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TEU submission on the Review of the Performance-Based 

Research Fund 

The Tertiary Education Union Te Hautū Kahurangi o Aotearoa (TEU) represents 10,000 

general and academic staff from across New Zealand’s tertiary education sector working in 

universities, ITPs, wānanga, REAPs and private training providers. As the professional 

association for staff working in the tertiary education sector we have extensive knowledge 

about how to achieve good quality educational outcomes for students, foster research 

excellence, and encourage the continued high performance and dedication of our tertiary 

education sector’s teaching and research staff. 

TEU members firmly believe there needs to be accountability to the public for its investment 

in tertiary education, and acknowledge that the Performance-Based Research Fund (PBRF) is 

one way of achieving this. However, since its inception 15 years ago, the PBRF model has 

resulted in a number of unintended consequences and perverse outcomes that have 

negatively impacted staff in the sector, research-led teaching, and the research system as a 

whole. 

TEU members have repeatedly expressed concerns since the introduction of PBRF that the 

mechanism is flawed, costly, unfair, and at odds with the core purpose and objectives of 

research in our tertiary education institutions, and that the reporting of individual scores to 

institutions has resulted in their misuse by management in employment relations. 

There is widespread agreement from TEU members that the adoption of any external 

research assessment, including any changes to the PBRF, should be made with 

consideration of the undue costs associated with compliance and management of the 

system. The review of the PBRF model must include close scrutiny of where efforts and 

costs associated with compliance could be better used to support students and tertiary 

education institutions, and whether any such mechanism promotes collaboration, excellence, 

and fairness within and between institutions. 

An improved system to ensure high performance, quality and accountability would see a 

return to a system of genuine peer review and collegial governance and an increase in the 

use of pre-existing, relevant, and validated internal and external measures, such as annual 

reports, and avenues of international peer review and referencing.  

Metrics used at the micro level should recognise and reward a range of outputs including the 

publication of books, longitudinal work, local and nationally-focused research, Pasifika and te 

reo and kaupapa Māori research, as well as artistic performances and exhibitions, patents, 

and technical inputs to industries. 

Crucial to any improvement will also be the centring of the institution or sub-

institutional/group or unit and not the individual as the unit of evaluation. There should also 

be a broader understanding of what constitutes success for institutions and the sector as a 

whole.  

Ultimately, a simple and high-level model, based on trust and transparency, that provides 

accountability to the government and the public for their investment, but does not draw 

resources and focus away from the core work of tertiary education institutions, will offer 

considerable improvement for the benefit of students, staff, institutions, the sector, and all 

stakeholders. 
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In preparing this submission, TEU has drawn from submissions made by nearly 200 TEU 

members from across the tertiary education sector1. Member submissions in their entirety 

reflect broad agreement from members that while accountability, peer review, and collegial 

governance in some form are necessary tools for ensuring an effective and impactful tertiary 

education sector, a review of PBRF must take into account other unintended and negative 

consequences.  

Submissions from TEU members were wide-ranging and often indicative of the needs and 

concerns of their individual education providers, and of certain disciplines, whether focusing 

on their largely Māori student community, their role as a rural education provider, their 

focus on the specifics of vocational training, or the importance of academic research.  

While there is broad acceptance from TEU members that PBRF has had some positive 

effects in lifting the profile of research in tertiary education institutions, and in improving 

recognition of research performance in some areas, few submissions by members supported 

the continuation of PBRF in its current form. 

TEU appreciates that for some members, PBRF has provided positive benefits, and some 

would like to see it continued. However, Te Koeke Tiriti, the TEU framework for advancing 

the TEU Tiriti relationship includes ‘Awhi atu, awhi mai’ as a guiding principle, and states in 

part, 

“We take actions that seek to improve the lives of the most vulnerable…and we work 

to advance approaches that ensure quality public tertiary education for all”. 

Changes proposed in this submission reflect a commitment to both improving the lives of 

the most vulnerable and ensuring quality public tertiary education for all. It is the position of 

the TEU that the changes proposed in this submission will not negatively impact those 

currently benefiting from the system; rather, it will improve the system for all. 

The TEU and its members are prepared to stand together and use their knowledge and 

expertise to help bring about a better, fairer system of research funding in the tertiary 

education sector.  

The TEU appreciates the opportunity to provide this submission on the review of PBRF and 

looks forward to further discussions with TEC and relative stakeholders as the review of 

PBRF progresses. 

Key recommendations 
 
The cumulative underfunding of the tertiary education sector and comparatively low 

expenditure on research and development in New Zealand must be addressed if we are to 

meet current and future opportunities, priorities, challenges, and meet the social and 

economic needs of New Zealanders. 

The TEU strongly believes the overall quantum of funding allocated to tertiary education 

institutions must be increased to promote research excellence and sustainability, and to 

ensure no institution is subject to severe and disruptive decreases in funding. 

                                                           
1
 The TEU encourages the PBRF review panel to consider the personal experiences of those directly engaging 

with the PBRF process in the attached Reviewing Performance Funding in the Tertiary Education Sector 

(2019).  
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The TEU strongly believes that a revised funding model should make use of existing systems 

of assessing and reporting. For example, institutions would include research plans in their 

annual TEC investment plan. Annual reports would then provide accountability for research 

performance, reflecting the wide range of existing measures within institutions. 

It is the position of the TEU that the unit of assessment should be extended to the highest 

level - the institution - with the assessment of individuals reduced as much as possible. 

Failing this, the unit of assessment should be enlarged beyond the individual to a sub-

institutional/group level. 

The allocation of funds should be fully co-designed with staff based on the number of full-

time equivalent staff actively engaged in research in institutions. Institutional research plans 

should be assessed with regard to a much broader understanding of what constitutes 

success for institutions and the sector as a whole. 

Funding for post-graduate completions should continue, with weightings for Māori and 

Pasifika achievement. This should also be extended to Māori and Pasifika staff. 

Funding on the basis of external research income should be reviewed to take into account 

broader objectives of tertiary institutions, including their role as critic and conscience of 

society.  

The TEU recommends changing the frequency of the quality evaluation to 12 years. This 

would reduce costs overall without impacting the effectiveness of the fund, or how funding 

is distributed. 

Revisiting the objectives of PBRF 

Research commissioned by TEU, and the experiences of TEU members, has shown that 

PBRF has and continues to be a hindrance to meeting the current and future challenges and 

priorities in the research system and research-led teaching environment. 

While the introduction of PBRF has encouraged and rewarded research excellence for some 

and has at times resulted in dedicated research funding for tertiary institutions, 

performance-based funding of any kind always has perverse outcomes and performance 

funding for research is no different. 

A concerning result of both the reallocation of time and resources toward PBRF, and the 

otherwise positive shift in focus for universities and ITPs towards a more research-centric 

culture has been a shift away from the core business of teaching and learning.  

While the renewed emphasis on research is welcomed by the TEU, and while a strong 

research culture is vital to the tertiary education sector and society, it should not come at 

the expense of research-led teaching and learning. 

Research commissioned by TEU, and the experiences of TEU members have shown that this 

focus on research has drawn dedicated educators away from teaching. Anecdotal evidence 

also suggests students are noticing. The perverse outcome is that the research-led teaching 

environment has suffered as a result of this shift in focus, as top PBRF-ranked researchers 

feel disincentivised to engage in research-led teaching. 

Current and future opportunities, priorities and challenges including, but not limited to, 

climate justice, Te Tiriti o Waitangi, the needs of Māori and Pasifika and New Zealand’s place 
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in the Pacific, inequality and our our ageing and changing demographics have both global 

and local significance.  

To meet these challenges and take advantage of the opportunities they present, a thriving 

tertiary education sector must encourage a research system and research-led teaching 

environment that looks both inward in addressing local issues, and outward in the 

disemination of knowledge. 

PBRF has been shown to discourage research and community engagement in Aotearoa New 

Zealand. It has created a research environment where individuals, under pressure to 

increase their research output in the form of journal publications, are choosing to produce a 

higher volume of publications at the expense of research quality. This often comes at the 

expense of contributions made to New Zealand communities and society.  

The focus on publishing in high-impact journals, coupled with the pressure to produce an 

increased volume of research publications encourages the production of work that is 

superficially viewed as being influential, but is simply work that is recognised in 

internationally influential journals. In this way PBRF encourages a narrowly defined view of 

research excellence. 

The PBRF shifts focus away from both applied research and innovation. New Zealand’s 

current and future opportunities, priorities and challenges relate to what it means to be a 

Pacific nation, our place in the Pacific, the issues facing us around Te Tiriti o Waitangi and 

our changing demographics. It also relates to areas of unique innovation we excel in as a 

nation. 

We must do more to to encourage applied research and innovation in universities, as well as 

supporting applied research and innovation in our polytechnics and wānanga if we are to 

meet current and future opportunities, priorities and challenges, and if we are to increase 

social and economic wellbeing in New Zealand.  

Maintaining New Zealand’s contribution to niche, and innovative markets requires supporting 

and encouraging those willing to engage in local and often smaller and under-recognised 

research areas. The PBRF does not currently support those attempting to engage in these 

areas. 

Current PBRF objectives reflect a clear distinction between ‘primary’ objectives, which 

generally have an outward or international focus, and other objectives which in general have 

an inward, or local focus. 

The following objectives are currently positioned as being supplementary to certain ‘primary’ 

objectives2. 

- support the development of postgraduate student researchers and new and 
emerging researchers  

- support research activities that provide economic, social, cultural, and environmental 
benefits to New Zealand, including the advancement of Mātauranga Māori, and  

- support technology and knowledge transfer to New Zealand businesses, iwi and 
communities. 

                                                           
2 https://www.tec.govt.nz/funding/funding-and-performance/funding/fund-finder/performance-based-research-

fund/ 

https://www.tec.govt.nz/funding/funding-and-performance/funding/fund-finder/performance-based-research-fund/
https://www.tec.govt.nz/funding/funding-and-performance/funding/fund-finder/performance-based-research-fund/
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The ‘primary’ PBRF objectives must include a focus on new and emerging researchers, 

research activities that provide benefits to New Zealand and advance mātauranga Māori and 

Te Tiriti o Waitangi, and that support knowledge transfer within New Zealand if we are to 

meet the future opportunities, priorities and challenges listed above. 

Improving research collaboration and engagement with end-users 

TEU commissioned research has repeatedly shown since the introduction of PBRF, that 

individual-based assessments have been incredibly harmful to our tertiary education staff 

and to our research system. Research undertaken by Jonathon Boston has found that the 

benefits of changing the unit of assessment to academic units are likely to include: 

a. lower overall transaction/compliance costs; 
b. more and better performance information for research funders; 
c. greatly reduced privacy issues; 
d. reduced negative psychological impacts on researchers; 
e. reduced negative impacts on particular categories of researcher; 
f. reduced risks associated with questionable or erroneous assessments by peer review 

panels; and  
g. an increased capacity to incorporate research impact more fully into the assessment 

framework3. 
 

The focus on the individual as the unit of analysis has created an imbalance between the 

roles and perceived value of teaching and research. The ranking of individuals as a unit of 

assessment has created an over-emphasis on employing 'research stars' to lift rankings at 

the expense of developing early career academics. This poses a significant threat to the 

sustainability of our research system. 

Individual-based assessments have not only negatively impacted careers. The stress and 

pressure of individual assessment has had a negative impact on staff levels of trust, 

collegiality, collaboration and wellbeing. In a setting where greater funding can be obtained 

by focusing on those at the pinnacle of their research careers, this has often led to 

individuals leaving the sector for more career-affirming opportunities. 

A shift to a collegial review model beyond the individual may prove to be fairer on skilled 

teaching staff, particularly those in practice-based areas such as teacher education, nursing 

and medicine, law and commerce, and may contribute to rebalancing the priorities of the 

sector. 

The individual-based assessment should not be retained. As Boston (2019) notes, changing 

the unit of assessment will necessitate some costs for both the TEC and tertiary education 

institutions in the transitional phase, but change must occur if we are to meet the PBRF 

objectives set out by TEC. 

In order to maximise the potential benefits of shifting away from an individual-based 

assessment, the TEU strongly believes assessment should be at the institutional level, with 

the distribution of funding separate from accountability measures. 

                                                           
3
 Boston, J. (2019). The future of the Performance-Based Research fund – Lessons from teh UK and elsewhere, 

and options for reform. School of Government: Victoria University of Wellington. 
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At the institutional level, assessment and auditing of research activity and ensuring 

institutions are accountable to meeting their annual TEC investment plan and in the 

reporting of full-time equivalent (FTE) researchers must take place at a higher level than the 

evaluation of research outputs.  

Accountability for the use of research funds must make better use of existing systems of 

assessing and reporting. A shift away from PBRF would see research plans included in each 

institution’s annual TEC investment plan. These presently include requirements for 

distinctiveness of the institution and its relation to other institutions. Annual reports that 

may be informed by a number of systems already in place would then report back and 

provide accountability, against the investment plan, for research performance at the 

institution. 

In terms of the allocation of funding, a simple criterion would be used such as the number 

of students enrolled in studying toward a degree, or the number of staff teaching at degree 

level.  

Through an increase in the overall quantum of funding, it must also be ensured that no 

institution receives less funding as a result of proposed changes when compared to what it 

was allocated through the last PBRF round. 

Assessment at the institutional level represents TEU’s maximal position on the unit of 

assessment, but assessment may also operate at the sub-institutional/group level, providing 

make-up of the unit is defined in advance following certain pre-established principles. 

At the sub-institutional/group level, the collective research outputs of the group would be 

assessed. Group units would be flexible in how they are constituted, but would need to meet 

pre-defined criteria.  

Further consultation will be required in establishing the principles by which group units may 

be formed, but may include, for example, that the group unit of assessment: 

a. correspond to a distinct community of research interest, for example, climate 
science, evolutionary biology, environmental biology, criminology, NZ History, NZ 
Public Policy, Philosophy. Alternately, the group would be defined by similarities in 
research methodologies and outputs, for example, social sciences, humanities, 
physical sciences.  
 

b. comprise at least 10 research active persons (6 or 8  FTE) with no upper limit on 
size. 

 
c. may be trans-institutional and cross-sectoral so that smaller areas of research and 

expertise with similar research interest and/or methodologies can be consolidated for 
the purpose of assessment and to promote collaboration. 

 
d. be comprised of at least 30% new and emerging researchers to ensure the 

sustainability of research units 
 

e. be assessed simply as grade ‘A’ or ‘B’, with ‘As’ weighted as twice the allocation of 
‘Bs’, or the inclusion of a ‘C’ grade, with weighting scaled accordingly.  

 
As an example, the research assessment system in the Netherlands currently allows 

institutions to select their own units of assessment, with assessment panels then created in 
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accordance with specified criteria to consider the outputs of each unit. A national system of 

independent peer review panels in New Zealand could play a similar role in assessing sub-

institutional/group units. 

The current focus on the individual as the unit of assessment encourages competition over 

collaboration and co-operation, and does little to acknowledge changes in strengths, 

interests and capacity of the individual over their career and life course.  

Within the proposed sub-institutional/group unit of assessment, a balance of senior, mid-

career, new and emerging academics, administrative and teaching-focussed staff would be 

encouraged. In this way, each member of the unit plays an integral role in the success of 

the unit as a whole, and encourages co-operation in supporting colleagues at various stages 

of their career. 

Assessment at the sub-institutional/group level recognises, for example, that mid-career 

academics with temporarily reduced capacity to engage in research activity play an integral 

role in the success of the unit by contributing an increased focus on teaching, in mentoring 

new and emerging academics, in supporting research active colleagues, and providing 

pastoral support to students. In this way, the strengths of the individual are acknowledged 

as contributing to the success of the unit, and valuable expertise and institutional knowledge 

is not lost. 

Crucial to moving away from an individual-based assessment will be reducing weighting 
differentials for letter grades and which contribute to the various distorting pressures which 
have resulted from the current system of assessment.  
 
Reducing weighting differentials will reduce pressures on individual performance and 
research output, which has resulted in perverse and negative consequences, while still 
incentivising quality research and research-led teaching. 
 

Boosting the impact of tertiary education research 

The TEU applauds the consideration being given to improving the assessment and rewards 

for research that has tangible impacts for communities, the environment, businesses or 

government sectors.  

There is however a high transactional cost that comes with attempts to ‘measure’ or ‘prove’ 

societal impact, as well as a number of methodological, conceptual and analytical issues4. 

As stated previously, the PBRF has shifted focus away from inwardly-focused, local and 

community-oriented research. TEU believes that by the very nature of reducing the focus on 

nominated research outputs, and away from the current favouring of publishing in high-

impact journals, there will be higher levels of both tangible and intangible local impact 

across the domains mentioned above. 

Furthermore, since considerable research activities are group or team-based, using 

individuals as the unit of assessment only serves to further constrain the ability to assess 

                                                           
4
 Boston, J. (2019). The future of the Performance-Based Research fund – Lessons from teh UK and elsewhere, 

and options for reform. School of Government: Victoria University of Wellington. 
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societal impact5. The individual should therefore not be retained as the unit of assessment if 

assessing and rewarding impacts for communities, the environment, businesses or 

government sectors is desired. 

Institutional annual reports should be the primary source of information for gauging support 

provided by organisations to enable collaboration, outreach activities, dissemination and 

engagement. Annual reports should also contain accomplishments made at the sub-

institutional/group level. 

Should assessment be at the sub-institutional/group level, collective impact of the unit 

should be assessed through the collective research outputs, teaching achievements and 

post-graduate completions of the unit, collaborative projects within the unit, diversity within 

the unit, and the retention of valued staff. 

The use of existing accountability measures further reduces transactional costs, while annual 

reports also provide a transparent means of accountability to the public.  

There are presently a number of methods of holding staff accountable for research. The 

most basic mechanism of research accountability is the requirement in employment 

agreements (for example, letters of appointment, collective agreements, annual 

performance and career development plans, individual performance development plans and 

promotions mechanisms) for a certain level of research output. There are also additional 

existing mechanisms by way of workload allocation mechanisms. 

Existing accountability measures, including many of those listed above, often do not 

translate easily to PBRF criteria, yet provide proven and effective means of accountability 

and evaluation and will continue to do so without imposing further costly and time-

consuming systems. 

Assessing excellent research with lower transaction costs 

Outside of the more defined PBRF objectives outlined by TEC, government funding for 

research ultimately aims to advance social and economic wellbeing through the 

advancement and application of human knowledge.  

Enabling and realising lower transaction costs within tertiary education institutions and 

between tertiary education institutions and government will allow more public spending – 

currently tied-up in the overly administrative PBRF process – toward the primary functions of 

tertiary education, teaching, learning and research – and toward advancing social and 

economic wellbeing. 

A revised funding model should make use of existing systems of assessing and reporting as 

a means of lowering transaction costs. 

Changing the unit of assessment from the individual to the institutional and sub-

institutional/group level would reduce many of the harms caused by individual assessment 

and may lead to the many benefits listed above, while also reducing costs. 

                                                           
5
 Boston, J. (2019). The future of the Performance-Based Research fund – Lessons from teh UK and elsewhere, 

and options for reform. School of Government: Victoria University of Wellington. 
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The TEU recommends changing the frequency of the quality evaluation to 12 years. This 

would reduce costs overall without impacting the effectiveness of the fund, or how funding 

is distributed. 

Using existing metrics to assess research quality will reduce transaction costs and allow 

increased time and resources to be invested back into the core business of teaching, 

learning and research. 

Academic output is already peer-reviewed. There is therefore little reason to contribute 

further layers of peer review. Similarly, prescribed self-assessment of research quality would 

only serve to divert time and resources to an activity that is currently undertaken effectively 

and necessarily at the peer level. 

TEU supports the current proportions of funding allocated across the three measures: 

research, contribution to research environment, and peer esteem. However, there should 

also be included additional weighting for full-time research, teaching load, administration 

load so that the contributions of all individuals in in the sub-institutional/group unit are 

recognised. 

Recognising and rewarding all types of research activity 

We need a funding system that can better support all types of research activity and of all 

types of research, including basic, applied, creative, mātauranga Māori research, and 

Pasifika and other cultural research perspectives. 

Our tertiary education system must recognise and contribute to the Crown’s responsibilities 

to work collaboratively with iwi under Te Tiriti o Waitangi to support Māori aspirations 

through strengthened Ma ̄ori language and mātauranga Māori research,  

By promoting greater levels of collaboration, co-operation and collegiality, there is an 

opportunity for mātauranga Māori to be made available and actively promoted across all 

fields and disciplines. 

As discussed previously, PBRF has been shown to discourage research and community 

engagement in Aotearoa New Zealand, including research within Pasifika communities and 

with a Pasifika focus. 

A thriving tertiary education sector must encourage a research system and research-led 

teaching environment that looks both inward in addressing local issues, and outward in the 

disemination of knowledge. A revitalised emphasis on encouraging both local and 

internationally-focused research will better support all types of research and research 

activity, including Pasifika research. 

There should also be the same weighting for Māori and Pasifika researchers at the 

institutional and sub-institutional/group level as there currently is for post-graduate 

completions. A recent study found that Māori and Pasifika scholars are severely under-

represented and make up only 5% and 1.7% respectively of the academic workforce6. The 

                                                           
6
 McAllister T.G. et al. (2019). Why isn’t my Professor Māori? A snapshot of the academic workforce in New 

Zealand universities. New Zealand Journal of Indigenous Scholarship, 8(2). Pp. 235-249. 

Naepi, S. (2019). Why isn’t my Professor Pasifika? A snapshop of the academic workforce in New Zealand 

universities. New Zealand Journal of Indigenous Scholarship, 8(2). Pp. 219-234. 
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success of encouraging Māori and Pasifika post-graduate completions should be replicated to 

ensure diversity and sustainability in the tertiary education workforce.  

Sustainable and diverse workforce with investigator-led research 

capability 

The Tertiary Education Strategy (2014-2019) states, 

“In recognising the role of Māori as tangata whenua and Crown partners under the Treaty of 

Waitangi, TEOs must enable Māori to achieve education success as Māori, including by 

protecting Māori language and culture, and to prepare for labour market success”7. 

A crucial component of enabling Māori to achieve this success in education must be a 

renewed focus on improving diversity and representation by Māori at all levels and in all 

fields of tertiary education.  

Changes must also be made to ensure Māori researchers and wānanga are supported to 

participate in a thriving research system. This may in part be achieved through the 

weighting of Māori and Pasifika post-graduate researchers being extended to Māori and 

Pasifika research staff and mātauranga Māori being supported across the sector. 

Furthermore, the increase in Māori and Pasifika numbers in academia will play a vital role in 

contributing to a key objective within the Tertiary Education Strategy of improving access to 

tertiary education and achievement of Māori and Pasifika learners. Key to the success of 

Māori and Pasifika learners is increasing Māori and Pasifika leaders at all levels of academia, 

and across all disciplines. 

The PBRF does not currently contribute to a sustainable and diverse workforce. Research 

commissioned by TEU and feedback from TEU members has time and again indicated the 

PBRF favours research ‘stars’ while disadvantaging mid-career and new and emerging 

researchers. 

A study using 2012 data also found that the relationship between research performance and 

academic rank was markedly different for men than for women, with men graded ‘A’ or ‘B’ 

on PBRF nearly twice as likely as equally graded women to have progressed one step up the 

academic ladder8. 

To encourage sustainability in New Zealand’s research system, we need to encourage 

diversity across our tertiary education system and within the proposed sub-

institutional/group units of assessment. 

New Zealand’s ageing population poses challenges and opportunities across all sectors, but 

the PBRF is currently incentivising employing and favouring researchers who can boost the 

institution’s PBRF score, often at the expense of mid-career, and new and emerging 

academics. 

                                                           
7 Retrieved from: https://www.education.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Further-education/Tertiary-Education-

Strategy.pdf 

8
 Brower, A. Menclover, A. & Webb, R. (2012). Is the relationship between research grade and academic rank 

different for men than for women in New Zealand Universities? Retrieved from: 

https://dotnetrest.lincoln.ac.nz/AjaxSharePointList/cache/wwwProfiles/NZAE%20Poster%20PBRF%20Gender

%20Rank.pdf 

https://www.education.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Further-education/Tertiary-Education-Strategy.pdf
https://www.education.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Further-education/Tertiary-Education-Strategy.pdf
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TEU, government, the public and our institutions all support the employment of highly 

successful research leaders in our institutions, but in order to ensure a diverse and 

sustainable workforce, tertiary education institutions must be encouraged and incentivised 

to appoint academics, researchers and teaching staff across all ages, communities, and 

career-points. 

Moving from an individual-based assessment to assessment at the institutional or sub-

institutional/group level will promote and encourage collaboration, co-operation and 

collegiality over competition, and allow staff at different career points and demographics to 

work to their strengths and capacity, with support from colleagues, without forcing them out 

of the sector. 

Other comments 

The TEU and its members are prepared to stand together and use their knowledge and 

expertise to help bring about a better, fairer system of research funding in the tertiary 

education sector.  

The TEU appreciates the opportunity to provide this submission on the review of PBRF and 

looks forward to further discussions with TEC and relative stakeholders as the review of 

PBRF progresses. 

 

 

 
 

 


