
Minutes, REAC meeting of 28 February 2018, 14:00-16:00. 
 
 
Present: Philip Winn, Chair (PW), Andrée Sursock (AS), Tove Bull (TB), Ragnhildur Helgadóttir 
(RH), Kristján Kristjánsson (KK), Guðbjörg Linda Rafnsdóttir (GR), Ólöf Gerður Sigurðardóttir 
(ÓS), Skúli Skúlason (SS), Sæmundur Rögnvaldsson (SR), and Sigurður Óli Sigurðsson (SÓS) who 
took minutes. 

1. Agenda discussed, and no changes suggested.  
 
2. Short introductions of attendees: 
 

• Philip Winn, Chair: A current member of the Quality Board, selected by and from 
the Board based on experience in research and management of research. 

• Ragnhildur Helgadóttir, Professor of Law, Reykjavik University: The Chair of the 
Science Committee of the Icelandic Science and Technology Policy Council. 

• Guðbjörg Linda Rafnsdóttir,	Pro-Rector of Science, University of Iceland: A 
nominee of the Rectors‘ Conference, selected based on experience in research 
and managing research. 

• Kristján Kristjánsson,	Executive Director of Research and Information, Reykjavik 
University: A nominee of the Rectors‘ Conference, selected based on experience 
in managing research. 

• Sæmundur Rögnvaldsson, PhD student, University of Iceland: A postgraduate 
research student nominated through the Rectors‘ Conference. 

• Tove Bull: A former QB member, selected based on experience in research and 
management of research. 

• Ólöf Gerður Sigfúsdóttir, Quality Director, Icelandic Academy of the Arts: A 
member selected by and from within the Quality Council. 

• Skúli Skúlason, Quality Director, Hólar University College: A member selected by 
and from within the Quality Council. 

• Sigurður Óli Sigurðsson, Quality Board Manager, Secretary to the Research 
Evaluation Advisory Committee. 

• Andrée Sursock, Chair of the Quality Board: attends meetings of the Research 
Evaluation Advisory Committee as an observer. 

 
3. SÓS provides a brief MS Powerpoint-based presentation to orient members to the 
second cycle of the Quality Board’s Quality Enhancement Framework (QEF2). 
Discussions follow about the overall goal and mission of QEF2, which can be thought of 
as creating an evidence base for the knowledge that universities are doing things right. 
It is a constructive and open process that is done collaboratively between Board and the 
institutions. It is envisioned that REAC will aid the Board in applying that approach to the 
evaluation of research in higher education institutions. Around the world there are 
different kinds of frameworks for evaluating research in universities, like for example, 



the UK Research Excellence Framework (REF). PW emphasized that the Board is not 
planning to transplant any foreign systems. Rather, REAC will be instrumental in advising 
the Board as it develops a framework that works for all disciplines, different 
stakeholders and the different institutions. This is especially important when it comes to 
measuring productivity and impact, and PW emphasized the need to measure the right 
things, and using the right tools.  
 
4. Discussion about the remit of REAC, as described in Annex 7 of the QEF2 Handbook. 
PW, TB and AS provide a background to the development of REAC, and stress the fact 
that evaluation of research management in QEF2 is to be a bottom-up exercise that 
respects the individuality of the institutions, and maintains a clear focus on the 
developmental aspect of research evaluation in QEF2. In terms of the immediate tasks 
of REAC, the most pressing would seem to be: 
 

• Receiving feedback from the institutions about executing the research elements 
of subject level review. SÓS is to be the first contact point for this feedback. SÓS 
will also seek feedback on behalf of REAC. REAC will use that information to issue 
points of clarification, not revisions to the handbook. 

• Providing more detail on the execution of the extended model of research 
evaluation. For example, what kinds of performance metrics could be involved in 
that task? What kinds of peer review would be performed? When would these 
evaluations start? 

• Publishing position papers, for example on what metrics are appropriate for 
Icelandic HEIs. REAC must tread carefully in this, as this kind of evaluation can 
bring tensions, and may start driving behaviors of staff that are not anticipated. 

• Developing a REAC roadmap/timeline in terms of how to progress its work. CRIS 
will be a big part of that. A dissemination plan is also needed to specify how to 
report back to the sector, in addition to conferences. That plan would need to 
specify what bodies/councils/committees should REAC be reporting to. 

• Finding out more about the Icelandic CRIS and encouraging its development at 
the earliest opportunity Where will research metrics be stored and managed; 
what kind of data are housed on the system? One option would be to invite a 
Ministry of Education, Science, and Culture (MESC) representative to the REAC 
meeting to talk about CRIS, if that process has developed far enough to be 
reported on.  

• Exploring the link between research and teaching/learning. How can student 
participation in research be ensured throughout their time in higher education, 
and not just in the final year of study? 

• Unpacking some of the elements of the Basic model of evaluation of research 
impact. What kind of impact is to be covered? Impact on discipline? Impact on 
world outside university? PW is of the opinion that the level of unit is a good 
perspective, and better than entire university or individuals. PW also pointed out 
that impact needs to be evidenced by demonstrable change. REAC will need to 



find models for these elements, and explore them in the context of	explore them 
in the context of what will be useful to the sector. PW was of the opinion that 
Iceland will be best served by looking at Nordic/European models, and applying 
good common sense in evaluating their fitness to the Icelandic situation.  

  
5. Next meeting is scheduled for 9-11 on May 16. 
 
6. Meeting ends at 16:15. 
 
 


