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Draft Standards for Research, Research Training and Learning Outcomes (Research
Training– Discussion Paper
Draft Standards for Research
Q1. Do you broadly support the proposed standards for Research? If not, why?
Yes, with some comments as outlined below.
Q2. Do you wish to make any suggestions in relation to the specific content of the standards?
Yes.
First, under 1, in addition to the six governance requirements (a-f), we recommend that consideration be
given to adding at an appropriate point, a governance requirement for research to ensure the promotion of
‘Academic Freedom’ or ‘Free Intellectual Inquiry’ in research is captured. This includes a commitment to the
open dissemination of research findings through academic publication and other means in the public interest.
These are fundamental tenets of university research and teaching in civil societies that are enshrined in the
enabling Acts of most universities as well as the Higher Education Support Act 2003 (Cth).
Appropriate wording might be ‘promotion and protection of free intellectual inquiry’.
Second, under 1 and related to our first comment, we question whether the current listing of ‘publication
and authorship’ is sufficient to cover the need for higher education providers to do all that they can within the
constraints of the relevant laws and resources to make the results of their publicly funded research (and
associated data) available publicly through open access repositories and supporting policies.
Appropriate amended wording might be ‘publication and data repositories, open access and authorship’.
Alternatively, this issue might be addressed under proposed standard 5 with the following amended wording
‘An accurate, secure and up-to-date repository of the research outputs of staff, affiliates and research
students is maintained, with the outputs of publicly funded research made openly available to the
maximum extent possible.’
Third, under proposed standard 1, the proposed term ‘research partnerships’ may be somewhat
ambiguous as universities routinely undertake research on a fee-for-service consultancy basis for third party
public and private sector organisations that may more accurately be characterised as clients than research
partners.
Appropriate amended wording might be ‘research partnerships and other agreements’ or simply ‘research
agreements with third parties’. The term ‘third parties’ is widely understood by university providers at least
and is being used routinely by the regulator.
Fourth, in relation to proposed standard 2, there is a large number of researchers in Australia conducting
research under the auspices of universities, who are not their employees, but who hold a title with the
universities, are subject to their relevant policies, procedures and indirect benefits. Moreover, at the
University of Sydney we manage relationships with such researchers through a formal process of affiliation,
and through our finance and human resources systems. We trust that the Panel’s intention is that the

research and research training standards covering supervision will apply to all researchers conducting
research under the auspices of registered providers irrespective of the precise details of the relationship.
Appropriate amended wording might be ‘under the direct supervision of researchers employed or
affiliated with the provider who have relevant qualifications …etc’. A reference to relevant HERDC and
ERA documents could be provided by way of guidance about what a formal affiliation entails.
Fifth, in relation to proposed standard 3, and consistently with our fourth comment, appropriate amended
wording might be ‘Staff and affiliates engaged in research…etc’
Sixth, in relation to proposed standard 4, and specifically the reference to the concept ‘research active’ we
note that we are not aware of any current single nationally agreed definition of this term, and that what might
constitute satisfaction of this standard varies widely between disciplines and researchers at different stages of
their careers. The issues are complex and if the concept/term is to be entrenched in the standards framework
there may be value in the Panel working with the sector to bring some clarity and consistency in approaches
where appropriate.
Seventh, in relation to proposed standard 5, we note the focus on research outputs, but also the absence of
any reference in the standards to the maintenance of research data repositories, including open access to
these.
If it is agreed that this is an important omission, rather than deal with it in 5, might it be appropriate to address
it by including a reference to data and open access in 1.d as we have suggested in our second comment
above.

Draft Standards for Research Training
Q3. Do you broadly support the proposed standards for Research Training? If not, why?
Yes, with some comments as outlined below.
Q4. Do you wish to make any suggestions in relation to the specific content of the standards?
Yes, and as a general comment, we strongly support the feedback provided by the Council of Deans of
Graduate Studies and Go8 Deans and Directors of Graduate Studies about the importance of the standards
of the presence of strong research culture and environment. In cases where the provider is small, or has only
a few researchers in a field, this environment can be created through collaboration with other providers.
First, under 1, and consistently with our comments on the proposed research standard, we question whether
1.b ‘the rights and responsibilities of students and supervisors’ is sufficient to cover the concept of free
intellectual inquiry.
Second, proposed standard 3 states:
“Each research student is supervised by a principal supervisor who is research active in the relevant
field of research, there is at least one associate supervisor with relevant research expertise and
continuity of relevant supervisory expertise is maintained throughout the candidature.”
The standard should recommend that the principal supervisor be currently or recently research active, but not
mandate this. Being research active should be a threshold for a researcher to commence supervision, and in
most cases, retain the right to supervise. There will, however, need to be some room for flexibility. For
example, highly experienced researchers who are ‘winding down’ or ‘retired’ and may no longer satisfy the

definition of research active, however defined, but should not be prevented from being principal supervisors if
it is clear that the arrangement will deliver a high quality supervisory experience. The wording of the standard
could be adjusted to read ‘a principal supervisor who is or has recently been research active…’
Third, standard 6 states:
“Research students are guided and supported to shape the directions of their research, to develop
capacities for independent research and to present and publish their research findings.”
We support the sentiments behind this statement but suggest it be clarified regarding its intent. Is it meant to
be a statement regarding the research environment in which a research student undertakes their studies? If
so, it would be preferable to state this clearly. We would, in any case, recommend the inclusion of a
statement regarding the depth and concentration of the research environment for research students and their
membership of an institution’s “community of scholars”.

Draft Standards for Learning Outcomes (Research Training)
Q5. Do you broadly support the proposed standards for Learning Outcomes (Research Training)? If
not, why?
Yes, with some comments as outlined below.
Q6. Do you wish to make any suggestions in relation to the specific content of the standards?
Yes.
First, standard 1 reads:
“The learning outcomes for all courses of study are specified.”
In general, we see a need for greater clarification about how the proposed learning outcomes standards for
coursework and research training will sit with the AQF, and what the status of the AQF will be in the period
before the new standards are adopted, and afterwards. We therefore recommend that this standard be
clarified to indicate the relationship between it and the relevant AQF level statements of learning outcomes
[Levels 9 (Research Masters) and 10 (Doctoral Degrees)]. If “courses of study” means research courses as
guided by the AQF as a reference point only, then consistently with the approach proposed for the revised
coursework standards, this should be specified and the AQF listed as a reference point only.
Second, standard 4 reads:
“Assessment of theses, dissertations, exegeses, creative works or other major assessable research
outputs and materials is undertaken:
a. for doctoral degrees, by at least two independent experts with international standing who are
external to the provider and any collaborating institution involved in the work, and
b. for masters degrees, by at least one independent expert who is external to the provider and any
collaborating institution involved in the work.”
We agree that it is critical to the quality of Australia’s research training system that research supervisors and
assessors are of high quality. We therefore agree that for most disciplines ‘international standing’ should be a
required qualification of doctoral examiners as set out in standard 4(a). We do have some concerns, however,
about the possible resource and process implications of undertaking and updating these assessments –

particularly for large providers with hundreds of disciplines and thousands of internal and external examiners.
We also have some concerns about the implications of this requirement for the relatively small number of
disciplines that are focused entirely on local or national issues. We therefore recommend that careful
consideration is given to the operational implications of the ‘international standing’ requirement in all fields
and to amending the standard to read ‘… at least two independent experts with the equivalent of
international standing, who are external…’

Overall or General Comments
Q7. Do you wish to make any overall or General Comments about the form, style, scope or any other
aspects of the proposed set of research-related standards?
Yes.
The University supports the Panel’s systematic and considered overall approach, and the generally much
clearer wording for these standards that is emerging compared to the existing suite of interim standards.
We would just urge the Panel to continue to ensure that care is taken to maximise clarity and meaning, and to
excise duplications and overlaps within and between the various standards. Care also needs to be taken to
ensure that each individual standard specifies only the minimum threshold standard that a provider must meet
in order to gain or maintain registration.
Moreover, in each case the Panel should consider the proportional and practical implications of the proposed
requirement for all regulated provider types involved in research and research training (small and focussed,
large and diverse). The Panel should satisfy itself that each proposed threshold standard can be
operationalised by different types of providers in ways that impose a reasonable compliance burden only, and
which do not result in unintended consequences such as those mentioned in some of our comments above.
For example, compliance with the requirement that research students are supervised by a principal supervisor
who is ‘research active’, however defined, will be a very different undertaking for large and small providers.
As indicated above, our experience in seeking to apply a definition of ‘research active’ for the purposes of
classifying staff and assessing performance in different disciplines and career phases, has demonstrated that
it is a complex and vexed area. While we see risks in any efforts to try to define the term at the national level,
if left solely to providers to define on a case-by-case basis, this is likely to result in much duplication of effort.
It could also result in significant complexity and cause difficulties from a regulatory perspective. It may be that
there is a need for the disciplines themselves at the national level to be encouraged to discuss and agree
what they believe is a minimum standard of ‘research activity’ in their given field. These disciplinary
‘guidelines’ could then be used as reference points by providers and the regulator.

