
 
 

 

 

Minutes, Board meeting 8 August 2022 

In attendance: Andrée Sursock (Chair), Crichton Lang, Ellen Hazelkorn, Philip Winn, Norman Sharp, 
Riitta Pyykkö, Sigurður Óli Sigurðsson, Þorgerður Edda Hall (Minutes). 

Guest: Guðrún Nordal, AMI Director, from 11:50-12:35 

The meeting convened online at 11:00, Icelandic time. 

(1) Agenda, minutes and matters arising 

The agenda of the meeting was adopted with modifications. The minutes of the previous Board 
meetings (6 May, 17 May, and 1 August 2022) were adopted with modifications.  

(2) Discussion of the commissioned review report of AMI 

i. The commissioned report for the Árni Magnússon Institute (AMI) was requested by AMI to support 
development of its strategy. The review team considered AMI’s self-assessment report and 
conducted a site visit on 5-7 April 2022. A draft report was sent to AMI for fact checking before a 
final draft was submitted to the Board.  

ii. Board members agreed that the report offers constructive and realistic recommendations to AMI. 
The report was in general well written and provided alternative ways forward without being too 
directive.  

iii. The report affirms AMI’s important role in Icelandic society, both in terms of its research activities 
and its public/cultural role. The recommendations focus to a large degree on AMI’s management 
structure, the importance of strategic management and the need for more formal support 
functions for AMI’s researchers.  

(3) Meeting with AMI Director Guðrún Nordal re. AMI review report 

AMI Director Guðrún Nordal joined the meeting at 11:50. 

i. Director Guðrún thanked the Board for undertaking the review and noted that it had been an 
important step for AMI to go through an external review. 

ii. Director Guðrún expressed her satisfaction with the report and the review process. She 
commended the Quality Board Manager for his support during the process and emphasised how 
valuable the self-evaluation process had been for AMI. Director Guðrún also noted her satisfaction 
with the quality of interactions with the review team. She was particularly pleased with the 
composition of the team, their varied backgrounds and their grasping of AMI’s complex dual role 
as a research institution, with an important cultural role and obligations toward the public.  

iii. The Board noted that there are a few minor revisions for clarification that need to be made in the 
report before the final version will be sent to AMI. After AMI receives the final version, the report 
can be distributed and discussed among AMI staff.  

AMI Director Guðrún Nordal left the meeting at 12:38. 

(4) Debriefing of meeting with AMI Director Guðrún Nordal  



 

The Board discussed the meeting with Director Guðrún Nordal and agreed that the discussion with 
her was positive and that AMI had appreciated the review process. 

(5) Relocating the Board Secretariat 

i. The Board discussed relocating the Board Secretariat. Rannís has offered to host the Board 
Secretariat starting September 1.  

ii. The Board would maintain its independence, as the agreement with Rannís would include hosting 
for housing, internet and access to the cafeteria. The ministry would continue to provide support 
for accounting, travel and HR. The Board would be able to use Rannís’ reception. Furniture and 
equipment which the Board owns would be brought to Rannís. The Board would manage its own 
website (www.qef.is) as before and continue to have its own email system with emails ending in 
“@qef.is”. 

iii. The note on relocating the Board Secretariat circulated in advance of the meeting (Annex 6) will be 
re-written to clarify the cost of the meeting rooms and re-circulated to the Board. Board members 
will be asked to approve the move to Rannís by e-mail upon receipt of the updated note. 

(7) Discussion of candidates for Board membership (Annex 7) 

i. In the coming two years, four Board members will complete their terms, one after the September 
2022 (NS) and three after the November 2023 (AS, EH, PW). The Board discussed a list of possible 
candidates for Board membership that were circulated in advance of the meeting. 

ii. It is important that there is a balance in the Board in terms of gender, geography, and a 
combination of expertise from within universities and QA agencies. Having at least one member 
with an agency perspective is particularly important. Discussions of new Board members have to 
be based on the candidates‘ background, but personality is also important as the Board is small 
and works very closely together. The ability to empathise with the Icelandic context is an important 
attribute of any Board member. 

iii. Addressing the workload, availability of any given candidate and time commitment that comes with 
Board membership is an important aspect of the conversation with possible Board candidates. The 
Board discussed the benefits and drawbacks of rethinking the six-year appointment time for Board 
members. It might be easier to recruit Board members if terms were more flexible. 

iv. PW will make a note of what he thinks will be possible focus areas for REAC in QEF3 and 
subsequently what skills would be important for a prospective Board member with special 
expertise in research and research management. REAC will also discuss its future direction as part 
of the evaluation of QEF2. 

v. Board members are invited to send names to add to the list, being mindful of geographical 
representation, gender and the mix of expertise. 

(8) Discussion of proposals for commissioned reviews on Master’s provision and Online 
provision in Iceland 

i. The Board discussed the drafts of the Terms of Reference for both reviews. 

a. The Board thanked RP who volunteered to oversee the review of Master’s provision and EH 
who volunteered to oversee the review of online provision. 



 

b. Master‘s provision review: It is important to clarify the roles of each staff member, the scope 
of the work and how many follow-up interviews should be done. The number of working 
days is likely too low. 

c. Online provision review: There needs to be further clarification of the report that will be 
produced as the main deliverable. Staff roles should be clarified and some roles could 
possibly be combined. The number of working days should be re-evaluated, as the number 
of days that are proposed is likely too low. 

d. SOS will look up the job descriptions for Katrín and Fróði, who worked on the IRF review, to 
see how their roles were described as possible models. 

e. New drafts for each review will be circulated to the Board.  

(9) Update on UNAK and BU alleviation reviews  

i. The Board discussed the upcoming alleviation review of UNAK’s Police Studies. 

a. UNAK has stated that it would like the review visit to take place either in the week of 21-25 
November or the week of 28 November - 2 December. SOS will ask UNAK to confirm the 
date.  

b. UNAK presented an update to the Board in Spring 2022 on progress since the first review 
that will likely serve as the backbone of a formal progress report to be submitted as the first 
step in the process of possible alleviation of limited confidence. 

ii. The Board discussed the upcoming BU IWR alleviation review. 

a. BU has stated that it would like the review visit to place in the week of 10-15 December.  

b. A template for the review report will be created with a clear frame on how the report will 
be written. It is important that descriptions, assessments and recommendations are distinct 
in the report. This template will be discussed as part of team training. 

(10) AOB 

There was no AOB to discuss.1 

SOS and ÞEH left the meeting at 15:30. 

(11) Discussion of process for recruiting a new Board manager 

The Board discussed the process for recruiting a new Board manager. 

Meeting adjourned at 17.15. 

 

 

1 Subsequent to the meeting, the Board approved by email the move to Rannis and a request from UI 
to delay the submission of its Year-on Report from Autumn 2022 to Spring 2023. 

 


