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FACULTY OF HUMANITIES 
PERSONAL RESEARCH EXPECTATIONS PLAN (PREP)
The Faculty of Humanities Personal Research Expectations Plan (PREP) provides the basis for structured, formative and supportive advice to academics on their mid to long term research career plans. PREP meetings are an annual opportunity to reflect on, and refine, personal research plans.  They also provide an opportunity to discuss the internal support available (e.g. funding, peer review, training) and the contribution which the individual’s research plan makes to progressing the School’s research strategy and priorities (including preparation for the Research Excellence Framework).
PREPs should be carried out once a year by a senior academic ahead of, or at the time of, the annual PDR review. The reviewer should have experience of the individual’s research field and an awareness of discipline specific research expectations and norms. 
The PREP record can also be used in mentoring meetings as a document to guide discussion and planning.
To update and complete your PREP form please complete these three steps:-
1. Review and update the PREP form that you completed last year using this form.

When updating your PREP please highlight changes from last year.

Once the University’s new IT research information system is live we will explore the potential for an automated update of publications, research funding awards, PGR supervision. 
2. Pass your PREP  form to your reviewer ahead of the meeting (it can be revised after the meeting)
The completed PREP form will be made available to the research coordinator in your discipline area and your School Research Director. 
3. Keep an electronic copy of your PREP  form

Prior to your next PREP you will be asked to update this record to take account of progress since your last PREP and the new opportunities, invitations, grant application outcomes and other developments in your research which have unfolded since the last meeting.

Personal Research Expectation Plan (PREP)
	Name
	

	School
	

	Reviewer
	


Progress and Achievements since your last PREP - summary
Please list (or cross-reference to sections below) the progress you have made since your last PREP
	Research funding applications submitted/awarded (see section A3-4)

	

	Outputs submitted/revise & resubmit comments received/accepted/published (see section B1-2)

	

	Major contributions to conferences and other events (see section B3)

	

	Knowledge exchange and impact activities undertaken this year – if applicable (see section C)

	

	PGR supervision (see section D1)

	

	Update on progress against the three priorities agreed at your last PREP (section E1, PREP 2017).
Did you manage to progress your priorities? If not, what were the obstacles? What support or other assistance would help to dismantle these obstacles?
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A. YOUR RESEARCH AGENDA

A.1 
Outline your current (next 3-5 years) - and future - research agenda.

A.2
What is the timeframe for your projects and when are you next eligible to take academic (sabbatical) leave?

A.3
What research grant, contract or consultancy awards do you currently hold to support your research?

A.4 
What external funds do you intend to apply for?

	A1. Research Agenda - maximum 2 paragraphs
	Timeline

	
	

	A2. Academic (Sabbatical) Leave 
Planned purpose and date eligible
	Timeline

	
	

	A3. Current external/internal funding awards – funder, project title, amount of award and expected outcomes 

Details of awards can be carried over from RRE data
	Start/finish dates

	
	

	A4. Internal and External research grant application plans
Internal seedcorn : School funds, Humanities Strategic Investment Fund competition (H-SIF), UMRI interdisciplinary pump priming, ESRC Impact Acceleration Account, Hallsworth and Simon Visiting Professorships and Hallsworth conference organization funds

External sources: advice and announcements on national, European and other international opportunities is available from the Research Support Services 
	Timeline
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B. PLANS FOR WRITING, PUBLISHING AND DISSEMINATING YOUR RESEARCH

Please review the appended guidelines when updating this section to inform the update of your writing and publishing plans and the promotion of your research after it is published:- 

Appendix 1: Getting your work noticed, read and cited (University of Manchester guidance)

Appendix 2: Subject specific guidance for planning your research outputs and where to aim to publish (Developed by your discipline area at Manchester).

Appendix 3. Seven steps to maximize the profile of your next paper (Developed by The Library).
B1. 
Is your published research available on Open Access (Gold or Green) and Pure?

Please Note:

Under HEFCE policy journal articles and conference proceedings published after April 1st 2016 must be available in an open-access form to be eligible for the next REF exercise. For guidance and support from The Library please see the Open Access gateway here: 

http://www.library.manchester.ac.uk/services-and-support/staff/research/services/open-access-at-manchester/gateway/
For guidance on depositing other research outputs in PURE please visit:
http://www.staffnet.manchester.ac.uk/pure/researchers/user-guides/
B2. 
What are your publication plans for the next 2-3 years, including your target outlets?

When choosing where to publish, what factors do you consider? Is your plan informed by the appended guidance (appendix 1 and 2)? In your field of research is it relevant to consider journal meta-ratings, or the impact factor of your target journals? 

Have you considered what you might need to do to raise the quality of the output(s) you are working on, in terms of aiming for 3* and 4* quality?

What strategies do you use to obtain feedback and formative review?
B3. 
How will you use conferences and other research events to develop and disseminate your research?

B4.
What steps have you taken to disseminate your research using social media?

	B1.  Research published after December 31st 2013 

Up to 6 publications plus indication of whether they are available on open access - details of publications can be carried over from RRE data
	Open Access / e-scholar

	
	

	B2. Planned publications for the next 2-3 years (or longer if applicable for your research), with a focus on quality goals (3* and above) rather than volume
4-6 publications including indicative topic, book/article, possible outlets
	Timeline

	
	

	In light of the feedback you have received on your work since the last PREP (e.g. journal or publishers’ referee comments, RRE feedback), what might you do to enhance the quality of your outputs?

Thinking about the output you are currently drafting – what are your plans for obtaining feedback and comment (department or research group peer review arrangements? Via contributions to specific internal/external workshops or conferences? 

	

	B3. Contributions to conference and other events planned for the next 1-2  years 
National and international – event name, date, place and your contribution -presenter/organizer/invited plenary
	Timeline

	
	

	Outline how these particular events help you to enhance the quality and dissemination of your publications

	

	B4. Social media profile 

Is your web page up to date (including a research statement and postgraduate supervision opportunities)? http://www.itservices.manchester.ac.uk/our-services/research/my-profile/
Have you set up a ‘Google Scholar’ research profile? https://scholar.google.co.uk/
Have you deposited your research outputs in the University repository (Pure – the new University research information system): http://www.staffnet.manchester.ac.uk/pure/ 
…and made your work available through open access avenues?  http://www.library.manchester.ac.uk/services-and-support/staff/research/services/open-access-at-manchester/gateway/
Do you need some advice on using social media to promote your research?  Please see appendix 3 for a checklist and signpost to training and support 
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C. IMPACT OF YOUR RESEARCH

Where appropriate and according to the topic and stage of your research:-

C.1 
How do you plan you communicate your research to non-academic audiences?
C.2 
What links do you have / can you develop with stakeholders who might use your research? 
C.3 
How do you plan to use School / Faculty support and funding for impact activities?
	C1. Knowledge exchange/impact project plans 
e.g. blogs, media, participating in, or organizing, user/practitioner/stakeholder events
	Timeline

	
	

	C2. Links with stakeholders

	

	C3. Use of School / Faculty support for impact 
e.g. Impact and Knowledge Exchange officers, funds for impact
	Timeline
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D. YOUR PERSONAL RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT AND LEADERSHIP

D.1 
How many PGR students do you supervise? How do you attract them? What funding opportunities could you make use of for PGR students?

D.2 
Can you identify other areas of personal research development that you might benefit from?

D.3. 
Do you envisage any obstacles to the realization of your research plans? How can your School help you with your research goals and planning? 

	D1. PGR supervision 
List of students, funding source, start dates and expected submission dates, recruitment plans - details of PGRs can be carried over from RRE data
	Timeline

	
	

	D2. Potential areas of research development 
e.g. methods, media, service on professional associations, journal editorship 

	

	D3. Obstacles to your research plans 
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E. AGREE THREE PRIORITIES FOR YOUR RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT AND A DATE FOR YOUR NEXT PREP

	E1. Priorities 
	Timeline

	1.
	

	2.
	

	3.
	

	Date for next PREP:
	


	Signed
	Date

	(Reviewer)
	

	(Reviewee)
	


Once signed, please 

· Send a copy of this form to the research coordinator in your discipline/division area. 

· Keep a copy for your records. Prior to your next PREP meeting you will be asked to update the form to take account of new developments in your research. 
Version: PREP 2018, replaces PREP 2017
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PREP GUIDELINES: APPENDIX 1

Getting your work noticed, read and cited

University of Manchester guidance

We all hope that the research we undertake and publish will be recognised and valued by others within our field, in wider academic communities and even by the public. Yet all too often research that we consider important apparently goes unnoticed. When our work is cited by others it brings it to wider attention and while the use of citations for assessment purposes can be controversial (and of limited value in some areas), they are nevertheless being used ever more widely at all levels (individual, institutional and national) to assess our research quality and quantity.

There are a number of ways in which we can quite legitimately improve the likelihood that our publications will be read and cited, which many others use:

· Good publications are more likely to attract attention. Obvious of course, but sometimes one very strong publication has much more impact than three weaker ones. Well written publications with clear figures and concise presentation are valued, and a small amount of additional work can turn an average paper into an excellent one.  It can help to combine publications, resulting in fewer but better ones, and sometimes one faces a difficult choice of whether it is better not to publish.
· Choose your words carefully. Clear, descriptive abstracts and keywords are more likely to be picked up in literature searches. Titles should also be clear and descriptive, and where possible should have a concision which is likely to help attract readers.
· Where you publish matters. The best journals are usually more widely read and more highly cited. Try for the best possible journal and ideally a general journal with the widest audience. Most fields have a hierarchy of journals.  The University is a signatory of the San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA), which eschews the 'retrospective' use of metrics such as Journal Impact Factor for evaluating individual articles.  However, such metrics can still sometimes be used 'prospectively' as one of several potential indicators of journal quality.
· Be persistent. If referees want more work, do it if at all possible, and if the decision looks marginal fight back! Several editors of major journals tell us that the British give in on negative decisions much more readily than some of our colleagues overseas!
· Make your publications and data Open Access. Evidence suggests that Open Access papers are not only downloaded more (and over a longer period) than non-OA papers, but are also cited more. A similar correlation between OA data and citation impact has also been shown.
· Target leading colleagues. Send your papers to leaders in the field (they are much more likely to publish and hence generate citations). Add publications to emails, and slides and posters at conferences.
· Increase profile. This is something that some feel uncomfortable with, but getting a picture on a front cover of a journal has huge impact. If the findings have likely wider interest, contact one of our press officers and consider a press release. Academic social networks (ResearchGate, Academia.edu) can help.
· Recognise the work of others. Ensure that you cite relevant work by colleagues - to omit their papers means that they are likely to omit yours next time they publish!
· Value international collaboration. Evidence suggests that researchers are more likely to cite papers where an author is working in their own country. Multinational collaborations enjoy a citation dividend from there being multiple ‘home crowds’.
· Consider the breadth of your audience. Balancing work which is narrow and technical with other activity that appeals to a broader audience is likely to increase overall impact.
· Make sure that papers are readily found. Place them on to public databases, at the very least on to our own institutional repository (unless there is a copyright issue, in which case at least deposit the bibliographic details), and cite them on your web site and (if applicable) on blogs and Twitter. This also increases the possibility of other kinds of impact.
· Ensure attribution to yourself and the University. ALWAYS ensure that University of Manchester appears in the affiliation list. We could lose up to 20% of citations because some other affiliation is given. All Manchester academics are expected to be registered with ORCID - a unique identifier ensuring that your work is recognized as yours.
· Review and edit. Those who are willing reviewers of the papers of others and editors or members of editorial boards learn a great deal about writing good papers and recognition.
· Acknowledge who did the work. Of course anyone who has made a major contribution should be an author, but take note of conventions in your field – for example in Life Sciences significant roles can be recognised as joint first author, when there are two senior authors, one can be last and the other corresponding author.
· What type of publication?  Primary research findings are usually best presented as journal papers or monographs, but scholarly reviews of the field have value and can attract wide readership and high citations. 

Comments and further suggestions most welcome.

Luke Georghiou, Nancy Rothwell and Andrew Walsh, February 2016.
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PREP GUIDELINES: APPENDIX 2

Subject specific guidance for planning your research outputs and where to aim to publish
Developed by Economics
1. Planning your research outputs and where to aim to publish – subject specific guidance

Economics at Manchester was relatively well ranked in REF14 in terms of ‘power’ but this was mainly due to the size of the submission and there is a need to improve the average quality of the outputs submitted, where we were ranked considerably lower than departments we would like to consider as our competitors. For this reason it is important that good research and publication practice is understood by all colleagues and that the PREP exercise is used to help facilitate research output that is likely to be assessed as high quality (i.e. internationally excellent or world-leading) by the Economics REF panel (Subpanel18).

Publications: At least 4 outputs are expected over a REF cycle (usually six years), so that each colleague has a full quota of outputs for submission. (There will be allowances for Early Career Researchers, parental and sick leave, etc, as before.) Articles in refereed journals are by far the most numerous types of output submitted to the Economics subpanel, with monographs, books and book chapters being submitted only in extremely rare circumstances. This has emerged in the norm in all top departments of economics.

The REF criteria are based on ‘originality, significance and rigour’, and can be summarized as: 

· 4* Quality: world-leading in terms of originality, significance and rigour. 

· 3* Quality: internationally excellent in terms of originality, significance and rigour but which falls short of the highest standards of excellence. 

· 2* Quality: recognised internationally in terms of originality, significance and rigour. 

· 1* Quality: recognised nationally in terms of originality, significance and rigour. 

· U (Unclassified): falls below the standard of nationally recognised work, or work which does not meet the published definition of research for the purposes of this assessment.

The REF2014 Report states that the sub-panel ‘did not rank journals in any way’. Nevertheless, within a field such as economics there is a strong belief that the editorial and refereeing process at journals does provide a good indicator of how the profession views the contribution and importance of a paper. In preparing any type of output, colleagues should be aiming to maximize it’s rigour, originality and significance and should aim for the most intellectually appropriate, and the best quality, journal for the article they are submitting. As such, the journal at which papers are targeted and where they are ultimately published is relevant information about the expected quality of others’ assessment of the research. 

The objective for each REF cycle is that each colleague produces four outputs that are likely to be assessed as internationally excellent (or better), i.e. likely to score 3* or 4*. The Economics Department recognizes that the time to publication for economics journals is long and that major (risky) investments of research time are required to get even a single paper in a world-leading journal. As such, any research strategy will probably be a mixed one, with papers at various stages at any single point in time, and with papers targeting published contributions in different types of journals (top general journals, second tier general journals and top field journals, further general and field journals etc.). Hence colleagues should be working towards a healthy ‘pipeline’ of research at different stages and with diverse targets. The documentation and consideration of this pipeline should be the primary goal of the PREP.

Whilst individual research papers will be assessed on their own merits with regard to the above criteria it is possible to identify leading international journals in Economics and its sub-fields, and such an assessment is provided in Box 1. Given the above criteria, it is expected that colleagues target the majority of their research activities at contributions that aim to be published in category 1 and 2, with any remaining research aiming at category 3 journals (or equivalent quality papers).

Seminars and conference presentations: The Economics faculty recognises that a key element in achieving international excellence in research is the feedback one gets from external colleagues both nationally and internationally. Hence colleagues should plan to present their research in research seminars and international conferences in order to understand how best to maximize its contribution and impact. Plans for such presentations should also be documented and considered as part of the PREP, particularly since such activities are also the prime means for dissemination of results and hence establishment of a researchers (international) reputation.
Other research activities: Discussion of research plans at the regular meetings of the Economics Brown Bag seminar (or equivalently the internal slots in the weekly field seminars) is expected and when colleagues frame their projects they should have in mind possible sources of research grant support, the timing of institutional research leave, impact potential, and opportunities for national and international collaboration. Colleagues should seek advice from senior members of the economics professoriate with regard to the possibilities for raising research income to support research activities. In addition, the School’s peer review college provides advice on large grant proposals. All such activities and discussions should be considered as part of the PREP.

Finally, PhD students are an important part of the economics research environment and can facilitate the advancement of a research agenda.  In addition, a top researchers reputation is enhanced by supervision of high quality PhD students (i.e. who are placed in good research departments and are themselves writing high quality REF-able outputs). Colleagues carrying out research with outputs targeted at journals in categories (1) and (2) are encouraged to consider supervision of appropriate quality PhD students to further that research agenda (to the extent that the student is capable of carrying out doctoral research of equivalent quality). 
BOX 1: GUIDANCE ON AVERAGE JOURNAL QUALITY

The following list has been produced to provide guidance to staff on how journal outputs are typically assessed within the Economics discipline, focusing on the journals that are viewed most favourably by the profession. It is not exhaustive, it merely comprises the journals in which there were non-negligible total numbers of submissions from all Economics UoA’s in REF2014.

(1) Journals in which papers are likely to be assessed as world-leading:

American Economic Review; Econometrica; Journal of Political Economy; Quarterly Journal of Economics; Review of Economic Studies; American Economic Journals; Econometric Theory; Economic Journal; Journal of Econometrics; Journal of Economic History; Journal of Economic Theory; Journal of European Economic Association; Journal of Finance; Journal of Labour Economics; Journal of Monetary Economics; Journal of Public Economics; Quantitative Economics; RAND Journal of Economics; Review of Economics and Statistics; Theoretical Economics












(2) Journals where papers are very likely to be assessed internationally excellent (or better):

Economic Theory; Economic History Review; European Economic Review; Games and Economic Behaviour; International Economic Review; International Journal of Game Theory; Journal of Applied Econometrics; Journal of Business and Economic Statistics; Journal of Development Economics; Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control; Journal of Industrial Economics; Journal of Health Economics; Journal of Human Resources; Journal of International Economics; Journal of Money, Credit and Banking; Journal of the Royal Statistical Society; Review of Economic Dynamics; Scandinavian Journal of Economics; Theory and Decision

(3) Journals in which the median paper is likely to be assessed as internationally excellent:

BE Journals; Canadian Journal of Economics; Econometrics Journal; Economica; Economic Inquiry; Economic Policy; Environmental and Resource Economics; Experimental Economics; Explorations in Economic History; International Journal of Industrial Organization; Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization; Journal of Environmental Economics and Management; Journal of Law, Economics, and Organization; Labour Economics; Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics; Oxford Economic Papers; Social Choice and Welfare; World Development
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PREP GUIDELINES: APPENDIX 3

Seven steps to maximize the profile of your next paper 

Developed by Scott Taylor, The Library.
For further detail please consult this PowerPoint briefing which is used in the Humanities New Academic Programe, which is available on request from Jared Ruff jared.ruff@manchester.ac.uk
· Think Open Access

· Claim an ORCID

· Explore Altmetrics
· Engage with academic social networks
· Blog a post from your article
· Share your data
· Create a homepage
Your score…?

1-2
You’ve made the first steps towards developing an online strategy for promoting your work

3-5
You’re well on the way to maximizing the profile of your research!

6-7
Congratulations! Top of the class!
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