the research, enterprise, and innovation culture 
along with student and staff research capability, with emphasis on the development of Māori 
and Pacific research capability. 

g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research reporting. 

h. Foster Māori and Pacific, transdisciplinary, collaborative and externally engaged research, 
enterprise, and innovation. 

 
SECTION 2  STANDING ITEMS 
 
Section 2.1   Ngā Whakapāha | Attendance, Apologies & Quorate Status 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
That the committee accepts the apologies of today’s meeting. 
    
Section 2.2  Pitopito Kōrero o Ngā Hui | Minutes of the Previous Meetings  
refer to pg5 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
That the committee approves the minutes of the meetings of 2022-10-13 and 2022-11-10. 
 
Section 2.3  Mahia Atu | Matters Arising 
refer to pg14 
      
 
SECTION 3  MEI HEI WHAKAAE | ITEMS TO APPROVE 
 
Section 3.1  Amendments to the RPTL audit for new staff 
refer to pg15   
 
 
SECTION 4  WHAKAWHITI KŌRERO | ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 
 
Section 4.1  PBRF Sector Reference Group – Consultation Paper 9 
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refer to pg17 
 
SECTION 5  NGĀ TUKUNGA | ITEMS TO RECEIVE 
 
Section 5.1  2023 Unitec ERC Contestable Fund outcomes 
refer to pg91 
 
Section 5.2  2023 Unitec ECR Fellowship outcomes 
refer to pg94 
  
Section 5.3  Library resources budget cut impact 
refer to pg95 
 
Section 5.4  Classification of the URC’s 2022 agenda items 
refer to pg98 
 
Section 5.5  Free NVivo webinars 
refer to pg102 
 
 
 
SECTION 6  KUPU WHAKAMUTUNGA | CLOSING 

 
Section 6.1  Ētahi Kaupapa Anō | Any Other Business 
Verbal reminder that Tūāpapa Rangahau needs to request that Research Centre Directors provide 
Annual Reports on their 2022 activities for the committee’s review at their May meeting and that a 
template is provided to Directors for this purpose, as per the committee’s 2023 Work Plan.  
 
Section 6.2  Komiti Self-Assessment 
refer to pg103 

 

Section 6.3  Karakia Whakamutunga | Closing Karakia 
 

TE KARAKIA WHAKAMUTUNGA  CLOSING PRAYER  
Ka wehe atu tātou  

I raro i te rangimārie  
Te harikoa  

Me te manawanui  
Haumi ē, Hui ē, Tāiki ē!  

We are departing  
Peacefully  
Joyfully  
And resolute  
We are united, progressing forward!  
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Te Komiti Rangahau o Unitec | Unitec Research Committee 
 

Date:   2022-10-13 
Scheduled Start:  1300h 
Scheduled End:   1500h 
Location:   Microsoft Teams 
 

MEETING OPENED:  1300h 

SECTION 1 – NGĀ KUPU ARATAKI | PRELIMINARIES 
 

Item 1.1 Karakia Tīmatanga | Opening Prayer 

Item 1.2 Mihi Whakatau | Welcome from the Chair 

The Chair warmly welcomed members of the committee to the meeting. 

SECTION 2 – STANDING ITEMS 
 

Item 2.1 Ngā Whakapāha | Attendance, Apologies & Quorate Status 

Members Present 

1. Marcus Williams (Chair) 
2. Nora Md Amin 
3. Kristie Cameron 
4. Eltahir Kabbar (proxy for Hamid Sharifzadeh) 
5. Daisy Bentley-Gray 
6. Yusef Patel 
7. Duaa Alshadli 
8. Mitra Etemaddar 
9. Robyn Gandell 
10. Lian Wu 
11. Leon Tan 
12. Geoff Bridgman (proxy for Helen Gremillion) 

Total members represented:   12 members 

Apologies 

1. Helen Gremillion 
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2. Hamid Sharifzadeh 
3. Arun Deo 
4. Cat Mitchell 

Total apologies:     4 members 

MOTION 

That the committee accepts the apologies for today’s meeting. 

Moved: Kristie Cameron 
Seconded: Daisy Bentley-Gray 
 

MOTION CARRIED 

Quorate Status 

A minimum of 9 representatives is required; the meeting was quorate.   

Hunga Mahi | Staff in Attendance 

1. Brenda Massey, Acting Secretary 

Item 2.2 Pitopito Kōrero o Ngā Hui | Minutes of Previous Meeting  

MOTION 

That the committee approves the minutes of the 2022-09-08 meeting as a true and accurate record. 

Moved: Mitra Etemaddar 
Seconded: Robyn Gandell 

MOTION CARRIED 

Item 2.3 Mahia Atu | Matters Arising 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Responsible Outcome 

2.3 Utilise the Research Bank to review the research that has been 
conducted on or with Māori by non-Māori researchers at Unitec 
and report findings back to the committee. 

Nora Md Amin Verbal update 
provided as 
below. 

5.3 Draft letters to each of the four 2022 ECR Funded researchers 
thanking them for their reports. 

Brenda Massey / 
Marcus Williams 

Complete 

5.4 Ask Research Partner Penny Thomson if it is possible to extend 
the deadline for applications for ECR Fellowships for Semester 1 
to the end of the mid-semester break and to recirculate the 
documents to all Research Leaders as a reminder of the 
availability of this opportunity. 

Brenda Massey Complete 

 

Committee member Nora Md Amin provided the following update on her action item: 

• Total items (Unitec): 4,025 (as of 13th Oct 2022) 
• Māori related items (keyword search): 1,333 items (33%) 
• Māori related items (search by subject): 425 items (11%) 

Identifying authors/researchers (Māori or non-Māori) in the Research Bank is problematic as there is 
no parameter/field/filter that identifies author/s as Māori/non-Māori, or Pasifika/non-Pasifika etc.  
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Research contained in the institutional repositories of New Zealand tertiary education organisations 
is currently accessible via NZResearch - https://nzresearch.org.nz/. NZResearch is being phased out, 
however.  All New Zealand research (including that contained in Unitec’s Research Bank) will soon be 
accessible through DigitalNZ, a project being undertaken by the National Library of New Zealand - 
https://digitalnz.org. 

 

SECTION 3 – MEA HEI WHAKAAE | ITEMS TO APPROVE 
 
Section 3.1  2023 URC Terms of Reference 
 
The committee reviewed its current Terms of Reference.   
 
It was queried whether the Terms of Reference adequately encompass student research, both in 
terms of students undertaking research and students as the subjects of research.   
 
Student research is bound by Unitec’s Conduct of Student Research Policy and is overseen by the 
Unitec Postgraduate Research and Scholarships Committee.  Student research is also within the 
remit of the newly established Te Ohu Whakahaere Rangahau Māori, Research and Postgraduate, a 
sub-committee of Te Poari Akoranga (the Academic Board of Te Pūkenga).   
 
MOTION 

That the committee approves a roll-over of its current Terms of Reference into 2023. 

Moved: Lian Wu 
Seconded: Robyn Gandell 

MOTION CARRIED 

 
 

SECTION 4 - WHAKAWHITI KŌRERO | ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 
 
Section 4.1   PBRF SRG Consultation Paper 8 
 
The Chair presented the key points contained in the consultation document which sets out proposals 
and approaches for issues relating to the assessment criteria that assessment panels will be using, 
and processes of the peer review panels which will be convened for Quality Evaluation 2026.  
 
The paper presents a proposed Example of Research Excellence (ERE) scoring scale, as well as three 
options for Evidence Portfolio (EP) component weightings: 

Option 1: The component weightings remain the same, at 70 percent weighting for the ERE 
component, and 30 percent weighting for the Contribution to the Research Environment (CRE) 
component.  
 
Option 2: the component weightings are adjusted so that the ERE component has a 60 percent 
weighting and the CRE component has a 40 percent weighting.  
 
Option 3: the component weightings are adjusted so that the ERE component has an 80 percent 
weighting and the CRE component has a 20 percent weighting.  

Page 7

https://apc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fnzresearch.org.nz%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cbmassey%40unitec.ac.nz%7Cbc4ab01e0b974c6f603308daacb73191%7C80f389b273804b67b5277f711a578130%7C0%7C0%7C638012200052877345%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=lw%2BdTDPf2tQPlVXSUTXr5hWv5E3U5G6%2BtB4aOdJAp%2Fc%3D&reserved=0
https://apc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdigitalnz.org%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cbmassey%40unitec.ac.nz%7Cbc4ab01e0b974c6f603308daacb73191%7C80f389b273804b67b5277f711a578130%7C0%7C0%7C638012200052877345%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=9VoQcuxIKMPiXYQC%2BmnmgkOWPWUJJZIt1cygGRkuDpg%3D&reserved=0


 

  

The consultation document will be discussed at the next Rangahau Research Forum hui, with 
feedback collated for, and submitted via, Te Pūkenga’s DCE Academic.  The consultation will also be 
discussed at a forum Marcus William and Arun Deo participate in along with universities and other 
hubs of Te Pūkenga.   

Committee members that would like to submit feedback as part of Te Pūkenga’s response should 
provide this to the Chair before 3 November.  Individual feedback can also be given directly before 
the 11 November deadline. 

 

SECTION 5 - NGĀ TUKUNGA | ITEMS TO RECEIVE 
 
Section 5.1  Animal Ethics – Te Pūkenga Code of Ethical Conduct 
 
A new code covering animal ethics is being developed by Te Pūkenga, led by Professor Natalie 
Waran at EIT.  The committee received an update on progress towards the development of the code. 
 
The committee were also advised that Te Ohu Whakahaere Rangahau Māori, Research and 
Postgraduate is working on a new code that will cover human ethics. 
 
Committee members who wish to engage with the development of either code can contact the Chair 
for an introduction to the relevant project leads. 
 
 

SECTION 6 - KUPU WHAKAMUTUNGA | CLOSING 
 
Section 6.1   Ētahi Kaupapa Anō | Any Other Business 
 
N/A 

 

Section 6.2   Komiti Self-Assessment 

An opportunity was given for the committee to reflect on their self-assessment provocations.  The 
committee was reminded that feedback can be emailed to the Chair or the Secretary at any time (in 
confidence if requested). 

 
Section 6.3   Karakia Whakamutunga | Closing Karakia 
 
 

MEETING CLOSED:  1335 h 

 

SUMMARY OF ACTIONS 

N/A 

Page 8



 

  

 

Te Komiti Rangahau o Unitec | Unitec Research Committee 
 

Date:   2022-11-10 
Scheduled Start:  1300h 
Scheduled End:   1500h 
Location:   Microsoft Teams 
 

MEETING OPENED:  1300h 

SECTION 1 – NGĀ KUPU ARATAKI | PRELIMINARIES 
 

Item 1.1 Karakia Tīmatanga | Opening Prayer 

Item 1.2 Mihi Whakatau | Welcome from the Chair 

The Chair warmly welcomed members of the committee to the meeting. 

SECTION 2 – STANDING ITEMS 
 

Item 2.1 Ngā Whakapāha | Attendance, Apologies & Quorate Status 

Members Present 

1. Marcus Williams (Chair) 
2. Cat Mitchell 
3. Mitra Etemaddar 
4. Daisy Bentley-Gray 
5. Nora Md Amin 
6. Irene Ayallo (proxy for Helen Gremillion) 
7. Yusef Patel 
8. Kristie Cameron 

Total members represented:   8 members 

Apologies 

1. Helen Gremillion 
2. Arun Deo 
3. Leon Tan 
4. Duaa Alshadli  
5. Hamid Sharifzadeh 
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Total apologies:     5 members 

Absent 

1. Robyn Gandell 
2. Lian Wu 

Total absent:     2 members 

 

MOTION 

That the committee accepts the apologies for today’s meeting. 

Moved: Cat Mitchell 
Seconded: Yusef Patel 
 

MOTION CARRIED 

Quorate Status 

A minimum of 9 representatives is required; the meeting was not quorate.   

Hunga Mahi | Staff in Attendance 

1. Brenda Massey, Acting Secretary 

Item 2.2 Pitopito Kōrero o Ngā Hui | Minutes of Previous Meeting  

The meeting was not quorate therefore the minutes of the 2022-10-13 meeting will need to be 
ratified at the next quorate meeting. 

Item 2.3 Mahia Atu | Matters Arising 

N/A 

 

SECTION 3 – MEA HEI WHAKAAE | ITEMS TO APPROVE 
 
Section 3.1  Honorary Research Fellow – Dr Matt Renner 
 
The committee considered and approved the request to appoint Dr Matt Renner as an Honorary 
Research Fellow within the School of Environmental and Animal Sciences. 

 
MOTION 

That the committee approves the appointment of Dr Matt Renner as an Honorary Research Fellow 
within the School of Environmental and Animal Sciences. 

Moved: Kristie Cameron 
Seconded: Daisy Bentley-Gray 

MOTION CARRIED 

Section 3.2  Honorary Research Fellow – Dr Judy Nicholson 
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The committee considered and approved the request to appoint Dr Judy Nicholson as an Honorary 
Research Fellow within the School of Environmental and Animal Sciences. 

 
MOTION 

That the committee approves the appointment of Dr Judy Nicholson as an Honorary Research Fellow 
within the School of Environmental and Animal Sciences. 

Moved: Kristie Cameron 
Seconded: Daisy Bentley-Gray 

MOTION CARRIED 

Section 3.3  2023 URC Work Plan 
 
The committee reviewed its proposed 2023 Work Plan.  It was requested that the item ‘discuss the 
possibility of a Norther Sector Research Symposium (NorthTec, Unitec, MIT)’ be scheduled for 
consideration in April not June.  The committee approved the 2023 Work Plan subject to this 
amendment. 
 
MOTION 

That the committee approve the proposed 2023 Work Plan, subject to the item ‘discuss the 
possibility of a Northern Sector Research Symposium (NorthTec, Unitec, MIT)’ being scheduled for 
consideration in April. 

Moved: Yusef Patel 
Seconded: Irene Ayallo 

MOTION CARRIED 

Section 3.4  2023 ECR Fellowship Grants Advisory Committee Membership 
 
The committee considered and approved the membership of the 2023 ECR Fellowships Grants 
Advisory Committee (GAC).  The GAC will read and consider three applications received for 
fellowship funding. 
 
MOTION 

That the committee approves the membership of the 2023 ECR Fellowship Grants Advisory 
Committee. 

Moved: Kristie Cameron 
Seconded: Nora Md Amin 

MOTION CARRIED 

 
Action: the approval of agenda items 3.1 to 3.4 will need to be ratified at the next quorate 
committee meeting. 
 

SECTION 4 - WHAKAWHITI KŌRERO | ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 
 
Section 4.1   2023 URC Membership 
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The committee is meeting its current composition requirements with the exception of 
representation from Workforce Development, as this unit no longer exists at Unitec.  It was 
requested that the following amendments be made to the composition requirements for 2023: 
 

• Remove the requirement to have representation from Industry Workforce Development. 
• A change of nomenclature from ‘Knowledge Specialist’ to ‘Subject Librarian’. 
• A change of nomenclature from ‘Pacifika representation’ to ‘Pacific representation’. 

 
Action: Brenda Massey to update the committee’s composition requirements as noted above and 
prepare a memo with the committee’s 2023 membership list, meeting dates, Terms of Reference 
and Work Plan for Te Komiti Mātauranga for the Chair to approve. 
 
It will be assumed that current committee members are willing to continue their membership into 
2023 unless otherwise advised to the Chair. 
 

SECTION 5 - NGĀ TUKUNGA | ITEMS TO RECEIVE 
 
Section 5.1  Call for Nominations: PBRF Panel Co-Chairs and Initial Panel 
Members 
 
The committee noted the TEC’s call for nominations for Panel Co-Chairs and initial Panel Members 
for the PBRF Quality Evaluation 2026 and were encouraged to ensure suitable colleagues are made 
aware of this opportunity.  Those considering submitting a nomination should contact Marcus 
Williams, Director Research and Enterprise. 
 
Section 5.2  2023 URC Meeting Dates 
 
2023 committee meetings will be scheduled online as usual every second Thursday of the month 
(January excepted) from 1-3pm.  These times/dates compliment the activities of other committees 
of Te Komiti Mātauranga.  The Acting Secretary will issue placeholders for members’ calendars in the 
coming weeks. 
 
 

SECTION 6 - KUPU WHAKAMUTUNGA | CLOSING 
 
Section 6.1   Ētahi Kaupapa Anō | Any Other Business 
 
The December committee meeting has been rescheduled for 14 December to accommodate the 
annual Research Symposium.  The meeting will only go ahead if matters are raised that cannot wait 
until the first meeting of 2023, which is scheduled for 9 February. 

 

Section 6.2   Komiti Self-Assessment 

An opportunity was given for the committee to reflect on their self-assessment provocations.   

In anticipation that the December committee may be cancelled the Chair thanked the committee for 
their continued service to rangahau/research this year.  The committee has achieved much this year, 
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one of the highlights being its approval to establish two new research centres, which brings the 
number of research centres at Unitec to six.   

Members present thanked Marcus for his leadership of the committee, and noted the inclusive, safe 
and supportive atmosphere his style of chairing fosters. 

The committee is reminded that feedback on any aspect of the committee’s operation can be 
emailed to the Chair or the Secretary at any time (in confidence if requested). 

 
Section 6.3   Karakia Whakamutunga | Closing Karakia 
 
 

MEETING CLOSED:  1335 h 

 

SUMMARY OF ACTIONS 

Agenda 
Item(s) 

Action Responsible Outcome 

2.2 & 
3.1-3.4 

The minutes of the 13 Oct meeting and the approval of agenda 
items 3.1-3.4 will need to be ratified at the next quorate meeting.   

Marcus Williams/ 
Brenda Massey 

 

3.3 Schedule ‘discuss the possibility of a Northern Sector Research 
Symposium (NorthTec, Unitec, MIT)’ for April 2023 in the 
committee’s Work Plan (not June). 

Brenda Massey  

4.1 Update the committee’s composition requirements as follows: 
• Remove the requirement to have representation from Industry 

Workforce Development. 
• Change ‘Knowledge Specialist’ to ‘Subject Librarian’. 
• Change ‘Pacifika representation’ to ‘Pacific representation’. 

 
Prepare a memo with the committee’s 2023 membership list, 
meeting dates, Terms of Reference and Work Plan for Te Komiti 
Mātauranga for the Chair to approve. 

Brenda Massey  
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MATTERS ARISING 

Agenda 
Item(s) 

Action Responsible Outcome 

2.2 & 
3.1-3.4 

The minutes of the 13 Oct meeting and the approval of agenda 
items 3.1-3.4 will need to be ratified at the next quorate meeting.   

Marcus Williams/ 
Brenda Massey 

On agenda 

3.3 Schedule ‘discuss the possibility of a Northern Sector Research 
Symposium (NorthTec, Unitec, MIT)’ for April 2023 in the 
committee’s Work Plan (not June). 

Brenda Massey Complete 

4.1 Update the committee’s composition requirements as follows: 
• Remove the requirement to have representation from Industry 

Workforce Development. 
• Change ‘Knowledge Specialist’ to ‘Subject Librarian’. 
• Change ‘Pacifika representation’ to ‘Pacific representation’. 

 
Prepare a memo with the committee’s 2023 membership list, 
meeting dates, Terms of Reference and Work Plan for Te Komiti 
Mātauranga for the Chair to approve. 

Brenda Massey Complete 
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Unitec New Zealand Limited 
Meeting of Te Komiti Rangahau o Unitec | Unitec Research Committee 

Date of Meeting: 9 February 2023 
 

Title Amendments to RPTL audit for new staff  

Provided by: A/P Marcus Williams, Director Research & Enterprise  

Authored by: A/P Samantha Heath, School of Healthcare & Social Practice 

For: APPROVAL 

 

Recommendation 

That the committee reviews the requirement to include newly appointed staff in the Research 
Productivity Traffic Light (RPTL) audit, as follows: 

• Newly employed staff can be exempted from the first RPTL audit that occurs after they are 
employed. Assuming that RPTL audits continue to take place in semester 1 of a given year, 
this provision means that: for staff who begin their employment during semester 1 of a 
given year, an exemption from that year’s RPTL exercise can be granted; for staff who begin 
their employment during semester 2 of a given year, an exemption from the following year’s 
RPTL exercise can be granted.  

• In either case, for the next RPTL audit that takes place after a new staff member is 
employed, only one output will be required for such staff (who are full-time). 

• In the years after that, the normal RPTL criteria will apply to these staff. 
 

 
Purpose 

The purpose of this paper is to provide information to the committee on the need for consideration 
of an amendment to RTPL assessment criteria for new staff because of the impact that their 
inclusion has on small programmes which otherwise meet research standard in the RPTL. 

 

Key Points 

New staff who join Unitec/Te Pūkenga are currently expected to produce research outputs in short 
order. This is very challenging especially if they have not been research active/disseminating 
research outputs leading up to the new employment. The fact that the RPTL audit is retroactive 
exacerbates this problem. 

 

 

Page 15



 

 
 

Information/Background  

New appointees to Unitec/Te Pūkenga are often recruited directly from professional practice, for 
example clinical nurses choosing to adopt an academic career who are appointed to positions in the 
Bachelor of Nursing. Whilst working clinically there is no requirement to be an active researcher and 
therefore, new appointees may not have research outputs which can be drawn upon for an initial 
RTPL audit. Rather, these are developed following their appointment. Consequently, these new staff 
members are often red at audit initially, and thus disproportionately impact the achievement of 
what is largely a well-functioning department from a research perspective.  

Appointing staff in Semester 2 is not unusual and in a small department where there is staff 
turnover, late in the year staff replacement with staff previously working in clinical practice leaves 
little, if any, opportunity to develop any outputs during that initial semester of employment.  

 

Contributors 

• A/P Samantha Heath  
• Prof Helen Gremillion 
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Unitec New Zealand Limited 
Meeting of Te Komiti Rangahau o Unitec | Unitec Research Committee 

Date of Meeting:  9 February 2023 

 
Title PBRF Sector Reference Group – Consultation Paper 9 

Provided by: A/P Marcus Williams, Director Research and Enterprise 

For: Feedback/Discussion 

 

Recommendation 

That the committee reviews, considers and provides feedback on the PBRF Sector Reference Group’s 
ninth consultation paper: Technical Matters/detailed EP structure and submission requirements.  
 

Key Points 
The consultation paper sets out proposals for a small number of changes to elements of the 
Evidence Portfolio (EP) structure and submission requirements that have been identified by the PBRF 
Sector Reference Group (SRG) as requiring sector consultation and presents detailed EP structure 
and submission requirement changes or adjustments that are required as a consequence of the in-
principle decisions to date. 
 
The questions to be considered are: 
 

• Do you support the proposed changes to the Platform of Research - Contextual Summary? 
• Do you support the proposed changes to the Core Research Output request and supply 

processes?  
• Do you have any feedback on the proposed research activity descriptions as set out in the 

Proposed detailed EP structure and submission requirements document and the Illustrative 
EP template?  

• Do you have any feedback on the proposed changes to the overall EP structure and 
submission requirements as set out in the Proposed detailed EP structure and submission 
requirements, the Proposed guidance to determining Examples of Research Excellence 
submission requirements, and the Illustrative EP template? 

• Do you have any feedback on the proposed changes to the Contributions to the Research 
Environment types and descriptions as set out in the Proposed detailed EP structure and 
submission requirements document and the Illustrative EP template? 

• Do you have any further comments on the proposals set out in Consultation Paper #9?  

The SRG also welcomes wording suggestions on the Detailed EP Structure and Submission 
Requirements document (Appendix 1), the Illustrative EP template (Appendix 2) and the Proposed 
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guidance to determining ERE submission requirements (Appendix 3). These will feed directly into the 
draft Guidelines drafting process. 
 
 
Information/Background 

Ahead of the next Quality Evaluation, the TEC has appointed a SRG comprising members from across 
tertiary and research sectors. The SRG is to advise the TEC on the operation and design of the PBRF, 
contributing critical sector expertise and knowledge towards the implementation of Cabinet’s 
decisions on the PBRF. SRG recommendations are developed as part of a public consultation 
process. The SRG has just released Consultation Paper 9: Technical Matters/detailed EP structure 
and submission requirements for feedback. 
 
As set out in Consultation 1: Approach to the design of the PBRF Quality Evaluation 2025, the SRG 
has always intended to use the Technical Matters paper to consult on more detailed technical 
matters that have been identified as the SRG has worked through the higher-level issues. 
 
The matters that have arisen and which TEC officials have advised are ready for consultation all 
relate to the detailed EP structure and submission requirements. As such, the proposals and material 
for this consultation are presented as part of the attached Proposed detailed Evidence Portfolio 
structure and submission requirements for Quality Evaluation 2026 (Appendix 1), Illustrative EP 
template (Appendix 2), and Proposed guidance to determining ERE submission requirements 
(Appendix 3).  
 
Next Steps 
The consultation period runs from 19 December 2022 – 24 February 2023. The committee’s 
feedback will be conveyed to the Rangahau Research Forum (RRF) for review/discussion, along with 
any other feedback received from within Te Pūkenga, before 15 February.  The RRF will collate a 
response before 21 February for input/submission to TEC by Te Pūkenga before 24 February.  
Individual submissions can also be made here: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/663FSCM  
 
Consultation feedback will be considered by the SRG and recommendations made to the TEC.  
 

Attachments 

• PBRF Sector Reference Group – Consultation Paper 9: Technical Matters/detailed EP 
structure and submission requirements, which incorporates Appendix 1: Proposed detailed 
Evidence Portfolio structure and submission requirements for Quality Evaluation 2026, 
Appendix 2: Illustrative EP Template and Appendix 3: Proposed guidance to determining ERE 
submission requirements. 
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Consultation #9 – Technical Matters/detailed EP structure and 
submission requirements research excellence definitions 

Purpose  

1 The purpose of this paper is to: 

› Set out proposals for a small number of changes to elements of the Evidence 
Portfolio (EP) structure and submission requirements that have been identified 
by the PBRF Sector Reference Group (SRG) as requiring sector consultation; and 

› Present detailed EP structure and submission requirement changes or 
adjustments that are required as a consequence of the in-principle decisions to 
date. 

2 As set out in Consultation 1: Approach to the design of the PBRF Quality Evaluation 
2025, the SRG has always intended to use the Technical Matters paper to consult on 
more detailed technical matters that have been identified as the SRG has worked 
through the higher-level issues.  

3 The matters that have arisen and which TEC officials have advised are ready for 
consultation all relate to the detailed EP structure and submission requirements. As 
such, the proposals and material for this consultation are presented as part of the 
attached Proposed detailed Evidence Portfolio structure and submission requirements 
for Quality Evaluation 2026 (Appendix 1), Illustrative EP template (Appendix 2), and 
Proposed guidance to determining ERE submission requirements (Appendix 3). 

4 The Draft Evidence Portfolio Submission Requirements document also sets out detailed 
EP submission requirements that the TEC does not consider require significant changes, 
but that have been updated to reflect minor adjustments such as dates and new names. 
These requirements are provided for sector information only. 

Scope and purpose of consultation 

5 This paper sets out background information, analysis and proposals for the following 
issues which have been identified by the SRG as requiring sector consultation: 

› Proposed changes to the Platform of Research – Contextual Summary EP 
component 

› Proposed new Core Research Output request and supply processes. 

6 The paper sets out proposed detailed EP submission requirements requiring more 
substantive changes as a consequence of in-principle decisions to date. While the in-
principle decisions themselves are not being revisited, the SRG seeks sector feedback 
on the way in which the in-principle changes are reflected in the following proposed 
submission requirements, as well as the clarity and accuracy of the proposed wording:  
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› Detailed Evidence Portfolio (EP) structure and submission requirements 
including determining the number of EREs required under the Achievement 
Relative to Opportunity framework 

› Eligible research output types and descriptions  

› Eligible research activity types and descriptions 

› Eligible contributions to the research environment (CRE) types and descriptions.  

7 The paper also sets out for sector information the following components of the detailed 
EP submission requirements. These do not require significant changes as a consequence 
of in-principle decisions, but have been updated to reflect changes such as new names 
and dates: 

› Quality assurance processes for research outputs 

› Eligibility criteria for research outputs 

› Research outputs based on joint research 

› Research outputs with similar content 

› Information required about a CRO 

› Information required about a research output submitted as a supplementary 
item in an ERE or as an Other Example of Research Excellence (OERE) 

› Eligibility criteria for research activities and CRE items 

› Information required about research activities and CRE items. 

8 Included alongside the Detailed EP structure and submission requirements document is 
an Illustrative EP template which is provided to show the proposed changes and to 
model how they might be operationalised via the PBRF IT system. 

9 The following related issues have been identified as requiring review following in-
principle decisions on the issues above, and will be reflected in the draft Quality 
Evaluation 2026 Guidelines and the draft Audit Methodology as necessary: 

› Audit and evidence requirements for research outputs, activities, and 
contributions to the research environment 

› EP schema. 

10 The paper does not set out a proposal in relation to the use of Unique Staff Identifiers 
(previously National Student Numbers). While this issue was included in the original list 
of issues for SRG consideration as set out in Consultation 1: Approach to the design of 
the PBRF Quality Evaluation 2025, TEC and Ministry of Education officials have 

Page 22



5 

 

subsequently determined that further work is required to determine eligible 
approaches. Consultation on this issue, if required, will occur in 2023.  

Background 

In-principle decisions on changes to research definitions and EP design 

11 Following sector consultation and SRG recommendations, the TEC has agreed in 
principle to the following changes in relation to research definitions for Quality 
Evaluation 2026: 

› A new PBRF Definition of Research 

› Statements acknowledging the value of Māori research and Pacific research 

› A new definition of research excellence and of impact 

› New Quality Category descriptors 

12 Following sector consultation and SRG recommendations, the TEC has also agreed in 
principle to the following changes EP design including: 

› A definition of an Example of Research Excellence (ERE), which replaces the 
Nominated Research Output 

› A requirement that all EPs ordinarily contain three EREs unless one or more 
eligible circumstances apply 

› A definition of an Other Example of Research Excellence (OERE), which replaces 
the Other Research Output 

› The introduction of the research activity, which may be included in an EP either 
as a supplementary item within an ERE, or as an OERE 

› Reducing the maximum number of OEREs from twelve to eight and including an 
optional summary narrative 

› Changes to the Research Contributions component, including renaming it 
Contributions to the Research Environment (CRE), revising the types of eligible 
items, and reducing the maximum number of items from twelve to ten 

13 Full details of the changes are set out in the TEC In-Principle decisions and summary of 
feedback on research definitions and the TEC In-Principle decisions and summary of 
feedback on EP design, both available on the TEC website. 

In-principle decision/SRG recommendations on changes to individual circumstances 

14 Following sector consultation and SRG recommendations the TEC has also agreed in 
principle to a number of changes to the ways in which individual researchers’ 
circumstances will be reflected in the EP submission requirements, including: 
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› EPs submitted by eligible New and Emerging Researchers may contain up to 
three EREs if the researcher chooses and will include either a minimum of one or 
two EREs, depending on when the researcher first became eligible in the 
assessment period 

› EPs submitted by eligible staff who were employed part-time a total maximum 
of 0.8FTE during the assessment period may contain up to three EREs if the 
researcher chooses and will include either a minimum of one or two EREs, 
depending on the staff member’s total FTE across the period 

› EPs submitted by eligible staff who declare one or more eligible Researcher 
Circumstances lasting more than six months total across the assessment period 
will include either one or two EREs depending on the duration of the impact. 

15 Full details of the changes are set out in the TEC In-Principle decisions and summary of 
sector feedback on Individual Circumstances, available on the TEC website. 

16 The in-principle decisions and recommendations on research definitions, EP design, and 
individual circumstances, will impact on the detailed EP structure and submission 
requirements. These requirements will ultimately be set out in the draft Quality 
Evaluation 2026 Guidelines, which will be provided to the sector for consultation in 
June 2023. 

Sector Reference Group process and next steps 

16 In developing the proposals in this paper, the SRG has considered whether they: 

› Deliver Cabinet’s instructions 

› Address the concerns and aspirations identified in the Report of the PBRF 
Review Panel and the Report of the Moderation Panel and Peer Review Panels 

› Deliver fair and equitable outcomes for all participating TEOs and their staff 

› Uphold the unique nature of research produced in Aotearoa New Zealand and 
reflect what is distinctive about our national research environment 

› Are consistent with the PBRF Guiding Principles, including the three new 
Principles of partnership, equity, and inclusiveness 

› Are able to be implemented and audited (legally and practically) 

› Reflect the in-principle decisions made to date. 

17 Following sector consultation on the proposals set out in this paper and the attached 
appendix, the SRG will consider sector feedback and make recommendations to the 
TEC.  
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18 The TEC may carry out further targeted consultation with TEOs on detailed elements of 
the EP submission requirements as necessary, to inform the preparation of the draft 
Guidelines.  

Proposed changes to the Platform of Research - Contextual 
Summary EP component 

19 The Platform of Research – Contextual Summary section was introduced in Quality 
Evaluation 2018 and replaced the ‘Other Comments’ section in previous Quality 
Evaluations. 
 

20 The function of the Platform of Research component was to provide submitting staff 
members with the opportunity to present information that would allow panels to 
contextualise the Research Output and Research Contributions components (which 
were scored).  

 
21 In addition to providing an overview of the staff member’s research activity and 

platform of research, the component could include relevant detail specific to the staff 
member’s research context. This included changes in research focus, part-time 
employment, or particular features of their research environment such as an applied or 
interdisciplinary focus. 

 
22 Although the component was not scored, panels were instructed to use the information 

provided in it to contextualise the material in the scored components, and in particular 
to support detailed holistic assessment of the EP where this was required. 

 
23  Full details of the 2018 guidance on the Platform of Research component can be found 

on page 41 of the Quality Evaluation 2018 Guidelines.  
 

Rationale for reviewing the role of the Platform of Research – Contextual Summary 
component 

24 The in-principle changes to EP design provide an opportunity to review the component 
and the role it plays in the EP. The SRG has determined that the following design 
changes support a revised function: 
 

› The formal recognition of part-time employment within the Achievement 
Relative to Opportunity framework means it will no longer be necessary for 
submitting staff to use the Platform of Research component to draw the panel’s 
attention to any part-time employment status 

› The ERE, which replaces the NRO, includes a contextual narrative alongside the 
CRO and any supplementary items. Although the contextual narrative relates to 
the ERE as a discrete example rather than to the staff member and their overall 
platform of research, it will provide an opportunity for the staff member to 
situate the CRO and any supplementary items within a broader research context 
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› The OERE component includes an additional optional narrative linking together 
any OERE items. Again, this may provide opportunity to include similar 
contextual information about the staff member’s wider research platform. 

25 In addition, the precise function of the component will benefit from greater clarity. 
Although the component was not scored in Quality Evaluation 2018, it was nonetheless 
an important element of the EP. As the first component panellists saw, it ‘set the 
scene’, and panellists were instructed in the Assessment Guidelines to assess EPs 
holistically on the basis of all information submitted, including the Platform of Research. 
The role of the component in assessment could have been more clearly expressed in 
the Guidelines (see pages 16-17). 
 

26 The SRG considers it is worth clarifying both what the component is expected to contain 
given the in-principle changes to EP design, and what role it plays in the assessment of 
EPs. As such, we are seeking the sector’s views on the following proposed adjustments. 

 

Proposal for revising the Platform of Research - Contextual Summary 

27 The Platform of Research remains part of the EP, but no longer needs to set out 
information about the staff member’s employment or other circumstances during the 
assessment period. As such, the character count is reduced from 2,500 characters to 
1,000 characters and staff members are instructed to focus on introducing their 
research focus and platform, as well as any relevant aspects of their research 
environment. The Guidelines for TEOs and for panellists clarify that the component is 
not scored but should be used by panellists to inform their assessment of the two 
scored components, and by panels to inform their holistic consideration of the EP as 
a whole. 
 

28 See page 10, Appendix 1, and Appendix 2 for how this proposal is expressed in the 
draft EP submission requirements and Illustrative EP template. 

  

Core Research Output request and supply processes 

29 For Quality Evaluation 2018, TEOs were required to ensure that all NROs were available 
for assessment by a panel, that the actual research output (referred to as the Main 
Research Object) was provided as evidence to enable assessment and audit, and that 
the EP included details of how the Main Research Object was supplied.  
 

30 TEOs could choose to supply the output electronically or physically, although the 
Guidelines noted that electronic submission was preferred. The Guidelines allowed for 
three supply options: 

 
› A direct link to an electronic version of the Main Research Object, or 

 
› An electronic version could be uploaded to the TEC’s filestore, or 
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› A physical version of the output was provided to the assessor if requested. TEOs 
were required to indicate the physical location of the output if they chose that 
option, and were required to supply the output to the TEC within ten days of 
receiving the request to supply. 

 
31 Full details of the 2018 processes and requirements for submitting evidence of the NRO 

can be found on pages 64-7 of the Quality Evaluation 2018 Guidelines. 

Rationale for reviewing Main Research Object request and supply processes 

32 Following Quality Evaluation 2018, some peer review panels reported delays in 
receiving requested physical versions of NROs which affected the timely completion of 
assessment. 
 

33 Managing the request, storage, delivery, and return (where required) of physical 
versions of outputs created some logistical challenges for the TEC and TEOs, and as such 
the supply of NROs electronically was strongly preferred, as indicated in the Guidelines. 

 
34 Since Quality Evaluation 2018, electronic publication, dissemination, and 

communication of research outcomes, which was already widespread, has become 
increasingly normalised. In most disciplines, all publishers have dual online/physical 
platforms as standard, and online-only platforms are increasingly common. 

 
35 For Quality Evaluation 2026, the NRO has been replaced by the ERE. The ERE will 

contain a Core Research Output which, like the NRO, will be submitted as a Main 
Research Output for assessment. 

 
36 The SRG has considered and does not support moving to one hundred percent digital 

submission. While this approach would have limited impact on the majority of research 
disciplines, given the widespread use of digital publication and dissemination, it would 
have a significant impact on creative practice-based disciplines focussed on the 
production of physical artworks, artefacts, objects, and craftworks. While such outputs 
can be presented through high-quality digital reproduction (and in 2018 for the most 
part were), the work of some researchers has important spatial, location-specific, or 
haptic aspects that are unable to be fully represented digitally. 

 
37 Electronic-only submission could also impact on smaller participating TEOs who may 

not be able to fund digital reproductions of physical outputs. 
 

38 The SRG has also considered revising the physical Main Research Object request and 
supply process. In 2018, TEOs had ten days from receipt of a request to supply a 
physical Main Research Object. However, panellists were not required to submit 
requests within any particular timeframe. It is possible that some of the challenges 
associated with timely supply may have been caused by requests being made close to 
assessment deadlines. 

 
39 The SRG seeks the sector views on the following proposed changes to the request and 

supply processes, which are intended to address the issues identified. 
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Main Research Object request and supply proposal 

40 The expected default is that Main Research Outputs are submitted as electronic 
versions, either via direct link or by uploading to the TEC filestore. In circumstances 
where a submitting staff member believes that a digital version of a born-physical 
Main Research Output will not enable full and fair assessment, or a digital version 
cannot otherwise be created, the physical output can be supplied. Physical submission 
of outputs, accompanied by a brief explanation, are indicated in the EP by the 
submitting TEO. 

 
41 Panellists will submit physical Main Research Object requests within 15 working days 

of EP allocation. 
 

42 TEOs will supply physical Main Research Objects within 15 working days of receipt of a 
request to supply from a panellist 

 
43 See pages 32-3, Appendix 1, and Appendix 2 for how this proposal is expressed in the 

draft EP submission requirements and the illustrative EP template. 

Detailed EP structure and submission requirements 

In-principle new ERE design and submission requirements 

44 Following Cabinet’s decision to replace the Nominated Research Output (NRO) with an 
Example of Research Excellence (ERE), the SRG developed, consulted on, and 
recommended to the TEC an ERE design which meets Cabinet’s instructions to enable a 
broader range of research excellence to be presented and assessed, and to reflect the 
new PBRF Definition of Research.  
 

45 The in-principle new ERE will comprise: 
 
› A single core research output (required) which is submitted for detailed 

assessment  
 

› A contextualising narrative (required) which summarises the nature and 
significance of the ERE as a whole, contextualising the core research output, and 
articulates the links between the core output and any supplementary items 
included  
 

› Up to three supplementary items (optional), which may be either eligible 
research outputs or eligible research activities. Supplementary items are briefly 
described and bibliographic/equivalent details provided to evidence claims 
made and enable audit, but are not submitted for detailed assessment. 

 
46 Following Cabinet’s direction to review the previous Extraordinary Circumstances 

provisions to ensure the Quality Evaluation supports more equitable outcomes, 
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particularly for part-time researchers, the SRG has recommended changes to EP 
submission requirements under the Achievement Relative to Opportunity framework as 
follows: 
 

› All EPs contain three EREs unless one or more of the eligible circumstances 
apply; 

› EPs submitted by eligible New and Emerging Researchers may contain up to 
three EREs if the researcher chooses and will include either a minimum of one or 
two EREs, depending on when the researcher first became eligible in the 
assessment period 

› EPs submitted by eligible staff who were employed part-time a total maximum 
of 0.8FTE during the assessment period may contain up to three EREs if the 
researcher chooses and will include either a minimum of one or two EREs, 
depending on the staff member’s total FTE across the period 

› EPs submitted by eligible staff who declare one or more of the five eligible 
Researcher Circumstance types lasting more than six months total across the 
assessment period include either one or two EREs depending on the total 
duration of the impact across the assessment period 

› Eligible staff members who meet more than one of these three circumstances 
will have ERE submission requirements reflecting the combined impact. 
However, a minimum of one ERE will be required. 

In-principle new OERE definition and submission requirements 

47 Following Cabinet’s decision to replace the Other Research Output with an Other 
Example of Research Excellence (OERE), the SRG developed, consulted on, and 
recommended to the TEC an OERE design which meets Cabinet’s instructions to enable 
a broader range of research excellence to be presented and assessed, and to reflect the 
new PBRF Definition of Research. 
 

48 The in-principle new OERE will be an eligible research output or an eligible research 
activity. An OERE is briefly described and bibliographic/equivalent details provided to 
evidence claims made and enable audit, but is not submitted for detailed assessment. 

 
49 The OERE section is optional for all EPs, regardless of the number of EREs required. 

Submitting staff may choose to include up to eight OEREs. Additionally, they may 
choose to include a short narrative which contextualises and/or links together any 
OEREs to each other or to the EREs. 

In-principle new Contributions to the Research Environment definition and submission 
requirements 

50 Following Cabinet’s instructions to revise the Research Contributions EP component to 
complement the other changes made to the EP design, the SRG developed, consulted 
on, and recommended to the TEC a revised Contributions to the Research Environment 
(CRE) component. This component has a sharpened focus on activities and outcomes 
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which demonstrate how the submitting staff member has contributed to developing 
and sustaining a vibrant research culture and environment. 
 

51 The number of eligible item types has been reduced from 12 to seven. Six types which 
were previously eligible as Research Contributions have been redefined as eligible 
research activities and moved into the ERE component of the EP. The sections below 
‘Eligible Research Activity type descriptions’ and ‘Eligible Contributions to the Research 
Environment type descriptions’ provide further detail on the individual types and how 
they are reflected in the new EP guidance. 

 
52 The in-principle new CRE component comprises a minimum of one and up to ten CRE 

items. CRE items are briefly described and bibliographic/equivalent details provided to 
evidence claims made and enable audit, but are not submitted for detailed assessment. 

 
53 The requirement to contain a minimum of one CRE item does not apply to EPs 

submitted by New and Emerging Researchers. 

Detailed EP structure and submission requirements guidance – changes required to reflect 
in-principle changes 

54 The in-principle changes to the EP design and submission requirements require 
translation into detailed new EP submission requirements. This includes: 
 

› A detailed description of the overall EP structure, including guidance on what 
information to include in each section or component 
 

› Guidance on how to determine the number of EREs required, taking any 
Achievement Relative to Opportunity circumstances into consideration 

 
55 The detailed EP structure and submission requirements sets out this information on 

pages 4 – 9, Appendix 1, and in Appendix 2. In particular: 
 

› An overview of the EP structure and contents is provided on pages 4 – 6, 
Appendix 1, including a diagram of the new EP structure  
 

› Guidance to completing the EP Details, Researcher Details, Panel Details, and 
proposed Platform of Research – Contextual Summary sections are provided on 
pages 7 – 10 
 

› Detailed guidance on what an ERE contains is provided on pages 11 – 12. 
 

› Guidance to determining the required number of EREs is provided in Appendix 
3. 
 

56 The draft requirements are also reflected in the attached illustrative EP template, 
attached as Appendix 2.  
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57 The SRG seeks the sector’s feedback on any matters arising from the proposed detailed 
EP structure and submission requirements as set out in Appendices 1 and 2, which 
reflect the TEC’s in-principle decisions to-date and the options in this paper. 

Eligible research output types and descriptions 

In-principle new research definitions 

58 Following Cabinet’s instructions to broaden the PBRF Definition of Research to 
recognise a wider range of research excellence including research impact, collaboration 
and engagement, the SRG developed, consulted on, and recommended to the TEC a 
new PBRF Definition of Research. The TEC has agreed in principle to the new definition. 
To support the new definition of research, and to give full effect to Cabinet’s 
instructions, the TEC has also agreed in principle to: 

 

› A new definition of research excellence 
 

› A definition of research impact 
 

› Statements acknowledging the significance of Māori knowledge and research 
and Pacific knowledge and research 
 

› New Quality Category descriptors. 
 

59 In Quality Evaluation 2018, there were 15 eligible research output types, each of which 
was given a detailed description and indicative examples: 

 
1. Authored Book 
2. Chapter in Book 
3. Conference Contribution – Other 
4. Conference Contribution – Published 
5. Creative Work 
6. Discussion/Working Paper 
7. Edited Volume 
8. Intellectual Property 
9. Journal Article 
10. Oral Presentation 
11. Other Form of Accessible Output 
12. Report 
13. Scholarly Edition/Literary Translation 
14. Software 
15. Thesis 

The detailed descriptions and examples provided for the 2018 round can be found on 
pages 46-55 in the Quality Evaluation 2018 Guidelines, available on the TEC website.  
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Proposed new research output type and revised detailed descriptions and examples 

60 As a consequence of the in-principle new research definitions, the SRG has reviewed 
the eligible research output types and descriptors to ensure alignment. While the new 
ERE allows a wider range of items to be included, an ERE must still contain a core 
research output which is capable of being submitted for detailed assessment. 
 

61 The SRG considers that all of the existing 15 types should be retained, and propose 
adding a sixteenth type, Products and Processes. 

 
62 The SRG has reviewed the detailed descriptions, and considers that they are sufficiently 

broad to encapsulate the range of research outputs that are anticipated under the new 
research definitions. However, the SRG is proposing more inclusive language and 
examples to ensure that submitting staff working in practice- and community-based, 
Māori, Pacific, and applied research fields in particular can better see how their 
research relates to these descriptions.  

 
63 The SRG has also clarified and rationalised the detailed descriptions and examples for 

the Creative Work subtypes in particular, and proposed clarifying where items are more 
appropriately submitted as research activities or CRE items rather than a research 
output. 

 
64 The SRG has also made minor adjustments to the guidance on information required 

about a CRO and information required about a research output submitted as a 
supplementary item in an ERE or as an OERE. The proposed adjustments are minor in 
nature but given that CROs, supplementary items, and OEREs are new elements for 
Quality Evaluation 2026, comments are welcomed. 
 

65 The proposed adjustments to the research output types and detailed descriptions are 
set out on pages 16 – 26, Appendix 1.  

 
66 Proposed adjustments to information required for CROs is set out on pages 29 – 30, 

Appendix 1. Proposed adjustments to information required for outputs submitted as 
supplementary items or OEREs is set out on pages 30 – 31. 

 
67 The SRG seeks the sector’s feedback on any matters arising from these proposed 

changes, which reflect the TEC’s in-principle decisions to-date. 

Detailed Research Outputs submission requirements guidance – minor adjustments 

68 TEC officials have reviewed the EP guidance provided for Quality Evaluation 2018 in 
relation to submission requirements for research outputs, and have determined that 
the following elements require minor adjustments to bring them into line with the in-
principle changes: 
 

› Eligibility criteria for research outputs  
 
› Quality assurance processes for research outputs  
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› Research outputs based on joint research 
 

› Research outputs with similar content 
 

Appendix 1 sets out updated information on these elements on pages 13 – 15 and 27 
– 30. 

69 These adjustments are minor in nature and do not stem from the in-principle decisions 
to date. They are provided for information only.  

Eligible research activity type descriptions 

In-principle changes to EP design 

70 The new EP design creates a new type of EP item: the research activity. Research 
activities can be submitted as supplementary items within the ERE component, or as 
OEREs.  
 

71 Research activities in an EP describe activities and outcomes related to the process of 
designing, carrying out, disseminating, and sharing research, and includes research 
outcomes such as collaboration, public or other engagement, recognition, uptake, and 
impact. The following six types, which previously belonged within the Research 
Contributions component, are eligible for inclusion in an EP as research activities: 

 
1. Invitations to Present Research or Similar 
2. Outreach and Engagement  
3. Recognition of Research Outputs 
4. Research Funding and Support 
5. Research Prizes, Fellowships, Awards and Appointments 
6. Uptake and Impact. 

Proposed revised research activity detailed descriptions and examples 

72 As a consequence of the in-principle new research definitions and EP design, it is 
necessary to review the eligible research activity type descriptors to ensure alignment. 
 

73 The SRG has reviewed the eligible types, and proposes that the following types should 
be renamed:  

 
› ‘Invitations to Present Research or Similar’ should be renamed as ‘Presentation, 

Sharing, and Dissemination of Research or Similar’  
 

› ‘Outreach and Engagement’ should be renamed as ‘Collaboration, Outreach, and 
Engagement’ 
 

› ‘Recognition of Research Outputs’ should be renamed ‘Recognition of Research 
Outputs, Outcomes, or Activity’. 
 

These proposed changes are intended to signal a broader range of eligible activity. 

Page 33



 

 

16  

 

 
74 The SRG has also revised the detailed descriptions and examples to reflect the focus on 

specific research outcomes and activity. The SRG proposed more inclusive language and 
examples to ensure that submitting staff working in practice- and community-based, 
Māori, Pacific, and applied research fields in particular can better see how their 
research relates to these descriptions.  

 
75 The SRG also proposes expanding the detailed descriptions and examples for the 

Uptake and Impact type in particular, and have clarifying where items should be more 
appropriately submitted as CRE items. 

 
76 The proposed research activity types and detailed descriptions are set out on pages 33 -

34, Appendix 1.  
 

77 The SRG seeks the sector’s feedback on any matters arising from these proposed 
changes, which reflect the TEC’s in-principle decisions to-date. 

Detailed Research Activities submission requirements guidance – minor adjustments 

78 TEC officials have reviewed the EP guidance provided for Quality Evaluation 2018 in 
relation to submission requirements for research activities formerly included within the 
Research Contributions component. Reclassifying those types as research activities 
within the ERE component requires only minor adjustments to the following elements 
to bring them into line with the in-principle changes: 

 
› Eligibility criteria for research activities 

 
› Information required about a research activity submitted as a supplementary 

item in an ERE or as an OERE. 
 

Appendix 1 sets out updated information on pages 33 and 38. 
 

79 These adjustments are minor in nature; however, given the research activity is a new 
type for Quality Evaluation 2026, any comments are welcomed. 

Eligible Contributions to the Research Environment types and 
descriptions 

In-principle new CRE component 

80 The in-principle new CRE component has a sharpened focus on activities and outcomes 
which demonstrate how the submitting staff member has contributed to developing 
and sustaining a vibrant research culture and environment. The following six types of 
CRE are eligible: 
1. Contribution to Research Discipline, Culture, and Environment (previously 

Contribution to Research Discipline and Environment) 

2. Facilitating, Networking and Collaboration 

3. Peer Esteem and Research Recognition  
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4. Researcher Development, Capability-Building, and Mentoring (previously 
Researcher Development) 

5. Reviewing, Refereeing, Judging, Evaluating and Examining 

6. Student Development and Support (previously Student Factors). 

Proposed revised Contributions to the Research Environment detailed descriptions and 
examples 

81 To ensure alignment with the in-principle new EP design, and the aim of the 
component, the SRG has reviewed the eligible CRE types, and proposes that an 
additional type, ‘Other Evidence of Contribution to the Research Environment’, should 
be added. This reflects provisions made in the 2018 Guidelines to ensure that eligible 
contributions not clearly falling within one of the other six types can be submitted. 
 

82 The SRG has also revised the detailed descriptions and examples to reflect the focus on 
developing and sustaining the research environment. The SRG proposes more inclusive 
language and examples to ensure that submitting staff working in practice- and 
community-based, Māori, Pacific, and applied research fields in particular can better 
see how their research relates to these descriptions. 

 
83 The proposed adjustments to the CRE types and detailed descriptions are set out on 

pages 40 – 44, Appendix 1.  
 

84 The SRG seeks the sector’s feedback on any matters arising from these proposed 
changes, which reflect the TEC’s in-principle decisions to-date. 

Detailed Contributions to the Research Environment submission requirements guidance – 
minor adjustments 

85 TEC officials have reviewed the EP guidance provided for Quality Evaluation 2018 in 
relation to submission requirements for items now included within the Contributions to 
the Research Environment component and consider that only minor adjustments are 
required to the following elements: 

 
› Eligibility criteria for CRE items 

 
› Information required about a CRE item 

 
Appendix 1 sets out updated information on pages 40 and 45. 
 

86 These adjustments are minor in nature and do not stem from in-principle changes to 
date. They are provided for information only. 

Next steps 

87 The SRG seeks feedback is sought on the following: 
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Role of Platform of Research – Contextual Summary 

1. Do you support the proposed changes to the Platform of Research – Contextual 
Summary? 

Core Research Output request and supply proposal 

2. Do you support the proposed changes to the CRO request and supply processes? 

Detailed EP structure and submission requirements 

3. Do you have any feedback on the proposed changes to the overall EP structure and 
submission requirements as set out in the Proposed detailed EP structure and 
submission requirements, the Proposed guidance to determining ERE submission 
requirements, and the Illustrative EP template? 
 

4. Do you have any feedback on the proposed changes to the research output types 
and descriptions as set out in the Proposed detailed EP structure and submission 
requirements document and the Illustrative EP template? 

 
5. Do you have any feedback on the proposed research activity descriptions as set out 

in the Proposed detailed EP structure and submission requirements document and 
the Illustrative EP template? 
 

6. Do you have any feedback on the proposed changes to the CRE types and 
descriptions as set out in the Proposed detailed EP structure and submission 
requirements document and the Illustrative EP template? 
 

7. The SRG welcomes detailed wording suggestions on the Detailed EP Structure and 
Submission Requirements document, the Proposed guidance to determining ERE 
submission requirements, and the Illustrative EP template. These will feed directly 
into the draft Guidelines drafting process. 
 

88 The consultation period runs until 24 February 2023. Feedback can be provided via the 
online survey, as well as by submitting track-change comments on the Word versions of 
the Detailed EP Structure and Submission Requirements documents and the Illustrative 
EP template. These should be emailed to PBRF.Help@tec.govt.nz. 
 

89 Consultation feedback entailing significant change will be considered by the SRG and 
recommendations made to the TEC. Detailed feedback on wording will be considered 
by TEC officials and reflected in the draft Quality Evaluation 2026 Guidelines released 
for sector consultation in June 2023. 

 
90 TEC officials may arrange further targeted consultation ahead of the publication of the 

draft Guidelines. 
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Appendix 1: Proposed detailed Evidence 
Portfolio structure and submission 
requirements for Quality Evaluation 2026 
Based on consultation feedback and the Sector Reference Group’s recommendations, the TEC has agreed in 
principle a number of changes to Evidence Portfolio (EP) structure  and EP submission requirements for 
eligible staff members for Quality Evaluation 2026.  

As set out in SRG Consultation 9: Technical Matters/EP structure and submission requirements, we are 
providing this document to:  

› Provide a clear picture of the overall implications of the changes that have been agreed in principle; 
› Seek the sector’s feedback on how those changes could affect specific elements of the detailed EP 

structure and submission requirements for the EP component; and 
› Seek the sector’s feedback on how those changes could be presented and articulated in the draft 

Guidelines for Quality Evaluation 2026.  
For completeness, the document also sets out some minor updates (such as revised dates or name changes) 
to the 2018 guidance in areas where significant changes are not required as a consequence of the in-
principle decisions and where the TEC is not anticipating further changes. This essentially unchanged 
information is presented within grey-shaded boxes. 

This document is not a draft or final version of the Guidelines for the Quality Evaluation 2026 and it is 
expected that the organization and wording will be revised following sector feedback on the proposed 
changes it sets out as TEC prepares a full draft of the Guidelines for consultation in 2023. Further changes 
are also expected to be made following feedback on that full draft. 

The changes in the document compared to 2018 are limited to the areas where TEC has made in-principle 
decisions. The document does not include changes that may be made as a result of the SRG’s 
recommendations to the TEC on the: 

− EP component weightings 
− Cross-referral process  
− Holistic assessment process  
− Any additional measures to recognize the impacts of COVID-19 

It also does not include draft guidance on audit evidence requirements for research outputs, research 
activities, and contributions to the research environment. 
 
We have provided some commentary in square brackets where needed to provide extra context. 
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We welcome your feedback on the proposed changes to the detailed EP structure and submission 
requirements and the way the agreed in-principle decisions have been presented in this document. Any 
feedback we receive will be carefully considered and, as appropriate, reflected in the complete draft of the 
Guidelines that we will release for final consultation in June 2023. 

Please refer back to SRG Consultation 9, to which this document is attached as an appendix, for further 
context and background information on the material set out in this document and the consultation process. 
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What is an Evidence Portfolio? 

An Evidence Portfolio (EP) is the key element of the Quality Evaluation, and 
represents an eligible staff member’s best examples of research and research-related 
activity carried out during the assessment period. EPs are submitted on behalf of 
staff members by participating TEOs where they have determined that a staff 
member is eligible and likely to achieve a funded Quality Category. It contains all the 
information that will be assessed by peer review panels.  

› An EP has two assessed components: 
‒ the Examples of Research Excellence (ERE component), which contains between one and three 

Examples of Research Excellence (EREs), depending on the submitting staff member’s 
circumstances, and up to eight Other Examples of Research Excellence (OERE) 

‒ the Contributions to the Research Environment (CRE component), which ordinarily includes a 
minimum of one and up to ten examples. 

› An ERE comprises:  
‒ one Core Research Output (CRO) (required) which is submitted for detailed assessment  
‒ up to three supplementary items (optional), which may be either eligible research outputs or 

eligible research activities; these are described but not submitted for detailed assessment  
‒ a brief narrative (required) contextualising the CRO and articulating the link between the core 

output and any supplementary items  
 

The assessment is based on the quality of the research outputs and activities and research-related 
activities submitted in the EP. All items submitted in the EP will inform the assessment of quality; 
however, the total number of items included in the EP in and of itself will have no bearing on the 
assessment. This is in line with the principle that the PBRF Quality Evaluation assesses research quality, 
not quantity. Staff members should select their best research outputs and research-related activities 
completed in the assessment period.  

What information is in an Evidence Portfolio? 
EPs submitted to Quality Evaluation 2026 are made up of the following sections: 
› EP Details 
› Researcher Details 
› Panel Details 
› Platform of Research – Contextual Summary  
›  ERE Component: 

‒ EREs 
‒ OEREs (if any) and OERE contextual summary narrative (if included) 

› CRE Component 
‒ CRE items 

 
[Note: The TEC will develop an EP template that TEOs can use to help the development and completion of 
EPs with their staff members. A proposed draft of this template, reflecting the draft guidance in this 
document and the in-principle decisions to date, is attached at the end of this document. It is provided for 
illustrative purposes only and should not be regarded as the final template. The TEC will also develop a 
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detailed Evidence Portfolio Schema document to support the technical aspects of completing EPs. This will 
be provided as part of the draft Guidelines.] 
 
The following guidance provides information on completing each of the different sections of the EP.  

Some sections are optional, while other parts are mandatory. The diagram below provides an overview to 
the EP structure and should be consulted in conjunction with the illustrative EP template.  
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Platform of Research – 
Contextual Summary 

Panel Details EP Details 

Researcher Details 

Including declaration of any 
Achievement Relative to Opportunity 
circumstances  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

› The number of EREs an EP must contain is determined by the submitting staff member’s 
eligible circumstances under the Achievement Relative to Opportunity framework 

› An EP submitted by a staff member with no eligible Achievement Relative to Opportunity 
Circumstances must contain three EREs 

› The minimum number of EREs any EP can contain is one. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ERE 

 Core Research Output 

Contextual narrative 

Supplementary item 1 

Supplementary item 2 

Supplementary item 3 

OERE Contextual narrative 

OERE 1 

OERE 8 
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Optional 
section 

 

 

 

 

CRE item 1 (unless New and 
Emerging) 

CRE item 2 

CRE item 10 

CRE Component 

ERE Component 

EPs submitted by New and Emerging 
staff do not need to contain any 
minimum number of CRE items 

STRUCTURE OF EVIDENCE PORTFOLIOS FOR QUALITY EVALUATION 2026 

Mandatory 
section 
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Evidence Portfolio and Researcher Details 
sections  

The EP and Researcher Details sections contain information that supports the 
administrative and procedural aspects of the Quality Evaluation.  

Completing the Evidence Portfolio Details section 
For each EP, a TEO completes fields to: 
› provide a unique EP identifier to help the TEO, the TEC and panellist identify specific EPs  
› identify if the EP contains any CROs that are confidential research and confirm that permission has been 

given to allow the output to be assessed 
› identify if the staff member wants their Quality Category result sent to them by the TEO.  

Completing the Researcher Details section  
For each EP, a TEO enters: 
› the staff member’s PBRF Unique Identifier [Note: the source of this number will be confirmed following 

further work by TEC and Ministry of Education officials on the use of National Student Numbers] 
› an individual identifier to help the TEO and the TEC identify the staff member 
› the staff member’s title and name, including their preferred name 
› the staff member’s date of birth 
› Whether the staff member: 

− meets the criteria to be assessed as a New and Emerging Researcher and, if so, the date at which 
they first met the eligibility criteria  

− Meets the criteria to be assessed as a part-time employee (as defined by the Achievement Relative 
to Opportunity framework) and, if so, whether their total proportional employment FTE across the 
assessment period was between 0.2 – 0.49FTE or 0.5 – 0.8FTE  

− Has declared validated Researcher Circumstance/s, to the TEO and, if so, the type and total duration 
of impact across the assessment period 

It will be possible to select more than one of these Achievement Relative to Opportunity categories where 
the staff member is eligible. It is intended that, when submitting a staff member’s EP through the PBRF IT 
system, selection of the relevant Achievement Relative to Opportunity categories will cause the system to 
automatically calculate the number of EREs the EP contains. The IT system will be live a year before the 
submission dates, so this will allow TEOs to test and identify any queries with regard to submission 
requirements well in advance.  

Completing the Panel Details section 
TEOs nominate a peer review panel and subject area for each Evidence Portfolio (EP) they submit to Quality 
Evaluation 2026.  
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› There are 14 peer review panels in Quality Evaluation 2026. Each panel is responsible for assessing a 
specific subject area or areas.  

› Each panel will develop panel-specific guidelines that provide further advice on the subject areas it 
expects to assess.  

› TEOs nominate one primary peer review panel. This will be the panel that undertakes the assessment 
and awards the Quality Category for the EP.  

› TEOs nominate one primary subject area from the 43 PBRF subject areas. 
› Staff members provide brief information on the primary field of research for the Field of Research 

Description, reflecting the content of the research in the staff member’s EP. This information helps the 
Co-Chairs to assign the EP appropriately.  

› Panel Co-Chairs are able to recommend that the TEC transfers EPs to another panel. If this occurs, the 
TEO will be advised when it receives the results of the Quality Evaluation.  

[Note: The final Guidelines will include revised guidance on cross-referral including the process for initiating 
cross-referral to the Mātauranga Māori and Pacific Research panels.] 

Which panel should be nominated as the primary panel? 
The nominated peer review panel should be the panel that best matches the majority of the research 
outputs and activities in the EP submitted. This will be the panel that covers the subject area or discipline 
that best matches the majority of the research outputs and activities.  

Forty-three subject areas have been identified across the panels, and staff members select the subject area 
that best matches their primary subject area of research in their EP. This may not always be the same as the 
subject area represented by the staff member’s academic department.  

Where the research outputs and activities in an EP involve interdisciplinary research that is covered by more 
than one panel, the TEO nominates the panel and the subject area that best matches the majority of the of 
the research outputs and activities in the EP. In these cases, the TEO notes the interdisciplinary nature of 
their EP in the Field of Research Description (see below).  

What are the peer review panels and subject areas?  
The 14 peer review panels and their subject areas are set out in the table below. 

Panel Subject areas 

Biological Sciences  Agriculture and other applied biological sciences 
Ecology, evolution and behaviour 
Molecular, cellular and whole organism biology 

Business and Economics  Accounting and finance 
Economics 
Management, human resources, industrial relations, 
international business and other business 
Marketing and tourism 

Creative and Performing Arts Design 
Music, literary arts and other arts 
Theatre and dance, film and television and multimedia 
Visual arts and crafts 

Education Education 
Engineering, Technology and 
Architecture 

Architecture, design, planning, surveying 
Engineering and technology 
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Panel Subject areas 

Health Dentistry 
Nursing 
Other health studies (including rehabilitation therapies) 
Pharmacy 
Sport and exercise science 
Veterinary studies and large animal science 

Humanities and Law English language and literature 
Foreign languages and linguistics 
History, history of art, classics and curatorial studies 
Law 
Philosophy 
Religious studies and theology 

Mātauranga Māori  Māori knowledge and development 
[Note that PBRF subject areas mirror SAC course 
classifications; as such, the TEC is not proposing to 
change the subject area name. Panel subject coverage 
will be elaborated in the Panel-specific guidelines.] 

Mathematical and Information 
Sciences and Technology 

Computer science, information technology, information 
sciences 
Pure and applied mathematics 
Statistics 

Medicine  Biomedical 
Clinical medicine 
 

Pacific Research Pacific research 
Physical Sciences Chemistry 

Earth sciences 
Physics 

Public Health Public health 
Social Sciences and Other 
Cultural/Social Studies 

Anthropology and archaeology 
Communications, journalism and media studies 
Human geography 
Political science, international relations and public policy 
Psychology 
Sociology, social policy, social work, criminology and 
gender studies 

 

Completing the Field of Research Description 
This information is used by Panel Co-Chairs to help with assigning the EP to appropriate panel members and 
to determine whether elements in an EP should be cross-referred to another panel. It is important that TEOs 
provide: 
› a succinct and accurate description of the research field for the majority of the research outputs and 

activity contained in the EREs submitted; and  
› information that describes the staff member’s research at the level of a discipline or sub-discipline (for 

example, educational psychology, molecular biology).  
If the staff member’s research is interdisciplinary, TEOs should indicate this in the description. 
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Completing the Platform of Research – 
Contextual Summary section 

The Platform of Research – Contextual Summary section provides an opportunity for 
staff members to help panel members understand the context for the items they 
have selected for the ERE and CRE components of their EP. 

The Platform of Research – Contextual Summary is a narrative component which provides staff members 
with the opportunity to present the assessors and the peer review panel with information that will allow 
them to contextualise the items submitted in the ERE and CRE components. 

The Platform of Research – Contextual Summary should provide a clear introduction to the research outputs, 
activities and research-related activity presented within the EP, and reflect the staff member’s overall 
platform of research. The focus is on how the staff member’s overall platform of research and research 
activity has contributed to their field, discipline, or area, rather than on indicators of esteem or standing. 

Staff members can also use this component to provide relevant information on their research context, which 
may include, for example: 

› the specific research environment they are working in, such as applied research or professional 
practice, relevant norms associated with that environment, and how this informs the type of 
research outputs and activities they produce 

› any changes in the focus of their research within the assessment period 
› any information about relevant activity carried out during the assessment period that is not 

submitted as an item within the EP but that provides important contextual information 
Each panel has developed panel-specific guidelines that may provide specific advice on what information 
should be included in the Platform of Research –Contextual Summary. 

[Note: For Quality Evaluation 2026 it is proposed that the Contextual Summary – Platform of Research 
narrative will have a reduced character count relative to Quality Evaluation 2018 (1,000 as opposed to 2,500). 
This reflects the fact that the new EP design provides other opportunities to give narrative detail and context 
through the contextual narrative required for each ERE, as well as through the optional OERE summary 
narrative. The illustrative EP template sets this out.] 
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Completing the Examples of Research 
Excellence component  

The Examples of Research Excellence (ERE) component is the basis for the peer 
review panel’s assessment of the quality of research outcomes and activity presented 
in an EP. The primary focus of assessment is the Example of Research Excellence 
(ERE), which must include a Core Research Output (CRO). Both research outputs and 
research activities may be included in this component. 

› The ERE component has a weighting of [x percent – TBC following in-principle decisions] of the total 
score for theEP.  

› Research outputs and research activities that meet the eligibility criteria can be included in an EP. 
› The eligibility of items in an EP will be subject to the TEC’s data checking and verification audit.  

What does the ERE component contain? 
› For most staff members, an EP will contain three EREs.  
› Where a staff member meets one or more of the circumstances set out under the Achievement Relative 

to Opportunity framework, the number of EREs submitted may be reduced to either two or one.  
Depending on the circumstances that apply, however, they may still be able to choose to submit three 
EREs. 

› The Achievement Relative to Opportunity section explains how to determine the number of EREs a staff 
member needs to submit in their EP.  

› The ERE component may also include up to eight Other Examples of Research Excellence (OEREs), along 
with a single contextualising summary narrative (also optional). OEREs may be either eligible research 
outputs or eligible research activities. Only bibliographic or equivalent data (if a research output) or a 
brief description (if a research activity) is required for the assessment of the OEREs.  

› The contextualising summary narrative is optional, and its absence or presence will not in and of itself be 
a factor in the assessment of quality. Staff members may wish to use it to highlight any relevant links or 
relationships between OERE items, or to address any unusual or unique aspects of OERE items relative to 
disciplinary norms.  

› Each panel has developed panel-specific guidelines that may provide discipline and/or subject area-
specific advice on completing the ERE component of EPs.  

 
[Note: Information on determining the number of EREs to be submitted by staff members who meet one or 
more of the circumstances set out under the Achievement Relative to Opportunity framework is attached to 
this document as Appendix 2. This information will be included under an Achievement Relative to 
Opportunity framework section in the full draft Guidelines.] 

What does an ERE comprise? 
› Each ERE contains:  

− a CRO. The CRO is submitted as evidence (referred to as the Main Research Object) for each ERE. 
The Main Research Object, along with any supplementary items listed and described, and the 
contextualising narrative, will form the basis of the assessment by panels.  

− A contextualising narrative of up to 1,500 characters, summarising the nature and significance of 
the ERE as a whole, contextualising the CRO, and articulating the links between the core output 
and any supplementary items 
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› In addition, each ERE may contain up to three supplementary items, which can be either eligible 
research outputs or eligible research activities. Only bibliographic or equivalent data (if a research 
output) or a brief description (if a research activity) is required for the assessment of supplementary 
items. 

› EREs will be assessed on their quality: 
‒ all research activity including activity related to research impact, whether basic, fundamental, 

strategic, artistic or applied, will be assessed against the same broad indicators of quality 
‒ all types of research outputs will be considered on their merits – no particular research output will 

be considered to be of higher quality than any other simply because of its type 
‒ all items included in the ERE will inform the assessment. The presence or absence of supplementary 

items, or the number of supplementary items, will not in and of itself play any role in the 
assessment of the quality of the ERE 

‒ It is expected that each ERE will comprise a coherent, holistic example of research excellence. 
Where supplementary items are present, it is expected that they will be linked to the CRO in some 
way. It is for the staff member to determine and to articulate through the contextualising narrative 
what the nature of that relationship is. No particular form of relationship will be considered to be of 
higher quality than another simply because of the nature of relationship. 

‒ Although formal processes of academic peer review or other forms of quality assurance may 
provide the peer review panel with some assurance about quality, the absence of such review or 
other formal mechanisms of quality assurance will not in and of itself be taken to imply lower 
quality. 
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Eligibility criteria for research outputs 
[Note: The information below has been updated to reflect relevant dates and changes in terminology but 
otherwise remains unchanged from the Quality Evaluation 2018 Guidelines. TEC officials do not consider at 
this stage that any further revisions are necessary as a consequence of existing or forthcoming in-principle 
decisions and have included this information for clarity.] 

A research output is eligible for inclusion as a CRO in an ERE if it meets all of the following three criteria: 
› it meets the requirements for being a research output under the PBRF Definition of Research, and 

› the final version of the research output was first made available in the public domain during the 
assessment period (1 January 2018 – 31 December 2025), and 

› the actual research output can be submitted as a Main Research Object for assessment by a peer review 
panel, and can be audited.  

A research output is eligible for inclusion as a supplementary item in an ERE or as an OERE if it meets all of 
the following three criteria: 
1. it meets the requirements for being a research output under the PBRF Definition of Research, and  

2. the final version of the research output was first made available in the public domain during the 
assessment period (1 January 2018 – 31 December 2025), and 

3. the actual research output can be audited.  

Determining the date that research outputs are available within the assessment 
period 
[Note: The information below has been updated to reflect relevant dates and changes in terminology but 
otherwise remains unchanged from the Quality Evaluation 2018 Guidelines. TEC officials do not consider at 
this stage that any further revisions are necessary as a consequence of existing or forthcoming in-principle 
decisions but have included this information for clarity.] 

The basic principle governing the inclusion or exclusion of a research output concerns the date when the 
final version was first made available in the public domain.  

A research output can be included in the ERE component of an EP (either as a CRO, a supplementary item, or 
an OERE) when the final version was first made available in the public domain during the assessment period 
of 1 January 2018 – 31 December 2025. Further details are given below.  

Research outputs can only be eligible in one Quality Evaluation assessment 
period. Research outputs first publicly available before 1 January 2018 or after 31 
December 2025 cannot be submitted in Quality Evaluation 2026. 

Published research output types 
National Information Standards Organization (NISO) standards 1 will be used to test eligibility of journal 
articles according to the date on which the first Version of Record was made publicly available by the 
publisher. These standards will also be applied for other published works, wherever possible (such as books, 
edited volumes, conference proceedings, online peer reviewed commentary), to determine the eligibility 
date for the first Version of Record.  

 
1 NISO RP-8-2008, Journal Article Versions (JAV): Recommendations of the NISO/ALPSP JAV Technical Working Group. Retrieved on 15 February 2016 
from http://www.niso.org/publications/rp/RP-8-2008.pdf.  
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For these types of research outputs, the first Version of Record will be considered the ‘final version’, and the 
date that the first Version of Record appears in the public domain, regardless of this being in print or online, 
will be considered the date it is first available.  

This also means that, if an output was pre-published on or before 31 December 2017 but has an imprint date 
within the assessment period, it will not be eligible for submission because it will be considered to have 
been publicly available before the assessment period.  

Any outputs that have imprint dates that fall outside the assessment period but where the final version of 
the output was first publicly available within the assessment period, i.e. before 31 December 2025, are 
eligible for submission. This is consistent with the 2018 Quality Evaluation.  

Non-published research output types 
There are three principles that clarify the eligibility of non-published research output types: 
1. Where multiple instances of an output occur in different assessment periods then the output can only 

be counted in the period when it was first publicly disseminated.  

2. Where an output has been publicly disseminated multiple times within the assessment period, and the 
first public dissemination occurred within the assessment period, the researcher may choose which 
instance of the output is included. It is expected that the most prestigious, rather than the first, 
dissemination will be listed.  

This principle applies to a creative output; for example, that may be presented in a local arena, gain 
momentum and significance and end up at a major international point of dissemination with a resulting 
change in impact, status and quality.  

3. An output that introduces significant new research material or aesthetic refinement (during the 
assessment period) to an earlier version of the output will be considered as a separate research output.  

This principle is consistent with other research output types, such as subsequent editions of books that 
include significant new research material. A brief description of the new research material or aesthetic 
refinement undertaken to the output would need to be provided in the Additional Information field for such 
outputs. 

 

Staff members can explain any variance in dates for a CRO in the Additional 
Information field of that output. Please note that such an explanation is 
required only for CROs. It is not required for any of the OEREs or for research 
outputs submitted as supplementary items. 

TEOs may be asked to provide evidence of the date of first public availability 
for audit purposes. 

Information in an output’s digital object identifier is not considered as 
evidence of the publication date. 

For the avoidance of doubt: 

› a confidential research output must have been completed and the final 
version first made available to those who commissioned the research 
within the assessment period; and  

› the eligibility date for intellectual property is the date it was granted for 
the first time, either in New Zealand or another country. Earlier versions of 
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patents, specifically patent applications and provisional patents, may also 
be publicly available. However, only the granted patent will be accepted as 
an eligible research output. This means that if a patent application or 
provisional patent was publicly available in a previous assessment period 
but granted for the first time in this assessment period, then it would be an 
eligible research output.  

Research outputs that are repeated reprints or new editions of a book, or 
multiple exhibitions or performances and do not include significant new 
research material are not eligible for inclusion as CROs or OEREs. They may be 
evidence of presentation or sharing of research outputs or outcomes, or 
recognition of research activity, and submitted as research activities either as 
supplementary items within an ERE or as an OERE.  
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Types of research outputs 
[Note: The list of eligible research output types and their descriptions has been revised from those in Quality 
Evaluation 2018 to reflect the new PBRF Definition of Research and other in-principle decisions to date. 
Some adjustments have also been introduced to ensure outputs are assigned to the correct type. Changes 
from wording in the 2018 Guidelines are highlighted for clarity.] 

The Quality Evaluation assesses a wide range of research outputs, including but not limited to: 
› published or otherwise disseminated academic work such as scholarly books, journal articles, Master’s 

or doctoral theses, or presentations  
› published or otherwise disseminated creative work that embodies original research such as works of 

fiction, artworks, or compositions. 
› publicly available or confidential work that embodies original research such as reports, policies, 

legislation, or designs 
› work published or otherwise disseminated in digital, visual, audio, or other non-print media including 

computer programs, waiata, carving, buildings 
› other forms of outputs such as granted patents, materials, products, performances, orations, and 

exhibitions.  
The key factors are: 
› Only eligible research outputs can be included in an EP. 
› TEOs need to classify each research output submitted in an EP under one of the 16 research output 

types below.  
› Where the research output has been reproduced in another medium, it should be classified according to 

the research output type of its original form.  
› The research output types in the table below are listed in alphabetical order and do not reflect an order 

of importance.  
› All research outputs will be considered on their merit. This means no one specific type will be weighted 

higher than another. 

Research output type Description 

Authored Book A major work of research or scholarship. The author/s are credited for the 
entire work, which means authors are not attributed to each chapter. The 
work would normally be published with an ISBN (in hard copy, bound; CD-
ROM, packaged; and/or e-book format on subscription or fee basis). 
Consists mainly of previously unpublished material and makes a 
contribution to a defined area of knowledge. 

Includes:  
› monographs – a book or treatise on a single subject usually written by 

a specialist in the field. The treatment of the subject is detailed and 
scholarly 

› loose-leaf publications where the author(s)/contributor(s) create or 
update the entire volume.  

Excludes: 
› scholarly editions/literary translations (see Scholarly Edition type 

below) 
› textbooks with no research component 
› books published by professional bodies that do not report original 
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Research output type Description 

research findings but report the results of evaluations, or repackage 
existing information for the benefit of professionals or practitioners 

› pamphlets 
› reports for external bodies, such as government department reports 

(see Report type below) 
› translations of the academic’s own work by another person 
› edited volumes (see Edited Volume type below) 
› reprints 
› updates to a part of a loose-leaf treatise. 

Chapter in Book  A contribution to an edited book, consisting of substantially new material. 
The book should be of a scholarly nature and make a substantial 
contribution to a defined area of knowledge, and would normally have an 
ISBN (in hard copy, bound; CD-ROM, packaged; and/or e-book format on 
subscription or fee basis) . This contribution is complete in itself but is 
often linked thematically to the other chapters. It is created or co-created 
by a single author or multiple authors who share responsibility for the 
chapter.  

Includes: 
› scholarly introductions of chapter length where the content of the 

introduction reports research undertaken by the editor and makes a 
substantial contribution to a defined area of knowledge 

› critical scholarly texts of chapter length, for example, in music, 
medieval or classical texts, or critical reviews of current research 

› updates to a part of a loose-leaf treatise. 
Excludes: 
› forewords 
› appendices 
› brief introductions 
› editorials 
› scholarly editions/literary translations (see below) 
› pamphlets 
› reports for external bodies, such as government departments  (see 

Reports type below) 
› translations of an academic’s own work by another person 
› edited volumes (see Edited Volume type below) 
› reprints 
› conference publications (see Conference Contribution – Published 

type below). 
Conference 
Contribution – Other  

A contribution to a conference that has not been published as a paper or 
as a published abstract in separate proceedings. An item appearing here 
cannot also appear in the Conference Contribution – Published category. 
Note that if a published conference contribution is included in an ERE as a 
CRO, an assessable form of the presentation such as a recording or a 
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Research output type Description 

written form must be submitted.  

Includes:  
› an oral presentation at a conference (or symposium, meeting, 

workshop, forum or summit of national or international importance), 
with or without an accompanying written form 

› a poster that appears at a conference as a poster only and that is not 
published in the proceedings as a paper or abstract 

› keynote or plenary presentations to a conference, with or without an 
accompanying written form.  

Excludes: 
› role as panel or discussion member (or chair) at a conference 
› opening or closing addresses that are not keynote or plenary 

presentations 
› facilitation of workshops at conferences 
› presentations at a conference that are summaries of discussions or 

papers presented at the conference. 
Conference 
Contribution – 
Published  

A conference paper or abstract published in a proceedings and available 
independently of the conference in which it was presented. Proceedings 
may be published in various formats, for example, a proceedings volume, 
a book, a special edition of a journal, a normal issue of a journal, USB 
flashdrive or online via the conference website, an organisation’s website 
or a research repository. Although published in a journal or other media, 
the item is still categorised as a Conference Contribution – Published. 
Papers or abstracts in proceedings would normally undergo editorial 
selection to be included in the proceedings. An item appearing here 
cannot also appear in the Conference Contribution – Other category.  

Includes:  
› submission of an unpublished abstract, presentation of the paper 

AND associated or subsequent publication of paper (this is considered 
one complete publication, not three separate ones) 

› an abstract published in a proceedings, book of abstracts or journal 
(or similar publication venue, such as USB flashdrive or website) and 
available independently of the conference at which it was presented. 
This form of abstract often is the only published version of the 
output, appearing as a ‘mini-paper’ containing an 
introduction/objective and methods, results and conclusions sections. 
This type of abstract would normally go through a review process and 
is not the standard type of abstract submitted with a conference 
presentation. This form of abstract may be more common in certain 
disciplines, for example, medicine and geology. 

Excludes:  
› papers that are provided only to conference participants (in whatever 

format) and not the general public or more widely (for example, 
available for purchase) 

› unpublished conference presentations (see Conference Contributions 
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Research output type Description 

– Other above). 
Creative Work Outputs resulting from creative practice as research, including the 

following subtypes.  

Artwork, Artefact, Object, Craftwork  
Artworks, artefacts, objects, or craftworks that have been exhibited, 
commissioned or otherwise presented or offered for distribution or sale 
in the public domain; for example, visual arts, craft and cultural creations. 
Specific examples include but are not limited to:  

› paintings, illustration, sculpture, media installations, ceramics, 
jewellery, metalwork, whakairo, taonga, raranga, or cultural artefacts 
such as large permanent public sculptures. 

A collection of artworks displayed together can be entered as an 
Exhibition/Curatorial Exercise where the artist/creator was responsible 
for the curation/design of the exhibition or display. 

Composition 
A published/publicly available score, first performance or first recording 
by a record label (on CD or DVD) of an original musical composition. Note 
that the research output is the composition, rather than the performance 
or recording of that composition (see Performance and Audio-Visual type 
below). 

› Specific examples include but are not limited to: compositions 
created while being played, for example, electronic compositions, jazz 
improvisation,  

› published/publicly available scores 
› first recordings or recordings of first performances  
› sound component of a film or video, lyrics, or multimedia 

composition 
› commissioned works 
› combinations or developments of the above. 
Excludes:  
› repeat performance or repeat recordings of the same work (re-

recordings that constitute original research may be submitted under 
the Audio-Visual subtype; new performances that constitute original 
research may be submitted under the Performance subtype). 

Design Output 
A creative research/problem-solving output in the form of design 
drawings, books, models, exhibitions, websites, products, installations or 
built works.  

This can include (but is not limited) to: 
› architectural design including wharenui and specific elements of 
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Research output type Description 

wharenui such as whakairo and tukutuku 
› fashion, textile or artistic design including tāniko, kākahu, and tā 

moko 
› graphic design 
› interior design  
› multimedia design 
› other designs 

Dramatic and Literary Texts 
A work of creative prose, poetry, dramatic text or a literary essay.  

Specific examples include but are not limited to::  
› novel/creative non-fiction – a published/publicly disseminated prose 

narrative of considerable length  
› play – a published/publicly available script, first performance or first 

distributed recording of a play created (or co-created) by the author/s 
› poetry – a published poem or collection of poems, or a poetry recital 

where the work is new (note that if included as a CRO in an ERE, a 
poetry recital would need to include a recording or written form to 
enable assessment) 

› screenplay – a published/publicly disseminated screenplay or first 
public showing of the related film created (or co-created) by the 
author/s 

› short fiction/creative non-fiction or essay – a published/publicly 
disseminated shorter work of short fiction/creative non-fiction, or 
essay 

› short fiction/creative non-fiction or essay collection – a 
published/publicly disseminated collection of several short works 
created or co-created by the author/s 

› a short literary composition on a particular theme or subject, usually 
in prose and generally analytic, speculative or interpretative. 

Exhibition/Curatorial Exercise 
A curated display of objects/artworks in a public place (museum, art 
gallery or other public place) or curatorial work undertaken by an 
academic to form an exhibition (including catalogues, interpretive 
material, exhibition space design, and/or essays or other creative or 
intellectual responses). The objects may have historical, cultural or 
scientific importance, or alternatively possess aesthetic qualities or 
extraordinary characteristics. The focus should be on the intellectual and 
creative work of curation, assembly, display and/or interpretation rather 
than the artworks or objects themselves. The curator may also be the 
creator of the artworks/objects in the exhibition, or they may have 
assembled/arranged/commissioned artworks/objects created by others. 

Includes:  
› Exhibitions in regional, national or international galleries, in dealer 
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Research output type Description 

galleries or other sites of public presentation 
› Site-specific exhibitions, installations, actions, interventions, 

performances 
 
Excludes: 
› Individual artworks, objects or craftworks (may be submitted as 

‘Artwork, Artefact, Object, Craftwork’ sub-types) 
› The selection or commissioning of artworks, objects or craftworks to 

appear in an exhibition/curatorial exercise (including biennales and 
festivals) where the creator was not responsible for the 
curation/display (may be submitted as a research activity under the 
Recognition of Research, Invitation to Present Research, or Uptake 
and Impact types) 

Audio-visual 
Research, creative, or scholarly works in audio-visual form and likely to be 
first presented in a cinema, on television, on radio, online or as part of an 
artwork or exhibition. 

Specific examples include but are not limited to: 
› Ethnographic films 
› Documentaries 
› Short or feature-length films, animations, radio productions, or other 

creative audio-visual productions or recordings 
› Original contributions to cinematography, sound design, art direction, 

production and post-production, direction or other areas of specialty 
within an audio-visual production 

› New recordings of compositions, plays, productions etc where the 
recording itself embodies original research 

Excludes:  
› appearances in commercial programmes, documentaries or 

interviews unless they contain research 
› Filmed/recorded presentation of research where the audio-visual 

medium is not an essential component of the output and does not 
itself embody original research (for example, filmed conference 
presentations, filmed demonstrations of a product, process, or 
device, recording of a performance or composition. Such outputs are 
eligible under other types such as Composition, Conference 
Proceedings, Performance, Products and Processes, or Oral 
Presentation) 

Performance  
A live or recorded performance (by, for example, an actor, musician, 
dancer, conductor, or director) that embodies original research. The 
research element should inhere in aspects of the performance itself, 
rather than the composition, play, script, text or other creative output 
that is being performed (such outputs can be submitted under 
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Research output type Description 

Composition or Dramatic and Literary Texts). 

Specific examples include but are not limited to:  
› performance in a play, musical, opera, concert, television or radio 

production 
› theatre productions (stage play, mime, circus, puppet show, variety 

act, comedy show) 
› concerts and recitals (music or dance) 
› broadcast performances and other modes of presentation 
› mōteatea, oriori, haka, whaikōrero orations or waiata-a-ringa 
› artistic direction of a staged production 
› advisor roles in a theatre production (for example, design, 

dramaturgy). 
Excludes:  
› radio or television interviews  
› appearances in documentaries. 

Discussion/Working 
Paper 

A paper published, circulated or presented for discussion amongst peers 
(or that seeks public input on ways to address an issue). The paper may 
be commissioned by an organisation, published for consultation or 
produced as part of a working paper series to encourage suggested 
revision before publication.  

Edited Volume A published/publicly disseminated collection of chapters, conference 
papers, articles or essays by different authors, which have been 
selected/compiled, organised and/or edited by a single editor or multiple 
editors. The volume may include chapters, conference papers, articles, 
essays, introductions or commentaries by the editor(s); the work of 
soliciting, selecting, organising, and editing the individual 
chapters/essays/contributions, and the volume as a whole, must embody 
original research. Includes edited conference proceedings and editing of 
special issues of journals where the issue editor is not the regular editor. 
Would normally have an ISBN or ISSN.  

Excludes:  

› individual chapters/papers/articles or essays created or co-created by 
one or more authors, which should be submitted as appropriate as 
book chapters, journal articles, conference proceedings etc 

› regular editorial work as a member of an editorial board, which 
should be listed as a contribution to the research environment item 
under the Reviewing, Refereeing and Judging type. 

Intellectual Property Granted patents, copyrights, plant breeder’s rights, trademarks, or 
registered designs on specific products or processes. Patents can have 
been granted in New Zealand or another country and must have been 
granted for the first time during the assessment period. The principles for 
non-traditional research output types apply.  
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Research output type Description 

Excludes:  
› multiple rights for the same product or process, or applications for 

which no determination has been made on patent rights 
› pending or provisional patent applications (see Products and 

Processes type). 
Journal Article A substantial work of scholarship published in a scholarly journal that has 

an ISSN and would normally be peer reviewed. 

Includes: 
› original research in a scholarly journal, such as research notes that 

are refereed, or critical scholarly texts that appear in article format 
› review articles in scholarly journals that summarise the current 

understanding of a field (not book reviews, which are included under 
Other) 

› invited papers in journals where the journal’s standard practice is to 
referee contributions 

› refereed research articles in journals that are targeted to scholars and 
professionals 

› articles in a stand-alone series. 
Excludes: 
› addenda to previous published journal articles 
› articles designed to inform practitioners in a professional field, such 

as a set of guidelines or the state of knowledge in a field unless it 
clearly contains new research findings 

› articles in newspapers and popular magazines 
› editorials or letters to the editor 
› book reviews 
› case histories that are not full journal articles in themselves 
› commentaries and brief communications of original research 
› conference proceedings published in journals or special editions of 

journals 
› reviews of art exhibitions, concerts, theatre productions or other 

media. 
Note: Sometimes special editions of journals appear as stand-alone 
books. Contributions to special editions of journals may be counted as 
either book chapters or journal articles but not both. An item with a 
parent document that has an ISSN should be categorised as a journal 
article. 

Oral Presentation An oral research or scholarly presentation delivered at an event or venue 
that is not considered a conference. The event where the presentation 
occurs must be arranged for the dissemination of academic research or 
discussion. Note that if an oral presentation is submitted as a CRO in an 
ERE, a recording or written form would need to be submitted to enable 
assessment. 
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Research output type Description 

Specific examples include but are not limited to: 
› invited lecture in a named series that is prestigious within the 

discipline 
› whaikōrero  
› spoken presentations at hui, wānanga 
› public or industry seminars, forums, workshops or congresses 
› poetry or creative fiction or non-fiction readings of the author’s own 

work. 
Excludes: 
› Professorial lectures or other honorary presentations primarily for 

the purpose of recognising individual academic achievements rather 
than disseminating original research. Such presentations can be 
submitted as CRE items under the Peer Esteem type 

Other Form of 
Assessable Output 

Outputs that embody original research and meet the PBRF Definition of 
Research but do not fit into other categories. This category is only used if 
the output fits none of the others. Staff members categorising CROs or 
OEREs under Other Form of Assessable Output must provide an 
explanation of the research component in the Additional Information 
field and may want to explain why this was the most appropriate form for 
the research.  

Specific examples include but are not limited to :  
› devices 
› reviews of books, performances, compositions, films  
› articles published in daily or weekly newspapers or non-scholarly 

magazines 
› editorials, letters to editor 
› brief introductions or prefaces to edited books 
› comments, letters in journals 
› dictionary, encyclopaedia entries 
› magazine articles 
› websites 
› broadcasts 
› interviews 
› programme notes, CD insert notes 
› non-chapter contributions to books, for example, case history, side 

bar, supplements, summaries and commentaries in books or 
monographs. 

Products and 
Processes 

A product, design, blueprint, or process that embodies or is the result of 
original research. It may have been commissioned by an external 
organisation such as a commercial company, professional body, iwi, hapū, 
or Pacific or other community group to address a specific issue, or it may 
have arisen as a result of a research programme or project. The product 
or process may be commercially sensitive or confidential to the 
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Research output type Description 

commissioning sponsor.  

Includes but is not limited to: 

› Finished and prototype products, devices, and product designs 
› Architectural, engineering, and industrial designs and blueprints 
› Professional practice guidelines, processes, and policies 
› Commercial and industrial guidelines, processes, and policies. 
 
Excludes: 
› Patents, copyrights, and other intellectual property (see Intellectual 

Property above) 
Report A published document that has been commissioned, has been written by 

an individual or jointly by several authors and details the results of a 
research project. Alternatively, it may explore a 
technical/scientific/policy/practice-based research problem. The report 
may include recommendations and conclusions. The report details the 
results of research carried out for the external organisation or individual 
sponsor that funded or commissioned the research. The report may be 
confidential only to those authorised to have access or the commissioning 
sponsor. External organisations may include but are not limited to: 
charities, commercial companies, iwi and hapū, professional bodies and 
organisations, local or national governments, local, national or 
international non-governmental organisations. 

Excludes:  
› submissions to select committees 
› progress or final reports on researcher-initiated projects regardless of 

funder, for example, progress or final report for a Marsden project 
› summary reports on activities for a review period, for example, 

school annual report on activities, or reports relating to consortia 
activity and performance. 

Scholarly 
Edition/Literary 
Translation 

An edition or translation of another author’s original work/body of works 
or correspondence informed by critical evaluation of the sources (such as 
earlier manuscripts, texts, documents and correspondence) often with a 
scholarly introduction and explanatory notes or analysis on the text 
and/or original author. Scholarly editions may include a translation of the 
original text(s) as well as significant literature containing interpretations 
of the text and/or original author and their context.  

Includes: 
› critical scholarly texts (for example, literary, music, historical or 

classical texts) 
› Translations of a work by another author where the work of 

translation embodies original research 
Excludes: 
› Reprints or subsequent editions which do not contain significant new 
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Research output type Description 

research or critical evaluation 
Software Originally researched, created and published or otherwise publicly 

disseminated software (computer programs and their associated 
documentation, consisting of a set of instructions written by a 
programmer) or database products of commercial quality and offered for 
sale or distributed as shareware through a recognised publisher or 
distributor. 

Includes:  
› operating systems 
› utilities 
› application programs 
› interactive multimedia 
› video games  
› logic systems. 
Excludes: 
› programmed code scripted to enhance existing commercial software 

applications, programmes or procedures 
› databases of references or material for supporting research 

programmes of individual researchers. 
Thesis A doctoral thesis advancing an original idea through research and leading 

to the award of a PhD or equivalent qualification at a recognised New 
Zealand or international university. 

A Master’s thesis of 90 points or above that advances an original idea 
through research and leading to the award of a Master’s or equivalent 
qualification at a recognised New Zealand or international university. 

Other relevant professional qualification thesis. 

Excludes: 
› honorary doctorates 
› Taught doctorates which do not require a single research-based 

thesis 
› Master’s courses or papers of less than 90 points (for example, 

research project, dissertation). 
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Quality assurance 
[Note: That the information below has been updated to reflect relevant dates and changes in terminology 
but otherwise remains unchanged from the Quality Evaluation 2018 Guidelines other than the suggested 
inclusion of curators (highlighted below). TEC officials do not consider at this stage that any further revisions 
are necessary as a consequence of existing or forthcoming in-principle decisions but have included this 
information for clarity.] 

Each eligible research output included in the ERE component is classified as either quality assured or non-
quality assured. Both quality-assured and non-quality-assured research outputs can be included in an EP. 

A quality-assured research output is defined as any research output that successfully completed a formal 
quality-assurance process before its final version was first made available in the public domain.  

This means the output has been subject to formal, independent scrutiny by those with the necessary 
expertise or skills or both, to assess its quality. This may include, for example, its rigour, logic, clarity, 
originality, intellectual significance, impact, applications and artistic merit.  

Formal quality-assurance processes vary between different disciplinary areas and output types. They 
include, but are not limited to: 
› peer-review or refereeing processes undertaken by journals and book publishers 
› other review processes employed by editors, editorial committees, publishers, or curators 
› the selection of conference papers or abstracts and the refereeing of conference papers 
› review processes specific to Māori or Pacific research processes or methodologies 
› review processes undertaken by major galleries, museums and broadcasters 
› review processes employed by users of commissioned or funded research (including confidential 

research) including commercial clients and public bodies. 

If the formal quality-assurance process is not standard within the discipline or for the type of output, then 
this should be explained in the Additional Information section for the output. 

A non-quality-assured research output is one that: 
› has not been subject to a quality-assurance process 
› is currently in the process of being quality assured 
› has been unsuccessful in completing a formal quality-assurance process (for example, it has been peer 

reviewed and rejected). 

A non-quality-assured CRO may be subject to greater scrutiny by the panel than a quality-assured CRO. 

Outputs involving joint research 
[Note: The information below has been updated to reflect relevant dates and changes in terminology but 
otherwise remains unchanged from the Quality Evaluation 2018 Guidelines. TEC officials do not consider at 
this stage that any further revisions are necessary as a consequence of existing or forthcoming in-principle 
decisions but have included this information for clarity.] 

Joint research is common in the modern research environment, with research resulting from the joint efforts 
of two or more researchers and will normally be either co-authorship or co-production. 

The principles guiding the Quality Evaluation approach to submitting and assessing joint research are: 
› the PBRF Quality Evaluation process assesses the work of individual academics, regardless of whether or 
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not they are the sole authors or producers 
› the PBRF Quality Evaluation process is solely concerned with the quality of the output and the relative 

contribution of the staff member not with where the other co-authors or producers are based  
› only those joint research outputs for which there is attributed authorship (or equivalent) will be 

considered in the Quality Evaluation process.  
Panels will assess joint research on a qualitative basis. Judgements on a staff member’s contribution to a 
research output are based on information about co-authorship or co-production entered in the Individual 
Contribution field in the EP.  

 

 

 

 

Completing the Individual Contribution field for a Core Research Output 

Researchers provide a clear description explaining their substantial and distinctive contribution. Qualitative 
descriptions are recommended because they are more likely to give panels the detailed information they 
need to assess an individual’s contribution to a research output. Percentages should be avoided if these do 
not explain the substantial and distinctive contribution.  

Some journals require co-authored articles to include a statement on the relative contribution of each 
author. These statements can be used in the Individual Contribution field if available.  

The Individual Contribution field should include: 
› brief comments on the significance of the staff member’s contribution to the output, for example, 

whether they took a leadership role or the extent of their contribution. Comments may include a 
statement about the status of co-authors (for example, where a co-author is a postgraduate student) 

› the nature of the contribution, where this may help support the extent of the contribution made. For 
example, it might be helpful to include information about whether the contribution was by way of the 
conceptualisation and  

› design of the research, the field work undertaken, the production of the article or output, or the 
supervision of other authors. 

The names of the authors or producers as listed in the research output should be included in the Author field 
of the CRO. If this exceeds the 2,000 character limit then a record of the number of other authors or 
producers should be included in the Author field.  

Submitting joint research outputs 

In selecting their CROs, staff members must be aware that only their relative contribution to co-authored or 
co-produced outputs will be considered. Staff members must decide the value of a co-authored or co-
produced work relative to a sole-authored or sole-produced work, when deciding on their CROs. Panels will 
recognise that in many disciplines co-authorship or co-production is the norm. 

Two or more co-authors or co-producers of a research output can submit the same research output in their 
own EPs. The quality of the research output is evaluated in each case on the basis of each co-author or co-
producer’s stated contribution.  

The contribution to a joint research output will not: 
• be assessed on the basis of the order in which co-authors or  

co-producers are listed (order may be an indication of the importance 
of a contribution, but this is not necessarily the case) 

• be counted pro rata (for example, five authors will not be taken to 
imply that each person has contributed the same proportion).  
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Co-authors or co-producers do not need to be formally aware of one another’s submissions of the same 
research output. To ensure, however, that there is no conflict in the information provided by each co-author 
or co-producer, they are encouraged to check the details of their contribution statements with one another. 

Each panel has developed panel-specific guidelines that may provide specific advice on what information 
should be included in the Individual Contribution section of CROs. 

Outputs with similar content  
[Note: The information below has been updated to reflect relevant dates and changes in terminology but 
otherwise remains unchanged from the Quality Evaluation 2018 Guidelines. TEC officials do not consider at 
this stage that any further revisions are necessary as a consequence of existing or forthcoming in-principle 
decisions but have included this information for clarity.] 

Staff members should not include research outputs that have virtually identical content as other research 
outputs in their EP. For example: 
› a journal article that is a slightly revised version of an earlier refereed (or non-refereed) conference 

paper 
› a book that draws heavily on material previously published by the author(s) in articles or chapters of 

other books or a thesis  
› the same research output published separately in two or more languages. 
TEOs need to advise staff members that, when selecting research outputs, those that contain content 
virtually identical to other research outputs should not be selected. If there is overlap between the research 
outputs presented in the EP, these should be noted in the Platform of Research – Contextual Summary, or 
the Additional Information field of the relevant CROs.  

 

Information required in an Evidence Portfolio about a Core Research Output 
[Note: The information below has been updated to reflect relevant dates and changes in terminology. In 
addition, the former ‘Description’ section has been changed to the ‘Additional Information section’, the 
suggested information has been adjusted, and it is no longer compulsory. This reflects the fact that EREs will 
contain contextual narratives which duplicate some of the function of the former ‘Description’ section.] 

TEOs provide the following information for each CRO listed in an ERE. 

CRO field Information required Character limit 

Research Output 
Type 

Chosen from the list of 16 research output types. N/A 

Quality Assured An indicator that shows if the research output has been 
through a process that meets the definition of quality 
assured for the PBRF. 

N/A 

Title The title of the research output as it appears on the 
output. 

1,000 

Authors Listed in the order and as they appear on the output. 2,000 
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CRO field Information required Character limit 

Year Available The year that the output was produced (2018 – 2025 
inclusive). 

N/A 

Output Source Bibliographic information that can be used to identify 
where an item is published or made available.  
It can contain information such as parent document, 
volume, issue, article, chapter, session number, 
pagination, publisher, place (normally the citation), and 
ISBN or ISSN where relevant. 
Which edition of a book should also be included, if an 
earlier edition was assessed in a previous Quality 
Evaluation.  

1,000 

Individual 
Contribution 
(optional) 

Researchers provide a clear description explaining their 
substantial and distinctive contribution unless they are 
the sole author/creator/producer of the output.  
Qualitative descriptions will give panels the detailed 
information they need to assess an individual’s 
contribution to a research output. Some journals require 
co-authored articles to include a statement on the 
relative contribution of each author. These statements 
can be used in the Individual Contribution field if 
available. 

1,050 

Additional 
information 
(optional) 

The nature of the quality assurance process, particularly 
where this may not be standard within the discipline for 
this type of output or where the quality assurance 
process can vary or is not easily recognised.  
If necessary: 
− a brief description of the research content or how the 

output meets the PBRF Definition of Research, where 
this is not evident from the output itself (particularly 
outputs submitted under the Other Form of 
Assessable Output type) 

− a brief description of the new research material or 
aesthetic refinement undertaken during the 
assessment period where an earlier version of the 
output exists. 

Any other information specific to the research output 
type. 

1,000 

 

Information required in an Evidence Portfolio about a Research Output submitted 
as a supplementary item or an Other Example of Research Excellence 
[Note: The Information below has been updated to reflect relevant dates and changes in terminology but 
otherwise remains unchanged from the Quality Evaluation 2018 Guidelines. TEC officials do not consider at 
this stage that any further revisions are necessary as a consequence of existing or forthcoming in-principle 
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decisions. However, given that supplementary items are a new item for Quality Evaluation 2026, this section 
is presented for sector comment.] 

TEOs provide the following information for each research output submitted as a supplementary item or 
OERE listed in an EP. 

Field Information required Character limit 

Research Output 
Type 

Chosen from the list of 16 research output types. N/A 

Order of 
Presentation  

 

Supplementary items:  

A number from 1 to 3 to specify the order in which 
supplementary items will be presented for assessment 
following the CRO. 

OEREs: 

A number from 1 to 8 to specify the order in which the OEREs 
will be presented for assessment. 

OEREs must be clustered by research output type. The 
ordering of OERE types and the ordering of the OEREs within 
each type will be in accordance with the staff member’s 
preference.  

The order submitted by the TEO will be how the panel 
member sees the research outputs when they assess the EP.  

N/A 

Quality Assured An indicator that shows if the research output has been 
through a process that meets the definition of quality assured 
for the PBRF. 

N/A 

Bibliographic or 
equivalent details 

Only bibliographic information, including that relevant to 
creative research types, can be included. Information must be 
entered in a recognised format. This must include the title or 
name of the output, author, and sufficient location details to 
enable the TEC to independently verify its production (for 
example, publication, publisher, publication year and place of 
publication, or the equivalent details for other output types 
such as creative works, such as names of galleries or venues 
and locations, number of pieces exhibited).  

No additional comments outside the scope of this, such as 
information on the quality or significance, can be included.  

1,000 
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Assessing Core Research Outputs 
[Note: The information below is intended to address the specific issue of Core Research Output (CRO) 
request and supply processes. The process was identified by some Quality Evaluation 2018 panellists as 
requiring review. As such, the proposed approach outlined below relates specifically to CRO request and 
supply processes, and does not cover other aspects of assessing and auditing CROs, or of auditing OERE or 
CRE items. Full guidance will be provided as part of the draft Guidelines and the draft Audit Methodology.] 
 
For each EP, TEOs ensure that: 
› all CROs listed in an EP are available for assessment by a panel  
› the actual research output is provided as evidence for this assessment.  

Submitting evidence of the Core Research Output 

The evidence of the actual research output must be submitted electronically wherever possible. The EP asks 
TEOs to identify how the actual research output (the Main Research Object) is being supplied. TEOs choose 
one of the three options available, which are: 
› a direct link to an electronic version of the research output to be assessed – this could be a website, a 

filestore maintained by the TEO or an external filestore, but the link must take the panel member 
directly to the actual research output to be assessed not to a landing page that includes a link to the 
actual research output  

› an upload to the TEC’s filestore of an electronic version of the research output to be assessed 
› Where electronic submission is either not possible, or would be prejudicial to a fair and robust 

assessment, a physical version of the research output to be assessed can be provided if requested by 
the panel member. TEOs must provide the physical location of the research output if they choose this 
option, and must additionally complete the ‘physical submission rationale’ field in the EP (see Illustrative 
EP template). 

TEOs are also able to submit up to four additional Uniform Resource Identifier (URI) links of supporting 
information for the main research object. This is optional, and panel members are not required to assess 
this information in the same manner as the main research object.  

For each EP, TEOs: 
› ensure CROs are digitally available, except where this is not possible or would be prejudicial to fair 

assessment. The TEC and the panels’ expectation is that Main Research Objects will be available 
electronically for all CROs for which there is not an exceptional justification for physical submission. 
Justifications should be set out in the ‘physical submission rationale’ field. Exceptional justifications 
could include but are not limited to: 

− the CRO is a physical artwork/object/artefact etc and the submitting TEO does not have the 
capacity to provide a sufficiently high-quality audio-visual or digital documentation 

− the CRO is a physical artwork/object/artefact etc that has sensory, spatial, or other aspects 
which cannot be effectively captured through audio-visual or digital documentation 

− the CRO is a physical artwork/object/artefact/installation/building that is location-specific and 
which requires a site visit in order to be fairly assessed. Note that in such instances, the TEC 
may not be able to facilitate site visits that require significant travel or logistics. Staff members 
may wish to consider submitting other outputs. 

› ensure any large video or sound files are identified. This will allow the panel members accessing the CRO 
to make sure they have high-quality internet access and latest versions of relevant software 

› ensure that if a direct link is provided to a CRO, this link does not require the panel member to provide 
authentication, such as a membership or subscription to the website or login information. If this 
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happens, the TEC will consider it an invalid evidence submission and panel members will not be required 
to assess that evidence 

› ensure that if an Accepted Manuscript (defined by NISO standard RP-8-2008) is submitted as evidence 
of an eligible CRO, the publication date of the final version of the research output is within the 
assessment period. An Accepted Manuscript will only be accepted as evidence of an eligible core 
research output. Accepted Manuscripts are not eligible CROs in their own right.  

Providing physical versions of Core Research Outputs for assessment  

If the TEO has identified that they will provide a physical version of a CRO for assessment, this is requested 
by the panel member if they choose to assess that output. These requests are provided through the PBRF IT 
System and do not identify the panel member requesting the CRO. 

Several conditions apply to TEOs that supply physical copies. These are: 
› The TEO must provide the CRO to the TEC within 15 working days of receiving the request. If the CRO is 

not received within 15 working days it will not be considered in the panel’s assessment of the EP. 
› The TEO will pay the cost of supplying a requested CRO to the TEC.  
› TEOs must indicate whether copies of CROs they provide to the TEC need to be returned to them. The 

TEC will meet the costs of returning requested CROs to the TEO. 
› The TEC will insure a requested CRO between its arrival at the TEC and its return to the TEO to a 

maximum value of $200 per research output. The TEO would need to decide if it insures any requested 
CROs that it values in excess of $200. 

› If a CRO is lost or damaged during the assessment process or in transit back to the TEO, the TEO must 
advise the TEC as soon as the loss or damage has been identified. 

› If a CRO is lost in transit to the TEC, the TEO should pursue a claim through the courier company 
concerned. 

› If a CRO requires a site visit for assessment, this must be identified in the ‘physical submission rationale’ 
field. The TEC will facilitate site visits with panel members where this is possible. Staff members should 
note that site visits requiring significant travel and logistics cannot be guaranteed. 

 
In order to ensure timely requests, panel members will make CRO physical version requests or site visit 
requests within 15 working days of EP assignment by Panel Co-Chairs. The PBRF IT system will alert panel 
members to the presence of physical or site-specific CROs within EPs assigned to them. 
 

Research activities 
For Quality Evaluation 2026, submitting staff can choose to include research activities in the ERE component 
of their EPs. Research activities may be included as supplementary items within an ERE, or as OEREs. 
Research activities cannot be submitted as CROs within an ERE. 
 
Research activities describe activities and outcomes related to the process of designing, carrying out, 
disseminating, and sharing research, and includes research outcomes such as collaboration, public or other 
engagement, recognition, uptake, and impact.  
 

Eligibility criteria for research activities 
A research activity is eligible for inclusion in the ERE component, either as a supplementary item or an OERE, 
if it meets all of the following criteria: 
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› it falls within one of the six research activity types below 

› It has taken place in the assessment period between 1 January 2018 and 31 December 2025 inclusive. 
Where the research activity relates to a particular research output or outputs, the underpinning 
research output/s do not need to have been first published/publicly disseminated during the 
assessment period. 

Definition of research activities 
[Note: Research activities are a new type for Quality Evaluation 2026, but are based upon six categories that 
were eligible for inclusion as Research Contribution types in Quality Evaluation 2018. As such, the eligible 
types and descriptions below are presented with changes highlighted to enable comparison against the 2018 
types]. 

Quality Evaluation 2026 will assess a range of research activities, including: 
› Presentation, dissemination or sharing of research outputs, outcomes, or work in progress in scholarly, 

industry or sector-based, iwi, community or public fora 
› External support for research projects and activity, including competitive or other funding, contracts or 

commissions, public or private sector collaborations or partnerships, and community, iwi, or marae 
support 

› Research fellowships, prizes, awards, or secondments that recognise the quality of research outputs 
and/or activity. 

› Recognition of research activity and/or outputs in the form of commissions, commendations, citations, 
other metrics, or other indicators of peer or external esteem 

› Collaboration, outreach and engagement with non-academic communities and stakeholder groups 
› Research uptake or impact demonstrating how non-academic stakeholders and end-users have utilised 

and benefitted from research outcomes and activity, and flow-on positive changes beyond academia as 
a consequence. 

The key factors are: 
› All research activities must be eligible to be included in an EP 
› TEO/staff members need to classify each research activity submitted in an EP under one of the 6 

research activity types below. Some activities may fit within multiple types, in which case TEOs/staff 
members should choose the type that best showcases the item’s excellence and best fits how they wish 
to present their research. 

› The research activity types in the table below are listed in alphabetical order and do not reflect an order 
of importance.  

› All research activities will be considered on their merit. This means no one specific type will be weighted 
higher than another. 

Research activity type Description 

Presentation, Sharing, 
and Dissemination of 
Research or Similar 

Presentation, sharing, and dissemination of research outputs, 
outcomes, and activity includes events and activities both within and 
outside of academia. Both the presentation of research and invitations 
to present research are included. 

Examples include but are not limited to: 
› giving a keynote address or plenary, or invitations to be a principal 

speaker or invited speaker 
› presentation of research at an academic, professional, or industry 
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Research activity type Description 

conference 
› presentation of research to professional groups or organisations, 

industry bodies, community groups or public audiences 
› participation in overseas research or professional organisations or 

events 
› visiting fellowships or other invitations to work in an overseas 

institution 
› commissions to create, perform or produce creative work 
› contributions, including invitations to contribute, to Māori 

conferences, Māori development panels, Māori research hui and 
Māori advisory boards 

› contributions, including invitations to contribute, to Pacific 
conferences, Pacific development panels, Pacific research fono and 
Pacific advisory boards 

› presentation of research, including invitation to present research, to 
other non-professional groups, community interest groups, ethnic or 
cultural representatives. 

Collaboration, Outreach 
and Engagement 

Projects, activities, or events aimed at engaging or collaborating with 
stakeholders, groups, and communities outside of academia on research 
projects or initiatives, or sharing research design, activity, and outcomes 
with such groups. Outreach and engagement can, but need not, lead to 
impact, and staff may wish to submit outreach and engagement 
activities under the Uptake and Impact type where preferred. 

Examples include but are not limited to: 
› public or community engagement and outreach activities such as 

public lectures, talks, seminars, workshops, performances or 
exhibitions 

› membership of or participation in an advisory, strategy, reference or 
working group, task force, or steering committee for an external 
organisation 

› co-development of research projects or initiatives with non-academic 
stakeholders including commercial, professional, community or public 
groups and organisations 

› co-development of iwi, Māori or Pacific community-based projects or 
initiatives 

› developing public awareness and understanding of research topics or 
outcomes through production of or contributions to publications and 
other outputs aimed at a popular audience 

› contributions to public awareness and understanding of research 
topics or outcomes through media and press engagement or 
appearances 

› acting as ‘critic and conscience’ of society and participation in public 
debate in relation to specific research projects, outcomes, or outputs  

› media coverage of research projects, outcomes, or outputs. 
Recognition of Research Reflects the esteem in which research activity, outcomes, or outputs are 
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Research activity type Description 

Outputs, Outcomes or 
Activity 

held by peers and stakeholders within and outside academia. Indicators 
of this esteem can include but are not limited to: 
› positive commendations and/or reviews for the staff member’s 

research outcomes or activities 
› metrics that relate to the assessment period, such as citation counts 

(excluding self-citation) 
› other metrics, for example, those that relate to different forms of 

media, such as social media, number of downloads, Google Analytics 
› acknowledgment by iwi and Māori leaders, kaumātua and kuia of 

contributions to Māori economic, social and cultural advancement 
› acknowledgment and support by Pacific stakeholders of contributions 

to Pacific economic, social and cultural advancement 
› selection or commission of research outputs to appear in an 

exhibition, festival, or biennale  
› reprints of research outputs or repeated or extended exhibitions or 

performances due to demand. 
 
Excluded are indicators of esteem which relate to the researcher’s 
career as a whole or achievements not linked to specific research 
programmes, projects, outcomes or outputs. Such items can be 
submitted as Contributions to the Research Environment under the Peer 
Esteem type. 

Research Funding and 
Support 

Indicates the value ascribed to research projects, activities, or outcomes 
by research communities, stakeholders, and end-users, and includes all 
forms of funding and support for research, including non-financial and 
in-kind support. 

Examples include but are not limited to: 
› securing external contestable research grants 
› competitive funding from the staff member’s own organisation 
› funding or in-kind support from external organisations, companies, 

community or iwi groups, or government bodies to carry out research 
including contract research and consultancies 

› start-up or spin-off funding or investment 
› funding for research facilities or gaining competitive access to 

facilities 
› contracts for research 
› competitive travel grants  
› in-kind or pro-bono support to facilitate delivery of research 

projects including expertise, resources, equipment and materials. 
Research Prizes, 
Fellowships, Awards and 
Appointments 

Indicates the esteem in which research activities and outcomes are held 
by peers and as such should relate to a particular project, activity, or 
output. Only elected/awarded memberships, fellowships, awards, and 
appointments etc should be included.  

Examples can include but are not limited to: 
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Research activity type Description 

› best paper, poster or presentation prizes 
› prizes, honours or awards for research projects, activities or outputs 

including creative, industry, or other awards 
› research fellowships 
› industry, public sector or third sector secondments  
› appointments to community, cultural leadership or iwi roles where 

this relates to a specific research project, activity or outcome 
 

Excluded are: 
› awards, prizes, fellowships, elected memberships, roles or honours 

recognising personal esteem or career achievements (as opposed to a 
particular research project, activity, or outcome). Such items can be 
submitted as Contributions to the Research Environment under the 
Peer Esteem type. 

Uptake and Impact Includes activities, items, or outcomes which indicate uptake of the staff 
member’s research by stakeholders or end users outside academia, 
and/or the impact that has occurred as a consequence. For the 
purposes of the Quality Evaluation, impact is defined as a positive effect 
on, change, or benefit to society, culture, the environment, or the 
economy at any level, outside the research environment.  

Note: Research impacts must have occurred in the assessment period to 
be included in the EP, but the underpinning research does not need to 
have taken place within the assessment period. 

Examples include but are not limited to: 

› uptake/adoption of research by industry, iwi, Pacific, community, 
practitioner or professional bodies to inform or change standard 
practice or policy 

› providing research-led advice to the public sector, communities 
and/or the private sector which has demonstrably informed or 
influenced existing or new policy, practice, guidance or legislation 

› research findings leading to new or improved commercial products, 
processes or designs 

› Demonstrable changes in public perception, understanding, or 
behaviour in relation to a specific issue or topic, often as a 
consequence of outreach and engagement activity 

› Cultural or creative output leading to public or commercial benefit 
› Economic, social, environmental or health benefits through design 

and delivery of tools, products, or services 
› Research commercialisation leading to commercial or public benefits  
› contributions to Māori social, economic and cultural advancement 
› contributions to Pacific social, economic and cultural advancement  
› expert witness or testimony including invitations to provide expert 

evidence before Select Committee or other government enquiry or 
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Research activity type Description 

commission 

Information required in an Evidence Portfolio about a Research Activity submitted 
as a supplementary item or an Other Example of Research Excellence 
TEOs must provide the following information for each supplementary items or OERE listed in an EP. 

Field Information required Character limit 

Research 
Activity Type 

Chosen from the list of 16 research output 
types. 

N/A 

Order of 
Presentation  

 

Supplementary items:  

A number from 1 to 3 to specify the order in 
which supplementary items will be presented 
for assessment following the CRO. 

OEREs: 

A number from 1 to 8 to specify the order in 
which the OEREs will be presented for 
assessment. 

OEREs must be clustered by research activity 
type. The ordering of OERE types and the 
ordering of the OEREs within each type will be 
in accordance with the staff member’s 
preference.  

The order submitted by the TEO will be how 
the panel member sees the research outputs 
when they assess the EP.  

N/A 

Description A comprehensive description of the nature 
and significance of the activity that includes 
sufficient information and evidence of the 
quality and prestige of the underpinning 
research, the research activity and/or 
outcomes. 

This should also provide information to 
evidence the claims, including key details of 
the activity, such as dates and organisation(s) 
or others involved.  

1,500 
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Completing the Contributions to the Research 
Environment component 

The Contributions to the Research Environment (CRE) component of an Evidence 
Portfolio (EP) describes the research-related contributions the staff member has 
made to sustaining, developing, and/or growing the research environment and 
culture. 

› The CRE component has a weighting of [x percent – TBC following in-principle decisions] of the total 
score for the EP. 

› Each EP contains a minimum of one item, and may contain up to ten items in the CRE component. EPs 
submitted by New and Emerging Researchers do not need to include a minimum of one item, but may 
contain up to ten items. 

› TEOs should help their staff to identify their best research-related activities or outcomes to be recorded 
as CRE items, and then categorise these items according to the seven CRE types.  

› The contribution types are an organising principle only. It is not expected that EPs will include activities 
in every contribution type. More than one item may be included in any one contribution type.  

› All items in the CRE component must describe research-related activities and outcomes that have 
occurred within the assessment period (1 January 2018 – 31 December 2025 inclusive) 

› All types of CRE will be considered on their merits. This means no one specific type will be weighted 
higher than another. 

› Each panel has panel-specific guidelines that provide discipline- or subject-area specific advice on the 
completing the CRE component of EPs.  

Definition of a Contribution to the Research Environment 
The underpinning principle of the definition is that the CRE component should reflect the broad range of 
activities and outcomes undertaken and/or achieved by a researcher relative to opportunity, and be 
appropriate to an individual’s research discipline.  

The CRE component of an EP describes the contribution a staff member has made to sustaining, developing, 
and/or growing the research environment and culture of which they are a part. The component allows for 
recognition of activities and outcomes that are indicative of a vital, high-quality, sustainable research 
environment that may exist across academic, community, industrial, public, and commercial domains. 
Research environments and the activity that sustains and grows them may be local, regional, national or 
international in orientation, and no quality distinctions will be made on the basis of geographical scale or 
reach in and of itself. 
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Eligibility criteria for contributions to the research environment 

An item is eligible for inclusion in the CRE component if it meets all of the following criteria: 

› it falls within one of the seven CRE types below 

› It has taken place in the assessment period between 1 January 2018 and 31 December 2025 
inclusive.   

Types of Contribution to the Research Environment 
[Note: The list of eligible CRE types and their descriptions has been revised from those in Quality Evaluation 
2018 to reflect the new PBRF Definition of Research and other in-principle decisions to date including the 
decision to reduce the number of eligible types. Some adjustments have also been introduced to ensure 
outputs are assigned to the correct type. Changes are highlighted for clarity.] 

The Quality Evaluation assesses a range of research-related activities and outcomes related to the 
development and maintenance of the research environment, including: 

› Contributions to the research discipline, culture or environment through leadership, advocacy, 
oversight, or awareness-raising roles and activity 

› Facilitation, network and collaboration activity that contributes to the research environment activities 
such as setting up or participating in research centres, groups, wananga, fono, or networks 

› Researcher development and capability activity such as mentoring or other staff development roles 
› Reviewing and evaluating activity 
› Student development and support activity which contributes to growing a vibrant and inclusive research 

workforce 
› Peer esteem and research cognition factors which reflect the staff member’s esteem within their field or 

wider research environment; 
› Other types of relevant activity or outcome which do not fit within the types above. 
The key factors are: 
› TEOs need to classify each CRE item submitted in an EP under one of the seven research contribution 

types below.  
› The types are listed in alphabetical order and do not reflect an order of importance.  
› All CRE items will be considered on their merit. This means no one specific type will be weighted higher 

than another. 
› Panel-specific guidelines may provide further examples of discipline-specific, research-related activities 

and research outcomes. 

Research 
Contribution 
Type 

Description 

Contribution 
to Research 
Discipline, 
Culture and 

Contribution to research discipline, culture and environment items reflect the 
staff member’s contribution to the development of their discipline or 
improvements to research capability and/or the research environment inside 
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Research 
Contribution 
Type 

Description 

Environment and/or outside of academia. 

Examples can include but are not limited to: 
› developing or contributing to new discipline methodologies, knowledge, 

standards, or protocols including standard reference publications, 
encyclopedia entries, or literature reviews/year-in-review publications 

› developing new laboratories, facilities or equipment, or other research 
infrastructure 

› leadership positions that increase capability, for example: 
− director of a laboratory or research facility 
− head deputy head, or other senior role in a school, department, centre or 

research group with a focus on research development or initiatives in 
that role 

› roles or initiatives that are aimed at developing research capability outside of 
academia and facilitating knowledge exchange, such as developing 
incubators, commercialisation, engagement, impact, or industry liaison roles  

› initiatives to grow mātauranga Māori and kaupapa Māori knowledge bases 
and capacity and to foster links with iwi, hapū, or marae 

› initiatives to grow Pacific knowledge bases and capacity, including those that 
build non-Pacific researchers’ knowledge and understanding of Pacific 
research and paradigms 

› membership of research, research ethics, postgraduate or other committee, 
at either an institutional or intra-institutional level 

› support of or advocacy for research and development within professional 
bodies and industry 

› Public advocacy, expert opinion, or ‘critic and conscience’ activity aimed at 
raising the profile of the discipline, field, or environment 

› organising or participating in departmental or institutional research 
seminars. 
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Research 
Contribution 
Type 

Description 

Facilitation, 
Networking 
and 
Collaboration 

Facilitating, networking and collaboration items provide an indicator of the 
contribution the staff member makes to the research environment specifically 
through developing and supporting research networks and collaborations that 
develop their discipline or improve research capability inside and outside of 
academia. 

Examples can include but are not limited to: 
› facilitating or organising conferences or other formal networks, such as 

symposia, meetings, workshops, seminar series, hui, fono, wānanga, online 
forums 

› participating as a conference chair, track chair or session chair 
› partnering with iwi and Māori entities on shared research priorities or to 

increase research capability in Māori research and researchers 
› partnering with Pacific entities and Pacific organisations on shared research 

priorities or to increase research capability in Pacific research and 
researchers 

› membership of a conference programme committee, technical programme 
committee or conference panel 

› director of a consortium or research group 
› member of collaborations and consortia 
› internal or external research collaboration 
› fostering internal or external linkages, cooperation, collaborative research 

and development with other departments or organisations 
› activities that improve research opportunities, such as working in 

collaborations or consortia 
› hosting esteemed visitors. 

Other 
Evidence of 
Contribution 
to the 
Research 
Environment 

Other evidence may include items that do not fit within the other types but 
that demonstrate contributions made to a research environment by a staff 
member and the esteem in which they are held within or outside of academia. 

Indicators of this esteem and/or contribution can include but are not limited to: 
› requests to provide or providing tenure references 
› the offer of a staff position for a new and emerging researcher. 

 
Peer Esteem 
and Research 
Recognition 

Peer esteem and research recognition items indicate the staff members’ 
individual standing and peer esteem either within their discipline, within or 
outside academia.  
 
Examples can include but are not limited to: 
› Awards, prizes, and honours associated with a career or with a significant 

research focus advanced over many years 
› Honorifics and titles, such as named Chairs or other roles, honorifics 

bestowed by international, national, or local authorities, iwi, hapū, marae, 
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Research 
Contribution 
Type 

Description 

Pacific groups or other groups 
› invitations to produce a journal article, review paper, chapter or reprints 

specifically based on the staff member’s research reputation 
› mandated iwi and Māori authority leadership roles 
› mandated cultural leadership roles (for example, chairperson, church 

minister or honorific chiefly title) 
› fellowship of a professional body, for example, Fellow of the Institution of 

Professional Engineers New Zealand or Fellow of the Royal Society of 
New Zealand 

› membership of a society or academy with restricted or elected admission, 
for example, the British Society of Audiology. 

Activity as part of a standard membership of a society must be listed under 
‘Contribution to research discipline and environment’. 

Membership of funding committees must be listed under ‘Reviewing, 
refereeing, judging, evaluating and examining’. 

Esteem indicators and recognition associated with a specific research project, 
activity, or outcomes, should be submitted as a research activity within the ERE 
component of the EP. 

Researcher 
Development, 
Capability-
Building and 
Mentoring 

Researcher development, capability-building and mentoring items reflect the 
staff member’s contribution to building a sustainable and equitable research 
workforce and supporting colleagues. 

Examples can include but are not limited to: 
› mentoring and supervising other staff members including new and emerging 

researchers at a departmental, institutional, or intra-institutional level 
› formal mentoring or advocacy/representative roles for specific career stages 

at a departmental, institutional, or intra-institutional level 
› initiatives or roles aimed at supporting and developing Māori researchers, 

and growing the Māori research workforce 
› initiatives or roles aimed at supporting  and developing Pacific researchers, 

and growing the Pacific research   workforce  
› supervising postdoctoral fellows or research associates 
› contributions to promotions processes and appointments panels 
› head of department or other senior role where there is a focus on researcher 

development activities while in the role 
› research mentoring. 

Reviewing, 
Refereeing, 
Judging, 
Evaluating 
and 

Reviewing, refereeing, judging, evaluating and examining activity demonstrates 
the staff member’s contributions to developing or sustaining their discipline or 
field through reviewing, refereeing, judging, evaluating and examining the work 
of their peers. Invitations to undertake such activity may also indicate the staff 
member’s standing or peer esteem within the field or discipline. 
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Research 
Contribution 
Type 

Description 

Examining Examples can include but are not limited to: 
› membership of institutional, national, or international funding committee 

that reviews or evaluates funding proposals or grant applications 
› provision of specialist or expert advice, assessment or review to a relevant 

committee, task force, steering group, community, or iwi group, either 
within or outside academia 

› membership of an editorial or commissioning board for a journal, series, 
publisher, festival, gallery or other institution 

› external thesis examiner 
› invitation to edit or guest edit a journal or edited volume  
› membership of a selection panel, or role as sole judge, for awards and prizes 
› peer review of a journal article, conference paper, book manuscript 
› reviewing abstracts (as part of the selection of presenters) and conference 

proceedings (following selection) 
› peer or external reviewer for industrial, commercial or government 

organisations 

 

Student 
Development 
and Support 

Student development and support items demonstrate the staff member’s 
contributions to developing or growing research capacity and capability 
through supervision, mentoring, support, evaluation or review of research 
students, as well as esteem and recognition factors associated with a staff 
member’s research student supervisees. 

Examples can include but are not limited to: 
› attracting, supervising and supporting students including but not limited to: 

− doctoral, Master’s, honours research students 
− Māori and Pacific students 
− summer research students and visiting research students 
− other high-quality postgraduate students 

› assisting student publishing, exhibiting or performance 
› arranging or leading research student placements 
› initiatives aimed at attracting and support Māori research students 
› initiatives aimed at attracting and supporting Pacific research students 
› roles related to student progression and support such as head of graduate 

school, research degrees committee 
› supporting students to gain scholarships, prizes, awards, or industry or other 

placements 
› supporting students to gain positive employment outcomes. 
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Information required in an Evidence Portfolio about Contributions to the Research 
Environment items 
[Note: The information below has been updated to reflect relevant dates and changes in terminology but 
otherwise remains unchanged from the comparable requirements for the Research Contributions 
component in the Quality Evaluation 2018 Guidelines. TEC officials do not consider at this stage that any 
further revisions are necessary as a consequence of existing or forthcoming in-principle decisions. However, 
given that the CRE component is new for Quality Evaluation 2026, this section is presented for sector 
comment.] 

TEOs must provide the following information for each CRE item listed in an EP. 

Field Information required Character limit 

Research 
Contribution Type 

Chosen from the list of seven research 
contribution types. 

N/A 

Order of 
Assessment 

A number from 1 to 10 to specify the 
order in which the CRE items will be 
presented for assessment. 

CRE items must be clustered by 
contribution type. The ordering of CRE 
types, and the ordering of the items 
within each type, will be in accordance 
with the staff member’s preference. 

The order submitted by the TEO will be 
how the panel member sees the CRE 
items when they assess the EP.  

N/A 

Description A comprehensive description of the 
nature and significance of the item that 
includes sufficient information and 
evidence of the quality and prestige of 
the research-related activity and/or 
outcomes. 

This should also provide information to 
evidence the claims, including key 
details of the activity, such as dates and 
organisation(s) or others involved. 

1,500 
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Appendix 2: Illustrative EP template 
This illustrative Evidence Portfolio template has been designed to assist staff members and TEOs to 
understand the new EP submission requirements for Quality Evaluation 2026. It is based on the template 
provided for the 2018 round. 

Note that this EP template is illustrative only and is not to be used as the basis for designing your 
submissions. It is subject to change based on feedback we receive from the sector as we work through the 
process of finalising the main PBRF Quality Evaluation Guidelines. A finalised version of this template will be 
made available when the Guidelines for the Quality Evaluation 2026 are published in 2023. 

*Evidence Portfolio Details 
All fields marked with * are mandatory 

*Evidence Portfolio Identifier 
(max 10 characters) 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

*Contains Confidential Research Choose an item [yes/no] 

*Release Permission Obtained Choose an item [yes/no] 

*Send Quality Category to 
Researcher Choose an item [yes/no] 

 

*Researcher Details 
*PBRF Identifier Click or tap here to enter text. 

Local Identifier Click or tap here to enter text. 

Title Click or tap here to enter text. 

*First Name Click or tap here to enter text. 

Middle Names Click or tap here to enter text. 

*Last Name Click or tap here to enter text. 

*Date of Birth (DD-MM-CCYY) Click or tap here to enter text. 

*New and Emerging Researcher Choose an item [yes/no] 

Date at which NER status first 
met DD-MM-YY 

*Part-time researcher (per 
Achievement Relative to 
Opportunity definition) 

Choose an item [yes/no] 

Total part-time FTE fraction 
across period Choose an item [EITHER 0.2 – 0.49 OR 0.5 – 0.8] 

*Researcher Circumstances Choose an item [None/Career break/Caring responsibilities/Force 
majeure/Long-term illness/Personal leave] Note it will be possible to select 

Page 82



 47 

more than one item 

Total period of impact across 
period Choose an item [EITHER 6 months – 4 years OR more than 4 years] 

 

*Panel Details 
*Primary Panel  Choose an item. 

*Primary Subject Area of 
Research 
(this should be a subject area 
that is assessed by the Primary 
Panel) 

Choose an item. 

*Field of Research Description 
(max 200 characters) 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

[Mātauranga Māori and Pacific Research panels cross-referrals processes to be updated following in-
principle decisions] 

*Platform of Research –Contextual Summary 
*Contextual narrative 
(max 1000 characters) 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Examples of Research Excellence 
When the PBRF IT system is live, the number of EREs required will be automatically generated by the system 
upon completing the Achievement Relative to Opportunity fields in the Researcher Details section.  

Please refer to the tables in Appendix 2 to determine how many EREs will be required for submitting staff 
members with eligible Achievement Relative to Opportunity circumstances. A minimum of one ERE is 
required for all EPs, regardless of Achievement Relative to Opportunity circumstances. 

Submitting staff who have no Achievement Relative to Opportunity circumstances submit three EREs in their 
EP. 

*Example of Research Excellence 

Complete for up to three EREs. 

*Component Id Choose an item [ERE 1/ERE 2/ERE 3] 

*Preferred order Choose an item [1 – 3 depending on required number] 

*Contains confidential Research 
Output or Research Activity Choose an item [Yes/N] 

*Contextual narrative (max 1500) Click or tap here to enter text 

*Core Research Output  

*Research Output Type Choose an item [Research Output types drop-down] 

*Title (max 1000) Click or tap here to enter text. 

*Authors (max 1000) Click or tap here to enter text. 

*Main Research Object  
(this should be the actual 
research for assessment i.e. the 
book, or the composition, or the 
journal article) 

Choose an item [details TBC] 
 

Physical submission rationale 
(max 1000) 
(this should be a brief description 
of why digital submission is not 
possible) 

 

Is this a large sound or video file? Choose an item [Yes/No] 

*Quality Assured  Choose an item [Yes/No] 

*Year Available (2018 to 2025) Choose an item [2018 -2025] 

*Output Source 
(This is bibliographic information, 
max 1000) 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

Individual Contribution 
(max 1050) 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

Additional information 
(max 1000) 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Supplementary Item 1  

Supplementary item type  Choose an item [Research Output/Research Activity] 

Supplementary item subtype Choose an item [Depending on item selected above, either Research Output or 
Research Activity drop-down] 

Preferred order Choose an item [1-3] 

Quality Assured Choose an item [yes/no – note option will only be available if Research Output 
type selected] 

Bibliographic or equivalent 
details/ description (max 1000) Click or tap to enter text 

Supplementary Item 2  

Supplementary item type  Choose an item [Research Output/Research Activity] 

Supplementary item subtype Choose an item [Depending on item selected above, either Research Output or 
Research Activity drop-down] 

Preferred order Choose an item [1-3] 

Quality Assured Choose an item [yes/no – note option will only be available if Research Output 
type selected] 

Bibliographic or equivalent 
details/ description (max 1000) Click or tap to enter text 

Supplementary Item 3  

Supplementary item type  Choose an item [Research Output/Research Activity] 

Supplementary item subtype Choose an item [Depending on item selected above, either Research Output or 
Research Activity drop-down] 

Preferred order Choose an item [1-3] 

Quality Assured Choose an item [yes/no – note option will only be available if Research Output 
type selected] 

Bibliographic or equivalent 
details/ description (max 1000) Click or tap to enter text 

 

Other Examples of Research Excellence 
Complete for up to eight Other Examples of Research Excellence (OERE). 

1. Other Example of Research Excellence  

Component Id Choose an item [OERE 1 -8] 

OERE Type Choose an item [Research Output or Research Activity] 

OERE subtype  Choose an item [Depending on item selected above, either Research Output or 
Research Activity drop-down] 

Preferred Order Choose an item [1-8] 

Quality Assured  Choose an item [yes/no – note option will only be available if Research Output 
type selected] 
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Bibliographic or equivalent 
details details/description 
(max 1000 characters) 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Contributions to the Research Environment 
Complete for a minimum of 1 and up to 10 Contributions to the Research Environment (CRE) items 
CREs should be clustered by type. 

EPs submitted by New and Emerging Researchers do not need to include a minimum of 1 CRE. The PBRF IT 
will require a CRE item for all other EPs 

1. *Contributions to the Research Environment 

*Component Id Choose an item [CRE 1 – 10] 

*CRE type Choose an item [CRE type drop down] 

*Preferred Order Choose an item [1 – 10] 

*Description 
(max 1500 characters) 

Click or tap here to enter text 
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Appendix 3: Proposed guidance to determining 
ERE submission requirements  
How many EREs should an eligible staff member submit? 

The number of EREs an eligible staff member includes in their EP depends on three criteria that inform the 
Achievement Relative to Opportunity framework. The number of EREs included in an EP will be either one, 
two, or three. All EPs must include a minimum of one ERE. 

Most staff members will include three EREs in their EP. However, under the framework, there are three 
types of circumstances that may affect the number of EREs an eligible staff member submits.  

Staff members who meet one or more of the following criteria have the option to submit fewer than three 
EREs: 

› They first met the eligibility criteria for a New and Emerging Researcher during the assessment period 
› They were employed part-time up to a maximum of 0.8 FTE across the whole assessment period 

Staff members who fall into one or both of these categories can still submit three EREs in their EP. However, 
they also have option to submit either one or two EREs, depending on when during the assessment period 
they first met the criteria for New and Emerging and/or whether or not their average FTE was more than 
0.49 FTE over the assessment period. 
 
If a staff member declares Researcher Circumstances, they cannot include three EREs in their EP. Depending 
on the duration of impact of the Researcher Circumstances they have declared, these staff members submit 
either two EREs (where the impact was between six months and four years) or one ERE (where the impact 
was for more than four years) in their EP. 
 
More detailed information about the submission requirements for staff members who meet these criteria is 
provided below. Where a staff member has not experienced any of these eligible circumstances, they 
include three EREs in their EP.  
 
New and Emerging Researchers 

Under the Achievement Relative to Opportunity framework, New and Emerging staff members have a choice 
about the number of EREs they include in their EPs, depending on when in the assessment period they first 
met the criteria for New and Emerging Researchers. This includes the option to include three EREs.  

Date of eligibility as a NER Number of EREs in EP 

1 January 2018 – 31 December 2021 
(inclusive) 

Minimum of two EREs 

Option to submit three EREs 

1 January 2022 – 31 December 2025 
Minimum of one ERE 

Option to submit up to three EREs 
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Part-time employment 

Under the Achievement Relative to Opportunity framework, Part-time staff members have a choice about 
the number of EREs they include in their EP, depending on the total proportion of FTE they worked across 
the assessment period. This includes the option to include three EREs.  

Proportion of FTE employment across 
assessment period Number of EREs in EP 

0.5–0.8 FTE total  Minimum of two EREs 

Option to submit three EREs 

0.2–0.49 FTE total Minimum of one ERE  

Option to submit up to three EREs 

FTE calculations for Part-time staff are based on 1 FTE = 37.5 hours per week. 

Researcher Circumstances 

The purpose of providing staff members with the ability to declare Researcher Circumstances is to allow 
them to account for circumstances that have led to reduced research outputs and activity during the 
assessment period.  This is a voluntary option and a choice for each staff member to make, depending on 
their circumstances and the effect these have had on their ability to carry out research during the 
assessment period.  

For this reason, when a staff member declares Researcher Circumstances this creates fixed submission 
requirements in terms of the number of EREs in their EP. Unlike other staff members, they no longer have 
the option of submitting three EREs. This applies in all cases. including when Researcher Circumstances are 
combined with other circumstances such as being New and Emerging Researcher and/or being Part-time.  

This means that a staff member who has declared eligible and validated Researcher Circumstances to their 
TEO will either submit one or two EREs in their EP.  

The number of EREs submitted depends on the total duration of impact, taking into account all eligible 
Researcher Circumstances experienced, across the submission period.  

Total duration of Researcher 
Circumstance/s impact across 
assessment period 

Number of EREs in EP 

Six months – four years’ total duration Two EREs 

More than four years’ total duration One ERE 

 

Staff members who have been affected by multiple eligible circumstances 

Some staff members may have been affected by more than one of these eligible circumstances. For example, 
they may be New and Emerging and also be Part-time; or they may be New and Emerging and also have 
declared Researcher Circumstances. In these cases, each factor is taken into account in determining the 
number of EREs required. However, for an assessment to take place an EP cannot contain less than one ERE.  
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In some instances where PBRF-eligible staff members have been affected by multiple circumstances, the 
cumulative impact may be such that the TEO may wish to consider whether the most appropriate outcome is 
that that the staff member is not expected to submit an EP for Quality Evaluation 2026. These are: 

› Staff members who declare Researcher Circumstances with an impact lasting more than 4 years, who 
also meet any other eligible circumstances. Such staff would submit only one ERE. 

› Staff members who declare Researcher Circumstances with an impact lasting less than 4 years, who also 
meet two other eligible circumstances. Such staff would submit a minimum of one ERE but would have 
the choice to submit up to two EREs. 
 

The tables below explain the different ERE requirements for all staff, including those staff who are affected 
by multiple circumstances. 

Staff members who don't have Researcher Circumstances declarations 

 

FULL-TIME

Staff member… Full-time at 1 FTE
0.5 –0.8 FTE total across 
assessment period

0.2 –0.49FTE total across 
assessment period

Is not NER 3 Up to 3, minimum of 2

First met NER criteria 
between 1-Jan-2018 
and 31-Dec-2021

Up to 3, minimum of 2

First met NER criteria 
between 1-Jan-2022 
and 31- Dec-2025

PART-TIME

Up to 3, minimum of 1

N
EW

 AN
D

 EM
ERG

IN
G
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Staff members with Researcher Circumstances where the impact is 6 months – 4 years 
 

 

 

 

Staff members with Researcher Circumstances where the impact is more than four years 

Staff members with Researcher Circumstances of more than four years’ impact who are affected by any 
other eligible circumstance submit only one ERE. However, TEOs may wish to consider in such instances 
whether the most appropriate outcome is that the staff member is not expected to submit an EP. 

FULL-TIME

Staff member… Full-time at 1 FTE
0.5 –0.8 FTE total across 
assessment period

0.2 –0.49FTE total across 
assessment period

Is not NER Up to 2, minimum of 1

First met NER criteria 
between 1-Jan-2018 
and 31-Dec-2021

Up to 2, minimum of 1

First met NER criteria 
between 1-Jan-2022 
and 31- Dec-2025

Up to 2, minimum of 1

PART-TIME

2

N
EW

 AN
D

 EM
ERG

IN
G

Up to 2, minimum of 1; however, TEOs may wish to 
consider whether cmost appropriate outcome is that 

staff member does not submit an EP
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Unitec New Zealand Limited 
Meeting of Te Komiti Rangahau o Unitec | Unitec Research Committee 

9 February 2023 
 

Title 2023 Unitec Early Career Researcher Contestable Fund Outcomes 

Provided by: Brenda Massey, Senior Grants Advisor 

For: INFORMATION 

 

Recommendation 

That the Committee notes the outcomes of the 2023 Unitec Early Career Researcher (ECR) Fund. 

 
Key Points 

• Seven registrations of interest (ROI) were received.  All were given feedback and invited to 
submit full proposals.  

• Seven full applications were received; one person who submitted a registration of interest 
did not go on to submit a full application and one person who did not submit a registration 
of interest submitted a full application.   

• Five applications were approved; two of these are subject to modification before funds will 
be released. 

• Two applications were declined. 
• One of the declined applicants has been offered assistance to pursue other avenues of 

support for the proposed project.   

Full details of the outcomes of the seven full applications are as follows: 

Applicant School Project Title & Outcome Amount 

Dr Irene Ayallo Healthcare 
and Social 
Practice 

A Participatory Action Study Investigating the views of 
‘Youth of African Background’ on Cultural Identity 
Construction and the Significance of Creating Cultural Spaces 

$13,200 

Kate Harder Environmental 
and Animal 
Sciences 

Canine health and endoparasite prevalence in Tonga $0 

Madhusudan 
Vyas 

Healthcare 
and Social 
Practice 

U-PSMA: A one stop solution to predict targeted 
radionuclide therapy outcomes 

$8,000 
(TBC) 
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The themes that came out of this year’s assessment of the applications are appended and were sent 
to all applicants. 

 

Information/Background  

The ECR Fund provides annual, contestable funding to emerging and established ECRs at Unitec in 
order to develop their capability, capacity and career progression as a Principal Investigator on a 
high-quality applied research project that meets the evaluation criteria.  

Applicants were required to signal their interest in applying for ECR funding by completing a RoI.  The 
RoI enabled Tūāpapa Rangahau to check the PI met the definition of an ECR, to assign the PI a mentor 
(if requested), to give some feedback with the aim of strengthening applicants’ full proposals and to 
identify the types of assessment expertise that would be required at the full application stage.  Full 
applications were invited from eligible PIs and were assessed by a Grants Advisory Committee (GAC), 
a sub-committee of the Unitec Research Committee, on research quality, impact, engagement, vision 
mātauranga, capability development and application quality. 
 
All GAC members submitted their feedback on all applications electronically and the core GAC 
convened on Wednesday, 14 December 2022 to review the feedback and decide the outcome of the 
submitted applications.  Applicants were notified of the outcome of their applications on 15 
December 2022. 

 

Attachments 

• 2023 ECR Funding: Themes Identified by the Grants Assessment Committee 

 

 

Dr Mary Yan Healthcare 
and Social 
Practice 

Probiotic loaded snack bars $3,000 
(TBC) 

Tanya White Maia/Creative 
Industries 

Toitū te Whenua $0 

Dr Sarah Wells Environmental 
and Animal 
Sciences 

Defining hybrid zones in Northland's green geckos $9,290 

Dr Caralyn 
Kemp 

Environmental 
and Animal 
Sciences 

Social benefits of dog parks for dogs $11,000 

Total $44,490 
(TBC) 
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2023 Early Career Researcher (ECR) Funding 
Themes Identified by the Grants Advisory Committee (GAC) 

 
The GAC were impressed by the breadth of research ideas submitted by Unitec’s ECRs. 
 
The GAC assessed applications according to the priorities of the fund which include: 
 

• Developing ECRs’ capability, capacity, and career progression as a Principal 
Investigator (PI) on a high quality, applied research project with the potential for impact.   

• Supporting research that builds collaborations with external partners and end-users. 
• Supporting ECRs to produce quality outputs. 

 
 
Compelling applications typically: 
 

• Included other researchers at Unitec.  Involving others provides the PI with a 
leadership opportunity and affords others a chance to collaborate on the production of 
research outputs. 

• Allowed for student involvement. 
• Demonstrated end-user input into the development of the project. 
• Offered external collaborators, such as iwi/hapū, opportunities to upskill, e.g., in the 

application of research methodologies. 
• Were well referenced, showing a good understanding of the current literature. 
• Allowed for knowledge transfer in ways over and above publication in academic 

journals (e.g., through involvement in the research, research training for the relevant 
community, hui, exhibitions, blogs, public lectures, publication in industry newsletters 
etc). 

• Used consistent terminology which was clearly explained. 
• Clearly articulated the research methodology/methods and explained why the 

particular approach was chosen.  
• Clearly articulated the ‘why’ of the research, i.e., what would change for the better as 

a result of the research (improved understanding, a streamlined process etc). 
• Demonstrated a clear understanding of Vision Mātauranga and described how 

mātauranga Māori could be incorporated into the project. 
• Have Māori partnership 
• Presented a detailed budget, the expenses in which clearly and appropriately co-

related to resourcing the methods identified. 
 
 
Things that could be improved: 
 

• Not all GAC members work in the same field as the applicant.  Applicants should pitch 
their proposals to an intelligent but non-specialist audience, e.g., by avoiding jargon, 
explaining discipline-specific concepts, describing specialist scientific techniques etc.   

• GAC membership changes year to year.  Any linkages to previous/related projects 
should be carefully articulated. 

• Applications which do have a previously funded history should very clearly differentiate 
the new aims, questions, and methods from the previous ones 

• Applications should be proofread prior to submission, including checks of grammar, 
spelling and for repetition.  
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Unitec New Zealand Limited 
Meeting of Te Komiti Rangahau o Unitec | Unitec Research Committee 

9 February 2023 
 

Title 2023 Unitec Early Career Researcher Fellowship Outcomes 

Provided by: Brenda Massey, Senior Grants Advisor 

For: INFORMATION 

 

Recommendation 

That the Committee notes the outcomes of the applications received for 2023 Unitec Early Career 
Researcher (ECR) Fellowships. 

 
Key Points 

• Three applications for 2023 ECR Fellowships were received.  
• One application has been approved.  
• Outcomes on two applications are pending. 

Full details of the outcomes of applications are as follows: 

 

Information/Background  

ECR Fellowships aim to respond particularly to the need for the concentrated time and mental space 
needed to develop research capability, opportunity, productivity, planning and/or networks for ECRs 
at Unitec. The central purpose of the Fellowships is to support and strengthen the establishment and 
development of ECR careers and the development of new research leadership.  There are two types 
of fellowships available: one to support the implementation of research projects and another to 
support professional research and research leadership development. 
 

Applicant School Investment Mechanism Amount 

Min Hall Architecture Fellowship Two – ECR Leadership Development $15,000 

A/P Renata 
Jadresin-Milic 

Architecture Fellowship Two – ECR Leadership Development Pending 

A/P Laura 
Harvey 

Environmental 
and Animal 
Sciences 

Fellowship One – ECR Research: Support to concentrate on 
research projects 

Pending 

Total $15,000 
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Unitec New Zealand Limited 
Meeting of Te Komiti Mātauranga | Academic Committee 

Date of Meeting:  9 February 2023 
 

Title Library resources budget cut impact 

Provided by: Annette Pitovao 

Authored by: Rowena Fuluifaga and Anna Wheeler 

For: INFORMATION 

 

Recommendation 

That the committee receives this memo of information regarding the Library budget cuts in October 
2023 ($112k) that will impact the named programmes across Unitec.   

 
Purpose 

To provide Te Komiti Mātauranga and Academic Governance Committees with an update of Library 
resources based on the recent 5% savings across 2023 budget forecast. The resourcing 
accommodation and cuts have been made by the Library Manager in partnership with the Manager 
of Learning and Achievement. The process is carried out in consultation with the Library Collection 
Advisory Group (LCAG), which comprises of a System Librarian, an Acquisition Librarian and six 
Subject Librarians (SLs) who liaise with academic staff/programmes and produce NZQA reports 
around the collection and quality aspect of the collection. The SLs have diligently provided 
alternatives and rationale to enable the changes required for the targeted savings.   

 

Key Points 

The table below shows the resources that have been cut in order to obtain required savings for 
2023: 

No Name of Resource cancelled Subscription 
end date 

Resource type Programme or subject 
area impacted 

1 Gale via EPIC 30/06/2023 Database Most programmes 
2 IEEE / IET Electronic Library (IEL) 

(To replace this we are intending 
to subscribe to a cheaper 
alternative IEEE product (CSDL) 
that only costs $25,308 USD per 
annum) 

31/12/2022 Database Computing & 
Engineering 

3 MasterFILE Premier 30/06/2023 Database All programmes 
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4 Sage Research Methods 31/12/2022 Database All areas involving 
research 

5 Westlaw (the content in this 
database is covered by another 
database we have called Lexis 
Nexis) 

13/03/2023 Database Business/Law 

6 Australian Journal of Indigenous 
Education 

30/09/2022 Electronic 
Journal 

Māori/Pacific research 

7 Construction Management and 
Economics 

31/12/2022 Electronic 
Journal 

Construction 

8 Journal of the Society of 
Architectural Historians 

31/12/2022 Electronic 
Journal 

Architecture 

9 October 31/12/2022 Electronic 
Journal 

General 

10 Architecture Asia: a journal of the 
Architects Regional Council Asia 
(ARCASIA) 

31/12/2022 Print Journal Architecture 

11 ARTNews 31/05/2023 Print Journal Art 
12 Building 31/12/2022 Print Journal Construction & 

Architecture 
13 Flash art 31/08/2023 Print Journal Art 
14 FX: the design magazine for 

society and industry 
30/06/2023 Print Journal Design 

15 Harvard design magazine 30/06/2023 Print Journal Architecture 
16 JA: Japan architect 28/02/2023 Print Journal Architecture 
17 Journal of the Polynesian Society 31/12/2022 Print Journal Maori/Pacific research 

Note: we have access 
to online journal 

18 NewDesign 30/04/2023 Print Journal Design 
19 Topos: European landscape 

magazine 
31/12/2022 Print Journal Landscape 

Architecture 
20 Urban design 31/12/2022 Print Journal Architecture 
21 Viewpoint 31/08/2023 Print Journal General 

 

Background  

ELT request for 5% budget cuts across Cost Centres in September. 90LY resources and timing for 
renewal and programme provision for 2023. 

 

Contributors 

• Rowena Fuluifaga (Manager of Learning and Achievement) and Anna Wheeler (Manager of 
Library Resources & Systems).   

• Library Collection Advisory Group (LCAG) members:  
o Vince Shepherd, Resources Specialist, Systems (Chair) 
o Stephen Brebner, Resources Specialist, Print & Electronic Resources  
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o Subject Librarians: Adrian Jenkins, Dipti Vora, Donna Salmon, Laura Sawyer, 
Norasieh Md Amin, Sana Saleem 
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Unitec New Zealand Limited 
Meeting of Te Komiti Rangahau o Unitec | Unitec Research Committee 

9 February 2023 
 

Title Classification of the URC’s 2022 Agenda Items 

Provided by: Brenda Massey, Acting Secretary 

For: Information 

 

Recommendation 

That the Committee notes the classifications assigned to its 2022 agenda items. 

 
Purpose 

To understand whether the Committee operated according to its Terms of Reference in 2022.   

To understand the balance between compliance and strategic initiatives and discussions. 

 

Information/Background  

An exercise has been undertaken to classify all 2022 agenda items according to:  
 

• Which of the Committee’s Terms of Reference they correspond to.  
• Whether they are forward looking (i.e. strategic).  
• Whether they are backward looking (i.e. to do with compliance).  

 

Key Points 

In 2022 the Committee approved, received and/or discussed 44 agenda items. 

• 33 (75%) of these items were forward looking (i.e. strategic), e.g. determining the timeline 
and process for the internal PBRF Quality Evaluation review. 

• 11 (25%) of these items related to matters of compliance, e.g. receiving early career 
researcher funding reports. 

The table below summarises the findings of the classification exercise.  A spreadsheet is attached 
which shows how each individual agenda item was classified. 
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Terms of Reference No. of 

Items 
Forward 
Looking 

Backward 
Looking 

a. Foster the conduct of research, and support the achievement 
of Unitec’s strategic research, enterprise and innovation 
priorities; 

4 0 4 

b. Propose and advise on strategic directions and priorities for 
research, enterprise and innovation; 

2 2 0 

c. Provide expert advice on institutional policy; 0 0 0 

d. Develop protocols and guidelines and make recommendations 
in relation to the conduct of research, enterprise and innovation; 

1 0 1 

e. Oversee the Grants Advisory Committee and the reporting of 
funded projects; 

8 8 0 

f. Encourage and enhance the development of the research, 
enterprise and innovation culture along with student and staff 
research capability, with emphasis on the development of Māori 
and Pacific research capability; 

3 3 0 

g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research 
reporting; and, 

14 10 4 

h. Foster Māori and Pacific, transdisciplinary, collaborative and 
externally engaged research, enterprise and innovation. 

5 5 0 

All 7 5 2 

N/A 0 0 0 

Total 44 33 11 

 
 
Attachments 

Categorisation of 2022 URC agenda items spreadsheet 
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Month Item Title ToR Item Reponds To

Strategic/ 

Forward Looking

Compliance/ 

Backward Looking

June Individual Research Plans a. Foster the conduct of research, and support the achievement of Unitec’s strategic research, enterprise and innovation priorities;. √

March Update on recently submitted applications for external funding a. Foster the conduct of research, and support the achievement of Unitec’s strategic research, enterprise and innovation priorities;. √

March

Update on access to information on Unitec’s internally funded research support 

products a. Foster the conduct of research, and support the achievement of Unitec’s strategic research, enterprise and innovation priorities;. √

September ECR Fellowship Scheme - Open for Applications a. Foster the conduct of research, and support the achievement of Unitec’s strategic research, enterprise and innovation priorities;. √

All URC Self-Assessment All √

February Classification of the URC’s 2021 Agenda Items All √

March

Presentation from A/P Dan Blanchon, Director Applied Molecular Solutions 

Research Centre All √

November 2023 URC Membership All √

November 2023 URC Work Plan All √

November 2023 Schedule of Meetings All √

October 2023 URC Terms of Reference All √

March Review of the Unitec Research Strategy Action Plan b. Propose and advise on strategic directions and priorities for research, enterprise and innovation;√

September Guidelines for Non-Degree Teaching Research Track b. Propose and advise on strategic directions and priorities for research, enterprise and innovation;√

October Animal Ethics - Te Pūkenga Code of Ethical Conduct d. Develop protocols and guidelines and make recommendations in relation to the conduct of research, enterprise and innovation. √

February 2022 Unitec Early Career Researcher Fund Outcomes e. Oversee the Grants Advisory Committee and the reporting of funded projects;. √

July 2021 ECR Contestable Funding Final Report – Dr Cat Mitchell e. Oversee the Grants Advisory Committee and the reporting of funded projects;. √

June Early Career Researcher Fellowship Allocation e. Oversee the Grants Advisory Committee and the reporting of funded projects;. √

June 2021 ECR Contestable Funding Final Reports e. Oversee the Grants Advisory Committee and the reporting of funded projects;. √

November 2023 ECR Fellowships Grants Advisory Committee (GAC) Membership e. Oversee the Grants Advisory Committee and the reporting of funded projects;. √

September 2022 ECR Contestable Funding Progress Report - Nigel Pizzini e. Oversee the Grants Advisory Committee and the reporting of funded projects;. √

September 2022 Early Career Researcher (ECR) Funding Progress Reports e. Oversee the Grants Advisory Committee and the reporting of funded projects;. √

September 2023 ECR Fund Grants Advisory Committee (GAC) Membership e. Oversee the Grants Advisory Committee and the reporting of funded projects;. √

April Professional development needs following the cessation of SPSS f. Encourage and enhance the development of the research, enterprise and innovation culture along with student and staff research capability;√

November Nomination for appointment of an Honorary Research Fellow – Dr Matt Renner f. Encourage and enhance the development of the research, enterprise and innovation culture along with student and staff research capability;√

November Nomination for appointment of an Honorary Research Fellow – Dr Judy Nicholson f. Encourage and enhance the development of the research, enterprise and innovation culture along with student and staff research capability;√

April Amendments to the School Research Plan Reporting Template g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research reporting. √

Categorisation of 2022 URC Agenda Items
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April Update on internal PBRF QE review g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research reporting√

April TEC PBRF SRG Consultation Paper 4 g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research reporting√

February TEC PBRF SRG Consultation Paper 2 g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research reporting√

July Annual Research Centre Report – Cybersecurity Research Centre g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research reporting. √

July TEC PBRF SRG Consultation Paper 6 g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research reporting√

June Update on internal PBRF QE review g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research reporting√

June Annual Research Centre Reports g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research reporting. √

March Update on progress of the internal PBRF QE review g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research reporting√

March TEC PBRF SRG Consultation Paper 3 g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research reporting√

November TEC PBRF Call for Nominations: PBRF Panel Co-Chairs and Initial Panel Members g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research reporting√

October TEC PBRF SRG Consultation Paper 8 g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research reporting√

September 2022 Research Productivity Traffic Light (RPTL) Report g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research reporting. √

September Unitec 2021 Research Annual Report g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research reporting. √

April Amendment to the Unitec Research Strategy Action Plan h. Foster Māori and Pacific, transdisciplinary, collaborative and externally engaged research, enterprise and innovation.√

July Research Centre Applications h. Foster Māori and Pacific, transdisciplinary, collaborative and externally engaged research, enterprise and innovation.√

July Proposed Research Centre Procedure Amendments h. Foster Māori and Pacific, transdisciplinary, collaborative and externally engaged research, enterprise and innovation.√

June 2022 Unitec Research Symposium h. Foster Māori and Pacific, transdisciplinary, collaborative and externally engaged research, enterprise and innovation.√

June Unitec Research Strategy Action Plan Revision h. Foster Māori and Pacific, transdisciplinary, collaborative and externally engaged research, enterprise and innovation.√

Key

All

a. Foster the conduct of research, and support the achievement of Unitec’s strategic research, enterprise and innovation priorities;

b. Propose and advise on strategic directions and priorities for research, enterprise and innovation;

c. Provide expert advice on institutional policy;

d. Develop protocols and guidelines and make recommendations in relation to the conduct of research, enterprise and innovation

e. Oversee the Grants Advisory Committee and the reporting of funded projects;

f. Encourage and enhance the development of the research, enterprise and innovation culture along with student and staff research capability;

g. Oversee the monitoring of research outputs and research reporting

h. Foster Māori and Pacific, transdisciplinary, collaborative and externally engaged research, enterprise and innovation.
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Unitec New Zealand Limited 
Meeting of Te Komiti Rangahau o Unitec | Unitec Research Committee 

9 February 2023 
 

Title Free NVivo Webinars 

Provided by: A/P Marcus Williams, Director Research and Enterprise 

For: INFORMATION 

 

Recommendation 

That the Committee notes the availability of free NVivo webinars. 

 
Key Points 

NVivo is currently offering a free webinar series showcasing the evolving research methods used 
with qualitative and mixed methods research. Participants are being invited to join leading 
researchers to learn about their theoretical frameworks and practical suggestions in conducting 
rigorous qualitative and mixed methods research. 
 

The webinars are scheduled to be held on various dates in February and March.  Full details are 
available here. 

 

Information/Background  

NVivo provides a platform for researchers to organise, store and analyse their data.  Some of its 
features include: 

• Importing data from virtually any source. 
• Analysing data with advanced management, query, and visualisation tools. 
• Asking complex questions of data to identify themes and draw clear conclusions. 
• Achieving more robust research results in less time. 

NVivo is available under licence at Unitec via workstations in Te Puna. 

 
Contributors 

• Dr Nora Md Amin, Subject Librarian 
• Brenda Massey, Senior Grants Advisor 
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Te Komiti Rangahau o Unitec | Unitec Research Committee  
Self-Assessment 

 
 
Purpose: NZQA requires the Committees of Unitec’s Academic Board to provide evidence of self-
assessment. 
 
      

Te Komiti Rangahau o Unitec Self-Assessment Provocations 

• Can we improve the way the committee is run? 
• Is time well managed? 
• Are issues under discussion well-handled and resolved? 
• Are the agenda and minutes well handled? 
• Are the perspectives of committee members respected and heard? 
• Are actions completed and accounted for? 
• Were there matters raised and dealt with in the meeting that were particularly helpful or 

unhelpful? 
• Does the committee oversee and ensure compliance within its mandate? 
• Does the committee show foresight and proactively engage in continuous improvement? 
• Does the committee review and improve the relevant policies, guidelines and regulations? 
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