
  
  

	
Minutes, REAC meeting of 26 September 2018, 9.30-12.00 

Present: Philip Winn, Chair (PW), Andrée Sursock (AS) until 10.45, Tove Bull (TB), Ragnhildur 
Helgadóttir (RH), Kristján Kristjánsson (KK), Guðbjörg Linda Rafnsdóttir (GR), Hulda Stefánsdóttir (HS), 
Skúli Skúlason (SS), Sæmundur Rögnvaldsson (SR, by conference video call), and Sigurður Óli 
Sigurðsson (SÓS) who took minutes. 

 

1. Minutes of last meeting accepted with the addition of attendees. 

2. Discussions about the workings of REAC: All members are encouraged to add items to the 
agenda and to table topics for discussion at committee meetings. Members are encouraged to 
share reading materials related to the evaluation of research and research management with the 
Committee, and to send readings in advance of meetings. However, a member would need to 
take responsibility for reading those papers and bringing abstracts/key points to the group. 

3. Guidance notes: PW will take the lead on producing a draft on how to discuss research 
management in Subject-Level Reviews (SLRs). This deliverable could address all five pillars of the 
Core approach and have three columns:  

a): What the Handbook says on the five topics.  

b): A bulleted list of what could be covered under each topic.  

c): Discursive coverage with a bit more detail and perhaps examples.  

PW notes that it is important to capture impact because it provides evidence of how public money 
is being spent, as it is important to provide evidence of the usefulness of universities. This guide 
would also make clear how to report on research management even when there are few 
resources to support research at the unit level.  RH emphasised that impact needs to be defined 
and explained in a way that makes sense across different department/disciplines, and how gender 
and background affect how we talk about impact. SS added that it may be useful to cover intended 
impact, as well as unintended impact. Sometimes impact is accidental, but then it can be tricky to 
identify and measure.  

This draft will be presented to the Committee in advance of its meeting on November 28. If time 
allows, comments on the draft will also be sought from the Quality Council and Quality Board. 

4. The SLRs and how to respond if SLRs are not capturing research management in line with the 
QEF handbook:  The Committee agreed that the externals should know enough about the QEF, 
which can be done through the training materials developed by the Board for members of 
Institution-Wide Review Teams. To ensure that research management is captured in line with the 
handbook, REAC and the Quality Council could meet once a year to discuss some form of an SLR 
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analysis done (presumably) by the Quality Board Secretariat. Perhaps the units could also think 
about whether they should make their SLRs public. 

5. PW and AS reported about a meeting between the Quality Board and the Minister of Education, 
Science and Culture, one of her political advisors, the permanent secretary of the Ministry and 
three ministry officials. The Minister’s vision is that universities are drivers of change in society, 
in collaboration with outside parties. The Ministry will soon post a tender for bids for a national 
CRIS system. The National Library of Iceland will be the national administrator. There will not be 
financial data in the system, but Icelandic outputs will be added to the database based on certain 
criteria yet to be developed. An advisory group helped the Ministry to figure out the CRIS 
specifications, and SOS will contact the Ministry official in charge of this project to enquire about 
the selection process once the tendering process is closed. SR will also talk to association of 
doctoral students and postdoctoral fellows at University of Iceland about the importance of 
making the right choice.  

6. The Science and Technology Policy Council is running a survey in which the public can comment 
on matters of important policy for Icelandic Science and Innovation. RH reported that, so far, 2000 
people have participated in the survey. RH will bring summaries of the results of this survey once 
they become available. AS and PW noted that the Quality Board’s annual conference in 2019 
might focus on how universities engage with their communities. 


