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PORTFOLIO OVERVIEW 

A professional doctorate consists of a doctoral report and an associated portfolio.  The 

latter is referenced in the former in order to provide evidence for assertions made.  

This portfolio (in two volumes) contains the portfolio items for the doctoral report of 

Simon Kerridge on Electronic Research Administration, subtitled “Reflections on 

Research Management and Administration (RMA) in UK universities and in particular 

on Electronic Research Administration (ERA) and its perceived effect on the quality and 

quantity of research”. 

There a total of 148 portfolio items included which stretch to over 500 pages which 

unfortunately requires that the portfolio itself has had to split into two volumes.  The 

items in the portfolio have been grouped into seven broad areas and have a unique 

Area and Number reference.  Within the doctoral report (and indeed the portfolio 

itself), portfolio items are referenced using the following notation: (Area99).  Where 

‘Area’ is the broad group and ‘99’ is a two digit number, for example the poster that I 

gave on Sunderland’s electronic research administration systems (ERA22) at the 

INORMS conference in 2010 refers to item number 22 in the ERA area of portfolio. 

There are seven portfolio areas: 

�x ARMA (ARMA) 

�x Electronic Research Administration (ERA) 

�x ERA Questionnaire (ERAQ) 

�x Esteem (Est) 

�x Focus Group (FG) 

�x Historical Items (Hist) 

�x Profession (Prof) 

This first two areas (ARMA and ERA) are contained within the first volume and the 

latter five (ERAQ, Est, FG, Hist and Prof) are here in this the second volume of the 

portfolio. 

Vol.2 p.1

Vol.2 p.1
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At the start of each section an index table is provided which describes each item and 

its significance in terms of the doctoral work.  This information can also be found in the 

final chapter of doctoral report itself. 

Learn ing Outcomes 

The learning outcomes (knowledge and skills) required for the professional doctorate 

are: 

K1 Deep understanding of the recent developments in their profession nationally 

and internationally 

K2 Deep understanding of current theoretical frameworks and approaches which 

have direct relevance to their own professional context 

S1 Make a significant contribution to practice within their chosen field 

S2 Apply theory and research methodology within the workplace, and feel 

comfortable in integrating different approaches to address “messy” 

multidisciplinary problems in a rigorous yet practical manner 

S3 Recognise budgetary, political, strategic, ethical and social issues when 

addressing issues within the workplace 

S4 Reflect on their own work, and on themselves, and thus operate as a truly 

reflective independent practitioner 

S5 Present and defend an original and coherent body of work which 

demonstrates, reflects upon, and evaluates the impact upon practice which 

they have personally made 

Some portfolio items could cover almost all of these seven learning outcomes, in most 

cases the claims are restricted to just those outcomes which are the main foci of the 

item, normally two or three learning outcomes at the most. 

Vol.2 p.2
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Where portfolio items have confidential sections that have been redacted; these are 

indicated in the tables in the following sections with a red background for the 

reference.  Similarly some items are not reproduced in full in the portfolio; these 

abridged items are indicated in the table with an orange background for the reference.  

Most of the actual portfolios items have yellow highlighting on them to help indicate 

my involvement or input. 

The following table shows the distribution of doctoral learning outcomes by portfolio 

area: 

Table 1: Distribution of Doctoral Learning Outcomes by Portfolio Area 

Portfolio Area K1 K2 S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 Items 
ARMA 37% 0% 36% 0% 15% 12% 0% 32 
ERA 25% 7% 26% 10% 11% 17% 5% 56 
ERA Questionnaire 11% 0% 33% 39% 0% 11% 6% 8 
Esteem 28% 8% 23% 7% 28% 5% 0% 23 
Focus Group 0% 0% 0% 50% 25% 25% 0% 4 
Historical 9% 9% 0% 36% 9% 0% 36% 4 
Profession 37% 4% 33% 0% 11% 13% 2% 21 

 

Whereas this second table shows the number of portfolio items that address each 

learning outcome with the distribution amongst the portfolio areas. 

Table 2: Distributions of Portfolio Area items by Doctoral Learning Outcomes 

Portfolio Area K1 K2 S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 
ARMA 25% 0% 24% 0% 19% 17% 0% 
ERA 38% 58% 40% 46% 33% 55% 54% 
ERA Questionnaire 2% 0% 6% 20% 0% 4% 8% 
Esteem 17% 26% 14% 11% 33% 6% 0% 
Focus Group 0% 0% 0% 11% 4% 4% 0% 
Historical 1% 5% 0% 11% 2% 0% 31% 
Profession 17% 11% 15% 0% 10% 13% 8% 
Items 100 19 99 35 52 47 13 
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The following sections contain, for each portfolio area, a short context of the area, the 

list of the portfolio items and then the portfolio items themselves. 

The ERA Questionnaire (ERAQ), Esteem (Est), Focus Group (FG), Historical (Hist) and 

Profession (Prof) portfolio areas are in this volume (in sections 3 to 7) below; whereas 

the ARMA (ARMA) and Electronic Research Administration (ERA) areas can be found in 

sections 1 and 2 which are in the first volume of the portfolio. 

Table 3: Index of Portfolio Items in Volume 2 

Portfolio Index - Volume 2 
Item Pages 

 
Item Pages 

 
Item Pages 

ERAQ Items 
 

Esteem Items 
 

Prof Items 

ERAQ01 9-12 
 

Est16 96-97 
 

Prof01 161-165 

ERAQ02 13-19 
 

Est17 98-99 
 

Prof02 166-167 

ERAQ03 20-21 
 

Est18 100-100 
 

Prof04 168-175 

ERAQ04 22-38 
 

Est19 101-101 
 

Prof06 176-180 

ERAQ05 39-41 
 

Est20 102-102 
 

Prof07 181-181 

ERAQ06 42-65 
 

Est21 103-104 
 

Prof08 182-183 

ERAQ07 66-68 
 

Est22 105-105 
 

Prof10 184-191 

ERAQ08 69-69 
 

Est23 106-106 
 

Prof11 192-192 

  
  

Est24 107-114 
 

Prof12 193-193 

Esteem Items 
 

Est25 115-115 
 

Prof13 194-194 

Est01 77-77 
    

Prof14 195-197 

Est02 78-78 
 

FG Items 
 

Prof15 198-199 

Est03 79-80 
 

FG01 120-124 
 

Prof17 200-200 

Est04 81-81 
 

FG02 125-126 
 

Prof18 201-202 

Est05 82-82 
 

FG03 127-131 
 

Prof19 203-205 

Est08 83-86 
 

FG05 132-134 
 

Prof20 206-207 

Est09 87-87 
    

Prof21 208-215 

Est10 88-90 
 

Hist Items 
 

Prof22 216-216 

Est11 91-91 
 

Hist01 138-147 
 

Prof23 217-219 

Est12 92-92 
 

Hist02 148-151 
 

Prof24 220-220 

Est13 93-93 
 

Hist03 152-152 
 

Prof25 221-225 

Est14 94-94 
 

Hist04 153-153 
  

  

Est15 95-95             
 

The table above shows the page numbers where portfolio items can be found in this 

volume. 
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3 ERA QUESTIONNAIRE PORTFOLIO ITEMS 

Portfolio items are grouped into these seven areas: 

�x ARMA (ARMA) 

�x Electronic Research Administration (ERA) 

�x ERA Questionnaire (ERAQ) 

�x Esteem (Est) 

�x Focus Group (FG) 

�x Historical Items (Hist) 

�x Profession (Prof) 

This section contains the items pertaining to the ERAQ area. 

3.1 Electronic Research Administration Questionnaire 

(ERAQ) 

As part of the doctoral work I undertook a series of questionnaires looking at 

perceptions to Electronic Research Administration (ERA); two national and one locally 

at Sunderland, see chapter 6 of the doctoral report. 

After this introduction there is an index table of items in this section (an example is 

shown below), and the portfolio items themselves follow the index table. 

Table 4: Sample Portfolio Index Table (ERAQ) 

Ref Type Description Outcome(s) 
ERAQxx <type> <title> Kx, Sx 

A short description of item ERAQxx with its relevance and importance in order to demonstrate 
the learning outcomes Kx & Sx that they address (K1-2; S1-5, see below for explanations of the 
learning outcomes). <type> is the type of the item, for example: report, email or presentation. 
<title> is the title of the item, for example: Invitation to join Steering Group. ERAQxx is the 
unique identifier for the portfolio item (xx is a two digit number) which is used to reference it 
in the doctoral report, or indeed from another portfolio item. 

 

Vol.2 p.5
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Each item is described in the table, with two rows of information.  The first row of the 

pair has the portfolio reference, type of document, short description and learning 

outcome(s) claimed.  The second row describes the context and importance of the 

item, in order to substantiate the claim towards the learning outcomes listed in the 

first row.  The actual portfolio items follow after the index table. 

3.2 Learning Outcomes 

The learning outcomes (knowledge and skills) required for the professional doctorate 

are: 

K1 Deep understanding of the recent developments in their profession nationally 

and internationally 

K2 Deep understanding of current theoretical frameworks and approaches which 

have direct relevance to their own professional context 

S1 Make a significant contribution to practice within their chosen field 

S2 Apply theory and research methodology within the workplace, and feel 

���}�u�(�}�Œ�š�����o�����]�v���]�v�š���P�Œ���š�]�v�P�����]�(�(���Œ���v�š�����‰�‰�Œ�}�����Z���•���š�}���������Œ���•�•���^�u���•�•�Ç�_��

multidisciplinary problems in a rigorous yet practical manner 

S3 Recognise budgetary, political, strategic, ethical and social issues when 

addressing issues within the workplace 

S4 Reflect on their own work, and on themselves, and thus operate as a truly 

reflective independent practitioner 

S5 Present and defend an original and coherent body of work which 

demonstrates, reflects upon, and evaluates the impact upon practice which 

they have personally made 

Some portfolio items could cover almost all of the seven learning outcomes above, in 

most cases the listings are restricted to just those outcomes which are the main foci of 

the item, normally 2 or 3 learning outcomes at the most. 

Vol.2 p.6

Vol.2 p.6
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3.3 ERAQ Portfolio Index 

Table 5: Portfolio Index Table for ERA Questionnaire (ERAQ) Items 

Ref Type Description Outcome(s) 

ERAQ01 Report The Questionnaire used for the ARMA ERA survey S2 

A pdf version of the on-line questionnaire used for the ARMA survey into Electronic Research 
Administration, see section6.2.  It is also available (to ARMA members) on-line at: 
https://www.arma.ac.uk/files/members/resource_directory/Research_Information_Managem
ent/Survey_13054873-(ERAMainSurvey).pdf, accessed 25th April 2011, login required. 

ERAQ02 Report The Questionnaire used for the UK HEI ERA survey S2 

A pdf version of the on-line UK HEI questionnaire used for the follow-up survey on Electronic 
Research Administration designed to compare academic staff perceptions with those of 
research managers and administrators, see section6.3. 

ERAQ03 Report From the initial conference workshop in 2009 S1, S2 

The feedback analysis report from workshop session 305 of the June 2009 ARMA conference, 
see (ERA18  andERA19) where I conducted the workshop questionnaire, see (ERAQ08).  Even 
though the sample size is small (22 of the 70 or so delegates completed the questionnaire) the 
results clearly indicate that the RMAs believe that certain aspects ERA can have a positive 
impact on research quality and quantity.  It is available online at: 
https://www.arma.ac.uk/files/members/resource_directory/Research_Information_Managem
ent/Summary_of_305_Pilot_Questionnaire.pdf, accessed 25th April 2011, login required. 
ERAQ04 Report Detailed analysis of the ARMA ERA Questionnaire S1, S2, S4, S5 

A major (34pp) piece of work analysing the 624 responses to the ARMA ERA Questionnaire 
(ERAQ01).  The results clearly indicate, with statistical significance, that RMAs believe that ERA 
can increase both the quality and quantity of research undertaken. 
If the imperative is to increase research quality then it is perceived that the most fruitful area 
to look at is Costing & Pricing; and then Pre-Award and Post-Award. 
If increasing research quantity is paramount then Pre-Award and Costing & Pricing are 
perceived to be the most fertile areas for investment; and then Post Award.  The report is 
available online at: 
https://www.arma.ac.uk/files/members/resource_directory/Research_Information_Managem
ent/ERAMainSurvey-feedback.pdf, accessed 25th April 2011, login required. 

ERAQ05 Report Summary analysis of the ARMA ERA Questionnaire S1, S2 
The executive summary (5pp) of the detailed analysis (ERAQ04) of the large scale (624 
responses) survey that I undertook in 2010 into the perceptions of RMAs to the effect that ERA 
has on the quality and quantity of research undertaken.  It is available online at: 
https://www.arma.ac.uk/files/members/resource_directory/Research_Information_Managem
ent/ERAMainSurvey-feedback-executive-summary.pdf, accessed 25th April 2011, login 
required. 

 

Vol.2 p.7
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ERAQ06 Report Detailed analysis of the UK HEI ERA Questionnaire K1, S1, S2 

A major (47pp) piece of work analysing the 191 responses to the UK HEI ERA Questionnaire 
(ERAQ02) designed to elicit responses from both RMAs and academic staff as to their 
perceptions of ERA.  The results clearly indicate that both groups believe that ERA can increase 
both the quality and quantity of research undertaken.  Unsurprisingly RMAs are in general 
more positive than their academic colleagues. 
If the imperative is to increase research quality then it is perceived that the most fruitful areas 
to look at are, Peer Review, Costing and Pricing and Proposal Submission. 
If increasing research quantity is paramount then Funding Opportunities, Costing and Pricing 
and Proposal Submission could be considered.  The report is available online at:  
https://www.arma.ac.uk/files/members/resource_directory/Research_Information_Managem
ent/ERAAcademicSurvey-feedback.pdf, accessed 29th April 2011, login required. 
These results are broadly in line with those from the earlier ARMA survey of RMAs only 
(ERAQ04), but are not directly comparable as the sub-area definitions were refined. 

ERAQ07 Report Summary analysis of the UK HEI ERA Questionnaire K1, S1, S2 

The executive summary (5pp) of the detailed analysis (ERAQ06) of the (191 response) survey 
that I undertook in 2010/11 into the perceptions of academic members of staff and research 
managers and administrators to the effect that ERA has on the quality and quantity of research 
undertaken.  It is available online at:  
https://www.arma.ac.uk/files/members/resource_directory/Research_Information_Managem
ent/ERAAcademicSurvey-summary.pdf, accessed 29th April 2011, login required. 

ERAQ08 Report The Questionnaire used in the 2009 Workshop S1, S4 

My first attempt at a questionnaire, feedback included the lack of being able to provide 
negative impact; this was used to inform the design of the ARMA questionnaire (ERAQ01).  
However, the results were clear enough to provide a short analysis (ERAQ03). 
 

3.4 ERAQ Portfolio Items 

(follow on the next page) 
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esearch M
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hether or not you believe that the quality and/or the quantity of the research 

undertaken can be increased by effective research m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration and then w

hether electronic 
research adm

inistration system
(s) can account for any further im

provem
ent.

A
t the end there are som

e classification questions to allow
 for further statistical analysis.

D
efinitions

R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration (R

M
A

) is taken to m
ean any task in support of any part of the research 

lifecycle.

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration (E
R

A
) m

eans any IT
 based system

(s) that support R
M

A
. T

hese can be existing 
system

s that you use or have used, or indeed ones that you w
ould like to use.

T
he Q

uestionnaire has four parts

P
art A

: Q
uality of research

P
art B

: Q
uantity of research

P
art C

: E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration

P
art D

: S
im

ple classification (for statistical analysis)

E
xplanation of the seven areas of R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration (R
M

A
)

a) A
cadem

ic expertise inform
ation

P
roviding others, w

ithin and outside your institution, w
ith inform

ation about the academ
ic expertise of researchers at 

your institution. T
his m

ight for exam
ple include m

ini C
V

s.

b) P
re application funding source identification

P
roviding researchers w

ith inform
ation about funding opportunities. T

his includes inform
ation on funders, specific calls 

for proposals.

c) C
osting of grant applications

P
roviding researchers w

ith support to cost and price their proposals in line w
ith the funder rules and allow

ances.

d) Internal P
eer review

 &
 E

thics review

A
 system

 to allow
 other researchers to review

 and feedback on the quality and ethical considerations of a proposal 
before subm

ission.

e) A
pplications and aw

ards m
anagem

ent

T
he processes involved in the m

anagem
ent of proposals. T

his includes proposal tracking, subm
ission and grant / 

contract negotiation.

1. Introduction

P
age 2

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire

f) P
ost aw

ard financial m
anagem

ent

T
he processes involved in m

onitoring and advising on spend during a project. T
his includes advising on how

 m
oney 

can be spent, how
 best to use the funds and claim

s from
 the funder.

g) O
utputs &

 im
pact recording and archive

T
he m

anagem
ent of outcom

es and outputs from
 projects during and after the project period. T

his includes 
publications, im

pact, open access repositories and so on.

T
hese term

s are used in S
ections A

-C
, so can alw

ays skip back to this page if you w
ish to check a definition.

T
he survey really should only take about 10 m

inutes in total.

Q
U

A
LIT

Y
–

defined in term
s of originality, significance and rigour.

P
lease think about how

 R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration (R

M
A

) m
ight im

prove the quality of any research 
and w

hether having/using an E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration (E
R

A
) system

 m
ight be able to further enhance the 

quality of any research

1. R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration im

proves research Q
U

A
LIT

Y

D
o you agree that the listed aspects of R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration 

can im
prove research quality?

2. P
art A

: Q
uality of R

esearch

*

 
S

tro
n

g
ly A

g
re

e
A

g
re

e
N

o effe
ct

D
isagree

S
trongly D

isagree
D

o
n’t K

n
o

w

A
ca

d
e

m
ic e

xp
e

rtise
 

in
fo

rm
a

tio
n

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
re

 a
p

p
lica

tio
n

 fu
n

d
in

g
 

so
u

rce
 id

e
n

tifica
tio

n
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

C
osting of grant 

a
p

p
lica

tio
n

s
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

In
te

rn
a

l P
e

e
r re

vie
w

 &
 

E
thics review

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

A
p

p
lica

tio
n

s a
n

d
 a

w
a

rd
s 

m
a

n
a

g
e

m
e

n
t

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
o

st a
w

a
rd

 fin
a

n
cia

l 

m
a

n
a

g
e

m
e

n
t

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

O
u

tp
u

ts &
 im

p
a

ct re
co

rd
in

g
 

a
n

d
 a

rch
ive

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

Portfolio Item ERAQ01 Page 1

Portfolio Item ERAQ01 Page 1

Vol.2 p.9

Vol.2 p.9



P
age 3

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire

2. E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

 R
esearch A

dm
inistration F

U
R

T
H

E
R

 im
proves research Q

U
A

LIT
Y

D
o you agree that the listed aspects of E

lectronic R
esearch A

dm
inistration can have 

any additional effect over and above just having research m
anagem

ent w
ithout IT

 

support?

N
ow

 please answ
er the sam

e questions but this tim
e thinking about Q

U
A

N
T

IT
Y

 rather than quality. Q
uantity is 

defined in term
s of research incom

e. Is the research m
ore likely to be funded, is the funding likely to be m

ore 
generous, are m

ore applications (w
ith a chance of being funded) being produced...?

3. R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration im

proves research Q
U

A
N

T
IT

Y

D
o you agree that the listed aspects of R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration 

can im
prove the quantity of research?

*

 
S

tro
n

g
ly A

g
re

e
A

g
re

e
N

o
 e

ffe
ct

D
isagree

S
trongly D

isagree
D

on
’t K

n
o

w

A
ca

d
e

m
ic e

xp
e

rtise
 

in
fo

rm
a

tio
n

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
re

 a
p

p
lica

tio
n

 fu
n

d
in

g
 

so
u

rce
 id

e
n

tifica
tio

n
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

C
osting of grant 

a
p

p
lica

tio
n

s
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

In
te

rn
a

l P
e

e
r re

vie
w

 &
 

E
thics review

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

A
p

p
lica

tio
n

s a
n

d
 a

w
a

rd
s 

m
a

n
a

g
e

m
e

n
t

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
o

st a
w

a
rd

 fin
a

n
cia

l 

m
a

n
a

g
e

m
e

n
t

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

O
u

tp
u

ts &
 im

p
a

ct re
co

rd
in

g
 

a
n

d
 a

rch
ive

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

3. P
art B

: Q
uantity of R

esearch

*

 
S

tro
n

g
ly A

g
re

e
A

g
re

e
N

o E
ffect

D
isagree

S
trongly D

isagree
D

on't K
now

A
ca

d
e

m
ic e

xp
e

rtise
 

in
fo

rm
a

tio
n

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
re

 a
p

p
lica

tio
n

 fu
n

d
in

g
 

so
u

rce
 id

e
n

tifica
tio

n
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

C
osting of grant 

a
p

p
lica

tio
n

s
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

In
te

rn
a

l P
e

e
r re

vie
w

 &
 

E
thics review

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

A
p

p
lica

tio
n

s a
n

d
 a

w
a

rd
s 

m
a

n
a

g
e

m
e

n
t

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
o

st a
w

a
rd

 fin
a

n
cia

l 

m
a

n
a

g
e

m
e

n
t

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

O
u

tp
u

ts &
 im

p
a

ct re
co

rd
in

g
 

a
n

d
 a

rch
ive

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
age 4

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire

4. E
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C
T

R
O

N
IC

 R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration F

U
R

T
H

E
R

 im
proves 

research Q
U

A
N

T
IT

Y

D
o you agree that the listed aspects of E

lectronic R
esearch A

dm
inistration can have 

any additional effect over and above just having research m
anagem

ent w
ithout IT

 

support?

T
his section is looking at your overall perception of E

lectronic R
esearch A

dm
inistration.

5. R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration im

proves research ...

6. E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

 R
esearch A

dm
inistration F

U
R

T
H

E
R

 im
proves research ...

F
or the follow

ing questions ple
ase ran

k ea
ch of th

e seven areas from
 1 (h

igh
est) to 7 (low

est) in o
rder o

f th
e m

ost p
ositive be

nefit to 

re
se

a
rch

 q
u

a
lity / q

u
a

n
tity fo

r R
e

se
a

rch
 M

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t a
n

d
 A

d
m

in
istra

tio
n

 in
 g

e
n

e
ra

l a
n

d
 th
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n

 in
 te

rm
s o
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d
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e
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n
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.
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h
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rch
 m
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g
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g

e
m

e
n

t, th
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 p
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t ro

w
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 first co
lu
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 (1
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 w

ill e
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n
e

 tick 

in
 e

a
ch

 ro
w

 a
n

d
 in

 e
a

ch
 co
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.
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dm

inistration
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T
o enable statistical analysis, please answ

er som
e questions about yourself.

Y
ou w

ill be given the option to add your contact details at the end if you w
ould like to receive a copy of results 

directly or w
ould be interested in any potential follow

 up to this survey. Y
our answ

ers w
ill how

ever be kept 
anonym

ous.

11. I am
:

12. M
y age is (in the range):

13. I have w
orked in research m

anagem
ent and/or research adm

inistration for (years) 

in total:

14. A
s a R

esearch M
anager and A

dm
inistrator m

ost of m
y experience w

as w
orking in 

a...

15. In that institution, as a R
esearch M

anager and A
dm

inistrator I m
ainly w

orked in a:

16. M
y current (or last) salary level [or full

-tim
e equivalent if you w

ere em
ployed part 

tim
e] is (w

as):

 
1 (m

ost)
2

3
4

5
6

7 (least)

a
) A

ca
d

e
m

ic e
xp

e
rtise

 

in
fo

rm
a

tio
n

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

b
) P

re
 a

p
p

lica
tio

n
 fu

n
d

in
g

 

so
u

rce
 id

e
n

tifica
tio

n
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

c) C
osting of grant 

a
p

p
lica

tio
n

s
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

d
) In

te
rn

a
l P

e
e

r re
vie

w
 &

 

E
thics review

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

e
) A

p
p

lica
tio

n
s a

n
d

 a
w

a
rd

s 

m
a

n
a

g
e

m
e

n
t

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

f) P
o

st a
w

a
rd

 fin
a

n
cia

l 

m
a

n
a

g
e

m
e

n
t

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

g) O
utputs &

 Im
pact 

re
co

rd
in

g
 a

n
d

 a
rch

ive
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

5. P
art D

: A
bout you –

for statistical classification
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+
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0
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R
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0
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0
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0
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0
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17. D
o you have any com

m
ents about the questionnaire?

18. D
o you have any com

m
ents about R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration in 

relation to how
 it can affect the quality and/or quantity of research?

19. D
o you have any com

m
ents about E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
 R

esearch A
dm

inistration in 

relation to how
 it can F

U
R

T
H

E
R

 affect the quality and/or quantity of research?

20. P
lease note that it is intended that the anonym

ised results of this questionnaire 

w
ill be published 

- it w
ill be subm

itted to the A
R

M
A

 em
ail list. If you w

ould like to 

receive a copy of results directly or w
ould be interested in any potential follow

 up to 

this survey please com
plete the follow

ing.

T
hese questions are all optional and w

ill only be used to contact you in relation to the 

above.

M
any thanks for taking the tim

e to com
plete this questionnaire. It is intended that the anonym

ised results of this 
questionnaire w

ill be published and subm
itted to the A

R
M

A
 electronic research adm

inistration em
ail list. If you are a 

m
em

ber of A
R

M
A

 (the A
ssociation of R

esearch M
anagers and A

dm
inistrators) you can sign up for the 'electronic 

research adm
inistration' em

ail list by logging in to the A
R

M
A

 w
ebsite and clicking on the M

y S
ubscriptions link.

O
nce again, m

any thanks.

5 56 65 56 65 56 6

N
am

e:

O
rganisation:

C
ountry:

E
m

ail A
ddress:

P
hone N

um
ber:

6. T
hank-you!
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Introduction

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration (E
R

A
) is a grow

ing area and purchasing / developm
ent decisions are often 

predicated purely on efficiency. T
his survey aim

s to find out w
hether or not the use of E

R
A

 system
s can actually have 

a positive effect on the quality and/or quantity of research.

A
 U

K
 w

ide survey of over 400 research m
anagers and adm

inistrators in early 2010 concluded that they did believe 
that, in certain areas, E

R
A

 system
s can indeed have a positive effect on quality and quantity.  H

ow
ever that survey did 

not include academ
ic staff and so a new

 m
ore optim

ised survey has been developed.

T
he aim

 of the survey is tw
o-fold. F

irstly to determ
ine w

hether or not an audience of academ
ic and adm

inistrative staff 
believe that E

R
A

 system
s do affect the quality and quantity of research; and secondly to see if there is a difference 

betw
een the perceptions of sub -groups of the respondents.

S
o, if you are

 
an academ

ic m
em

ber of staff;

 
a researcher;

 
a research m

anager; or

 
a research adm

inistrator,

then please take 10
-15 m

inutes of your tim
e to com

plete this survey.

It is intended that the results w
ill be dissem

inated through the A
R

M
A

 (A
ssociation of R

esearch M
anagers and 

A
dm

inistrators) netw
ork, so that R

esearch M
anagers and A

dm
inistrators can focus their efforts on areas that actually 

have a positive im
pact on the research that is undertaken.

T
his is a national survey open to staff from

 all U
niversities and R

esearch Institutes across the U
K

.

If there are sufficient responses for analysis to rem
ain anonym

ous (and m
eaningful) then institutional analysis w

ith 
anonym

ised com
parisons w

ill also be provided, w
hich could prove to be particularly useful - so please ask your 

colleagues to com
plete this survey too. T

he results of the previous survey are available:

E
R

A
 A

dm
inistrators S

urvey - E
xecutive sum

m
ary

E
R

A
 A

dm
inistrators S

urvey - F
ull R

eport

A
 Little M

ore D
etail

T
he responses w

ill be kept confidential w
ith the analysis being anonym

ous.

T
his questionnaire looks at 15 areas of R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration
. F

or each area you w
ill be 

asked to give your opinion on w
hether or not you believe that the quality and/or the quantity of the research 

undertaken can be increased by effective research m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration and then w

hether electronic 
research adm

inistration system
(s) can account for any further im

provem
ent.

T
he Q

uestionnaire has four parts

P
art A

: Q
uality of research

P
art B

: Q
uantity of research

P
art C

: O
verall perceptions

1. Introduction

P
age 2

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

P
art D

: S
im

ple classification (for statistical analysis)

T
he survey really should only take about 10

-15 m
inutes in total.

W
e intend to publish the results and m

ake them
 available to R

esearch M
anagers and A

dm
inistrators through their 

professional association (A
R

M
A

) so that they can w
ork m

ore effectively in supporting your research.

W
e are also asking R

esearch M
anagers and A

dm
inistrators to com

plete the survey in order to see if there are any 
differences in perceptions betw

een researchers and those that aim
 to support researchers.

T
hank-you for taking the tim

e to look at this survey.
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P
age 3

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

Q
U

A
LIT

Y
–

defined in term
s of originality, significance and rigour.

P
lease think about how

 R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration (R

M
A

) m
ight im

prove the quality of any research 
(Q

1) and then (Q
2) w

hether having/using an E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration (E
R

A
) system

 m
ight be able to 

further enhance the Q
U

A
LIT

Y
 of research undertaken.

D
efinitions

R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration (R

M
A

)
 is taken to m

ean any task in support of any part of the 
research lifecycle. E

xam
ples are given in the questions.

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration (E
R

A
)

 m
eans any IT

 based system
(s) specifically designed to support R

M
A

, 
as opposed to generic IT

 tools (eg em
ail or spreadsheets) used in R

M
A

. F
or this questionnaire w

e are interested in 
existing E

R
A

 system
s that you have used, or indeed ones that you w

ould like to use.

2. P
art A

: Q
uality of R

esearch

P
age 4

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

1. F
or each of the areas of R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration listed please 

indicate w
hether you think that they can increase or decrease the Q

U
A

LIT
Y

 of 

research undertaken.

*

 
Large Increase

S
m

a
ll In

cre
a

se
N

o E
ffect

S
m

a
ll D

e
cre

a
se

Large D
ecrease

D
o

n’t K
n

o
w

A
ca

d
e

m
ic E

xp
e

rtise
 (e

g
 

m
in

i C
V

s in
 a

n
 a

n
n

u
a

l 

report)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

F
unding source 

id
e

n
tifica

tio
n

 (e
g

 "h
a

ve
 

you seen this call for 

proposals?")

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

C
osting of proposals (eg 

u
sin

g
 a

 ca
lcu

la
to

r / 

spreadsheet)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

S
upport for generic parts of 

p
ro

p
o

sa
ls (e

g
 in

fo
rm

a
tio

n
 

about the U
niversity, or 

p
ro

je
ct m

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t 

structure)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

In
te

rn
a

l P
e

e
r R

e
vie

w
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

E
th

ica
l R

e
vie

w
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
R

isk A
ssessm

ent (eg lone-

w
orker issues, intellectual 

property rights)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
roposal subm

ission 

su
p

p
o

rt (g
e

ttin
g

 th
e

 

p
ro

p
o

sa
l to

 th
e

 fu
n

d
e

r)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

C
o

n
tra

ct n
e

g
o

tia
tio

n
 

(changes to price, term
s, 

tim
escales etc)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
ro

je
ct m

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t o
f 

the research
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

F
in

a
n

cia
l m

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t o
f 

the research
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

O
u

tp
u

t a
n

d
 Im

p
a

ct 

re
co

rd
in

g
 (e

g
 A

n
n

u
a

l 

R
eport)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

R
e

se
a

rch
 p

la
n

n
in

g
 / 

strategy (eg prioritise 

R
e

se
a

rch
 C

o
u

n
cil fu

n
d

in
g

)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

K
e

y P
e

rfo
rm

a
n

ce
 

Indicators (eg proposal 

success rates)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

B
e

n
ch

m
a

rkin
g

 (e
g

 

co
m

p
a

rin
g

 in
co

m
e

 w
ith

 

like departm
ents)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj
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P
age 5

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

2. F
or each of the areas of E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
 R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration 

listed please indicate w
hether you think that they can increase or decrease the 

Q
U

A
LIT

Y
 of research undertaken.

T
hink about w

hether specific IT
 system

s can have any additional effect over and 

above just using generic IT
 tools in support of research m

anagem
ent and 

adm
inistration.

*

 
L

a
rg

e
 A

d
d

itio
n

a
l 

Increase

S
m

a
ll A

d
d

itio
n

a
l 

Increase

N
o

 A
d

d
itio

n
a

l 

E
ffe

ct

S
m

a
ll A

d
d

itio
n

a
l 

D
ecrease

L
a

rg
e

 A
d

d
itio

n
a

l 

D
ecrease

D
on

’t K
n

o
w

A
ca

d
e

m
ic E

xp
e

rtise
 (e

g
 

o
n

-lin
e

 m
in

i C
V

s)
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

F
u

n
d

in
g

 so
u

rce
 

id
e

n
tifica

tio
n

 (e
g

 

a
u

to
m

a
te

d
 e

m
a

il a
le

rts 

about calls for proposals)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

C
osting of proposals (eg a 

costing and pricing system
)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

S
upport for generic parts of 

proposals (eg a library of 

options to choose from
)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

In
te

rn
a

l P
e

e
r R

e
vie

w
 (e

g
 

an intranet system
 to 

m
a

n
a

g
e

 p
e

e
r re

vie
w

)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

E
th

ica
l R

e
vie

w
 (e

g
 a

n
 

in
tra

n
e

t syste
m

 fo
r e

th
ica

l 

approvals)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

R
isk A

ssessm
ent (eg a 

system
 that helps w

ith self 

assessm
ent)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
roposal subm

ission 

support (electronic 

subm
issions)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

C
o

n
tra

ct n
e

g
o

tia
tio

n
 (e

g
 a

 

co
n

tra
ct m

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t 

system
)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
ro

je
ct m

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t o
f 

th
e

 re
se

a
rch

 (e
g

 m
ile

sto
n

e
 

alerts)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

F
in

a
n

cia
l m

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t o
f 

th
e

 re
se

a
rch

 (e
g

 o
n

lin
e

 

sp
e

n
d

 in
fo

rm
a

tio
n

)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

O
u

tp
u

t a
n

d
 Im

p
a

ct 

re
co

rd
in

g
 (e

g
 In

stitu
tio

n
a

l 

R
epository)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

R
e

se
a

rch
 p

la
n

n
in

g
 / 

strategy (eg on-line access 

to departm
ent research 

plans)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

K
e

y P
e

rfo
rm

a
n

ce
 

Indicators (eg on-lin
e

access to current 

perform
ance)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

B
e

n
ch

m
a

rkin
g

 (e
g

 o
n-lin

e

access to current 

benchm
ark data)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
age 6

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

N
ow

 please answ
er the sam

e questions (Q
3 about research m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration support and then Q
4 

about electronic system
s) but this tim

e thinking about Q
U

A
N

T
IT

Y
 rather than quality. Q

uantity is defined in term
s of 

research incom
e. Is the research m

ore likely to be funded, is the funding likely to be m
ore generous, are m

ore 
applications (w

ith a chance of being funded) being produced...?

D
efinitions

R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration (R

M
A

)
 is taken to m

ean any task in support of any part of the 
research lifecycle. E

xam
ples are given in the questions.

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration (E
R

A
)

 m
eans any IT

 based system
(s) specifically designed to support R

M
A

, 
as opposed to generic IT

 tools (eg em
ail or spreadsheets) used in R

M
A

. F
or this questionnaire w

e are interested in 
existing E

R
A

 system
s that you have used, or indeed ones that you w

ould like to use.

3. P
art B

: Q
uantity of R

esearch
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P
age 7

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

3. F
or each of the areas of R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration listed please 

indicate w
hether you think that they can increase or decrease the Q

U
A

N
T

IT
Y

 (in 

term
s of incom

e) of research undertaken.

*

 
Large Increase

S
m

a
ll In

cre
a

se
N

o E
ffect

S
m

a
ll D

e
cre

a
se

Large D
ecrease

D
on

’t K
n

o
w

A
ca

d
e

m
ic E

xp
e

rtise
 (e

g
 

m
in

i C
V

s in
 a

n
 a

n
n

u
a

l 

report)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

F
u

n
d

in
g

 so
u

rce
 

id
e

n
tifica

tio
n

 (e
g

 "h
a

ve
 

yo
u

 se
e

n
 th

is ca
ll fo

r 

proposals?")

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

C
osting of proposals (eg 

u
sin

g
 a

 ca
lcu

la
to

r / 

spreadsheet)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

S
upport for generic parts of 

p
ro

p
o

sa
ls (e

g
 in

fo
rm

a
tio

n
 

a
b

o
u

t th
e

 U
n

ive
rsity, o

r 

p
ro

je
ct m

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t 

structure)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

In
te

rn
a

l P
e

e
r R

e
vie

w
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

E
th

ica
l R

e
vie

w
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
R

isk A
ssessm

ent (eg lone-

w
orker issues, intellectual 

property rights)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
roposal subm

ission 

su
p

p
o

rt (g
e

ttin
g

 th
e

 

p
ro

p
o

sa
l to

 th
e

 fu
n

d
e

r)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

C
o

n
tra

ct n
e

g
o

tia
tio

n
 

(changes to price, term
s, 

tim
escales etc)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
ro

je
ct m

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t o
f 

the research
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

F
in

a
n

cia
l m

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t o
f 

the research
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

O
u

tp
u

t a
n

d
 Im

p
a

ct 

re
co

rd
in

g
 (e

g
 A

n
n

u
a

l 

R
eport)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

R
e

se
a

rch
 p

la
n

n
in

g
 / 

strategy (eg prioritise 

R
e

se
a

rch
 C

o
u

n
cil fu

n
d

in
g

)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

K
e

y P
e

rfo
rm

a
n

ce
 

Indicators (eg proposal 

success rates)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

B
e

n
ch

m
a

rkin
g

 (e
g

 

co
m

p
a

rin
g

 in
co

m
e

 w
ith

 

like departm
ents)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
age 8

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

4. F
or each of the areas of E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
 R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration 

listed please indicate w
hether you think that they can increase or decrease the 

Q
U

A
N

T
IT

Y
 of research undertaken.

T
hink about w

hether specific IT
 system

s can have any additional effect over and 

above just using generic IT
 tools in support of research m

anagem
ent and 

adm
inistration.

*

 
L

a
rg

e
 A

d
d

itio
n

a
l 

Increase

S
m

a
ll A

d
d

itio
n

a
l 

Increase

N
o

 A
d

d
itio

n
a

l 

E
ffe

ct

S
m

a
ll A

d
d

itio
n

a
l 

D
ecrease

L
a

rg
e

 A
d

d
itio

n
a

l 

D
ecrease

D
o

n’t K
n

o
w

A
ca

d
e

m
ic E

xp
e

rtise
 (e

g
 

o
n

-lin
e

 m
in

i C
V

s)
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

F
unding source 

id
e

n
tifica

tio
n

 (e
g

 

a
u

to
m

a
te

d
 e

m
a

il a
le

rts 

about calls for proposals)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

C
osting of proposals (eg a 

costing and pricing system
)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

S
upport for generic parts of 

proposals (eg a library of 

options to choose from
)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

In
te

rn
a

l P
e

e
r R

e
vie

w
 (e

g
 

an intranet system
 to 

m
a

n
a

g
e

 p
e

e
r re

vie
w

)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

E
th

ica
l R

e
vie

w
 (e

g
 a

n
 

in
tra

n
e

t syste
m

 fo
r e

th
ica

l 

approvals)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

R
isk A

ssessm
ent (eg a 

system
 that helps w

ith self 

assessm
ent)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
roposal subm

ission 

support (electronic 

subm
issions)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

C
o

n
tra

ct n
e

g
o

tia
tio

n
 (e

g
 a

 

co
n

tra
ct m

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t 

system
)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
ro

je
ct m

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t o
f 

the research (eg m
ilestone 

alerts)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

F
in

a
n

cia
l m

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t o
f 

th
e

 re
se

a
rch

 (e
g

 o
n

lin
e

 

sp
e

n
d

 in
fo

rm
a

tio
n

)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

O
u

tp
u

t a
n

d
 Im

p
a

ct 

re
co

rd
in

g
 (e

g
 In

stitu
tio

n
a

l 

R
epository)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

R
e

se
a

rch
 p

la
n

n
in

g
 / 

strategy (eg on-line access 

to departm
ent research 

plans)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

K
e

y P
e

rfo
rm

a
n

ce
 

Indicators (eg on-lin
e

access to current 

perform
ance)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

B
e

n
ch

m
a

rkin
g

 (e
g

 o
n-lin

e

access to current 

benchm
ark data)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj
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P
age 9

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

T
his section is looking at your overall perception of R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration (Q
5) and then (Q

6) 
E

lectronic R
esearch A

dm
inistration (E

R
A

).  R
em

em
ber that by E

R
A

 w
e m

ean IT
 system

s specifically designed to 
support R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration, rather than just the use of generic tools like spreadsheets and 
em

ail.5. O
verall, I believe that R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration has the follow
ing 

effect on Q
uality and on Q

uantity of research undertaken. 

6. O
verall, I believe that E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
 R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration has 

the follow
ing A

D
D

IT
IO

N
A

L effect on Q
uality and on Q

uantity of research undertaken 

(as com
pared to research m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration per se). 

4. P
art C

: O
verall P

erceptions

*

 
Large Increase

S
m

a
ll In

cre
a

se
N

o E
ffect

S
m

a
ll D

e
cre

a
se

Large D
ecrease

D
on

’t K
n

o
w

E
ffe

ct o
n

 Q
U

A
L

IT
Y

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

E
ffe

ct o
n

 Q
U

A
N

T
IT

Y
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

*

 
Large Increase

S
m

a
ll In

cre
a

se
N

o E
ffect

S
m

a
ll D

e
cre

a
se

Large D
ecrease

D
on

’t K
n

o
w

A
d

d
itio

n
a

l E
ffe

ct o
n

 

Q
U

A
L

IT
Y

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

A
d

d
itio

n
a

l E
ffe

ct o
n

 

Q
U

A
N

T
IT

Y
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

P
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E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

7. T
o put your responses in context it w

ould be really helpful if you could indicate in 

w
hich areas you have used E

lectronic R
esearch A

dm
inistration system

(s), thinking 

only about IT
 system

s specifically designed for the job rather than generic tools such 

as em
ail and spreadsheets.

*

 
Y

es
N

o
 (b

u
t w

e
 d

o
 h

a
ve

 a
 

system
 at m

y institution)

N
o (w

e have no system
 for 

this area)

D
on't know

 if w
e have a 

system
 or not

A
ca

d
e

m
ic E

xp
e

rtise
 (e

g
 

o
n

-lin
e

 m
in

i C
V

s)
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

F
unding source 

id
e

n
tifica

tio
n

 (e
g

 

a
u

to
m

a
te

d
 e

m
a

il a
le

rts 

about calls for proposals)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

C
osting of proposals (eg a 

co
stin

g
 a

n
d

 p
ricin

g
 

system
)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

S
upport for generic parts 

of proposals (eg a library 

of options to choose from
)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

In
te

rn
a

l P
e

e
r R

e
vie

w
 (e

g
 

an intranet system
 to 

m
a

n
a

g
e

 p
e

e
r re

vie
w

)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

E
th

ica
l R

e
vie

w
 (e

g
 a

n
 

in
tra

n
e

t syste
m

 fo
r e

th
ica

l 

approvals)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

R
isk A

ssessm
ent (eg a 

system
 that helps w

ith self 

assessm
ent)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
roposal subm

ission 

support (electronic 

subm
issions)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

C
o

n
tra

ct n
e

g
o

tia
tio

n
 (e

g
 a

 

co
n

tra
ct m

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t 

system
)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

P
ro

je
ct m

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t o
f 

the research (eg m
ilestone 

alerts)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

F
in

a
n

cia
l m

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t o
f 

th
e

 re
se

a
rch

 (e
g

 o
n

lin
e

 

sp
e

n
d

 in
fo

rm
a

tio
n

)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

O
u

tp
u

t a
n

d
 Im

p
a

ct 

re
co

rd
in

g
 (e

g
 In

stitu
tio

n
a

l 

R
epository)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

R
e

se
a

rch
 p

la
n

n
in

g
 / 

strategy (eg on-line access 

to departm
ent research 

plans)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

K
e

y P
e

rfo
rm

a
n

ce
 

Indicators (eg on-lin
e

access to current 

perform
ance)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

B
e

n
ch

m
a

rkin
g

 (e
g

 o
n-lin

e

access to current 

benchm
ark data)

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj
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P
age 11

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

8. If you have used any specific E
R

A
 system

s that you w
ould like to m

ention then 

please do so below

5 56 6

P
age 12

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

T
o enable statistical analysis, please answ

er som
e questions about yourself.

Y
ou w

ill be given the option to add your contact details at the end if you w
ould like to receive a copy of results 

directly or w
ould be interested in any potential follow

 up to this survey. Y
our answ

ers w
ill how

ever be kept 
anonym

ous.

9. I am
:

10. M
y age is (in the range):

11. T
hinking about your current role, how

 w
ould you categorise yourself?

12. If you are a researcher or an academ
ic m

em
ber of staff, how

 w
ould describe 

yourself:

13. T
hinking about your current role, how

 long have you done this for (in total, not 

just your current job):

14. M
ost of m

y experience in this role w
as w

orking in a...

15. P
lease note that w

e are asking this as a proxy for your seniority, like all other data 

it w
ill be kept entirely confidential and used for statistical analysis only.

Y
our current (or last) salary level [or full

-tim
e equivalent if you w

ere em
ployed part 

tim
e] is (w

as):

16. D
o you have any com

m
ents about the questionnaire?

5. P
art D

: A
bout you –

for statistical classification

***
 

S
e

n
io

r

M
a

n
a

g
e

r
A

ca
d

e
m

ic
R

esearcher
R

esearch

S
tu

d
e

n
t

R
esearch

M
a

n
a

g
e

r

R
esearch

A
d

m
in

istra
to

r
O

ther

a
s b

e
in

g
 a

:
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

****

5 56 6

F
e

m
a

le
nmlkj

M
a

le
nmlkj

1
6

-2
5

nmlkj
2

6
-3

5
nmlkj

3
6

-4
5

nmlkj
4

6
-5

5
nmlkj

5
6

-6
5

nmlkj
6

6
+

nmlkj

S
u

b
m

itte
d

 to
 

the last R
A

E

nmlkj
R

esearch

A
ctive

nmlkj
E

arly C
areer 

R
esearcher

nmlkj
W

o
u

ld
 like

 to
 

be R
esearch A

ctive

nmlkj
N

ot R
esearch 

A
ctive

nmlkj
I a

m
 n

o
t a

n
 

A
ca

d
e

m
ic o

r 

R
esearcher

nmlkj

N
ever

nmlkj
0

-2
3

m
onths

nmlkj
2

-5 years
nmlkj

6
-1

0

years

nmlkj
1

1
-1

5

years

nmlkj
1

6
-2

0

years

nmlkj
2

1
-2

5

years

nmlkj
2

6
+

years

nmlkj

N
ot

a
p

p
lica

b
le

nmlkj
H

E
I:

R
esearch

Intensive

nmlkj
H

E
I: N

on 

R
esearch

Inten
sive

nmlkj
R

esearch

Institute

nmlkj
F

u
nder

nmlkj
H

e
a

lth

S
e

rvice

nmlkj
O

ther
nmlkj

U
p to 

£
1

9
,9

9
9

nmlkj
£

2
0

,0
0

0
-

£
2

9
,9

9
9

nmlkj
£

3
0

,0
0

0
-

£
3

9
,9

9
9

nmlkj
£

4
0

,0
0

0
-

£
4

9
,9

9
9

nmlkj
£

5
0

,0
0

0
-

£
5

9
,9

9
9

nmlkj
£

6
0

,0
0

0
-

£
6

9
,9

9
9

nmlkj
£

7
0

,0
0

0

or m
o

re

nmlkj
P

refer

not to say

nmlkj
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P
age 13

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

17. D
o you have any com

m
ents about R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration in 

relation to how
 it can affect the quality and/or quantity of research?

18. D
o you have any com

m
ents about E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
 R

esearch A
dm

inistration in 

relation to how
 it can F

U
R

T
H

E
R

 affect the quality and/or quantity of research?

19. P
lease note that it is intended that the anonym

ised results of this questionnaire 

w
ill be published, so that R

esearch M
anagers and A

dm
inistrators around the U

K
 w

ill 

be able to best focus their efforts on areas that can m
ake a difference.

 It w
ill be 

subm
itted to the A

R
M

A
 em

ail list.
 If you w

ould like to receive a copy of results directly 

or w
ould be interested in any potential follow

 up to this survey please com
plete the 

follow
ing.

T
hese questions are all optional and w

ill only be used to contact you in relation to the 

above.

5 56 65 56 6

N
am

e:

O
rganisation:

E
m

ail A
ddress:

P
hone N

um
ber:

P
age 14

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration Q
uestionnaire (A

cadem
ic)

M
any thanks for taking the tim

e to com
plete this questionnaire.

T
he anonym

ised analysis w
ill be m

ade available to your institution in order that academ
ic staff and research staff m

ay 
be better supported by research m

anagers and adm
inistrators.

It is also intended that the anonym
ised results of this questionnaire w

ill be published and subm
itted to the 

A
ssociation of R

esearch M
anagers and A

dm
inistrators (A

R
M

A
) electronic research adm

inistration em
ail list.

If you are a m
em

ber of A
R

M
A

 (the A
ssociation of R

esearch M
anagers and A

dm
inistrators) you can sign up for the 

'electronic research adm
inistration' em

ail list by logging in to the A
R

M
A

 w
ebsite and clicking on the M

y S
ubscriptions 

link.

O
nce again, m

any thanks.

6. T
hank-you!
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E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration 
–

 S
urvey F

eedback 
 A

R
M

A
 C

onference 2009, 2
nd June 2009, S

outham
pton 

S
ession 305: U

sing research adm
inistration system

s to im
prove 

quality &
 quantity of research. 

S
im

on K
erridge, Jill G

olightly and A
lan W

alker 
 A

s part of the session, S
im

on K
erridge presented a questionnaire to 

elicit the view
s of participants on w

hich types of research 
adm

inistration system
s could have a positive effect on the quality 

and quantity of research (S
ession 305 Q

uestionnaire), w
hich the 

attendees w
ere invited to com

plete during the session. 
 Q

uestionnaire S
um

m
ary 

T
he audience w

ere invited to score on a scale of 0 (no effect) to 10 
(large effect) how

 m
uch they thought that each of seven areas of 

electronic research adm
inistration system

s could help to im
prove 

the quality or quantity of research. 
T

he seven areas w
ere:  

1. academ
ic expertise inform

ation 
2. pre application funding source identification

 
3. costing of grant applications 
4. internal peer review

 and ethics review
 

5. applications and aw
ards m

anagem
ent 

6. post-aw
ard financial m

anagem
ent 

7. outputs and im
pact recording and archive 

 W
orkshop F

eedback 
D

uring the session the author suggested that he thought that 3. 
(costing and pricing) could im

prove the quality, as w
ell-costed 

proposals w
ould allow

 for a project to do better research w
ithout 

being constrained by inadequate budgets. 
T

he audience how
ever (by a show

 of hands) indicated that by far 
the m

ost popular area w
as 4. (peer review

), w
ith 7. (outputs 

archive) a distant second. 
It w

as also suggested that the scale should allow
 for negative 

scores to indicate an adverse effect on quality and/or quantity. 
 O

verview
 

D
uring the w

orkshop 22 papers w
ere returned, 7 anonym

ously. 
E

ncouragingly there w
ere m

any high scores indicating that there 
w

as a belief that E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration S
ystem

s 
(E

R
A

S
) could indeed have a positive influence on both the quality 

and quantity of research 
 

A
nalysis 

O
verall the sam

ple size is too sm
all for m

uch analysis of the results 
to be statistically significant (except w

here the variance is greater 
than 4.14 w

ith 95%
 confidence (5.45 w

ith 99%
 confidence), tw

o-
tailed).  H

ow
ever even this assum

es that each person has attached 
the sam

e m
eaning to each num

ber on the scale w
hich is not a given 

but is assum
ed for the purpose of analysis of this pilot data.  F

or 
exam

ple, in term
s of quality, the average score for all respondents 

for all seven areas w
as 6.44 as com

pared to 5.69 for quantity.  S
o 

although the indications are that quality is perceived to be m
ore 

easily am
enable to positive influence from

 E
R

A
 system

s than 
quantity, further w

ork is needed to justify this position.  H
ow

ever 
the original prem

ise that E
R

A
 system

s can im
prove the quality and 

quantity of research is upheld w
ith over a 99%

 confidence level 
Indeed the only statistically significant results are that the top rated 
choice (quality by 4. peer review

) is 95%
 likely to be thought to 

have m
ore of an effect than the bottom

 three areas (quality from
 2. 

F
unding identification; quantity from

 4. P
eer review

 and 6. P
ost 

aw
ard finance). 

Internal peer review
 w

as therefore thought to have the capacity to 
increase the quality far m

ore than quantity of research. 
 O

verall the above average results w
ere: 

E
R

A
 area 

B
enefit 

A
verage 

4. internal peer review
 and ethics review

 
Q

uality 
7.976 

2. pre application funding source identification
 

Q
uantity 

7.182 
3. costing of grant applications 

Q
uality 

6.714 
7. outputs and im

pact recording and archive
 

Q
uality 

6.364 
6. post-aw

ard financial m
anagem

ent 
Q

uality 
5.500 

7. outputs and im
pact recording and archive 

Q
uantity 

5.476 
5. applications and aw

ards m
anagem

ent 
Q

uality 
5.421 

1. academ
ic expertise inform

ation 
Q

uantity 
5.227 

5. applications and aw
ards m

anagem
ent 

Q
uantity 

5.167 
1. academ

ic expertise inform
ation 

Q
uality 

4.667 
3. costing of grant applications 

Q
uantity 

4.636 
6. post-aw

ard financial m
anagem

ent 
Q

uantity 
3.714 

2. pre application funding source identification
 

Q
uality 

3.667 
4. internal peer review

 and ethics review
 

Q
uantity 

3.500 

 A
reas highlighted in green are positive w

ith a 99%
 confidence, 

those in blue w
ith a 95%

 confidence. 
 C

om
m

ents 
R

espondents w
ere also given the opportunity to com

m
ent on the 

questionnaire.  H
ere are som

e selected quotes: 
· 

“D
on’t think these functions can be m

ost effectively perform
ed 

by electronic system
s (score refers to potential of the function 

itself to im
prove research).

” 
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· 
“T

here are m
any other factors so people’s answ

ers w
ill vary 

depending on interpretation.
” 

· 
“B

ut there is a saturation level 
–

 only for the capacity.”
 

· 
“N

ot m
ore applications but higher success rates.

” 
T

hese com
m

ents indicate that the questionnaire itself w
as perhaps 

flaw
ed in term

s of am
biguity, how

ever it is posited that the overall 
results gleaned from

 the analysis are still valid given the high level 
of statistical confidence obtained in certain areas. 
 S

um
m

ary 
W

ith a 99%
 confidence it can be said that A

R
M

A
 m

em
bers believe 

that the use of E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration S
ystem

s can 
im

prove the quality and quantity of research.  In particular the 
specific areas that w

ere identified as having a high positive im
pact 

are: 
4. internal peer review

 and ethics review
 (quality) 

2. pre application funding source identification (quantity) 
3. costing of grant applications (quality) 
7. outputs and im

pact recording and archive (quality) 
6. post-aw

ard financial m
anagem

ent (quality) 
7. outputs and im

pact recording and archive (quantity) 
 F

urther W
ork 

It is hoped that a m
ore extensive and robust survey, building on the 

experience from
 the pilot survey, w

ill be conducted in the near 
future. 
   T

hanks 
O

nce again, thanks to everyone w
ho took the tim

e during the 
session to com

plete the survey, I hope that m
any of you w

ill w
ish to 

com
plete the follow

-up survey in due course. 
 S

im
on K

erridge 
 7

th A
ugust 2009 
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1 | 
P

a
g

e
 

 E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration - M
ain S

urvey F
eedback 

 S
im

on K
erridge, U

niversity of S
underland 

  A
ccording to one survey respondent: 

“E
lectronic research adm

inistration is becom
ing m

ore and m
ore im

portant...” 
H

ow
ever another noted: 

“It's people that m
a

ke the greatest difference - not electronic system
s!” 

 S
o, should you invest in E

lectronic R
esearch A

dm
inistration (E

R
A

)? 
A

nd if so, w
here should you focus your resources? 

1
 

O
verview

 
 T

his report presents the results of a survey of A
R

M
A

 m
em

bers about their 
perceptions on research m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration system
s in term

s of their 
effect on quality and quantity of research.  T

he survey w
as run in F

ebruary-M
arch of 

2010 and from
 1515 em

ail requests there w
ere 624 responses w

ith 472 com
pleting 

all of the sections of the questionnaire. 
 A

n E
xecutive S

um
m

ary is available at 
https://w

w
w

.arm
a.ac.uk/files/m

em
bers/resource_directory/R

esearch_Inform
ation_

M
anagem

ent/E
R

A
M

ainS
urvey-feedback-executive-sum

m
ary.pdf 

 S
om

e initial findings w
ere also presented at a poster session at the 2010 A

R
M

A
 

C
onference in M

anchester (K
erridge 2010). 

 W
hilst the survey w

as designed prim
arily to collect inform

ation about the effects of 
E

R
A

, the perceptions of the effects of R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration 

(R
M

A
) itself w

ere also collected to provide a context. 
 T

his survey did not aim
 to look at specific E

R
A

 system
s (those interested in this 

area m
ay w

ish to look at (R
M

A
S

) and (G
reen, M

cA
rdle et al. 2010)), but rather the 

effects that E
R

A
 system

s in certain areas of research m
anagem

ent and 
adm

inistration has / could have on the quality and quantity of research undertaken. 
 T

he underlying result of the survey is that R
esearch M

anagers and A
dm

inistrators 
(R

M
A

s) overw
helm

ingly believe that R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration 

(R
M

A
) can positively affect the quality and quantity of research undertaken, rather 

than sim
ply m

ake the m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration of research m

ore effective 
and efficient.  F

urther, they also believe that E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration 
(E

R
A

 –
 IT

 system
s that support R

M
A

) can have a further positive effect on both the 
quality and quantity of research. 
 T

here are a num
ber of m

ore detailed findings w
hich are described in the follow

ing 
sections. 
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 2
 

B
ackground 

 A
t a 

w
orkshop session at the A

R
M

A
 C

onference in 2009 a pilot questionnaire w
as 

instigated on the perceptions of research m
anagers and adm

inistrators (R
M

A
s) on 

the effect that electronic system
s could have on the quality and quantity of research 

undertaken.  T
he results of this w

ork (K
erridge 2009) can be found on the A

R
M

A
 

w
ebsite; how

ever, note that it is only accessible to A
R

M
A

 m
em

bers. 
 F

ollow
ing on from

 this, in the light of feedback, a full on-line questionnaire w
as 

developed and run.  It w
as enhanced to include questions to highlight any perceived 

differences betw
een research adm

inistration and system
s that support it. 

 2.1
 

E lectronic R
esearch A

dm
inistration 

 E
lectron

ic R
esearch A

dm
inistration w

as defined in the questionnaire as 
“any IT

 
based system

(s) that support R
M

A
”.  T

his definition w
as derived from

 
(R

odm
an and 

S
tanford 2006) w

ho define E
R

A
 loosely 

“as im
proving adm

inistrative processes 
through the application of technology, particularly com

puter technology”
, other 

definitions tend to be just as vague.  W
hilst som

e respondents did not think that the 
definition w

as tight enough, the m
ain m

ajority clearly (as can be determ
ined from

 
the textual responses) understood it as intended.  T

he aim
 w

as to determ
ine 

w
hether or not specific IT

 system
s designed for research m

anagem
ent and 

adm
inistration (rather than, for exam

ple, using generic IT
 tools such as 

spreadsheets and em
ail) could have a positive effect on the quality and quantity of 

research undertaken.  It is accepted how
ever that any future questionnaires w

ould 
benefit from

 som
e clarification. 

3
 

T
h

e Q
uestionnaire 

 A
 copy

 of the questionnaire can be view
ed by A

R
M

A
 m

em
bers at:  

https://w
w

w
.arm

a.ac.uk/files/m
em

bers/resource_directory/R
esearch_Inform

ation_M
anage

m
ent/

S
urvey_13054873-(E

R
A

M
ainS

urvey).pdf 
T

he overall aim
 of the survey w

as to determ
ine the perceptions of research 

m
ana

gers and adm
inistrators to the effect that different aspects of their w

ork could 
have on the quality and quantity of research undertaken at their institution.  
S

pecifically it w
as seeking to look at the areas in w

hich electronic research 
adm

inistration (E
R

A
) system

s could m
ake a further difference. 

It w
as constructed in S

urveyM
onkey

1 w
ith four sections, w

ith the first three 
concentr

ati ng on three different areas of R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration: 

a) A
cadem

ic expertise inform
ation 

b) P
re application funding source identification 

c) C
osting of grant applications 

d) Internal peer review
 and ethics review

 
e) A

pplications and aw
ards m

anagem
ent 

f) P
ost-aw

ard financial m
anagem

ent 
g) O

utputs and im
pact recording and archive 

S
ection A

 (Q
1 &

 Q
2) asked about perceptions of R

M
A

s as to w
hether they thought 

that these areas of research adm
inistration could im

prove the quality of research 

                                      
 

1 http://w
w

w
.surveym

onkey.com
/ 
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 undertaken.  S
ection B

 (Q
3 &

 Q
4) asked about the effect on quantity of research 

undertaken.  S
ection C

 asked m
ore generally about the effect of research 

adm
inistration (Q

5 &
 Q

6), and then as a cross check asked responders to rank the 
seven areas in term

s of their affects (Q
7 –

 Q
10).  F

inally section D
 asked for 

inform
ation about the responders (Q

 11 –
 Q

16) in order to aid m
ore in depth 

analysis, and allow
ed them

 to provide additional textual inform
ation (Q

 17- Q
19) if 

they w
ished.  N

am
es and em

ail addresses (Q
20) of those w

ishing to receive a copy 
of the analysis w

ere also collected.  H
ow

ever it w
as clear that the questionnaire w

as 
anonym

ous, and has been analysed as such. 
 4

 
T

h
e S

urvey 
 T

he A
R

M
A

 em
ail list (from

 19
th F

eb 2010, this consisted of 1624 em
ail addresses) 

w
as used to invite responses to the questionnaire.   

T
he em

ail addresses w
ere uploaded into S

urveyM
onkey so that rem

inders could be 
sent to those that had not yet responded.  T

w
o em

ails w
ere m

alform
ed and w

ere 
m

anually updated, one w
as rejected as the person had previously opted out of 

S
urveyM

onkey questionnaires; so the collector
2 consisted of 1623 em

ail addresses.  
F

rom
 the initial request to take part in the questionnaire (by em

ail on 21
st F

eb 
2010) a further 108 w

ere deem
ed unable to respond (64 em

ails w
ere undeliverable, 

18 had left their jobs, 22 w
ere on m

aternity leave, 1 w
as on sabbatical and 3 w

ere 
off long term

), leaving a total 1515 (1514 excluding the author) possible 
responders.  T

he initial request w
as follow

ed up by rem
inders (to those that had not 

com
pleted it) on M

arch 2
nd and M

arch 12
th and the last response w

as received on 
M

arch 23
rd. 

 5
 

M
a in A

nalysis 
 5.1

 
O

verall A
pproach 

 T
he d

ata w
as exported from

 S
urveyM

onkey into E
xcel2007

3 and from
 there it w

as 
im

ported into S
P

S
S

4 v16 and the various data types from
 the question responses 

w
ere defined. 

S
om

e initial analysis w
as provided by S

urveyM
onkey and this has been outlined on 

a P
oster

5 presented at the A
R

M
A

 2010 C
onference in M

anchester, som
e of that 

inform
ation is repeated here.  A

dditionally, further analyses have been perform
ed 

using S
P

S
S

, w
ith som

e of the charts created in E
xcel2007. 

 T
here w

ere a total of 1624 addresses provided from
 the A

R
M

A
 m

em
bership list; one 

had previously opted out of S
urveyM

onkey surveys and so only 1623 w
ere uploaded 

                                      
 

2 A
 S

urveyM
onkey term

: a m
ethod of collecting and grouping a set of survey re

sponses  
3 http://office.m

icrosoft.com
/en-us/excel-help/office-excel-2007-produ

ct-overview
-

H
A

010165632.aspx 
4 http://w

w
w

.spss.com
 

5 A
vailable on-line at 

htt ps://w
w

w
.arm

a.ac.uk/files/guest/conference_im
ages/S

underland,K
erridge.pdf 
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 into the collector.  H
ow

ever there w
ere a num

ber of undeliverable m
essages w

ith 
reasons ranging from

 invalid em
ail addresses, m

aternity leave, secondm
ent, long 

term
 sickness, and even one death; this reduced the possible response pool to 

1515.  F
rom

 these possible respondents there w
as an excellent response rate; 624 

(41%
) w

ere received of w
hich 477 (31%

) com
pleted all four sections. 

 5.2
 

O
v erall P

erception of R
M

A
 and E

R
A

 
 O

vera
ll the responses to Q

5 and Q
6 [n=

486] indicate very strongly that R
M

A
s 

believe that good research m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration can im

prove both the 
quality (91.2%

) and quantity (92.0%
) of research undertaken; and to a lesser 

extent that the use of electronic research adm
inistration (E

R
A

) can further im
prove 

the quality (78.8%
) and quantity (85.0%

): 
 

0
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1
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2
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3
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6
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7
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%

8
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1
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0
%

R
M
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 im

prove
s Q

U
A

L
IT
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M

A
 im

prove
s Q

U
A

N
T

IT
YE

R
A

 F
U

R
T

H
E

R
 im

prove
s 

Q
U

A
L

IT
Y

E
R

A
 F

U
R

T
H

E
R

 im
prove

s 
Q

U
A

N
T

IT
Y

R
esearch M

anag
em

ent and A
dm

in
istration im

p
roves research...;

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

 R
esearch A

dm
in

istration F
U

R
T

H
E

R
 im

p
roves research ... [n=

486]  

D
on't K

now

S
trongly D

isagre
e

D
isagre

e

N
o E

ffe
ct

A
gre

e

S
trongly A

gre
e

F
igure 

1: T
he proportions of responses to Q

5 &
 Q

6 on the overall perceptions of research m
anagers 

and adm
inistrators as to the positive im

pact of R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration 

(R
M

A
) and E

lectronic R
esearch A

dm
inistration (E

R
A

) on the Q
uality and Q

uantity of 
research undertaken 

 G
iv

en that one of the m
ain functions of research m

anagers and adm
inistrators is to 

facilitate research it is perhaps not surprising that they feel that they can im
prove 

the quantity of research undertaken.  It is perhaps a little m
ore surprising, but 

pleasant, to see such high values in relation to quality of research. 
 H

ow
ever, in order to check for significant differences in responses w

e need to use 
statistical tests.  (B

race, K
em

p et al. 2000) explain that for com
paring responses on 

a non param
etric ordinal scale such as the five point Likert scale for ascertaining 

agreem
ent to a statem

ent that has been used in this questionnaire that for paired 
(answ

ers from
 the sam

e person) com
parisons a W

ilcoxon test should be em
ployed. 

 T
he W

ilcoxon S
igned R

anks T
est for statistical difference show

s a statistically 
significant difference betw

een the responses for quality in relation to E
R

A
 affect as 

com
pared to R

M
A

 affect on its ow
n (z=

-7.801, N
-T

ies=
171, p<

0.0005, tw
o tailed). 
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  C
om

paring the differences betw
een perceptions to E

R
A

 and R
M

A
 for quantity, there 

is a sim
ilar picture (z=

-4.084, N
-T

ies=
155, p<

0.0005, tw
o tailed); E

R
A

 is less 
favoured to further im

prove quantity of research as com
pared to the position for 

R
M

A
 alone. 

 F
or R

M
A

 affecting quantity com
pared w

ith quality (z=
-0.768, N

-T
ies=

147, p=
0.443, 

tw
o tailed) there is no statistical difference in responses. 

 W
hereas for E

R
A

 affecting quantity com
pared w

ith quality (z=
-3.546, N

-T
ies=

156, 
p<

0.0005, tw
o tailed) it is clear that m

ost respondents thought that E
R

A
 could 

m
ore positively affect research quantity than quality. 

 W
hilst both differences betw

een the affect that R
M

A
 alone can have com

pared w
ith 

the additional affect that E
R

A
 could have are clearly in favour of R

M
A

; the results 
for E

R
A

 having a positive effect are overw
helm

ingly affirm
ative. 

 In sum
m

ary m
ost research m

anagers and adm
inistrators see that R

M
A

 can have a 
positive effect on the quality and quantity of research (in roughly equal m

easures).  
T

hey also believe (to a lesser extent) that E
R

A
 can further im

prove both quality and 
quantity, w

ith a large proportion thinking that quantity could be further im
proved 

m
ore that the quantity of research.  H

ow
ever, all the view

s are overw
helm

ingly 
positive. 
 R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration im
proves both the quality and quantity of 

research undertaken and E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration can im
prove both 

quality and particularly quantity even m
ore. 

 5.3
 

A
nalysis of the seven areas of R

M
A

 
 Looking

 at the seven areas of research m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration that w

ere 
asked about, the follow

ing charts show
 the detail of these four questions in term

s of 
those areas. 
 Q

1 show
s (see F

igure below
) that m

ost of the seven areas are seen as being 
broadly sim

ilar in term
s of their ability to im

prove research quality, w
ith (‘A

gree’ +
 

‘S
trongly A

gree’) positive percentages hi
ghest for P

eer R
eview

 (86.5%
), C

osting 
(84.9%

), A
w

ards M
anagem

ent (82.9%
) and P

re-aw
ard (82.3%

).  T
he w

eakest 
area, E

xpertise Inform
ation (77.1%

), w
as still seen very positively. 

H
ow

ever, using the W
ilcoxon test to com

pare the differences in the responses for 
P

eer R
eview

 and C
osting (z=

-0.643, N
-T

ies=
319, p=

0.520, tw
o tailed) and w

e can 
see that there is no significant difference in the perceptions.  S

im
ilarly com

paring 
P

eer R
eview

 w
ith A

w
ards M

anagem
ent (z=

-1.537, N
-T

ies=
309, p=

0.124, tw
o 

tailed) there is no significant difference.  It is only w
hen w

e get to com
paring the 

effect of P
eer R

eview
 w

ith P
re-A

w
ard (z=

-3.020, N
-T

ies=
312, p=

0.003, tw
o tailed) 

that w
e see a significant difference –

 P
eer R

eview
 is clearly seen as being m

ore able 
to positive affect research quality than P

re-A
w

ard R
M

A
 is. 
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an

ag
em

en
t an

d
 A

d
m

in
istration

 im
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U

A
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d
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p
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D
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n
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S
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N
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F
igure 2: T

he proportion of responses as to w
hether the seven areas of R

M
A

 positively or 
negatively affect the Q

uality of research undertaken (Q
1) 
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e listed
 asp

ects o
f E

lectro
n

ic R
esearch

 A
d

m
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F
igure 3: T

he proportion of responses as to w
hether the E

R
A

 for seven areas of R
M

A
 further 

(than the thoughts on Q
1) positively or negatively affect the Q

uality of research undertaken 
(Q

2) 

Q
2 show

s a far m
ore varied set of responses w

ith regard to any further increase in 
resea

rch quality that can be attributed to electronic research adm
inistration 

system
s.  N

one are as high as for research m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration per se, 

but again C
osting (79.2%

) is high, w
ith A

w
ards M

anagem
ent (78.1%

), and P
ost-

A
w

ard (77.6%
); O

utput R
ecording (76.7%

) is also high.  E
xpertise Inform

ation is 
again low

 (63.3%
), how

ever, the m
ost obvious difference is for P

eer R
eview
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 (60.2%
); w

hich had the highest level of agreem
ent for research m

anagem
ent and 

adm
inistration support per se.  It w

ould be interesting to explore this m
ore fully; it 

m
ight perhaps be related to the relative paucity of E

R
A

 system
s that include peer 

review
. 

U
sing W

ilcoxon to look for significant differences in the top areas, w
e see that for 

C
osting vs A

w
ards M

anagem
ent (z=

-1.506, N
-T

ies=
145, p=

0.132, tw
o tailed) there 

is no difference.  It is the sam
e for C

osting vs P
ost-A

w
ard (z=

-0.992, N
-T

ies=
138, 

p=
0.321, tw

o tailed).  H
ow

ever w
hen w

e look at C
osting vs O

utputs R
ecording (z=

-
2.549, N

-T
ies=

205, p=
0.011, tw

o tailed) w
e can see that C

osting is significantly 
favoured over O

utputs recording as an area w
here E

R
A

 can further enhance the 
quality of research undertaken. 
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F
igure 4: T

he proportion of responses as to w
hether the seven areas of R

M
A

 positively or 
negatively affect the Q

uantity of research undertaken (Q
3) 

Q
3 related to the effect of R

M
A

 on the quantity of research.  W
hilst the overall 

agreem
ent is high, this varies betw

een different elem
ents m

uch m
ore than the 

responses in relation to quality.  P
re-A

w
ard (91.3%

) is clearly the m
ost favoured 

area, w
ith C

osting (78.7%
), A

w
ard M

anagem
ent (78.2%

) and E
xpertise Inform

ation 
(74.3%

) being m
uch low

er in the m
iddle of the pack.  T

he other three areas of 
P

ost-A
w

ard (66.7%
), O

utput R
ecording (66.0%

) and P
eer R

eview
 (64.0%

) faring 
least w

ell.  N
otably, P

eer R
eview

 (6.4%
) had a 

m
uch high negative (‘disagree’) 

response rate than any of the other areas. It m
ight be that a num

ber of 
respondents think that peer review

 could reduce the num
ber of proposals (and 

hence reduce quantity), but that those proposals m
ight be better (and hence 

im
prove quality).  H

ow
ever of the n=

38 w
ho disagreed for quantity; 32 agreed for 

quality w
hich is 84.2%

 as com
pared to 86.4%

 for the general n=
621 population; in 

effect no difference. 
U

sing W
ilcoxon to look at the top areas; w

hen w
e com

pare P
re-A

w
ard and C

osting 
(z=

-7.079, N
-T

ies=
212, p<

0.0005, tw
o tailed) w

e have confirm
ation that the graph 

above does clearly show
 that P

re-A
w

ard is indeed the area that R
esearch 

M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration w
as thought m

ost likely to im
prove the quantity of 

research. 
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p
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D

o
 yo

u
 ag

ree th
at th

e listed
 asp

ects o
f E

lectron
ic R

esearch
 A

d
m

inistration
 can

 h
ave an

y 
ad

d
itio

n
al effect o

ver an
d ab

o
ve ju

st h
aving

 research m
an

ag
em

ent w
itho

u
t IT

 su
p

p
o

r

D
on

't K
n

ow

S
tron

gly D
isagre

e

D
isagre

e

N
o E

ffe
ct

A
gre

e

S
trongly A

gre
e

F
igure 5: T

he proportion of responses as to w
hether the E

R
A

 for seven areas of R
M

A
 further 

(than the thoughts on Q
3) positively or negatively affect the Q

uality of research undertaken 
(Q

4) 

Q
4 looked at w

here E
R

A
 m

ight further im
prove the quantity of research over and 

a
bov

e m
anual research m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration.  A
s expected from

 the 
previous graphs, the agreem

ent rates w
ere low

er overall.  A
gain, for quantity the 

highest agreem
ent w

as for P
re-A

w
ard (81.0%

), w
ith C

osting (74.8%
) and A

w
ard 

M
anagem

ent (74.1%
) not far below

.  O
nce again P

eer R
eview

 (52.5%
) had the 

low
est agreem

ent.  
A

gain, using W
ilcoxon to com

pare P
re-A

w
ard w

ith C
osting (z=

-2.485, N
-T

ies=
180, 

p=
0.013, tw

o tailed), w
e can see that P

re-A
w

ard is thought to be the area w
here an 

E
R

A
 system

 can m
ost positively affect the quantity of research undertaken. 

 T
aking the best grade that each responder aw

arded to each of the seven elem
ents 

of R
M

A
 gives agreem

ent percentages for (som
e elem

ent of) R
M

A
 im

proving. T
hat is, 

if a responder graded ‘A
gree’ or ‘S

trongly A
gree’ to any of the seven elem

ents in Q
1 

about R
M

A
 im

proving research quality then w
e can infer that they agree that overall 

R
M

A
 can im

prove research quality.  T
his analysis show

s overall agreem
ent for 

quality (96.9%
) and quantity (97.0%

) w
ith the further im

provem
ent from

 E
R

A
 

being: quality (89.2%
) and quantity (89.0%

).  A
ll of these are, perhaps 

unsurprisingly a little im
proved on the general overall assessm

ent m
ade by 

individuals, w
ith the largest variance being seen for the ability of E

R
A

 to further 
im

prove research quality. 
 T

he overall picture painted can be seen in the chart below
. 

 In all cases few
er people believe that E

R
A

 can further im
prove quality and quantity 

of research than those that believe that R
M

A
 itself can.  H

ow
ever the overall picture 

is clearly that research m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration can im

prove both the 
quality and quantity of research, and that E

R
A

 system
s can increase this event 

further. 
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F
igure 6: C

om
parisons of the proportion of positive responses to the four questions (R

M
A

 
affects / E

R
A

 F
urther affects the Q

uality / Q
uantity of research) in relation to the different 

areas of R
M

A
 

Interestingly six of the seven areas show
 quality as higher than quantity (P

re-A
w

ard 
f un

d
ing being the exception).  B

ut the overall position gives a m
arginally better 

show
ing for research quantity over research quality. 

In term
s of the individual areas: 

 T
he penultim

ate set of colum
ns show

 the agreem
ent as indicated on the survey (Q

5 
&

 Q
6) and the final set by taking the best response from

 the seven elem
ents of R

M
A

 
(Q

1 –
 Q

4).  T
hese sets of results are clearly com

parable, w
ith the actual response 

(Q
5 &

 Q
6) show

ing slightly less in agreem
ent than that calculated by taking the 

seven elem
ents (from

 Q
1 or Q

2 or Q
3 or Q

4 as appropriate) to determ
ine any 

agreem
ent.  
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p
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research

 Q
U
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U
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N
T

IT
Y
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621
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F
igure 7: A

n aggregate view
 of the positive im

pact of R
M

A
 plus E

R
A

 from
 the seven areas 

(w
ith overall aggregate view

s to the right) 
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 T
his (above) is the sam

e data w
ith the additional responses for the further effect of 

E
R

A
 (paler colour) stacked on top of the responses for research m

anagem
ent and 

adm
inistration (darker colour).  W

ith blue show
ing the response rate agreem

ent for 
quality and green for quantity. 
 

 
F

igure 8: A
n aggregate view

 of the positive im
pact on the quality plus quantity f

ro
m

 the 
seven areas to com

pare R
M

A
 w

ith E
R

A
 effects (w

ith overall aggregate view
s to the right) 

T
he above chart show

s the overall agreem
ent that the different areas can positively 

affect quality (dark blue) w
ith the affect on quality (dark green) stacked on top.  It 

also show
s the additional agreem

ent that E
R

A
 can further affect quality (pale blue) 

and quantity (pale green). 
 

 
F

igure 9: T
he overall aggregate view

 of the affect of the seven different areas (w
ith the 

w
h

o
le of R

M
A

 and E
R

A
 to the right) 
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 T
he final chart (above) in this section show

s the agreem
ent that the various areas, 

E
R

A
 system

s in those areas, can positively im
pact research quality and quantity.  O

f 
the seven different areas (the first seven colum

ns) it can clearly be seen that there 
is least agreem

ent on a positive effect from
 using P

eer R
eview

 (263.2 cum
ulative =

 
an average agreem

ent across the four m
ethod/types of 65.8%

); w
ith the highest 

individual area being P
re-A

w
ard (328.4 =

 82.1%
 average). C

osting (79.4%
) and 

A
w

ard M
anagem

ent (78.3%
) are also high. 

T
he overall result for P

eer R
eview

 garnering the least agreem
ent that it (and E

R
A

 
support for it) can positively im

pact the quality and quantity of research is perhaps 
initially som

ew
hat surprising, given that it scored m

ost highly for R
M

A
 positively 

im
pacting quality.   H

ow
ever this is easily explained as it scored least w

ell on the 
other three m

easures.  T
his is alm

ost a reflection of the pilot study results, w
here 

P
eer R

eview
 w

as also ranked top for quality, but low
est for quantity, both in relation 

to E
R

A
 –

 but it is likely that the respondents w
ere unable to disaggregate the 

differences betw
een R

M
A

 per se and E
R

A
 support for R

M
A

 (indeed the questioning 
did not help this). 
 F

inally it is w
orth noting that for: 

Q
1: R

M
A

 affects quality: of the 621 respondents; 16 gave 
“D

on’t K
now

” 
- no 

opinion, of the rem
ainder only 3 thought that none of the seven areas had a 

positive effect. 
Q

2: E
R

A
 further affects quality: from

 621, there w
ere 37 “D

on’t know
s’, w

ith ag
ain 

only 3 thinking that none of the seven areas had a positive effect. 
Q

3: R
M

A
 affects quanti

ty: of the 564 respondents; 8 had “D
on’t K

now
” 

- no opinion, 
of the rem

ainder only 9 thought that none of the seven areas had a positive effect, 
w

ith 1 being entirely negative. 
Q

4: E
R

A
 further affects quantity: of the 564 respondents; 25 had “D

on’t K
now

” 
- no 

opinion, of the rem
ainder only 37 thought that none of the seven areas had a 

positive effect, w
ith 4 being entirely negative. 

 6
 

E
xplicit R

ank O
rdering 

 In S
ec

tion C
 of the Q

uestionnaire, responders w
ere asked to order the seven areas 

of research m
anagem

ent in term
s of w

hich they thought could have the m
ost 

positive effect on the quality and quantity of research (irrespective of their previous 
answ

ers).  W
e w

ill consider the analysis of all responses and just those w
ho thought 

that there w
as a positive effect.  W

e can also analyse the ranking to ensure that it 
is related to the previous responses. 
 6.1

 
R

ank O
rdering 

 In genera
l, as w

e have seen, m
ost respondents that did not see any positive effect 

in Q
1-

4 selected the ‘D
on’t K

now
’ option; and then m

any of the
se did not progress 

past the first tw
o sections.  W

hen looking at the responses for section C
 there is a 

very high correlation betw
een the w

hole set of responses and only those at agreed 
w

ith the prem
ise that R

M
A

 / E
R

A
 could im

prove research quality / quantity. 
 S

o for Q
1 there w

ere 602 
w

ho responded either ‘S
trongly A

gree’ or ‘A
gree’ to at 

least one area of R
M

A
, hence from

 the 621 total only 19 had an entirely non 
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 positive view
.  O

f these 19 only 4 w
ent on to com

plete any of the related rank 
ordering questions (Q

7).  If w
e com

pare the results of the rank ordering in Q
7 for 

all responders w
ith only those responders w

ho w
ere positive in Q

1 (of these 602, 
448 w

ent on to com
plete Q

7) w
e see a correlation of 1.000 in the answ

ers.  
U

ndoubtedly this is due in m
ain to the low

 difference in the sam
ples; how

ever it 
does m

ean that for our purposes w
e can use the entire sam

ple set to draw
 

conclusions from
.  M

eaning that w
e need not w

orry about those few
 respondents 

w
ho said that they found it difficult to rank the areas w

hen they did not see any of 
them

 as having a positive effect. 
 S

im
ilarly the correlation for all responses to Q

8 as com
pared to only those from

 
people w

ho had a positive response to the related Q
2 w

e get a value of 0.990.  F
or 

Q
9 the equivalent correlation is 0.999 and for Q

10 it is 0.996. 
 O

verall the M
ann-W

hitney test (for independent non param
etric com

parisons, see 
(B

race, K
em

p et al. 2000)) show
s no significant differences in the rankings given by 

the few
 (3) that did not attribute any positive effects to R

M
A

 or E
R

A
 but nonetheless 

m
anaged to rank the seven different areas as com

pared to those that did see som
e 

positive effects being possible.  T
he least sim

ilar result being for the position of E
R

A
 

support A
cadem

ic E
xperience in term

s of affecting quantity (U
=

108.000, N
1 =

2, 
N

2 =
437, p=

0.062, tw
o-tailed). 

 T
hu

s, w
e w

ill look only at the entire set of responses for Q
7-Q

10. 
 F

or all responses 
R

e
se

a
rch M

a
na

ge
m

e
nt a

nd A
dm

inistra
tion im

prove
s re

se
a

rch Q
U

A
LIT

Y
  [n=

448 to 458]

1 (m
ost)

2
3

4
5

6
7 (le

a
st)

A
ve

.
R

a
nk

A
ca

de
m

ic e
xpe

rtise
 inform

a
tion

15.0%
15.5%

10.4%
9.5%

8.0%
15.7%

25.9%
4.31

5

P
re

 a
pplica

tion funding source
 ide

ntifica
tion

10.0%
20.8%

17.4%
17.6%

15.0%
13.6%

5.6%
3.70

4

C
osting of gra

nt a
pplica

tions
18.7%

22.0%
17.8%

19.3%
13.8%

3.8%
4.7%

3.18
1

Inte
rna

l P
e

e
r re

vie
w

 &
 E

thics re
vie

w
30.4%

10.6%
11.1%

10.0%
10.6%

13.7%
13.5%

3.55
2

A
pplica

tions a
nd a

w
a

rds m
a

na
ge

m
e

nt
15.0%

15.8%
20.3%

15.4%
18.5%

9.4%
5.6%

3.57
3

P
ost a

w
a

rd fina
ncia

l m
a

na
ge

m
e

nt
7.9%

10.7%
12.9%

14.8%
17.2%

18.8%
17.7%

4.50
6

O
utputs &

 Im
pa

ct re
cording a

nd a
rchive

4.4%
6.6%

11.1%
12.9%

16.8%
22.9%

25.3%
5.01

7
T

able 1: T
he proportions of respondents w

ho placed each of the seven areas of R
M

A
 in the 

rank ordering of m
ost positive effect of R

M
A

 on research Q
uality 

T
he table show

s for each of the seven elem
ents of R

esearch M
anagem

ent and 
A

dm
in

istration (R
M

A
) w

hat proportion of the responders placed them
 in w

hich rank 
order position (from

 1..7, show
n in the first seven colum

ns of data as a 
percentage).  A

 ranking of 1 indicates that the responder thought that of the seven 
elem

ents this one had the m
ost positive im

pact on the quality of research 
undertaken, a 2 m

eant that they thought it had the second highest positive im
pact 

and so on, w
ith a 7 indicating that they thought it had the least positive im

pact on 
quality of research. 
S

o, for exam
ple 30.4%

 thought that P
eer R

eview
 w

ould have the highest positive 
im

pact on research quality; and 25.9%
 believe that E

xpertise Inform
ation has the 

least positive im
pact on quality.  T

he penultim
ate colum

n show
s the average rank 

position for each elem
ent (w

ith low
er being better); and the final colum

n show
s the 

rank order list of averages.  S
o, although P

eer R
eview

 w
as placed top in m

ost 
(30.4%

), the distribution of its other positions gives it an average position of 3.55; 
w

hich m
eans that it ranks second behind C

osting w
ith an average position of 3.18 
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 as its overall distribution is m
ore tow

ards the higher end w
ith a very sm

all 
percentage putting it in the bottom

 tw
o positions (3.8%

 and 4.7%
 as com

pared to 
13.7%

 and 13.5%
 for P

eer R
eview

). 
 W

hen w
e com

pare this average explicit rank ordering w
ith one derived from

 the 
agreem

ent level (Q
1): 

2 3 4 5 6

Average Rank

C
om

parison of ave
rage

 R
ank O

rde
ring [n=

448 to 458] w
ith 

norm
alise

d A
gre

e
m

e
nt R

ating [n=
 621] for R

M
A

 Q
uality

A
ve

rage
 R

ank O
rde

r

N
orm

alise
d 

Im
prove

m
e

nt R
ating

 
F

igure 10: C
om

parison of strength of agreem
ent (Q

1) norm
alised to rank o

r der (Q
7) for the 

seven areas in term
s of R

M
A

 positively affecting Q
uality 

W
e can see that there appears to be a correlation betw

een the average rank order 
(blue) fr

om
 Q

7 and the norm
alised derived rank order (red) from

 the unranked 
affect question Q

1. 
 T

his visual correlation can be confirm
ed by using a non-param

etric statistical 
analysis.  Looking at the correlation betw

een the specific elem
ents gives a m

ore 
reliable assessm

ent of the reliability of the responses.  S
o perform

ing a S
pearm

an’s 
rho com

paring the agreem
ent responses from

 Q
1 for R

M
A

 in relation to A
cadem

ic 
E

xperience affecting quality w
ith the ranking responses for Q

7 w
e get a significant 

correlation (rho=
0.330, N

=
452, p<

0.0005, tw
o tailed).  In fact the agreem

ents w
ith 

all of the seven elem
ents in each of the four questions (Q

1-4) are significantly 
correlated (all w

ith p<
0.0005) w

ith the rankings of their counterparts (Q
7-Q

10).  
W

hich m
eans that w

e can be entirely convinced that the respondents w
ere being 

consistent w
ith their view

s during the questionnaire. 
 W

e can see from
 this that the cross-checking clearly show

s that the respondents 
felt that R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration (R
M

A
) in the areas of C

osting 
and P

eer R
eview

 w
ould have the greatest positive effect on the quality of research 

undertaken; w
ith A

w
ard M

anagem
ent the third best area. 
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U
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s re
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LITY
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1 (m
ost)

2
3

4
5

6
7 (le

a
st)

A
ve

.
R

a
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A
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ic e
xpe

rtise
 inform

a
tion

12.2%
12.9%

8.7%
10.2%

10.0%
15.8%

30.2%
4.61

6

P
re

 a
pplica

tion funding source
 ide

ntifica
tion

15.6%
16.7%

15.8%
15.6%

15.6%
15.8%

5.0%
3.66

3

C
osting of gra

nt a
pplica

tions
23.0%

24.2%
19.9%

14.2%
10.8%

3.8%
4.1%

2.93
1

Inte
rna

l P
e

e
r re

vie
w

 &
 E

thics re
vie

w
15.9%

8.8%
7.9%

14.1%
12.5%

19.7%
21.3%

4.44
5

A
pplica

tions a
nd a

w
a

rds m
a

na
ge

m
e

nt
15.2%

18.1%
21.5%

16.3%
14.1%

10.7%
4.1%

3.44
2

P
ost a

w
a

rd fina
ncia

l m
a

na
ge

m
e

nt
12.9%

12.0%
15.1%

14.7%
17.6%

13.8%
13.8%

4.09
4

O
utputs &

 Im
pa

ct re
cording a

nd a
rchive

7.8%
8.9%

11.1%
14.6%

18.2%
19.3%

20.2%
4.65

7
T

able 2: T
he proportions of respondents w

ho placed each of the seven areas of R
M

A
 in the 

rank ordering of m
ost positive further effect of E

R
A

 on research Q
uality 

W
hen looking at the additional positive effect that the use of E

lectronic R
esearch 

A
dm

in
istration (E

R
A

) could have on research quality, C
osting is clearly the strongest 

area, w
ith A

w
ard M

anagem
ent and P

re-A
w

ard being next in the rankings. 
W

hen cross checking these ranks w
ith the norm

alised results from
 Q

2 

2 3 4 5 6

Average Rank

C
om

parison of ave
rage

 R
ank O

rde
ring [n=

441 to 451] w
ith 

norm
alise

d A
gre

e
m

e
nt R

ating [n=
 621] for E

R
A

 F
U

R
T

H
E

R
 

Q
uality

A
ve

rage
 R

ank O
rde

r

N
orm

alise
d 

Im
prove

m
e

nt R
ating

 
F

igure 11: C
om

parison of strength of agreem
ent (Q

2) norm
alised to rank or

der (Q
8) for the 

seven areas in term
s of E

R
A

 further positively affecting Q
uality 

W
e can see an extrem

ely high correlation betw
een all of the areas apart from

 P
ost 

A
w

ard
 and in particular O

utputs R
ecording, perhaps indicating that the responses 

for these tw
o areas are not as robust as for the other five. 

H
ow

ever w
hen perform

ing a 
S

pearm
an’s 

rho correlation for the underlying data 
from

 Q
2 &

 Q
8 for P

ost A
w

ard and O
utputs R

ecording w
e get a highly significant 

correlation (rho=
0.315, N

=
449, p<

0.0005, tw
o tailed) respectively (rho=

0.180, 
N

=
451, p<

0.0005, tw
o tailed) in both cases.  T

his m
eans that the apparent 

divergence is just a feature of the differences in the types of question (agreem
ent 

and ranking). 
 It is clear that the m

ost prom
ising areas in w

hich E
R

A
 system

s can im
prove 

research quality are in C
osting and A

w
ard M

anagem
ent; w

ith P
re-A

w
ard, and 

perhaps P
ost A

w
ard also being fruitful. 

 N
ow

 looking at the effects on quantity of research 
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 R
e

se
a

rch M
a

na
ge

m
e

nt a
nd A

dm
inistra

tion im
prove

s re
se

a
rch Q

U
A

N
T

IT
Y

  [n=
439 to 445]

1 (m
ost)

2
3

4
5

6
7 (le

a
st)

A
ve

.
R

a
nk

A
ca

de
m

ic e
xpe

rtise
 inform

a
tion

13.1%
14.0%

11.3%
11.5%

12.9%
12.7%

24.4%
4.33

4

P
re

 a
pplica

tion funding source
 ide

ntifica
tion

37.5%
19.1%

13.9%
13.0%

7.4%
6.7%

2.2%
2.63

1

C
osting of gra

nt a
pplica

tions
17.6%

25.9%
25.9%

15.1%
7.9%

5.2%
2.7%

2.97
2

Inte
rna

l P
e

e
r re

vie
w

 &
 E

thics re
vie

w
8.8%

9.3%
10.0%

15.0%
15.9%

20.6%
20.4%

4.63
6

A
pplica

tions a
nd a

w
a

rds m
a

na
ge

m
e

nt
15.0%

17.8%
19.6%

16.2%
20.0%

7.3%
4.1%

3.47
3

P
ost a

w
a

rd fina
ncia

l m
a

na
ge

m
e

nt
7.0%

10.2%
11.3%

18.8%
17.2%

21.9%
13.6%

4.49
5

O
utputs &

 Im
pa

ct re
cording a

nd a
rchive

2.5%
4.3%

8.8%
10.1%

18.0%
24.3%

32.1%
5.38

7
T

able 3: T
he proportions of respondents w

ho placed each of the seven areas of R
M

A
 in the 

rank ordering of m
ost positive effect of R

M
A

 on research Q
uantity 

T
he ranking clearly show

s that P
re-A

w
ard support is thought to be the best w

ay to 
im

p
rove research quantity, w

ith C
osting a clear second, and A

w
ard M

anagem
ent 

third. 

2 3 4 5 6

Average Rank

C
om

parison of ave
rage

 R
ank O

rde
ring [n=

439 to 445] w
ith 

norm
alise

d A
gre

e
m

e
nt R

ating [n=
 564] for R

M
A

 Q
uantity

A
ve

rage
 R

ank O
rde

r

N
orm

alise
d 

Im
prove

m
e

nt R
ating

 
F

igure 12: C
om

pari
son of strength of agreem

ent (Q
3) norm

alised to rank order (Q
9) for the 

seven areas in term
s of R

M
A

 positively affecting Q
uantity 

T
he cross-checking show

s a reasonable correlation (0.879) betw
een the responses 

to Q
3

 (red) and Q
9 (blue) about the positive im

pact of the seven areas on research 
quantity. 
P

re-A
w

ard R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration is clearly seen as the best 

place for investm
ent. 

T
he largest divergence in the processed data is for C

osting, how
ever w

hen 
perform

ing a 
S

pearm
an’s rho correlation for the underlying data from

 Q
3 &

 Q
9 for 

C
osting w

e get a highly significant correlation (rho=
0.271, N

=
444, p<

0.0005, tw
o 

tailed). 
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 E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

 R
e

se
a

rch A
dm

inistra
tion F

U
R

T
H

E
R

 im
prove

s re
se

a
rch Q

U
A

N
T

IT
Y

  [n=
429 to 439]

1 (m
ost)

2
3

4
5

6
7 (le

a
st)

A
ve

.
R

a
nk

A
ca

de
m

ic e
xpe

rtise
 inform

a
tion

8.9%
14.6%

13.2%
9.6%

13.9%
14.8%

25.1%
4.50

5

P
re

 a
pplica

tion funding source
 ide

ntifica
tion

38.9%
15.6%

13.3%
14.2%

8.5%
7.1%

2.7%
2.71

1

C
osting of gra

nt a
pplica

tions
20.5%

28.1%
24.0%

14.4%
7.5%

3.9%
1.8%

2.80
2

Inte
rna

l P
e

e
r re

vie
w

 &
 E

thics re
vie

w
5.6%

6.3%
8.6%

14.9%
16.5%

22.3%
25.8%

5.01
6

A
pplica

tions a
nd a

w
a

rds m
a

na
ge

m
e

nt
15.6%

18.9%
19.6%

17.9%
15.9%

9.3%
2.8%

3.39
3

P
ost a

w
a

rd fina
ncia

l m
a

na
ge

m
e

nt
8.0%

10.3%
12.6%

19.1%
17.0%

20.5%
12.4%

4.38
4

O
utputs &

 Im
pa

ct re
cording a

nd a
rchive

4.1%
6.9%

8.7%
9.4%

20.0%
22.0%

28.9%
5.16

7
T

able 4: T
he proportions of respondents w

ho placed each of the seven areas of R
M

A
 in the 

rank ordering of m
ost positive further effect of E

R
A

 on research Q
uantity 

In term
s of the additional benefits that E

R
A

 can provide, again P
re-A

w
ard is the 

strongest 
area, but C

osting is a m
uch close second, w

ith A
w

ard M
anagem

ent again 
third. 

2 3 4 5 6

Average Rank

C
om

parison of ave
rage

 R
ank O

rde
ring [n=

429 to 439] w
ith 

norm
alise

d A
gre

e
m

e
nt R

ating [n=
 564] for E

R
A

 F
U

R
T

H
E

R
 

Q
uantity

A
ve

rage
 R

ank O
rde

r

N
orm

alise
d 

Im
prove

m
e

nt R
ating

 
F

igure 13: C
om

parison of strength of agreem
ent (Q

4) norm
alised to rank or

der (Q
10) for 

the seven areas in term
s of E

R
A

 further positively affecting Q
uantity 

C
ross checking Q

4 (red) w
ith Q

10 (blue), again there is a good correlation, apart 
from

 perhaps for O
utputs R

ecording.  H
ow

ever w
hen perform

ing a S
pearm

an’s 
rho 

correlation for the underlying data from
 Q

4 &
 Q

10 for O
utputs R

ecording w
e get a 

highly significant correlation (rho=
0.269, N

=
436, p<

0.0005, tw
o tailed). 

 It is clear that for E
R

A
 system

s helping to im
prove the quantity of research that the 

best area (low
est on the graph, i.e. closest to a being ranked 1 =

 top) is P
re-A

w
ard, 

w
ith C

osting a close second and P
ost A

w
ard third. 

 7
 

C
o m

parative A
nalyses 

 T
here a

re m
any analyses that could be undertaken to see if different parts of the 

population had different perceptions, a few
 w

ill be considered here.  W
e w

ill 
consider just the overall agreem

ent to the different elem
ents of R

M
A

 w
ith respect to 

R
M

A
 / E

R
A

 and quality / quantity (Q
1-Q

4). 
A

s the data is from
 a rating scale and hence ordinal, a non param

etric correlation 
test m

ust be used, in this case a M
ann-W

hitney test. 

Portfolio Item ERAQ04 Page 8

Portfolio Item ERAQ04 Page 8

Vol.2 p.29

Vol.2 p.29



17 | 
P

a
g

e
 

  7.1
 

E
xperienced vs Less E

xperienced R
M

A
s 

 Looking
 at the differences in responses betw

een experienced (11+
 years; group 1) 

and less experienced (group 2) research m
anagers and adm

inistrators w
e see the 

follow
ing: 

 Q
1: R

M
A

 affecting quality 
F

or none of the seven elem
ents is there a significant difference in the responses, 

w
ith the results ranging from

 (U
=

22063.500, N
1 =

350, N
2 =

127, p=
0.894, tw

o-
tailed) for O

utputs R
ecording to (U

=
20325.500, N

1 =
350, N

2 =
127, p=

0.122, tw
o-

tailed) for P
ost A

w
ard. 

 Q
2: E

R
A

 further affecting quality 
T

he situation is slightly different here as there is a significant difference in one area: 
P

eer R
eview

 (U
=

19660.500, N
1 =

350, N
2 =

127, p=
0.042, tw

o-tailed) m
eaning that 

the m
ore experienced R

M
A

s on average ranked E
R

A
 support for P

eer R
eview

 (2.32) 
higher on positive im

pact on quality than did their less experienced (2.62) 
counterparts on the (1=

’S
trongly A

gree’ [top] to 5=
 ‘S

trongly D
isagree’ [bottom

]) 
descriptive scale 
 Q

3: R
M

A
 affecting quantity 

A
gain for this aspect there is a significant difference (only) for P

eer R
eview

 
(U

=
19081.000, N

1 =
350, N

2 =
127, p=

0.013, tw
o-tailed). W

ith the m
ore experienced 

R
M

A
s believing m

ore strongly (m
ean=

2.21 as com
pared to 2.49 for the less 

experienced respondents) that R
M

A
 could positively affect the quantity of research 

undertaken. 
T

his is perhaps a surprising result, although could conceivably be explained by a 
long term

 view
 

–
 initially proposal throughput w

ould be reduced, but overall, 
eventually, incom

e could rise w
ith a better success rate. 

 Q
4: E

R
A

 further affecting quantity 
T

here w
ere no significant differences in this area. 

 W
hen w

e look at different groupings w
e can see other significant differences 

 7.2
 

F em
ale vs M

ale R
M

A
s 

 C
om

p
a

ring fem
ale (group 1) and m

ale (group 2) respondents, there are significant 
differences in: 
Q

1: R
M

A
 affects quality 

F
em

ales rated P
ost A

w
ard (U

=
18430.500, N

1 =
352, N

2 =
125, p=

0.004, tw
o-tailed) 

rated m
ore positively that m

ales; w
ith a m

ean of 1.81 as com
pared to 2.12.  A

nd 
also for O

utputs R
ecording (U

=
19174.500, N

1 =
352, N

2 =
125, p=

0.019, tw
o-tailed) 

w
ith a m

ean of 1.92 com
pared w

ith 2.14. 
Q

3: R
M

A
 affects quantity 

H
ere fem

ales rated C
osting significantly better than (U

=
18965.000, N

1 =
352, 

N
2 =

125, p=
0.013, tw

o-tailed) m
ales; w

ith m
eans of 1.95 com

pared to 2.13. 
T

here are no obvious reasons for the gender differences and this m
ay w

arrant 
further investigation. 
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  7.3
 

R
M

A
s w

orking in R
esearch Intensive vs N

on-R
esearch Intensive H

E
Is 

 W
here w

e m
ight expect differences are w

here R
M

A
s have w

orked in different types 
of institutions.  T

he tw
o largest respondents groups are from

 R
esearch Intensive 

H
E

Is (group 2) and N
on-R

esearch Intensive H
E

Is (group 3) 
 Q

1: R
M

A
 affects quality 

H
ere the R

esearch Intensive respondents considered P
re-A

w
ard (U

=
13390.500, 

N
2 =

324, N
3 =

96, p=
0.023, tw

o-tailed) m
ore positively than their colleagues from

 
N

on
-R

esearch Intensive H
E

Is (w
ith a m

ean of 1.85 com
pared to 1.99).  A

lso 
C

osting (U
=

13526.500, N
2 =

324, N
3 =

96, p=
0.034, tw

o-tailed) w
as view

ed m
ore 

posit
ively w

ith a m
ean of 1.67 com

pared to 1.89. 
 Q

2: E
R

A
 further affects quality 

A
gain the R

esearch Intensives view
ed C

osting (U
=

13324.000, N
2 =

324, N
3 =

96, 
p=

0.
021, tw

o-tailed) m
ore positively (m

ean of 1.89 com
pared to 2.18).  A

lso for 
E

R
A

 to affect quality, A
w

ard M
anagem

ent (U
=

13280.000, N
2 =

324, N
3 =

96, 
p=

0
. 019, tw

o-tailed) w
ith m

eans of 1.94 and 2.18.  A
nd P

ost A
w

ard (U
=

13584.000, 
N

2 =
324, N

3 =
96, p=

0.043, tw
o-tailed) m

eans of 1.93 and 2.17. 
 Q

4: E
R

A
 further affects quantity 

A
gain, C

osting w
as significantly better thought of by the R

esearch Intensives 
(U

=
13320.500, N

2 =
324, N

3 =
96, p=

0.023, tw
o-tailed) w

ith a m
ean of 1.99 w

hereas 
th

e m
ean

 from
 respondents w

ho had w
orked m

ainly in N
on-R

esearch Intensive H
E

Is 
w

as 2.32 
 O

verall, in every case w
here there w

as a significant difference betw
een the 

responses of the tw
o groups in relation to the affect of R

M
A

 / E
R

A
 on quality / 

quantity, those that had w
orked m

ainly in R
esearch Intensive H

E
Is w

ere m
ore 

positive than those that had w
orked m

ainly in N
on-R

esearch Intensive H
E

Is. 
T

his seem
s to im

ply that w
orking at a R

esearch Intensive H
E

Is allow
s you to better 

see the benefits of R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration and E

lectronic 
R

esearch A
dm

inistration. 
 8

 
C

o rrelations 
 O

ther 
than the correlations that have been used to verify the robustness of the 

data, there are m
any other correlations that can be considered. 

U
sing S

pearm
an’s rho w

e can consider how
 the responses for each of the seven 

elem
ents in the questions correlate to each other. 

 Q
1: R

M
A

 affects quality. 
C

om
paring each of the seven elem

ents w
hich the other six reveals that they are all 

significantly correlated (w
ith p<

0.0005).  T
he best correlation being betw

een 
C

ontract M
anagem

ent and P
ost A

w
ard (rho=

0.760, N
=

621, p<
0.0005, tw

o-tailed), 
indicating that the tw

o areas are linked in the m
inds of the respondents. 
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 Q
2: E

R
A

 further affects quality 
C

om
paring each of the seven elem

ents w
hich others reveals that they are all 

significantly correlated (w
ith p<

0.0005).  T
he best correlation is again betw

een 
C

ontract M
anagem

ent and P
ost A

w
ard (rho=

0.833, N
=

621, p<
0.0005, tw

o-tailed), 
supporting the supposition that the tw

o areas are linked in the m
inds of the 

respondents. 
 Q

3: R
M

A
 affects quantity 

A
gain all of the responses are significantly correlated (p<

0.0005) w
ith the highest 

rho value again being for C
ontract M

anagem
ent and P

ost A
w

ard (rho=
0.699, 

N
=

564, p<
0.0005, tw

o-tailed). 
 Q

4: E
R

A
 further affects quantity 

F
inally all the seven areas are again significantly correlated (p<

0.0005) w
ith the 

highest rho value again being for C
ontract M

anagem
ent and P

ost A
w

ard 
(rho=

0.788, N
=

564, p<
0.0005, tw

o-tailed). 
 T

hese strongly suggest that the elem
ents of C

ontract M
anagem

ent and P
ost A

w
ard 

are closely related in term
s of their im

pact on quality and quantity of research. 
 T

he responses to Q
5 &

 Q
6 are also significantly correlated to each other 

(p<
0.0005). 

 Q
7: R

anking of R
M

A
 elem

ents for quality 
W

hen com
paring the ranks that respondents gave to the seven elem

ents w
ith their 

agreem
ent to positive effect of R

M
A

 on quality, w
e find that not all com

binations are 
significantly correlated. 
F

or exam
ple, com

paring the ranking of A
cadem

ic E
xperience w

ith P
eer R

eview
 there 

w
as no significant correlation (rho=

0.056, N
=

440, p=
0.244, tw

o-tailed).  P
eer 

R
eview

 w
as also not correlated w

ith O
utputs R

ecording (rho=
0.005, N

=
444, 

p=
0.919, tw

o-tailed).  O
utputs R

ecording w
as also not correlated w

ith A
w

ard 
M

anagem
ent (rho=-0.056, N

=
443, p=

0.237, tw
o-tailed) or P

ost A
w

ard (rho=
-

0.087, N
=

452, p=
0.066, tw

o-tailed). 
 Q

8: R
anking of E

R
A

 elem
ents for quality 

It is a sim
ilar picture for the responses w

ith respect to the order for E
R

A
 further 

affecting quality in a positive w
ay. 

P
eer R

eview
 w

as not significantly correlated w
ith A

cadem
ic E

xperience (rho=
0.063, 

N
=

436, p=
0.237, tw

o-tailed);  P
re-aw

ard w
as not correlated w

ith C
osting (rho=

-
0.085, N

=
435, p=

0.078, tw
o-tailed); P

ost A
w

ard w
as not correlated w

ith O
utputs 

R
ecording (rho=

-0.051, N
=

442, p=
0.286, tw

o-tailed); and C
osting w

as not 
correlated w

ith P
ost A

w
ard (rho=

-0.048, N
=

432, p=
0.320, tw

o-tailed). 
 Q

9: R
anking of R

M
A

 elem
ents for quantity 

A
gain m

ost pairs of elem
ents are correlated, but P

eer R
eview

 is not correlated w
ith 

A
cadem

ic E
xperience (rho=

0.024, N
=

434, p=
0.621, tw

o-tailed) or P
re-A

w
ard 

(rho=
-0.045, N

=
435, p=

0.346, tw
o-tailed); and A

w
ard M

anagem
ent is not 

correlated w
ith C

osting (rho=
0.052, N

=
435, p=

0.282, tw
o-tailed).  O

utputs 
R

ecording is not correlated w
ith either A

w
ard M

anagem
ent (rho=0.013, N

=
437, 

p=
0.782, tw

o-tailed) or P
ost A

w
ard (rho=

0.039, N
=

439, p=
0.412, tw

o-tailed). 
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 Q
10: R

anking of E
R

A
 elem

ents for quantity 
A

gain, m
ost of the elem

ents are correlated w
ith the other elem

ents.  B
ut, P

eer 
R

eview
 is not correlated w

ith A
cadem

ic E
xperience (rho=

0.004, N
=

426, p=
0.928, 

tw
o-tailed) or P

re-A
w

ard (rho=
-0.066, N

=
426, p=

0.177, tw
o-tailed).  C

osting is not 
correlated w

ith A
w

ard M
anagem

ent (rho=
0.030, N

=
420, p=

0.539, tw
o-tailed).  

O
utputs R

ecording is not correlated w
ith A

w
ard M

anagem
ent (rho=

0.012, N
=

423, 
p=

0.811, tw
o-tailed) or P

ost A
w

ard (rho=
0.051, N

=
428, p=

0.289, tw
o-tailed). 

 S
o there are significant correlations betw

een the agreem
ent levels responses (Q

1-
Q

4) m
eaning that the overall patterns of w

hich areas are stronger than others is 
robust. 
T

here are also correlations betw
een the cross checking questions (w

hen com
paring 

agreem
ent w

ith ranking; Q
1-4 w

ith Q
7-10), so the respondents are clearly being 

consistent in their responses. 
H

ow
ever there are elem

ents in the ranking questions (Q
7-Q

10) w
hich are not 

correlated, m
eaning that if w

e w
ish to use these ranking data to distinguish 

betw
een elem

ents that are close in agreem
ent levels then this should be done w

ith 
caution. 

9
 

C
o m

parisons w
ith the P

ilot S
tudy 

 E
R

A
 area 

P
ilot 

R
ank 

R
M

A
 

rank 
E

R
A

 
rank 

A
v 

R
ank 

P
re application funding source 

identification: Q
uantity 

2 
1 

1 
1 

Internal peer review
 &

 ethics review
: 

Q
uality 

1 
2 

13 
9 

C
osting of grant applications: Q

uality 
3 

3 
2 

2 
A

pplications and aw
ards m

anagem
ent: 

Q
uality 

7 
4 

3 
3 

P
re application funding source 

identification: Q
uality 

13 
5 

8 
6 

O
utputs &

 im
pact recording and archive: 

Q
uality 

4 
6 

5 
5 

P
ost aw

ard financial m
anagem

ent: 
Q

uality 
5 

7 
4 

4 
C

osting of grant applications: Q
uantity 

11 
8 

6 
7 

A
pplications and aw

ards m
anagem

ent: 
Q

uantity 
9 

9 
7 

8 
A

cadem
ic expertise inform

ation: Q
uality 

10 
10 

12 
10 

A
cadem

ic expertise inform
ation: 

Q
uantity 

8 
11 

10 
11 

P
ost aw

ard financial m
anagem

ent: 
Q

uantity 
12 

12 
11 

13 
O

utputs &
 im

pact recording and archive: 
Q

uantity 
6 

13 
9 

12 
Internal peer review

 &
 ethics review

: 
Q

uantity 
14 

14 
14 

14 
T

able 5: T
he fourteen elem

ent-effects ranked by strength of positive agreem
ent from

 the 
P

ilot S
tudy and this study for R

M
A

 and E
R

A
 

–
 ordered by R

M
A

 effect rank 
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 W
e can com

pare (above) the rank order of the 7 areas for quality and quantity (for 
R

M
A

 and E
R

A
 com

bined) w
ith the rank order from

 the pilot study. 
T

he tables show
 the rank orderings in term

s of the highest agreem
ent that the 

areas listed can have a positive im
pact on the quality or quantity of research 

undertaken.  T
he first ranking is from

 the sm
all pilot study (to give an indication of 

the replicability of the results, although it should be borne in m
ind that the 

questions w
ere not the sam

e and the sam
ple size w

as over an order of m
agnitude 

sm
aller).  T

he last the colum
ns show

 the ranking from
 the m

ain survey, w
ith the 

R
M

A
 rank being that for questions on research m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration; 
E

R
A

 the rank is for further positive effects from
 electronic research adm

inistration; 
and the final show

ing the average of the tw
o, w

hich is perhaps the closest in 
m

eaning to the pilot study question.  
 T

he table (above) show
s the rankings ordered by the am

ount of agreem
ent that the 

areas of research m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration (R

M
A

) can have a positive effect 
on the quality (dark blue) and quantity (dark green). 
 T

he table (below
) show

s the rankings ordered by the am
ount of agreem

ent that 
E

lectronic R
esearch A

dm
inistration (E

R
A

) in the areas of research m
anagem

ent and 
adm

inistration can have a further positive effect on the quality (pale blue) and 
quantity (pale green). 
 E

R
A

 area 
P

ilot 
R

ank 
R

M
A

 
rank 

E
R

A
 

rank 
A

v 
R

ank 
P

re application funding source 
identification: Q

uantity 
2 

1 
1 

1 
C

osting of grant applications: Q
uality 

3 
3 

2 
2 

A
pplications and aw

ards m
anagem

ent: 
Q

uality 
7 

4 
3 

3 
P

ost aw
ard financial m

anagem
ent: 

Q
uality 

5 
7 

4 
4 

O
utputs &

 im
pact recording and archive: 

Q
uality 

4 
6 

5 
5 

C
osting of grant applications: Q

uantity 
11 

8 
6 

7 
A

pplications and aw
ards m

anagem
ent: 

Q
uantity 

9 
9 

7 
8 

P
re application funding source 

identification: Q
uality 

13 
5 

8 
6 

O
utputs &

 im
pact recording and archive: 

Q
uantity 

6 
13 

9 
12 

A
cadem

ic expertise inform
ation: 

Q
uantity 

8 
11 

10 
11 

P
ost aw

ard financial m
anagem

ent: 
Q

uantity 
12 

12 
11 

13 
A

cadem
ic expertise inform

ation: Q
uality 

10 
10 

12 
10 

Internal peer review
 &

 ethics review
: 

Q
uality 

1 
2 

13 
9 

Internal peer review
 &

 ethics review
: 

Q
uantity 

14 
14 

14 
14 

T
able 6: T

he fourteen elem
ent-effects ranked by strength of positive agreem

ent from
 the 

P
ilot S

tudy and this study for R
M

A
 and E

R
A

 
–

 ordered by E
R

A
 effect rank 
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  It can clearly be seen that there is good agreem
ent betw

een the ordering from
 the 

pilot questionnaire and the m
ain questionnaire 

–
 w

ith the exception of quality from
 

E
R

A
 support for P

eer R
eview

 and to a lesser extent for quality from
 P

re A
w

ard.  
H

ow
ever as m

entioned above the analysis from
 m

ain questionnaire is seen as being 
m

ore due to the num
ber of responses. 

 10
 S

um
m

ar y of A
nalysis 

 O
vera

ll, the data is extrem
ely robust.  T

here w
ere som

e potential correlation issues 
w

ith the effect of E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration (E
R

A
) system

s for O
utputs 

R
ecording

, how
ever the S

pearm
an’s rho correlation show

ed that the underlying 
data w

ere sound. 
 T

he sections above indicate the areas thought to be m
ost fruitful for R

esearch 
M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration (R

M
A

) in term
s of increasing the quality and 

quantity of research; and also for E
R

A
 system

s in support of those areas. 
 W

hilst there w
as a fear that respondents w

ould not be able to distinguish the effects 
of E

R
A

 as opposed to those from
 R

M
A

 alone, there are differences in the responses. 
 T

he results are largely the sam
e as those from

 the m
uch sm

aller pilot questionnaire 
that led to this study, but w

here there are differences it is felt that this m
uch larger 

and m
ore robust study should be given precedence. 

 It should be rem
em

bered that these are the view
s of R

esearch M
anagers and 

A
dm

inistrators them
selves; how

ever they m
ay be considered to be expert in the 

field. 
 11

 E
R

A
 F

indings 
 11.1

 E
R

A
 for increasing research Q

uality 
 W

hen 
l ooking at E

lectronic R
esearch A

dm
inistration (E

R
A

) system
s it appears that 

in order to have a positive effect on research quality the best areas to be looked at 
are: 

C
osting of grant applications 

A
pplications and aw

ards m
anagem

ent 
P

re application funding source identification 
 O

ne perhaps surprising result is that for increasing quality, w
hilst R

M
A

 support for 
P

eer R
eview

 w
as seen to have the m

ost positive effect, E
R

A
 for P

eer R
eview

 w
as 

seen as the least positive. 
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 11.2
 E

R
A

 for increasing research Q
uantity 

 In ter
m

s of increasing research quantity the picture is slightly different: 
P

re application funding source identification 
C

osting of grant applications 
A

pplications and aw
ards m

anagem
ent 

 W
hilst the areas are the sam

e as for the positive effect on research quality, the 
ordering in term

s of the size of the im
pact is different.  

 12
 T

extua
l C

om
m

ents 
 Q

uestions 
17-19 allow

ed the respondents to com
m

ent on the questionnaire, 
R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration (R
M

A
) and E

lectronic R
esearch 

A
dm

inistration (E
R

A
).  W

hilst not strictly the core focus of this paper, it is 
interesting to reflect on som

e of the nearly 350 com
m

ents (over 100 under each 
heading) that the respondents took the tim

e to leave.  M
any of the responses are 

pertinent to the analysis in term
s of the reasons for the results of the various 

analyses.  T
he overall content is so rich that it w

ould benefit from
 a structured 

analysis itself, but that is out of the scope of this report. 
 T

he A
ppendix (see section 18) contains a large selection of the textual com

m
ents; 

how
ever the m

ain issues and points raised can be sum
m

arised as follow
s: 

· 
M

any felt it difficult to disaggregate E
R

A
 from

 R
M

A
 

· 
S

om
e thought that the seven sub-areas of R

M
A

 w
ere too restrictive 

· 
E

R
A

 is not only desirable but essential 
· 

R
M

A
, and further, E

R
A

 can affect quality and quantity of research 
· 

H
ow

ever, the focus should alw
ays be on supporting the research 

· 
E

R
A

 should be fully integrated and em
bedded into the w

ider system
s 

· 
E

R
A

 system
s should m

eet the needs of a range of users 
· 

E
R

A
 system

s are tools, not an end in them
self 

 13
 C

o nclusions 
 T

he r esults indicate that investing in E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration is likely to 
be of benefit in all areas of R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration. 
 If the im

perative is to increase research quality then the m
ost fruitful area to look 

at is C
osting; and then P

re-A
w

ard and P
ost-A

w
ard. 

 If increasing research quantity is param
ount then P

re-A
w

ard and C
osting are the 

m
ost fertile areas for investm

ent; and then P
ost A

w
ard. 

 H
ow

ever, w
hen considering the possible factors that w

ill have influenced the 
responses, in term

s of the E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration (E
R

A
) questions it 

seem
s likely that people reflected on their ow

n experiences of actual system
s rather 

than thinking about w
hat a possible system

 m
ight do. 
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 T
his m

ight explain the poor show
ing for P

eer R
eview

 in term
s of quality.  T

here are 
m

any P
re-A

w
ard, C

osting and A
w

ard M
anagem

ent system
s, but relatively few

 E
R

A
 

P
eer R

eview
 system

s. 
 O

n the other hand it m
ight be that the P

eer R
eview

 is seen as w
orking w

ell and 
then an E

R
A

 system
 to support it cannot really add any value in term

s of quality, 
just, perhaps, in term

s of efficiency. 
 F

inally, E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration is in its infancy and perhaps the m
ost 

crucial lesson to be learnt is that w
hatever the possible benefits, if an E

R
A

 system
 is 

not user friendly and does not m
eet the requirem

ents of all its users (adm
inistrative 

and academ
ic) then it w

ill fall short of its potential to have a positive im
pact on both 

the quality and quantity of research. 
 14

 W
eaknesses 

 N
otw

ithstanding the trialling of the questionnaire that inform
ed the assertion that it 

w
ould only take 10 m

inutes to com
plete, m

any com
plained that it took longer than 

that.  T
his is borne out by the data, of those that com

pleted the questionnaire in 
one day (n=

404) the m
edian elapsed tim

e to com
plete w

as 14 m
inutes and 25 

seconds.  S
om

e took a very long tim
e, for exam

ple 16 responders took over 100 
m

inutes elapsed tim
e, how

ever it is likely that this w
as not concentrated effort on 

the questionnaire alone.  T
he actual m

edian could therefore be a little low
er, but it 

is likely to still be over ten m
inutes, w

ere the questionnaire to be re-run it should 
probably indicate that it should take less than 15 m

inutes to com
plete. 

 W
hilst definitions of these seven areas w

ere provided, it cannot be guaranteed that 
all responders had the sam

e understanding of each section. 
 T

he w
ording to the first 4 questions w

as slightly am
biguous, so that som

eone 
w

anting to indicate a negative effect m
ight be unsure as w

hether to answ
er ‘no 

effect’ or one of ‘disagree’/’strongly disagree’ (this is m
itigated in the analysis).

 
 S

om
e respondents noted that it w

as difficult to rem
em

ber the (in som
e view

s) 
som

ew
hat arbitrary definitions of the seven elem

ents questioned and it w
as also 

suggested that other elem
ents could have been included (for exam

ple: planning). 
 T

hree respondents w
ere unhappy answ

ering Q
16 about their salary (but the 

question w
as m

andatory), so these three responses w
ere rem

oved post hoc (as 
they w

ere likely to be unreliable).  H
ow

ever this could m
ean that other responses to 

this question w
ere unreliable too. 

 O
verall responders found it difficult to disaggregate the differences that could be 

accrued to electronic support for and research m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration per 

se.  H
ow

ever som
e differences w

ere apparent. 
 F

inally, it w
as noted by m

any that it w
ould be useful to garner the perceptions of 

non-R
M

A
S

, m
ost notably academ

ic staff, tow
ards the im

pact that research support 
functions have. 
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 N
otw

ithstanding all the above, the high response rate, both in term
s of num

bers 
and percentage, m

ean that this is a valuable data source and that the analysis 
should be able to be robust. 
  15

 F uture W
ork 

 T
here a

re tw
o m

ain directions that appear to be fruitful avenues for further w
ork in 

this area. 
 F

irstly there are som
e results that appear counter intuitive, particularly in term

s of 
the ranking for E

R
A

 for P
eer R

eview
 in relation to quality, a possible rationale has 

been postulated and this could perhaps be tested by follow
-up interview

s, taking 
into account the textual responses from

 this questionnaire. 
 S

econdly, the questionnaire w
as only directed at a subset of the users of E

R
A

 
system

s, nam
ely R

esearch M
anagers and A

dm
inistrators (R

M
A

s); it w
ould be 

insightful to perform
 a sim

ilar experim
ent w

ith both R
M

A
s and the other m

ain group 
of users of E

R
A

 system
s 

–
 academ

ic staff. 
 A

dditionally, the existing dataset could be subjected to additional analysis, for 
exam

ple to look at w
hether R

M
A

s w
orking in central offices responded differently to 

those w
orking in departm

ents. 
 16

 A
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 18
 A

ppendix – F ree T
ext R

esponses 
 Q

uestions 
17-19 allow

ed the respondents to com
m

ent on the questionnaire, 
R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration (R
M

A
) and E

lectronic R
esearch 

A
dm

inistration (E
R

A
).  S

om
e of the m

ost salient ones are listed below
. 

 C
om

m
ents are listed verbatim

, except w
here text appears in 

[square brackets], w
hich 

indicates text replaced to keep the response anonym
ous. 

 18.1
 Q

17: D
o you have any com

m
ents about the questionnaire?

 
 M

any
 respondents com

m
ented negatively on the length, layout, com

plexity, 
difficulty in ranking answ

ers and the seem
ingly repeating issues in the 

questionnaire; these tens of responses w
ere balanced by a single 

‘F
un to com

plete’ 
response. 
 F

ound it difficult to rank som
e of the questions 

 It seem
ed unresonable to m

e to try and rank the effects on quality and quantity of research in cases 
w

here I didn't think there w
ere any effects. 

 interesting but hard som
etim

es to distinguish R
M

A
 from

 electronic R
M

A
 as som

e electronic tools, such as 
fec costing are now

 so integral to the process. 
 S

om
e questions took several readings to intrepret w

hat w
as being asked.  V

ery diffuclt to rank 1-7 as all 
im

portant and answ
ers m

ay depend on w
hat your current "view

 of w
ork is". 

 M
any found it difficult to disaggregate E

R
A

 from
 R

M
A

 and som
e thought that there 

w
as no need. 

 It's hard to distinguish betw
een effects of R

M
A

 per se and additional effects of electronic system
s.  For 

exam
ple, som

e things m
ay be effective m

ainly or only because electronic system
s exist to im

plem
ent 

them
, but you'd still classify them

 as effective tools.  I w
ould have found it easier to express this if the 

questionnaire had asked w
hich tools w

ould be less effective if electronic system
s w

ere not available to 
adm

inister them
 - because w

e use electronic system
s for all of them

 these days don't w
e? 

 The im
pact of both R

M
A

 and E
R

A
 in m

ost cases are indirect - e.g. im
proving support for costing does not 

directly im
prove the quality of research, how

ever by having better system
s and support structures in 

place the academ
ic m

ay focus m
ore on the academ

ic case etc, w
hich in turn can im

prove the quality.  It 
w

as difficult to try to show
 this, m

aking som
e answ

ers look contradictory 
 A

 num
ber of responders bem

oaned the fact that integration / w
orkflow

 issues w
ere 

not included as they saw
 this as the key benefit of E

R
A

. 
 M

isses the key point that the principal benefit of electronic system
s is actually 'w

orkflow
' m

anagem
ent 

 S
om

e indicated that they w
ere basing their E

R
A

 responses on the know
ledge of 

existing system
s only, perhaps supporting the prem

ise that E
R

A
 for P

eer R
eview

 
scored poorly com

pared to R
M

A
 for P

eer R
eview

 w
ith respect to quality 

im
provem

ent. 
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 I am
 unfam

iliar w
ith the use/availability of electronic system

s for internal peer and ethical review
 and this 

is reflected in m
y ranking of such electronic system

s (in term
s of adding value to research 

quality/quantity).  I w
ould be interested to know

 m
ore about such system

s, how
ever, as this could w

ell 
alter m

y perception of this area in the future. 
 M

ore generally som
e felt that they m

ight be biased against the areas that they did 
not know

 as w
ell. 

 A
nsw

ered m
ay be biased due to nature of job or areas of expertise vary. A

s for m
e, I scored ethics review

 
activities low

 as I am
 not involved in these and therefore can't com

m
ent on these particular questions 

sufficiently. 
 It w

as suggest that academ
ic staff should be invited to com

m
ent on these topics too 

 H
as this been com

pleted by people outw
ith the roles of R

esearch M
anager/A

dm
instrator? It w

ould be 
interesting to see the com

parison if  say academ
ics w

ere to answ
er this questionnaire too. 

 [F
rom

 Q
19] N

ot specific to E
R

A
, m

ore a general com
m

ent that it w
ould be useful to ask the academ

ic 
com

m
unity the sam

e questions and com
pare w

ith the results from
 the R

es M
an com

m
unity. 

 S
om

e areas of R
M

A
 w

ere pointed out as m
issing from

 the seven asked about. 
 M

y research support role is m
ainly in policy developm

ent - a category m
issing from

 your research 
m

anagem
ent fram

ew
ork. 

 N
o reference to w

here E
nterprise and R

esearch overlap - different ethos am
ongst E

ntrepreneurs 
 [F

rom
 Q

18] Y
ou m

issed out research governance and research integrity (Q
A

 as it applies to research) 
 [F

rom
 Q

18] I understand w
hy the focus is on the grants/contracts lifespan but research adm

inistration 
encom

passes m
any other dim

ensions- particularly at the corporate level w
here m

atters such as 
institutional risk m

anagem
ent for exam

ple are pivotal.  In this regard perhaps som
e Q

's along the lines of: 
H

ow
 does R

esearch A
dm

in add value to your organisation?  m
ight be useful....  W

e use our electronic 
system

 for corporate and statutory reporting purposes for exam
ple w

hich m
anages financial and 

reputational risk. 
 18.2

 Q
18: D

o you have any com
m

ents about R
esearch M

anagem
ent and 

A
dm

inistration in relation to how
 it can affect the quality and/or quantity 

of research? 
 O

verw
helm

ingly, respondents thought that R
M

A
 had a key role to play in supporting 

research and im
pacting on research quality and quantity (w

hich w
as clearly 

reflected in the quantitative data). 
 Truly believe effective research adm

inistration can be key to aiding high-quality research. Likew
ise 

though, poor-quality adm
inistration can be detrim

ental to the w
hole research process and leave 

researchers / academ
ics w

ith the feeling that they'd be better off doing it them
selves. 

 R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration is vital to supporting and im

proving the quality and quantity of 
research. It has an im

proves quantity by m
athching academ

ics w
ith funding callsand ensuring that they 

have a good proposal put together to secure the funding. It im
proves the quality by m

aking sure that 
there are sufficient funds to carry out the research (costing the project) so that the piece of w

ork m
ay be 

com
pleted in good tim

e and w
ithout need for additional funds. If the institution offers developm

ent 
program

m
es for em

erging researchers this w
ill also im

prove the quality and quantity of research as new
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 academ
ics w

ill be m
ore com

fortable in w
riting grant proposals and applying for funding. W

ith support, 
specifically tailored to their developm

ent needs, em
erging researchers are m

ore likely to secure funding 
for their research rpoejcts. 
 A

ny system
 that facilitates the success of w

ell costs funding applications w
ill increase academ

ic 
productivity and therefore quality and quanitity of research 
R

esearch M
anagem

ent is a very im
portant role in the support of A

cadem
ic activity, how

ever, if the 
organisation does not com

m
it 100%

 to it, then research m
anagem

ent w
ill have little im

pact or in fact 
could provide a negative experience.  The organisations over all goals need to be understood and related 
K

P
I's and targets need to be developed, and m

easured including all individuals involved.  Im
plem

enting 
open or unm

onitored procedures w
ill m

ake the developm
ent or im

plem
entation of an electronic system

 to 
support research m

anagem
ent even m

ore difficult, and w
ill provide an easy escape route w

hen grow
th is 

not obtained.  A
 structured, controlled and respected set of procedures for the adm

inistration and 
m

anagem
ent of research grants w

ill alw
ays im

pact positively on the outcom
es, it is w

hen the structure is 
lost that the outcom

es suffer.  A
n electronic system

 w
ill alw

ays provide an easier and m
ore integrated set 

of 'w
ays of w

orking' but can only be im
plem

ented on a platform
 of structured, controlled and m

onitored 
procedures. 
 H

aving m
oved from

 a research intensive [1994 G
roup] to a virtually non-existent research culture at 

[M
illion+ U

niversity], I am
 crucially aw

are of how
 im

portant it is to have a level of R
M

A
 infrastructure in 

place to support the bidding process. S
ince I have been in post the level of bidding has increased 

dram
atically, partly as an aw

areness raising exercise, and also through m
y facilitation of the application 

process. 
 H

ow
ever there w

as also recognition that the m
ost im

portant player in research is of 
course the researchers. 
 W

hile research m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration can im

prove quality and quantity not all aspects of R
M

A
 

w
ill have effects on research activity in these term

s and certain aspects of R
M

A
 w

ill not im
prove either 

quality or quantity. I therefore question w
hether approaching the value of R

M
A

 from
 this point of view

 
only is actually the best w

ay to achieve the prom
otion of R

M
A

. The bottom
 line is how

ever that w
ithout a 

com
m

itted group of research active academ
ic colleagues to support, the best R

M
A

 system
 - electronic or 

otherw
ise - is of no value. 

 I believe that R
M

A
 is a tim

e saving device w
hich enables academ

ics to spend m
ore tim

e on their research 
and im

proves the quality of grant applications to enhance success rate. 
 E

ffective R
esearch M

anagem
ent should free R

esearchers to do w
hat they are good at.  A

s R
esearch has 

becom
e increasingly specialised, so the w

ork around m
anaging projects, applications and funding has also 

becom
e increasingly a specialism

 of its ow
n.  It is not effective to im

agine that all researchers m
ake good 

research m
anagers, nor that this is the m

ost effective use of their tim
e. 

 It think it can and does im
prove research quality (by allow

ing researchers to 'get on w
ith things' and 

hopefully bringing researchers together so they can learn from
 one another), and quantity (by providing 

assurances that there is som
eone there to help w

ith adm
in and m

anagem
ent issues, w

ho can share som
e 

of the burden of applying for and m
anaging funding). 

 I strongly feel that support w
e, R

esearch M
anagers and A

dm
inistrators, provide to academ

ics re. research 
related activities (com

pleting research grant applications in particular) is essential to both quality and 
quantity of their research projects as there are so m

any elem
ents in the process that could be done by 

support staff (finances for expam
le) so that academ

ics can concenatrate their tim
e and effort to academ

ic 
side of the project/w

ork 
 G

ood m
anagem

ent (ideally as unobtrusive and supportive as possible) helps keep researchers m
otivated. 

m
otivated researchers do research. 
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 The key driver of research quality is not the A
dm

inistration it is the quality of the academ
ic staff 

 T
here w

as a call for sharing best practice 
 I think institutions should be sharing best practice am

ongst its research adm
inistration staff.  I also think 

funders could do a lot m
ore in sharing inform

ation and w
hat they expect from

 institutions. 
 S

om
e saw

 the benefit or localised R
M

A
 support 

 S
trongly believe som

e research m
anagem

ent should be locally based at departm
ent/school level to 

m
axim

ise both quality and quantity of research.  C
urrent discussions at m

y institution to m
ove R

M
A

 to 
faculty levels m

ay im
pact on success rates as local discipline specific know

ledge and expertise w
ill be 

diffused. 
 I have recently m

oved from
 a central service into a departm

ent role. It seem
s to m

e that at the 
departm

ent level a large part of the effects the research adm
inistrator can have on the research quality 

and quantity depend very m
uch on the capacity of the research adm

inistrator, w
orking w

ith central 
services, to dem

istify the application process and the grant m
anagem

ent process. If academ
ic staff view

 
the research application process is seen as m

ysterious and cum
bersom

e (and likely to lead to m
ore 

adm
inistration w

ork for them
) then they are reluctant to get involved in it. 

 R
esearch adm

in provides optim
al im

pact w
hen: 1. it is located in close proxim

ity to researchers - i.e. 
know

ledge is accum
ulated about funders' &

 researchers' objectives, research dom
ains and research 

partner netw
orks. 2. it is involved in both pre and post-aw

ard m
anagem

ent - i.e. experience and 
know

lege of post-aw
ard m

anagem
ent inform

s im
proved bid application and im

proved m
angem

ent. 
 R

M
A

 adds value 
 W

e best enhance quality by adding value in som
e of the areas that academ

ic or clinical researchers are 
som

etim
es not best trained in them

selves. For exam
ple costing, pricing, justification of resources, 

presenting research (and groupings or fields of research) to different audiences, and m
anaging internal 

review
 processes to provide constructive com

m
ents and guidance to less experienced applicants or those 

from
 other countries. Q

uantity is tackled in a different w
ay, largely through targetting new

 sources of 
funding and relieving the burden of pre and post aw

ard adm
inistration on successful project leaders. 

have you considered resource as an issue as it leads to reduced functionality, as w
ell as resistance to 

change (w
hy shuold w

e interanlly peer review
 w

hen w
e've never done it before and it takes up too m

uch 
tim

e and i don't w
ant som

eone else to steal m
y ideas etc.) 

 R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
in is an essential elem

ent in the research grant process and in m
y 

experience the m
ore local the support the m

ore attention to detail can be provided.  T
his S

chool has a 
one stop shop for pre and post aw

ard adm
in allow

ing the adm
in staff here to fully engage w

ith academ
ics 

on the areas of the project w
here their expertise is vital.  T

his also allow
s adm

in staff to feedback into the 
next application the financial know

ledge gained from
 m

anaging the aw
ard.  In m

y experience C
entral pre 

and post aw
ard departm

ents are seperate entities w
here this feedback is not easily shared. 

 The relationship of research m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration to both quality and quantity of research is 

indirect in as m
uch as it m

ay im
prove the efficiency w

ith w
hich research is developed or prosecuted and 

in so doing free up resources to concentrate on the research itself.  It m
ay open up funding stream

s that 
allow

 a researcher to do m
ore or do better research, but the quality of the research can be good or bad 

irrespective of adm
inistrative support and m

anagem
ent fram

ew
orks. 

 A
 professional and efficent R

M
A

 can deliver huge benefits to the research com
m

unity and it is hard to 
im

agine how
 any research-intensive U

niversity could m
anage w

ithout it. To that extent I feel som
e of the 

questions in the survey w
ere redundant. 

 G
ood m

anagem
ent = good project = good conduct = good outputs = good reputation = good funding 
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  In order to undertake the highest quality research you need the highest quality research adm
inistration.  

A
s such the R

M
A

 w
ill im

pact research quality.  H
ow

ever its biggest im
pact is in the research facilitation 

and the w
ork that is undertaken as part of the project team

, in discussing ideas, form
ing and shaping the 

academ
ic team

, even w
riting elem

ents of the bid.  The survey and the 7 elem
ents of R

M
A

 actually does 
not appear to cover research facilitation w

hich is w
here the biggest im

pact on research quality, other than 
through peer review

, (from
 R

M
A

 purposes) can be im
pacted. 

 It certainly affects academ
ics badly if the needed research adm

inistration &
 m

anagem
ent is not provided 

for them
. I believe w

e should take the m
ost of the w

orkload off from
 their shoulder so they can really 

focus on their research. A
t the end it alw

ays affects the quality and no tim
e for increasing the quantity. 

 N
eed to ensure that R

M
A

s are user focussed 
 N

eed to be careful that this is user friendly and there is a balance betw
een adm

inistration in upkeep of 
system

s vs value obtained from
 the inform

ation 
 R

M
A

 is crucial to im
prove quality and quantity of research but m

ust be user-friendly and user-focussed to 
not appear overly bureaucratic and obstructive. G

ood E
R

A
 system

s can help w
ith this. 

 I have a lot of problem
s w

ith the term
 "R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration" because it is trying to 
shove a range of activities under a single term

: as m
any in the field w

ould say, it is a dynam
ic, flexible 

field w
hose job description changes quickly.  If applied in a supple m

anner, assistance to researchers can 
yield trem

endous results - if applied to a rigid set of tasks, its influence is m
arginal. 

 I think electronic research m
anagem

ent is essential, w
e have a system

 w
hich records all aw

ards and each 
m

onthly and 6 m
onthly review

 of all projects - im
possible to control w

ithout this. This has im
proved both 

the num
ber and quality of the research as w

ell as deadlines, applications and final reporting. m
aking 

these system
s transparent and open to all m

em
bers of the service is crucial. W

e are involved in m
aking 

our centralised research services share all grant applications (w
ith sensitive data rem

oved). 
 G

eneral com
m

ents 
 I found it interesting to consider w

hat aspects of research m
anagm

ent really m
ight m

ake a difference to 
the quality and quantity of research that is done.  I think m

y answ
ers don't reflect w

hat is usually 
em

phasised - w
e spend far too m

uch tim
e w

orrying about costing processes and system
s and far too little 

tim
e considering the effect of funding source on w

hat is possible, w
hether the contracts w

e sign help or 
hinder the w

ork that is done, and how
 to im

prove proposals and the design and outcom
es of the w

ork 
that is done by getting advice and input from

 others (internal peer review
). 

 R
esearch m

anagagem
ent provides professional support to an expert task, it enables researchers to 

achieve m
ore, relieves them

 of unnecessary tasks, is a cost-effective use of tim
e and resources and 

im
proves the accuracy of m

anagem
ent inform

ation. It also im
proves the scope of research opportunities 

and enhances application succes. 
 There is no doubt that R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration can postively affect the quantity and 
quality of research. 
 I believe that good R

M
A

 is key to delivering increased research quality and quantity across groups, such 
as a departm

ent, although it has to be em
bedded w

ithin an understanding and supportive academ
ic 

environm
ent. W

ithout academ
ic co-operation, it is at w

orst a source of conflict, at best neither efficient 
nor effective. 
 E

ffective R
M

 &
 A

 is an asset the benefits of w
hich are overlooked until a key staff m

em
ber leaves ... and 

then chaos ensues and the researcher com
m

unity is suddenly up on its collective hind legs com
plaining 

loudly! 
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  18.3
 Q

19: D
o you have any com

m
ents about E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
 R

esearch 
A

dm
inistration in relation to how

 it can F
U

R
T

H
E

R
 affect the quality 

and/or quantity of research?
 

 Isn't it a no brainer? 
 E

lectronic researcch adm
inistration has had m

easurable im
provem

ent effects in both quality and quantity 
in m

y ow
n institution, w

hich has increased its research funding success rates by around 20%
 in the past 

year, partly as a result of a num
ber of different aspects of R

A
 carried out effectively, including online 

form
s for internal perm

issions and costings as w
ell as tracking and m

anaging funding applications. 
 E

lecronic R
esearch A

dm
inistration benefits central research offices in that it m

akes it m
uch easier to track 

and benchm
ark developm

ents in research. It can ease the academ
ics' burden of research adm

inistration 
and create a seem

less process for assisting academ
ics in sourcing research funding and applying for 

grants. It can also m
ake it m

uch easier to run consolidated reports and collate data on research outputs 
and activity w

ithin the institution. I have used and been part of the developm
ent process for an electronic 

R
esearch A

dm
inistration and M

anagem
ent system

s in the past, [...]. It has been helpful in consolidating 
all data and providing a better procedure for collating research output data and application data. 
 It obviously enables an increase in research quantity: electronic costing, approval and m

anagem
ent 

system
s allow

 higher throughput of bids. It can also indirectly raise quality because it gives skilled 
research m

anagers and adm
inistrators m

ore tim
e to target funding opportunities, com

m
ent on bids, and 

contribute to departm
ental research strategies, etc. 

 e-R
M

A
 can also affect research quality &

 quantity and directy and indirectly, although a direct im
pact on 

quality is the least com
m

on. 
 Is E

R
A

 anything m
ore than just R

M
A

 done m
ore efficiently... 

 E
lectronic R

M
A

 m
akes the sam

e difference to quality and quantity as "ordinary" R
M

A
 as per m

y com
m

ents 
relative to question 18. W

hat it can achieve is to m
ake the processes involved m

ore efficient (saving tim
e, 

m
oney, effort) and can therefore do m

ore, but electronic R
M

A
 does not add anything that isn't done 

already in ordinary R
M

A
. 

 E
ffective inform

ation is needed for effective descision m
aking. E

lectronic R
M

A
 system

s can provide 
academ

ics w
ith good quality inform

ation to assist w
ith their research. 

E
R

A
 can only affect the quality and/or quantity of research if it is efficient and w

ell designed.  Too m
any 

IT solutions are cum
bersom

e, clunky, slow
, designed by and for "techies" rather than 

researchers/adm
inistrators. 

 E
lectronic research adm

inistration is one of the tools to do the job, not a panacea. Its m
ain usefulness is 

in im
proving accuracy and throughput of stages such as costing and pricing, and m

onitoring finance in 
the post-aw

ard stages. It can also be very useful in stream
lining the flow

 of proposals and projects 
through the various stages, w

ith the m
inim

um
 of errors, losses, ... and paper. T

his in itself can increase 
the quantity and quality of the research w

e do by sim
ply giving academ

ic/clinical researchers and 
everyone involved m

ore tim
e to do w

hat they do best. 
 The academ

ics (in particular) and support staff involved in form
ulating and running a research project are 

the key determ
inants of the quality and quantity of research. A

ny electronic adm
inistration system

 that 
enables them

 to w
ork m

ore efficiently w
ill enable them

 to devote m
ore tim

e to e.g. form
ulating/review

ing 
proposals or conducting the research and thus should have a positive influence on the quality of the 
research proposed. 
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 M
ost R

M
A

 is electronic in one w
ay or another - there is no clear sepeartion betw

een R
M

A
 nd electronic 

R
M

A
. 

 It can add dim
ensions 

 E
lectroinc system

s allow
s m

any m
ore people to share the application as it is being progressed, this allow

s 
for m

ore inform
ed feedback at every stage and therefore results in a better thought out project. 

 O
r is it over the top for som

e institutions 
 I guess it depends on the type of institution you w

ork for - m
y university is quite sm

all, so very sw
ish 

system
s probably w

ouldn't be as useful for us.  I think these system
s, particularly for those w

orking in a 
sm

aller institution and w
ho don't have an enorm

ous volum
e of projects to w

orry about, are better in 
term

s of m
aking things happen m

ore speedily and easily rather than sending quality soaring.  T
hat, 

though, is just one techno-phobe opinion! 
 D

oes it m
ake any difference at all, or indeed m

ake things w
orse... 

 I have found no difference w
ith the addition of electronic research adm

inistration.  I have found that the 
quanity and accuracy of the data accessed from

 C
entral S

ervices needs to be continually m
onitored as it 

can produce eroneous inform
ation w

hich, if used w
ithout thinking, can cause problem

s. 
 S

om
e of the electronic applications have proved m

ore com
plicated, required som

e duplication of w
ork and 

have also required the relevant academ
ic to be able to sit at a com

puter to push a particular button.  N
ot 

alw
ays easy!  B

ut for adm
in, the m

ore inform
ation w

e have to hand the better support w
e can provide. 

 I do not see how
 have electronic R

M
A

 has any further affect. 
 S

om
etim

es U
niversities concentrate too m

uch on electronic research adm
inistration at the expense of 

really training academ
ic staff on basic project m

anagem
ent skills.  S

een as too m
uch the panecea, 

especially w
hen ultim

ately research is about H
U

M
A

N
 endevour and com

puters are only a tool. 
 A

cadem
ics prefer w

orking w
ith people. 

 I'm
 not a fan of electronic system

s for their ow
n sake - having a bit of softw

are can't often subsititute for 
know

ledge, thought and judgem
ent. 

 E
lectronic adm

in allow
s the sam

e inform
ation to be used m

ultiple tim
es, saving tim

e and effort, and 
forces people to agree on facts and figures, thereby m

aintaining consistency. H
ow

ever, I think it is not 
suitable for peer review

 and ethics w
here the value is obtained by face - to - face discussion and 

interactions. T
he dow

nfall is m
aintaining the currency of the inform

ation. 
 E

lectronic research m
anagem

ent I feel can only have an im
pact in the transactional aspects: costing, post 

aw
ard m

anagem
ent and recording of research outputs.  W

here this m
ight hopefully have an im

pact in 
research m

anager's role is freeing up tim
e to allow

 m
anagers to concentrate on the qualititive aspects of 

research m
anagem

ent. 
 E

R
A

 needs to m
eet the needs of all users (especially the academ

ic staff). 
 B

etter again providing that there is a clear vale add for the R
E

S
E

A
R

C
H

E
R

 
 If you could get m

ore academ
ics to engage w

ith this, it w
ould save m

uch tim
e and frustration. 

 E
R

A
 should be integrated, not isolated, disjoint system

s 
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 R
M

A
 needs to be backed up by appropriate electronic tools to speed up the support process. O

ften these 
are piecem

eal and not 'joined up' so a service delivering the w
hole spectrum

 w
ould be w

elcom
ed, 

although very difficult to im
plem

ent som
ething w

hich fits all universities' needs. 
 W

hat is E
R

A
 exactly anyw

ay... 
 I w

ould like to have "E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration" adequately defined. 
 C

an w
e live w

ithout E
R

A
... 

 D
uring a recession w

hen funding is even m
ore com

petitive, electronic provision becom
es really valuable. 

To m
e it is sim

ple, w
e need "R

O
O

G
LE

" a research equivalent of "G
O

O
G

LE
". 

 E
lectronic research adm

inistration is becom
ing m

ore and m
ore im

portant, in particular in relation to the 
research councils. It m

ight be interesting for A
R

M
A

 m
em

bers to hear the R
C

 view
s on this, especially in 

relation to possible future developm
ents. 

 There really should be an of-the-shelf system
 for U

nioversities to use !! 
 There is a clear need for a suitable system

 that can cope w
ith the com

plexities of H
E

 R
esearch, from

 
identification of potential and actual funding opportunities through to the post aw

ard financial and 
com

m
unications aspects. 

 E
lectronic system

s are an absolute m
ust, particularly in the larger universities w

hether research intensive 
or not. It m

eans that there is consistency across the w
hole system

 for costing and pricing, for gathering 
inform

ation for R
E

F
, H

E
B

C
IS

 and H
E

S
A

 returns, and generally m
aking the w

hole system
 m

uch m
ore cost 

effective. 
 In m

y experience developing electronic tools has helped us becom
e m

ore efficient, and m
ore accurate - I 

cannot see an argum
ent against it. 

 C
an w

e afford to do it... 
 In this day and age it goes w

ithout saying that electronic based adm
inistration helps productivity and 

efficency so electronic research adm
inistration is not an exception. U

nfortunately softw
are is also an 

expensive resource so not all U
niversities are in a position to acquire relevant electronic resource even if 

they recognize that it w
ould help overall adm

inistration and m
anagem

ent of the processes. 
 N

ot only do the elem
ents of E

R
A

 need to be properly integrated, E
R

A
 also needs to 

be em
bedded across the w

hole institution. 
 I firm

ly believe it can further affect quality but it needs to be accepted across the organisation and not 
just w

ithin research m
anagem

ent team
s to be fully successful. 

 F
inally it m

ust be rem
em

bered that E
R

A
 is just a tool, not an end in itself. 

 E
lectronic system

s m
ust be a tool to aid a process rather than the process itself, or else there is a strong 

risk that an oversim
plified system

 could dam
age research data quality. 

 T
hese are just a selection of the responses to the open questions at the end of the 

questionnaire.  T
here is a lot of rich inform

ation w
hich w

ould benefit from
 a 

system
atic analysis.  H

ow
ever it is clear that there is a w

ide range of opinion on the 
m

atters of the im
pact that R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration (R
M

A
) and 

electronic support for R
M

A
 (E

R
A

) 
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 E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration 
–

 M
ain S

urvey F
eedback 

S
im

on K
erridge, U

niversity of S
underland

 
 E

xecutive
 S

u
m

m
ary 

 T
his is a brief sum

m
ary of the results of a survey of A

R
M

A
1 

m
em

bers about their perceptions on research m
anagem

ent and 
adm

inistration system
s in term

s of their effect on quality and 
quantity of research. 
 T

he full analysis (K
erridge 2010) can be accessed by A

R
M

A
 

m
em

bers on the A
R

M
A

 w
ebsite in the R

esources D
irectory. 

 T
he survey w

as run in F
ebruary-M

arch of 2010 and from
 1515 em

ail 
requests there w

ere 624 responses w
ith 472 com

pleting all of the 
sections of the questionnaire (w

hich can be found on the A
R

M
A

 
w

ebsite).  It follow
s on from

 a pilot study (K
erridge 2009) that w

as 
conducted at the A

R
M

A
 conference in 2009. 

 T
he underlying result of the survey is that R

esearch M
anagers and 

A
dm

inistrators (R
M

A
s) overw

helm
ingly believe that R

esearch 
M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration (R

M
A

) can positively affect the 
quality and quantity of research undertaken, rather than sim

ply 
m

ake the m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration of research m

ore 
effective and efficient.  F

urther, they also believe that E
lectronic 

R
esearch A

dm
inistration (E

R
A

 
–

 IT
 system

s that support R
M

A
) can 

have a further positive effect on both quality and quantity of 
research. 
 W

hilst the survey w
as designed prim

arily to collect inform
ation 

about the effects of E
R

A
, the perceptions of the effects of R

M
A

 itself 
w

ere also collected to provide a context; these are com
m

ented on 
further in the full report. 
 T

his survey did not aim
 to look at specific E

R
A

 system
s, but rather 

the effects that E
R

A
 system

s in certain areas of research 
m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration has / could have.  T
hose interested 

in the capabilities of specific system
s m

ay w
ish to look at the 

findings of tw
o recent projects that have as part of their w

ork 
looked at the current m

arket; see (R
M

A
S

) and (G
reen, M

cA
rdle et 

al. 2010).
 

 T
h

e
 detailed analysis and techniques used to produce them

 can be 
found in the full report; this short executive sum

m
ary contains only 

som
e of the m

ain findings. 

                                                
 

1 T
he A

ssociation of R
esearch M

anagers and A
dm

inistrators, U
K

 (see 
w

w
w

.arm
a.ac.uk).  T

he input 
from

 A
R

M
A

 m
em

bers to the survey is gratefully acknow
ledged. 
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  T
he diagram

 below
 (F

igure 1) clearly show
s that R

M
A

s think that 
they can positively im

pact on the quality and quantity of research; 
and the E

R
A

 can have a further positive im
pact. 
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F
igure 1: T

he proportions of responses to Q
5 &

 Q
6 on the overall perceptions of research m

anagers and 
adm

inistrators as to the positive im
pact of R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration (R
M

A
) and 

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration (E
R

A
) on the Q

uality and Q
uantity of research undertaken 

A
s w

ell as E
R

A
 in general, the differing im

pact of different areas of 
R

M
A

 w
ere considered. 
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F
igure 2: C

om
parisons of the proportion of positive responses to the four questions (R

M
A

 affects / E
R

A
 

F
urther affects the Q

uality / Q
uantity of research) in relation to the different areas of R

M
A 

T
he diagram

 above (F
igure 2) show

s how
 the seven different areas 

of R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration (R

M
A

) are perceived 
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 by R
M

A
s in term

s of their positive (‘S
trongly A

gree’ or ‘A
gree’ to Q

1 
(dark blue 

–
 R

M
A

 affecting quality), Q
2 (pale blue 

–
 E

R
A

 further 
affecting quality), Q

3 (dark green - R
M

A
 affecting quantity) and Q

4 
(pale green - E

R
A

 further affecting quantity)) im
pact.  F

or 
com

parison, the penultim
ate set of bars show

 the agreem
ent in Q

5 
&

 Q
6 in relation to E

R
A

 as a w
hole.  T

he final set of colum
ns show

 
the agreem

ent to any of the seven areas from
 Q

1 
–

 Q
4 respectively. 

F
rom

 this w
e can clearly see that in alm

ost every area, there are 
som

e w
ho believe that E

R
A

 support does not have any additional 
benefit over R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration itself. 
H

ow
ever, this is the m

inority view
. 

 E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

 R
e

se
a

rch A
dm

inistra
tion F

U
R

T
H

E
R

 im
prove

s re
se

a
rch Q

U
A

LIT
Y

  [n=
441 to 451]

1 (m
ost)

2
3

4
5

6
7 (le

a
st)

A
ve

.
R

a
nk

A
ca

de
m

ic e
xpe

rtise
 inform

a
tion

12.2%
12.9%

8.7%
10.2%

10.0%
15.8%

30.2%
4.61

6

P
re

 a
pplica

tion funding source
 ide

ntifica
tion

15.6%
16.7%

15.8%
15.6%

15.6%
15.8%

5.0%
3.66

3

C
osting of gra

nt a
pplica

tions
23.0%

24.2%
19.9%

14.2%
10.8%

3.8%
4.1%

2.93
1

Inte
rna

l P
e

e
r re

vie
w

 &
 E

thics re
vie

w
15.9%

8.8%
7.9%

14.1%
12.5%

19.7%
21.3%

4.44
5

A
pplica

tions a
nd a

w
a

rds m
a

na
ge

m
e

nt
15.2%

18.1%
21.5%

16.3%
14.1%

10.7%
4.1%

3.44
2

P
ost a

w
a

rd fina
ncia

l m
a

na
ge

m
e

nt
12.9%

12.0%
15.1%

14.7%
17.6%

13.8%
13.8%

4.09
4

O
utputs &

 Im
pa

ct re
cording a

nd a
rchive

7.8%
8.9%

11.1%
14.6%

18.2%
19.3%

20.2%
4.65

7
T

able 1: T
he proportions of respondents w

ho placed each of the seven areas of R
M

A
 in the rank ordering of 

m
ost positive effect of E

R
A

 on research Q
uality 

T
his table show

s, in the first seven colum
ns of data the proportion 

of re
spondents w

ho placed each of the seven areas of R
M

A
 (the 

row
s) in each rank order position 

–
 for exam

ple 23.0%
 of 

respondents placed C
osting at the top of the list in term

s of w
hich 

area of E
R

A
 w

ould have the m
ost positive effect on the quality of 

research undertaken.  
T

he penultim
ate colum

n show
s the ‘average’ 

rank order and the final colum
n show

s the overall ranking for the 
seven areas based on these average rankings.  T

he colour coding 
show

s high percentages / low
 averages rankings / high rankings 

(low
 num

bers) in dark green going through to yellow
 for the least 

prom
inent scores; to enable the data to been seen in a m

ore visual 
w

ay. 
 C

osting is seen as the strongest area in w
hich an E

R
A

 system
 can 

im
prove research quality.  T

his is perhaps surprising as P
eer R

eview
 

is often seen as being the best w
ay of im

proving the quality of 
proposals (and indeed it scores very highly on the questions asking 
about R

M
A

 rather than E
R

A
 in term

s of positive im
pact on quality), 

but it is ranked low
ly here.  Looking at the textual com

m
ents at the 

end of the questionnaire it seem
s that som

e respondents considered 
P

eer R
eview

 to be som
ething best left entirely to academ

ic staff and 
that an E

R
A

 system
 to ‘help’ them

 
m

ight actually be seen as being 
counterproductive.  A

lso, it is possible that as there are few
 E

R
A

 
system

s that support P
eer R

eview
 then the respondents w

ere 
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 finding it difficult to im
agine the benefits.  T

he converse of this 
probably helps to explain w

hy C
osting has scored highly, w

ith 
respondents being able to draw

 on experience having seen a w
ell 

costed proposal becom
ing a project that does not run out of m

oney, 
enabling the research to be properly undertaken. 
  E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
 R

e
se

a
rch A

dm
inistra

tion F
U

R
T

H
E

R
 im

prove
s re

se
a

rch Q
U

A
N

T
IT

Y
  [n=

429 to 439]

1 (m
ost)

2
3

4
5

6
7 (le

a
st)

A
ve

.
R

a
nk

A
ca

de
m

ic e
xpe

rtise
 inform

a
tion

8.9%
14.6%

13.2%
9.6%

13.9%
14.8%

25.1%
4.50

5

P
re

 a
pplica

tion funding source
 ide

ntifica
tion

38.9%
15.6%

13.3%
14.2%

8.5%
7.1%

2.7%
2.71

1

C
osting of gra

nt a
pplica

tions
20.5%

28.1%
24.0%

14.4%
7.5%

3.9%
1.8%

2.80
2

Inte
rna

l P
e

e
r re

vie
w

 &
 E

thics re
vie

w
5.6%

6.3%
8.6%

14.9%
16.5%

22.3%
25.8%

5.01
6

A
pplica

tions a
nd a

w
a

rds m
a

na
ge

m
e

nt
15.6%

18.9%
19.6%

17.9%
15.9%

9.3%
2.8%

3.39
3

P
ost a

w
a

rd fina
ncia

l m
a

na
ge

m
e

nt
8.0%

10.3%
12.6%

19.1%
17.0%

20.5%
12.4%

4.38
4

O
utputs &

 Im
pa

ct re
cording a

nd a
rchive

4.1%
6.9%

8.7%
9.4%

20.0%
22.0%

28.9%
5.16

7
T

able 2: T
he proportions of respondents w

ho placed each of the seven areas of R
M

A
 in the rank ordering of 

m
ost positive effect of E

R
A

 on research Q
uantity. 

T
his table show

s the responses in relation to E
R

A
 affecting the 

qu
an

tity of research undertaken. 
F

or increasing quantity, E
R

A
 P

re-A
w

ard support scores highly, w
ith 

respondents seeing that locating additional sources of funding can 
enable the subm

ission of m
ore / better targeted proposals leading 

to m
ore projects being funded.  C

osting can also help increase 
funding by ensuring that the am

ount of funding requested is 
m

axim
ised; requesting the ‘incorrect’ am

ount can decrease funding 
success. 
  S

um
m

ary 
 R

esearch M
anagers and A

dm
inistrators (R

M
A

s) see the value of 
investing in E

lectronic R
esearch A

dm
inistration (E

R
A

) in term
s of 

the potential to increase the quality and the quantity of research 
undertaken. 
 E

R
A

 for C
osting of grant applications is seen as a quick w

in w
ith 

strong positive effects on both quality and quantity. 
 E

R
A

 P
re application funding source identification can increase the 

quantity of research undertaken, and to a lesser extent, quality. 
 O

verall, all seven identified areas are agreed to increase both the 
quality and quantity of research; w

ith positive responses ranging 
from

 52.5%
 (E

R
A

 P
eer R

eview
 increasing quantity) to 81.0%

 (E
R

A
 

P
re-A

w
ard increasing quantity).  U

ndoubtedly som
e respondents 

w
ere m

ore fam
iliar w

ith som
e areas than others, so perhaps the 

m
ost telling statistic is that only 39 (6.3%

 of) respondents w
ere not 
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 positive about E
R

A
 in any area im

proving quality or quantity of 
research; and of these only 2 (0.3%

 of the total) thought that all 
areas w

ould have a negative im
pact on both quality and quantity. 

 It should also be rem
em

bered that a crucial feature of any IT
 

system
 is its usability (as m

any com
m

ented on in the free text 
responses); is I intuitive and easy to use and does it m

eet the 
needs of the various different types of users? 
  F

urther analyses can be found in the full report available to A
R

M
A

 
m

em
bers at: 

https://w
w

w
.arm

a.ac.uk/files/m
em

bers/resource_directory/R
esearc

h_Inform
ation_M

anagem
ent/E

R
A

M
ainS

urvey-feedback.pdf 
  R

eferences 
 G

reen, J., I. M
cA

rdle, et al. (2010). R
esearch inform

ation 
m

anagem
ent: D

eveloping tools to inform
 the m

anagem
ent of 

research and translating existing good practice. London, Im
perial 

C
ollege, London and E

lsevier
: 62. 

 
 

K
erridge, S

. (2009) E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration 
–

 S
urvey 

F
eedback. 3  

 
 

K
erridge, S

. (2010) E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration 
–

 M
ain 

S
urvey F

eedback. 34  
 

 
R

M
A

S
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esearch M
anagem

ent and A
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inistration S
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 E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration – P
erceptions 

 O
verview

 
In the latter part of 2010 and early 2011 a survey w

as
 undertaken into the perceptions of staff to 

R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration (R

M
A

) and E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration (E
R

A
).  

T
he survey elicited 191 responses, of w

hich 182 contained sufficient data for som
e analysis and 150 

com
pleted the entire questionnaire.  T

he respondents w
ere m

em
bers of staff at universities: 

academ
ic staff; research m

anagers and adm
inistrators and other staff.  T

hey w
ere asked about their 

perceptions on w
hether different aspects of R

M
A

 could affect the quality and/or quantity of 
research undertaken; the questionnaire can be view

ed
1

T
he resounding conclusion is that all types of staff do believe (in differing degrees) that all aspects of 

R
M

A
 and E

R
A

 system
s that support them

 do have a positive effect on the quality and the quantity of 
research undertaken.  T

his report outlines differences in the various responses and discusses the 
possible reasons for them

. 

 on-line. 

D
efinitions 

F
or the purposes of the questionnaire the follow

ing def
i nitions are adopted: 

R
M

A
: R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration; any task in support of any part of the research 
lifecycle (exam

ples are given in the questions) 

R
M

A
s: R

esearch M
anagers and A

dm
inistrators; those m

em
bers of staff in an institution w

hose job is 
to (or includes) perform

ing the tasks of R
M

A
 as above. 

E
R

A
: E

lectronic R
esearch A

dm
inistration; any IT

 based system
(s) specifically designed to support 

R
M

A
, as opposed to generic IT

 tools (eg em
ail or spreadsheets) used in R

M
A

. 

Q
uality:  in term

s of originality, significance and rigour; as used in the U
K

 w
ide R

esearch A
ssessm

ent 
E

xercises that the respondents w
ill have been fam

iliar w
ith. 

Q
uantity: in term

s of research incom
e.  Is the research m

ore likely to be funded; is the funding likely 
to be m

ore generous; are m
ore applications (w

ith a chance of being funded) being produced...? 

Q
uestionnaire 

T
he questionnaire developm

ent w
as inform

ed by previou
s w

ork
2 by the author looking at the 

perceptions of research m
anagers and adm

inistrators to E
R

A
 system

s.  T
he questionnaire w

as 
developed in S

urveyM
onkey 3

                                                          
 

1 http://w
w

w
.grs.sunderland.ac.uk/A

cadem
icS

ervicesW
ebF

iles/
G

R
S

/Internal/E
R

A
%

20S
urvey/ 

E
R

A
A

cadem
icS

urvey-questionnaire.pdf 

 It w
as trialled by a series of users: locally at the U

niversity of 

2 http://w
w

w
.grs.sunderland.ac.uk/A

cadem
icS

ervicesW
ebF

ile
s /G

R
S

/Internal/E
R

A
%

20S
urvey/E

R
A

M
ainS

urvey-
feedback-executive-sum

m
ary.pdf 

3 w
w

w
.surveym

onkey.com
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 S
underland; by research m

anagers and adm
inistrators from

 other universities and finally by 
academ

ic staff from
 other universities.  T

here w
ere no m

ajor changes required and the 
questionnaire w

ent live in D
ec 2010. 

S
urvey 

Initial em
ails w

ere sent to A
R

M
A 4

R
esearch Q

uestion 

 m
em

bers, A
R

M
A

 E
R

A
 special interest group m

em
bers and staf

f at 
the U

niversity of S
underland on 4

th D
ec 2010.  R

em
inders w

ere sent on D
ec 13

th, 14
th and 19 th to the 

various groups.  F
inal rem

inders w
ere sent on Jan 10

th and 31 st, w
ith the latter eliciting only tw

o 
additional responses.  T

he survey w
as closed on F

eb 6
th after having been open for approxim

ately 
ni ne w

eeks including the C
hristm

as vacation period.  T
here w

ere 191 responses in total, w
ith 182 of 

them
 answ

ering som
e of the questions and 150 com

pleting the entire questionnaire.  T
here w

ere 
initially 194 responses but 3 of them

 w
ere pruned from

 the data that w
as analysed due to 

inconsistent responses (for exam
ple one respondent had selected the first answ

er for all questions, 
m

aking them
 a senior m

anager on the low
est salary band, never having w

orked at the institution). 

T
he m

ain aim
 of the questionnaire w

as to determ
ine w

hether or not academ
ic staff had different 

perceptions to R
M

A
 and E

R
A

 as com
pared to research m

anagers and adm
inistrators them

selves.  
P

revious w
ork 5

A
nalysis 

 by the author has show
n that the latter overw

helm
ing 
b elieve that that they can 

im
prove the quality and quantity of research undertaken at their institutions, and that E

R
A

 system
s 

can have a further positive effect.  S
o, do academ

ic m
em

bers of staff share this rosy view
 or do they 

believe that R
M

A
s and E

R
A

 system
s hinder rather than help their research efforts? 

Initial analysis w
as provided from

 S
urveyM

onkey, w
ith m

ore advanced statistical analysis being 
undertaken w

ith the response data dow
nloaded into in E

xcel 
6and S

P
S

S 7

R
espondent T

ypes 

. 

I n  order to address the m
ain research question, the data m

ust first be split by respondent type.  Q
11 

asked respondents to classify them
selves into one of seven roles (variable JobT

ype in S
P

S
S

):

JobT
ype

F
requency

P
ercent

V
alid P

ercent

C
um

ulative

P
ercent

V
alid

S
enior M

anager
12

6.6
7.6

7.6

A
cadem

ic
73

40.1
46.5

54.1

R
esearcher

4
2.2

2.5
56.7

                                                          
 

4 w
w

w
.arm

a.ac.uk; the association of research m
anagers and adm

inistrators in the U
K

 w
ith around 1600 

m
em

bers 
5 http://w

w
w

.grs.sunderland.ac.uk/A
cadem

icS
ervicesW

ebF
ile

s /G
R

S
/Internal/E

R
A

%
20S

urvey/E
R

A
M

ainS
urvey-

feedback.pdf 
6 office.m

icrosoft.com
/en-us/excel/, version 2007 w

as used for the analysis 
7 w

w
w

.spss.com
/uk/, version 16 w

as used for the analysis 
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R
esearch M

anager
19

10.4
12.1

68.8

R
esearch A

dm
inistrator

44
24.2

28.0
96.8

O
ther

5
2.7

3.2
100.0

T
otal

157
86.3

100.0

M
issing

S
ystem

25
13.7

T
otal

182
100.0

N
ote that there w

ere no responses for the role of R
esearch S

tudent. 

G
iven the relatively sm

all num
ber of responses overall, in order to perform

 the com
parative analysis 

JobT
ype w

as re-coded into a new
 variable A

cadem
ic_or_R

M
A

.  W
ith A

cadem
ic and R

esearcher being 
grouped into A

cadem
ic; and R

esearch M
anager and R

esearch A
dm

inistrator being grouped into R
M

A
 

and other responses disregarded (coded as system
 m

issing).

A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A

F
requency

P
ercent

V
alid P

ercent

C
um

ulative 

P
ercent

V
alid

A
cadem

ic
77

42.3
55.0

55.0

R
M

A
63

34.6
45.0

100.0

T
otal

140
76.9

100.0

M
issing

S
ystem

42
23.1

T
otal

182
100.0

T
his m

eans that com
parative analysis can be undertaken w

ith (n=140) responses, w
ith a roughly 

equal num
ber (77:63 split) from

 each group. 

O
verall P

erceptions to R
M

A
 effects on Q

uality and Q
ua

ntity 
Q

5 asked about the overall effect of R
esearch M

anagem
en

t and A
dm

inistration on research quality, 
using a 5 point Likert scale (large increase, sm

all increase, no effect, sm
all decrease, large increase) 

and a D
on’t K

now
 option.  A

nother line in the question asked about effect on quantity: 

P
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It can clearly be seen that overall the respondents (n=
159) looked favourably on the effects that 

R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration (R

M
A

) have on both the quality and to a slightly greater 
extent the quantity of research undertaken. 

G
iven the sm

all num
ber of negative responses (15 in total across the tw

o questions) it w
as decided 

to am
algam

ate the tw
o answ

ers into one group (and hence also the tw
o positive categories into one 

group) in order to attem
pt statistical analysis. 

C
om

parison of A
cadem

ic and R
M

A
s’ perceptions to R

M
A

 e ffect on Q
uality 

Looking at the aggregated Likert scale responses (Increa
se, N

o E
ffect, D

ecrease) from
 A

cadem
ic and 

R
M

A
 respondents only w

e can attem
pt to determ

ine if the tw
o groups have different perceptions.  

T
he data for the effect of R

M
A

 on quality show
s:

C
rosstab

Q
ualS

ign

Increase
N

o E
ffect

D
ecrease

T
otal

A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
A

cadem
ic

C
ount

51
16

6
73

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
69.9%

21.9%
8.2%

100.0%

R
M

A
C

ount
59

2
1

62

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
95.2%

3.2%
1.6%

100.0%

T
otal

C
ount

110
18

7
135

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
81.5%

13.3%
5.2%

100.0%

T
his indicates that A

cadem
ic m

em
bers of staff have a less favourable view

 of the effect of research 
m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration on research quality than research m
anagers and adm

inistrators 
them

selves do.   T
his is perhaps unsurprising after all one w

ould expect R
M

A
s to believe that their 
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E
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N
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Q
5: O

verall, I believe that R
esearch M

anagem
ent and 

A
dm

inistration has the follow
ing effect on Q

uality and on 
Q

uantity of research undertaken. 

D
on’t K
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S
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 jobs m
ake a difference and this is reflected in other studies

8.  C
onversely it is reassuring that 

A
cadem

ic m
em

bers of staff also appear to appreciate the help and support that R
M

A
s provide.  

H
ow

ever in order to determ
ine if this apparent difference is statistically significant a chi-squared test 

is required:

C
hi-S

quare T
ests

V
alue

df
A

sym
p. S

ig. (2-sided)

P
earson C

hi-S
quare

14.240
a

2
.001

Likelihood R
atio

16.043
2

.000

Linear-by-Linear A
ssociation

11.904
1

.001

N
 of V

alid C
ases

135

a. 2 cells (33.3%
) have expected count less than 5. T

he m
inim

um
 expected count is 3.21.

T
his does seem

 to indicate that there is a significant 
!

2(2, N
=135) =

 14.240, 
p=.001 difference 

betw
een the sets of responses, but because there are so few

 negative responses, the chi-square test 
fails its validity check; the expected response rate is less than 5 for them

.  

H
ow

ever, looking at the graphs clearly indicates that there is a difference betw
een the perceptions 

of A
cadem

ic staff and R
esearch M

anagers and A
dm

inistrators in this respect, but m
ore responses (or 

at least m
ore negative responses) w

ould be required to allow
 for a valid chi-squared test to be 

perform
ed.  B

y further grouping the N
o E

ffect and D
ecrease answ

er options together: 

                                                          
 

8 http://w
w

w
.arm

a.ac.uk/files/guest/conference_im
ages/S

underlan
d,K

erridge.pdf 
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A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
 * Q

ualP
os C

rosstabulation

Q
ualP

os

Increase

D
ecrease or N

o 

E
ffect

T
otal

A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
A

cadem
ic

C
ount

51
22

73

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
69.9%

30.1%
100.0%

R
M

A
C

ount
59

3
62

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
95.2%

4.8%
100.0%

T
otal

C
ount

110
25

135

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
81.5%

18.5%
100.0%

A
 chi-squared test can then be perform

ed and show
s a significant difference 

!
2(1, N

=
135) =

 14.220, 
p<

.0005 betw
een the perceptions of A

cadem
ic staff as com

pared to R
M

A
s as to w

hether research 
m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration can have a positive effect on the quality of research undertaken. 

C
hi-S

quare T
ests

V
alue

df

A
sym

p. S
ig. (2-

sided)

E
xact S

ig. (2-

sided)

E
xact S

ig. (1-

sided)

P
earson C

hi-S
quare

14.220
a

1
.000

C
ontinuity C

orrection
b

12.593
1

.000

Likelihood R
atio

15.996
1

.000

F
isher's E

xact T
est

.000
.000

Linear-by-Linear A
ssociation

14.115
1

.000

N
 of V

alid C
ases

135

a. 0 cells (.0%
) have expected count less than 5. T

he m
inim

um
 expected count is 11.48.

b. C
om

puted only for a 2x2 table

 A
gain this is also seen clearly w

hen show
n graphically. 
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 A
fter all of the data aggregation it is w

orth reflecting on the original source data to rem
ind ourselves 

of the spread of answ
ers across the Likert scale. 

 

C
om

parison of A
cadem

ic and R
M

A
s’ perceptions to R

M
A

 e ffect on Q
uantity 

Looking at the perceptions to the effect of research m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration on the 

Q
uantity of research undertaken a sim

ilar profile in the responses of academ
ic staff (to the left) and 

research m
anagers and adm

inistrators (to the right) is seen.  A
lm

ost all R
M

A
s have a positive view

 of 
their ability to increase the quality of research undertaken, this view

 is echoed by som
e academ

ic 
staff, but by no m

eans all. 

P
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 C
onflating the positive responses into one group and all other responses (“no effect” and negative) 

into another gives the follow
ing data:

A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
 * Q

uanP
os C

rosstabulation

Q
uanP

os

Increase

D
ecrease or N

o 

E
ffect

T
otal

A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
A

cadem
ic

C
ount

58
15

73

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
79.5%

20.5%
100.0%

R
M

A
C

ount
61

1
62

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
98.4%

1.6%
100.0%

T
otal

C
ount

119
16

135

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
88.1%

11.9%
100.0%

W
ith a chi-squared analysis show

ging a statistically significant 
!

2(1, N
=135) =

 10.506, 
p=.001 

difference in the pattern of responses.C
hi-S

quare T
ests

V
alue

df

A
sym

p. S
ig. (2-

sided)

E
xact S

ig. (2-

sided)

E
xact S

ig. (1-

sided)

P
earson C

hi-S
quare

11.506
a

1
.001

C
ontinuity C

orrection
b

9.765
1

.002

Likelihood R
atio

13.878
1

.000

F
isher's E

xact T
est

.001
.000

Linear-by-Linear A
ssociation

11.420
1

.001

N
 of V

alid C
ases

135

a. 0 cells (.0%
) have expected countless than 5. T

he m
inim

um
 expected count is 7.35.
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C
hi-S

quare T
ests

V
alue

df

A
sym

p. S
ig. (2-

sided)

E
xact S

ig. (2-

sided)

E
xact S

ig. (1-

sided)

P
earson C

hi-S
quare

11.506
a

1
.001

C
ontinuity C

orrection
b

9.765
1

.002

Likelihood R
atio

13.878
1

.000

F
isher's E

xact T
est

.001
.000

Linear-by-Linear A
ssociation

11.420
1

.001

N
 of V

alid C
ases

135

a. 0 cells (.0%
) have expected countless than 5. T

he m
inim

um
 expected count is 7.35.

b. C
om

puted only for a 2x2 table

A
s w

ith the effect on quality this show
s 

!
2(1, N

=135) =
 11.506 

p=.001 that the view
s of academ

ic 
staff are different from

 their research m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration colleagues w

ith respect to 
the effect or R

M
A

 on quantity.  H
ow

ever, it should be rem
em

bered that both groups are 
overw

helm
ingly positive about the effects of research m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration on the 
quantity of research undertaken. 

O
verall com

parison of the effect of R
M

A
 on quality an

d quantity 
U

sing the W
ilcoxon signed ranks test on the responses, w

e ca
n determ

ine w
hether or not there is an 

overall view
 that research m

anagem
ent has a m

ore positive effect on quality or quantity: 

T
est S

tatistics
bQ

ualP
os -

Q
uanP

os

Z
-1.569

a

A
sym

p. S
ig. (2-tailed)

.117

a. B
ased on negative ranks.

b. W
ilcoxon S

igned R
anks T

est

It can be seen that w
hilst there is an indication the R

M
A

 m
ay affect quantity m

ore than quality there 
is in fact no significant different Z

=1.560, 
p=.117 betw

een the overall perceptions as to w
hether 

R
M

A
 affects Q

uality and Q
uantity of research.  T

his is reflected in the analysis of the original data 
w

ith the com
plete 5 point Likert scale (and “D

on’t K
now

”), w
ith Z

=
1.465, 

p=.143: 
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 A
dditional E

ffects of E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistrat
ion 

T
he respondents w

ere also asked, Q
6, to indicate (on the 

sam
e 5 point and “D

on’t K
now

” scale) 
w

hat additional effect the use of E
R

A
 system

s has on the Q
uality and Q

uantity of research. 

 

T
hese overall results (n=

159) appear sim
ilar to those for the effects of R

M
A

, w
ith the general view

 
overw

helm
ingly being positive for the effect on Q

uality and apparently even m
ore so for the effect 

on Q
uantity.  T

his tim
e there w

ere even few
er negative responses (10 across the tw

o questions) and 
so aggregation is again required in order to attem

pt tests for statistical significance. 

C
om

parison of A
cadem

ic and R
M

A
 perceptions to E

R
A

 ef f ect on Q
uality 

A
s there are so few

 negative responses, in order to perfor
m

 a chi-squared analysis, som
e 

aggregation is again required.  T
he Likert scale responses are grouped {Large Increase, S

m
all 

Increase} and {N
o E

ffect, S
m

all D
ecrease, Large D

ecrease} from
 A

cadem
ic and R

M
A

 respondents 
only. 

A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
 * E

Q
ualP

os C
rosstabulation

E
Q

ualP
os

Increase

D
ecrease or N

o 

E
ffect

T
otal

A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
A

cadem
ic

C
ount

45
27

72

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
62.5%

37.5%
100.0%

R
M

A
C

ount
54

8
62

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
87.1%

12.9%
100.0%

T
otal

C
ount

99
35

134
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Q
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verall, I believe that E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

 R
esearch M

anagem
ent and 

A
dm

inistration has the follow
ing A

D
D

IT
IO

N
A

L effect on Q
uality and 

on Q
uantity of research undertaken (as com

pared to research 
m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration per se)

D
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A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
 * E

Q
ualP

os C
rosstabulation

E
Q

ualP
os

Increase

D
ecrease or N

o 

E
ffect

T
otal

A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
A

cadem
ic

C
ount

45
27

72

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
62.5%

37.5%
100.0%

R
M

A
C

ount
54

8
62

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
87.1%

12.9%
100.0%

T
otal

C
ount

99
35

134

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
73.9%

26.1%
100.0%

T
his indicates that A

cadem
ic m

em
bers of staff have a less favourable view

 of the effect of E
lectronic 

R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration on research quality than research m

anagers and 
adm

inistrators do.  D
ue to the aggregation the expected cell counts are now

 all above 5 and so w
e 

can use the chi-squared test.

C
hi-S

quare T
ests

V
alue

df

A
sym

p. S
ig. (2-

sided)

E
xact S

ig. (2-

sided)

E
xact S

ig. (1-

sided)

P
earson C

hi-S
quare

10.444
a

1
.001

C
ontinuity C

orrection
b

9.209
1

.002

Likelihood R
atio

10.965
1

.001

F
isher's E

xact T
est

.001
.001

Linear-by-Linear A
ssociation

10.366
1

.001

N
 of V

alid C
ases

134

a. 0
cells (.0%

) have expected count less than 5. T
he m

inim
um

 expected count is 16.19.

b. C
om

puted only for a 2x2 table

 T
his show

s that the results are 
!

2(1, N
=134) =

 10.444 
p=.001 statistically different.  R

esearch 
M

anagers and A
dm

inistrators do indeed believe m
ore strongly than academ

ic staff that E
R

A
 system

s 
can positively effect the quality of research undertaken.  T

his can also be seen visually by looking at 
the original un-aggregated Likert scale data. 

P
age 12 of 47 

 

 

C
om

parison of A
cadem

ic and R
M

A
 perceptions to E

R
A

 effect on Q
uantity 

A
 sim

ilar picture can be seen w
hen looking at the perc

eptions to the additional effect of E
R

A
 on the 

Q
uantity of research undertaken. 

 

W
hilst the R

M
A

s again appear to be m
ore positive than the academ

ic staff, it also seem
s that both 

groups of staff believe that E
R

A
 can affect the Q

uantity of research m
ore than the Q

uality of 
research.  Intuitively, this seem

s to m
ake sense, it is easy to im

agine that E
R

A
 system

s could enable 
m

ore proposals to be subm
itted, but perhaps less easy to im

agine the proposals resulting in higher 
quality research.  Indeed, it m

ight have been expected that there w
ould be little or no effect on the 

Q
uality of research undertaken; this issue w

arrants further investigation. 

R
eturning to the aggregation of results into positive (increase) and non-positive responses for 

statistical analysis w
e see that: 
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A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
 * E

Q
uanP

os C
rosstabulation

E
Q

uanP
os

Increase

D
ecrease or N

o 

E
ffect

T
otal

A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
A

cadem
ic

C
ount

53
19

72

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
73.6%

26.4%
100.0%

R
M

A
C

ount
61

1
62

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
98.4%

1.6%
100.0%

T
otal

C
ount

114
20

134

%
 w

ithin A
cadem

ic_or_R
M

A
85.1%

14.9%
100.0%

C
hi-S

quare T
ests

V
alue

df

A
sym

p. S
ig. (2-

sided)

E
xact S

ig. (2-

sided)

E
xact S

ig. (1-

sided)

P
earson C

hi-S
quare

16.105
a

1
.000

C
ontinuity C

orrection
b

14.213
1

.000

Likelihood R
atio

19.600
1

.000

F
isher's E

xact T
est

.000
.000

Linear-by-Linear A
ssociation

15.985
1

.000

N
 of V

alid C
ases

134

a. 0 cells (.0%
) have expected count less than 5. T

he m
inim

um
 expected count is 9.25.

b. C
om

puted only for a 2x2 table

 T
here is indeed a statistical difference 

!
2(1, N

=134) =
 16.105, 

p<
.0005 betw

een the responses from
 

A
cadem

ic staff and R
M

A
 staff in respect to their perceptions of the effect that E

R
A

 system
s have on 

the Q
uantity of research undertaken. 

T
aking all the responses together, w

ithout data aggregation, w
e can confirm

 w
hether or not there is 

an overall difference in the perceptions of staff to the effects of E
R

A
 on Q

uality and Q
uantity by 

using the W
ilcoxon signed ranks test: 

T
est S

tatistics
b

E
Q

uan -
E

Q
ual

Z
-2.703

a

A
sym

p. S
ig. (2-tailed)

.007

a. B
ased on positive ranks.

b.W
ilcoxon S

igned R
anks T

est

P
age 14 of 47 

 It can be seen that there is a statistical difference Z
=

2.703, 
p=.007 betw

een the responses to the 
effects of E

R
A

 on Q
uality and Q

uantity; this w
as not the case for the effects of R

M
A

 on Q
uality and 

Q
uantity. 

E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration (E
R

A
) is seen as having a m

ore positive effect on the Q
uantity of 

research as opposed to the Q
uality of research; although the effects on both are overw

helm
ingly 

positive.  F
or the effect that R

esearch M
anagers and A

dm
inistrators (R

M
A

s) them
selves have, there 

is no appreciable difference; the positive effect on the Q
uality and Q

uantity of research is the sam
e. 

S
um

m
ary of O

verall P
erceptions 

 

T h is chart clearly show
s that R

M
A

 and E
R

A
 are perceived to increase both the quality and quantity of 

research undertaken.  It has been show
n, statistically, that A

cadem
ic staff are less positive about the 

effects of R
M

A
, and the additional effects of E

R
A

 on both the Q
uality and Q

uantity of research 
undertaken w

hen com
pared to research m

anagers and adm
inistrators.  W

hilst respondents in 
general believe that E

R
A

 affects Q
uantity m

ore than it affects Q
uality, there w

as no statistical 
difference betw

een the effects that R
M

A
 per se has on Q

uality and Q
uantity of research. 
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E
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 P
erceptions on specific elem

ents of R
M

A
 and E

R
A

 
A

s w
ell as asking for overall perceptions, the questionnai

re also divided R
M

A
 (and hence E

R
A

) into 
15 areas and asked for specific perceptions of the effect of each area on the Q

uality and Q
uantity of 

research undertaken.  T
he 15 areas are: 

A
rea of R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration 
S

hort C
ode 

A
cadem

ic E
xpertise (eg m

ini C
V

s in an annual report) 
A

E
 

F
unding source identification (eg "have you seen this call for proposals?") 

O
pp 

C
osting of proposals (eg using a calculator / spreadsheet) 

C
P

 
S

upport for generic parts of proposals (eg U
niversity info, or project m

anagem
ent) 

G
en 

Internal P
eer R

eview
 

P
eer 

E
thical R

eview
 

E
th 

R
isk A

ssessm
ent (eg lone-w

orker issues, intellectual property rights) 
R

isk 
P

roposal subm
ission support (getting the proposal to the funder) 

S
ub 

C
ontract negotiation (changes to price, term

s, tim
escales etc) 

N
eg 

P
roject m

anagem
ent of the research 

M
gt 

F
inancial m

anagem
ent of the research 

F
in 

O
utput and Im

pact recording (eg A
nnual R

eport) 
O

ut 
R

esearch planning / strategy (eg prioritise R
esearch C

ouncil funding) 
P

lan 
K

ey P
erform

ance Indicators (eg proposal success rates) 
K

P
I 

B
enchm

arking (eg com
paring incom

e w
ith like departm

ents) 
B

en 
T

he S
hort C

ode is som
etim

es used in text and charts for brevity. 
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 T
his cluster of graphs gives an im

pression of the overall landscape of the effects of different areas of 
research m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration (and the electronic system
s that support them

) on the 
quality and quantity of research.  T

he graph in the top left (Q
1) show

s the proportion of respondents 
that indicated “Large Increase” (+

+), “S
m

all Increase” (+
), “N

o E
ffect” (0), “S

m
all D

ecrease” (-), 
“Large D

ecrease” (--) and “D
on’t K

now
” (?) for each of the fifteen areas of R

M
A

 w
ith respect to its 

effect on research Q
uality.  T

he low
er left graph show

s the sam
e inform

ation but in respect to the 
effect on research Q

uantity (Q
2).  T

he graphs to the right indicate the effect of E
R

A
 system

s in each 
area on Q

uality (Q
2, top right) and Q

uantity (Q
4, bottom

 right). 

A
s the focus of this report is on the differences in perceptions of academ

ic staff and R
M

A
s an in 

depth analysis of the different areas of E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration is not provided, how
ever 

som
e brief conclusions can be draw

n.  

T
hese charts (N

=
182 [Q

uality], N
=161 [Q

uantity]) clearly show
 that the respondents thought that the 

different areas of research m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration (and E

R
A

 system
s that support them

) 
vary in their effect on the Q

uality and Q
uantity of research undertaken. 

F
or exam

ple, w
ith respect to the effect of R

M
A

 on research Q
uality, P

eer R
eview

 and P
roject 

M
anagem

ent are looked on m
uch m

ore favourably than A
cadem

ic E
xpertise and R

isk A
ssessm

ent.  
T

hese findings are in line w
ith the previous w

ork looking at perceptions of R
M

A
s to E

R
A

. 

Looking at the negative responses to the effect of R
M

A
 on Q

uantity; P
eer R

eview
, E

thics R
eview

 and 
R

isk A
ssessm

ent are seen by som
e as the areas that can m

ost lead to a decrease in the quantity of 
research (Q

3).  R
isk A

ssessm
ent is also view

ed negatively in term
s of the effect on the quality of 

research (Q
1), and E

thics R
eview

 is also negative; how
ever P

eer R
eview

 is seen as one of the best 
w

ays of increasing quality (at the expense of quantity).   A
cadem

ic E
xpertise inform

ation has one of 
the low

est proportions of positive indicators for both quality and quantity, but at the sam
e tim

e is 
not perceived by m

any to have a negative effect on either. 

In term
s of E

R
A

 system
s for the areas, F

unding S
ource Identification, C

osting and P
ricing and 

E
lectronic S

ubm
ission fare w

ell in term
s of increasing the quantity of funding (Q

4).  In term
s of 

increasing quality the situation is less clear, but E
R

A
 system

s for C
osting and P

ricing, G
eneric P

arts of 
P

roposals, P
eer R

eview
, F

inancial M
anagem

ent are the front runners.  A
gain A

cadem
ic E

xpertise has 
the low

est positive indicators for both quality and quantity, but w
ith few

 negative responses.  E
thics 

R
eview

, R
isk A

ssessm
ent, B

enchm
arking and K

P
Is are low

er than average in positive responses for 
increasing quantity.  B

enchm
arking, K

P
Is, R

isk A
ssessm

ent and E
thics R

eview
, along w

ith C
ontract 

N
egotiation, are also behind the pack in term

s of increasing the quality of research. 
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 E
R

A
 system

s in use 
T

he chart below
 show

s the relative usage of E
R

A
 system

s by
 (N

=159) respondents, 

 
A

s the previous studies have noted, responses to questions 
o n the effect of E

R
A

 system
s on quality 

and quantity m
ay w

ell be skew
ed by the existence and usage of E

R
A

 system
s.  Indeed it seem

s likely 
that F

unding S
ource Identification, C

osting and P
ricing and E

lectronic S
ubm

ission have a high 
proportion of “increase” effect responses as these are areas w

here E
R

A
 system

s have existed for 
som

e tim
e, and hence users are able to see the actual benefits rather than having to im

agine their 
potential. 

It is interesting to note that w
hilst five areas have a good penetration of system

s in use, all other 
areas of research m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration are provided for w
ith E

R
A

 system
s in at least 

som
e institutions.  It is also perhaps insightful that for som

e areas there are a large proportion of 
“D

on’t K
now

” responses’; there appears to be an underlying 10%
 of responders that w

ere not 
fam

iliar w
ith E

R
A

 provision at their institutions, but for som
e areas an additional 20%

 did not know
 

w
hether or not system

s w
ere available.  A

s alw
ays it appears that internal com

m
unication is an 

issue. 

It is also interesting to note that for every area there are som
e institutions w

here there is no E
R

A
 

support (or at least the respondents w
ere sure that this w

as the case, w
hich perhaps am

ounts to the 
sam

e thing). 

In sum
m

ary w
e can conclude that w

hilst E
R

A
 system

s are com
m

on in som
e areas of R

M
A

 they are by 
no m

eans pervasive. 
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E
R

A
 S

ystem
s in useD
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or not

N
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e have no system
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area)

N
o (but w

e do have a system
 at 

m
y institution)

Y
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 C
om

parison of A
cadem

ic and R
M

A
 perceptions to the 15 

A
reas 

Looking again at the tw
o groups; A

cadem
ic S

taff and R
e

search M
anagers and A

dm
inistrators (R

M
A

s) 
w

e can com
pare their responses to the effects of the 15 areas.  W

ith the effect on quality and 
quantity by both R

M
A

 and E
R

A
 system

s m
aking 4 variables for each area, there are 60 possible 

com
parisons that can be m

ade.  F
or com

pleteness each is presented below
, although only som

e 
enable significant conclusions to be draw

n. 

A
reas of R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration 
It is useful to look at the perceptions of the tw

o grou
ps to each of the areas of research 

m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration in turn in order to get a view

 of how
 useful each area is perceived 

to be in increasing the quality and quantity of research undertaken.  In each section four charts are 
show

n, on each the profile of responses from
 academ

ic staff is show
n on the left and from

 research 
m

anagers and adm
inistrators on the right.  In all cases the chart to the top left is for the effect of 

R
M

A
 on quality, to the bottom

 left is the chart for the effect of R
M

A
 on quantity.  T

he charts to the 
right show

 the additional effect of E
R

A
 system

s on quality (top right) and quantity (bottom
 right). 

A
cadem

ic E
xpertise (A

E
) 

Inform
ation about the expertise and research interests 

o f academ
ic and research staff being 

available to others, this m
ight be in a new

sletter or annual report.  A
n E

R
A

 system
 m

ight be a 
searchable database, perhaps on the w

eb; for exam
ple InfoE

d’s G
E

N
IU

S
9

                                                    
       

9 

.

http://w
w

w
.infoed.org/G

eniusS
earch/genius.asp

, an on-line academ
ic expertise database. 
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 In relation to questions on A
cadem

ic E
xpertise inform

ation, each of these 4 charts above show
s the 

profile of responses from
 the tw

o groups.  O
n each chart; A

cadem
ic staff responses are show

n to the 
left; and R

esearch M
anager and A

dm
inistrator (R

M
A

s) responses are to the right: 

T
op left: E

ffect on Q
uality 

T
op R

ight: Effect of E
R

A
 on Q

uality 
B

ottom
 Left: E

ffect on Q
uantity 

B
ottom

 R
ight: Effect of E

R
A

 on Q
uantity 

 W
e can see that no R

M
A

s perceive any negative effects (decreases in quality or quantity), but 
sim

ilarly there are few
 (relative to the other areas of R

M
A

) positive indications either.  H
ow

ever, as 
w

ith all the areas the overall picture is of a positive effect on the quality and quantity of research by 
both research m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration and E
R

A
 system

s.  T
here is no m

arked difference 
betw

een the responses for R
M

A
 and E

R
A

 system
s, perhaps indicating that A

cadem
ic E

xpertise 
inform

ation is generally thought to be supported by electronic system
s anyw

ay. 
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 F
unding S

ource Identification (F
un) 

P
roviding academ

ic and research staff w
ith inform

ation
 about potential funders of their research 

and of forthcom
ing deadlines for proposal subm

ission.  M
any U

K
 U

niversities use E
R

A
 system

s (for 
exam

ple R
esearch P

rofessional
10 and InfoE

d’s S
P

IN 11) to provide targeted funding inform
ation to 

a cadem
ic staff based on profiles and autom

ated searches. 

In relation to questions on F
unding O

pportunities, each of these 4 charts above show
s the profile of 

responses from
 the tw

o groups.  O
n each chart; A

cadem
ic staff responses are show

n to the left; and 
R

esearch M
anager and A

dm
inistrator (R

M
A

) responses are to the right: 

T
op left: E

ffect on Q
uality 

T
op R

ight: Effect of E
R

A
 on Q

uality 
B

ottom
 Left: E

ffect on Q
uantity 

B
ottom

 R
ight: Effect of E

R
A

 on Q
uantity 

 O
verall w

e can see that these are m
uch m

ore positive than the responses for A
cadem

ic E
xpertise, 

w
ith the vast m

ajority being one of the tw
o “Increase” options for R

M
A

 and E
R

A
 effecting quality 

and quantity.  T
here are no apparent differences betw

een the responses of academ
ic and R

M
A

 staff 
in term

s of the effect on quality, how
ever R

M
A

s appear to be m
ore positive about the effects on 

Q
uantity both for research m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration per se, and for E
R

A
 system

s. 

                                                          
 

10 w
w

w
.researchprofessional.com  

11 http://w
w

w
.infoed.org/new

_spin/spin.asp  
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 B
y aggregating all the non positive responses into a single group w

e can perform
 a chi-squared on 

the responses (“Large Increase”, “S
m

all Increase”, “N
o E

ffect or D
ecrease”) to see if there is a 

statistical difference betw
een the perceptions of A

cadem
ic staff and R

M
A

s.  It is the case that there 
"#$%

$&
"''()(*+(,$!

2(2, N
=

135) =
 7.314, 

p=
.026; R

M
A

s are m
ore likely than academ

ic staff to think that a 
F

unding O
pportunities system

 w
ill increase the quality of research, how

ever the latter still strongly 
support that hypothesis.  T

he picture is the sam
e 

'-)$./($(''(+
.$-*$01%

*.".23$! 2(2, N
=

133) =
 6.692, 

p=
.035; w

here R
M

A
s are significantly m

ore positive than their academ
ic counterparts. 

Looking at the difference betw
een the effects of E

R
A

 F
unding O

pportunities on quality and quantity, 
using a W

ilcoxon signed ranks test, it is clear z=
-3.581, N

-T
ies=80, 
p<

.0005, that the effect on 
quantity is higher than the effect on quality. 

W
e can conclude that F

unding O
pportunities is an excellent area to invest in E

R
A

 in order to increase 
quality and in particular quantity of research. 
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 C
osting of P

roposals (C
P

) 
T

his entails w
orking out salary costs w

ith on-costs, future
 pay aw

ards and increm
ents, estates and 

indirect cost calculations, estim
ating consum

able and travel costs, and so on.  It also requires a 
know

ledge of funder allow
able costs rules and experience of previous bids.  It m

ay involve the use of 
spreadsheets and calculators. A

s w
ell as in-house tools there are som

e com
m

ercial E
R

A
 system

s 
designed specifically for costing and pricing such as pF

A
C

T
12. 

I n relation to questions on C
osting of P

roposals, each of these 4 charts above show
s the profile of 

responses from
 the tw

o groups.  O
n each chart; A

cadem
ic staff responses are show

n to the left; and 
R

esearch M
anager and A

dm
inistrator (R

M
A

s) responses are to the right: 

T
op left: E

ffect on Q
uality 

T
op R

ight: Effect of E
R

A
 on Q

uality 
B

ottom
 Left: E

ffect on Q
uantity 

B
ottom

 R
ight: Effect of E

R
A

 on Q
uantity 

 W
hen com

paring these graphs w
ith F

unding O
pportunities it appears that the responses w

ith 
respect to quality are m

ore favourable for C
osting of P

roposals.  H
ow

ever the situation for the effect 
on quantity is reversed.  T

he overall pattern of responses from
 academ

ics and R
M

A
s are broadly 

sim
ilar. 

                                                          
 

12 http://w
w

w
.unit4softw

are.co.uk/   

Portfolio Item ERAQ06 Page 11

Portfolio Item ERAQ06 Page 11

Vol.2 p.52

Vol.2 p.52



P
age 23 of 47 

 It is clear that E
R

A
 for proposal costing is appreciated across the board, this m

ay w
ell be influenced 

by the fact that costing tools have been in com
m

on usage for som
e tim

e and hence their benefits 
can be realised rather than postulated. 
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 S
upport for generic parts of proposals (G

en) 
S

om
e inform

ation is com
m

on across a num
ber of proposals, su

ch as inform
ation about the host 

institution and perhaps project m
anagem

ent structures.  A
 research office m

ay have a library of such 
inform

ation from
 previously successful proposals.  A

n E
R

A
 system

 could provide access to the library 
w

ithout the intervention of the research m
anagers and adm

inistrators in the research office. 

In relation to questions on G
eneric P

roposal E
lem

ents, each of these 4 charts above show
s the 

profile of responses from
 the tw

o groups.  O
n each chart; A

cadem
ic staff responses are show

n to the 
left; and R

esearch M
anager and A

dm
inistrator (R

M
A

s) responses are to the right: 

T
op left: E

ffect on Q
uality 

T
op R

ight: Effect of E
R

A
 on Q

uality 
B

ottom
 Left: E

ffect on Q
uantity 

B
ottom

 R
ight: Effect of E

R
A

 on Q
uantity 

 T
he graphs for the responses of academ

ics and R
M

A
s appear very sim

ilar; there is m
uch agreem

ent 
that having a library of generic proposals com

ponents can increase both the quality and the quantity 
of research. 

T
his should be a fruitful area to investigate for developing som

e E
R

A
 capability as a low

 proportion 
of respondents (particularly w

hen com
pared to F

unding O
pportunities and P

roposal C
osting 

system
s) reported having used such a system

. 
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 Internal P
eer R

eview
 (P

eer) 
O

ften funders w
ill use a peer review

 process to inform
 t

heir funding decisions.  It is considered good 
practice by m

any to perform
 an internal peer review

 on proposals before they are subm
itted in 

order (am
ongst other things) to im

prove the quality of the proposal, and hence the chances of 
securing funding.  S

om
e funders are currently looking at m

aking it a requirem
ent of subm

ission that 
an internal peer review

 has been undertaken. 

In relation to questions on Internal P
eer R

eview
, each of these 4 charts above show

s the profile of 
responses from

 the tw
o groups.  O

n each chart; A
cadem

ic staff responses are show
n to the left; and 

R
esearch M

anager and A
dm

inistrator (R
M

A
) responses are to the right: 

T
op left: E

ffect on Q
uality 

T
op R

ight: Effect of E
R

A
 on Q

uality 
B

ottom
 Left: E

ffect on Q
uantity 

B
ottom

 R
ight: Effect of E

R
A

 on Q
uantity 

 T
his tim

e there appears to be a difference in the responses betw
een academ

ics and R
M

A
s on all 

counts, w
ith R

M
A

s seem
ingly being m

ore positive than their academ
ic counterparts.  T

o check this a 
chi-squared analysis can be perform

ed, how
ever to avoid low

 expect cell counts the negative and 
“N

o E
ffect” responses are grouped together.  T

his reveals that for R
M

A
, the 

(''(+.$-*$01%
4".2,$!

2(2, 
N

=
133) =

 13.724, 
p=

.0563$'-)$789$(''(+
.$-*$01%

4".2,$!
2(2, N

=130) =
 7.142, 

p=
.028; and E

R
A

 effect on 
01%

4".2,$!
2(2, N

=
130) =

 10.577, 
p=

.005; that R
M

A
s do indeed view

 the effect of internal peer review
 

m
ore positively than ./(")$%

+
%

&
(:"+

$+-44(%
;1(#<$$=

->(?()$'-)$./($(''(+
.$-'$8@

9$-*$01%
*.".2,$!

2(2, 
N

=
132) =

 5.430, p=.066; then R
M

A
s are in agreem

ent w
ith academ

ic staff. 
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 A
necdotally peer review

 is reported to increase quality at the expense of quantity, but it is clear that 
this is not thought to be the case here.  A

lthough som
e responded w

ith decreased quantity m
any 

m
ore selected increased quantity.  T

he overall num
ber of N

o E
ffect responses w

as m
uch higher in 

relation to quantity than quality. 

T
here are relatively few

 P
eer R

eview
 E

R
A

 system
s in use, and these results indicate that effort in this 

area w
ould reap sizeable benefits, both in term

s of doing internal peer review
 at all, and in term

s of 
using an E

R
A

 system
 to support the process. 

Portfolio Item ERAQ06 Page 13

Portfolio Item ERAQ06 Page 13

Vol.2 p.54

Vol.2 p.54



P
age 27 of 47 

 E
thical R

eview
 (E

th) 
O

ften it is desirable, and depending on the research bei
ng proposed, a requirem

ent for the proposal 
to be subject to ethical review

.  In som
e w

ays this is akin to P
eer R

eview
 but ethics review

 has 
particular stipulations for experim

ents involving hum
ans and anim

als.  M
ost E

R
A

 system
s that 

support E
thical R

eview
 are databases and w

orkflow
 system

s. 

In relation to questions on E
thical R

eview
, each of these 4 charts above show

s the profile of 
responses from

 the tw
o groups.  O

n each chart; A
cadem

ic staff responses are show
n to the left; and 

R
esearch M

anager and A
dm

inistrator (R
M

A
) responses are to the right: 

T
op left: E

ffect on Q
uality 

T
op R

ight: Effect of E
R

A
 on Q

uality 
B

ottom
 Left: E

ffect on Q
uantity 

B
ottom

 R
ight: Effect of E

R
A

 on Q
uantity 

 W
hen com

paring these graphs w
ith those for P

eer R
eview

 it is clear that E
thical R

eview
 is seen by 

both academ
ic staff and R

M
A

s alike as having less to offer in term
s of increasing both quality and 

quantity of research.  A
s w

ith all areas of research m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration the overall 

position is still positive and academ
ic staff and R

M
A

s have sim
ilar opinions on the m

atter. 

T
he chart for the effect of R

M
A

 on quantity is interesting as it is one of the very few
 w

here the 
num

ber of “Large Increase” responses from
 academ

ic staff is higher than for R
M

A
s.  W

ith the 
num

ber of negative responses, in order to perform
 a valid chi-squared analysis w

e need only 
aggregate “Large D

ecrease” and “S
m

all D
ecrease” into a group.  T

his reveals that this apparent 
&

"''()(*+
($"#$"*&

((&
$#.%

."#."+
%

442$#";*"'"+
%

*.A
$!

2(3, N
=

129) = 8.031, 
p=

.045; how
ever it Is less clear 
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 w
hat this difference actually is as overall R

M
A

s w
ere m

ore positive.  It is clear though the view
s of 

academ
ic staff w

ere m
ore extrem

e, they w
ere m

ore likely to indicate Large effects of R
M

A
 on 

quantity. 

In sum
m

ary E
thical R

eview
 is not an area com

m
only supported by E

R
A

 system
s, and although there 

are som
e perceived benefits, other areas appear to have m

ore potential. 
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 R
isk A

ssessm
ent (R

isk) 
R

isk can com
e in m

any form
s: financial, reputational, leg

al, physical and so on.  R
isk assessm

ent (and 
m

itigation) tries to identify issues and reduce the likelihood and/or potential im
pact.  It m

ight be a 
lone interview

er is at risk, w
hich can be to som

e extent m
itigated by, for exam

ple, providing 
personal safety training and a personal alarm

.  S
om

e E
R

A
 system

s have an elem
ent of risk 

assessm
ent for proposals based on m

ultiple choice questions. 

In relation to questions on R
isk A

ssessm
ent, each of these 4 charts above show

s the profile of 
responses from

 the tw
o groups.  O

n each chart; A
cadem

ic staff responses are show
n to the left; and 

R
esearch M

anager and A
dm

inistrator (R
M

A
) responses are to the right: 

T
op left: E

ffect on Q
uality 

T
op R

ight: Effect of E
R

A
 on Q

uality 
B

ottom
 Left: E

ffect on Q
uantity 

B
ottom

 R
ight: Effect of E

R
A

 on Q
uantity 

 T
he responses from

 academ
ic staff and R

M
A

s are fairly sim
ilar on each aspect apart from

 for the 
effect of risk assessm

ent on the quality of research undertaken.  T
he overriding im

pression from
 

academ
ic staff is that risk assessm

ent has little or no effect on the quality or quantity of research.  
H

ow
ever these charts also show

 som
e of the highest responses for a decrease in quality and 

quantity.  R
M

A
s are a little m

ore upbeat in term
s of quality but tend to agree w

ith the academ
ics in 

term
s of quantity. 
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 O
verall, there are few

 E
R

A
 system

s for R
isk A

ssessm
ent and the overall im

pression is that developing 
them

 should be a low
 priority if the intention is to increase the quality and in particular the quantity 

of research. 
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 P
roposal S

ubm
ission S

upport (S
ub) 

A
fter a proposal has been developed it is of course essent

ial that it is delivered to the proposed 
sponsor w

ith in the correct form
at w

ith the correct inform
ation and signatures and before any 

deadline.  R
M

A
s typically provide such a service.  A

 num
ber of funders now

 have electronic 
subm

ission system
s; som

e institutions have internal system
s that can generate the required 

inform
ation in the required form

at.  O
ne H

E
I (B

ristol) even has a direct subm
ission system

 (for 
financial inform

ation) to autom
atically take inform

ation from
 their system

 and transfer it to the 
funder system

 (in this case the R
C

U
K

 Je-S
13

In relation to questions on P
roposal S

ubm
ission, each of these 4 charts above show

s the profile of 
responses from

 the tw
o groups.  O

n each chart; A
cadem

ic staff responses are show
n to the left; and 

R
esearch M

anager and A
dm

inistrator (R
M

A
s) responses are to the right: 

 system
).

T
op left: E

ffect on Q
uality 

T
op R

ight: Effect of E
R

A
 on Q

uality 
B

ottom
 Left: E

ffect on Q
uantity 

B
ottom

 R
ight: Effect of E

R
A

 on Q
uantity 

T
he overall tenor of the graphs is very positive, particularly for the effect on quantity, w

ith the large 
m

ajority of responses from
 both groups being positive; and the profiles are sim

ilar for each group. 

P
roposal subm

ission w
as one of the top three E

R
A

 system
s in term

s of current usage.  It is clear that 
those not currently using E

R
A

 system
s to support proposal subm

ission are m
issing out an 

opportunity to increase both the quality and quantity of research undertaken. 

                                                          
 

13 S
ee https://je-s.rcuk.ac.uk/ 
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 C
ontract N

egotiation (N
eg) 

S
om

etim
es proposals are funded as subm

itted, how
ever often

 there m
ay be changes stipulated by 

the funder; som
e funders (particularly com

m
ercial ones) are open to negotiation in order to achieve 

their aim
s.  N

egotiation m
ay cover tim

escales, intellectual property issues, price, and so on.  E
R

A
 

system
s to support negotiation tend to be docum

ent m
anagem

ent system
s to support standard 

clauses and version tracking. 

In relation to questions on C
ontract N

egotiation, each of these 4 charts above show
s the profile of 

responses from
 the tw

o groups.  O
n each chart; A

cadem
ic staff responses are show

n to the left; and 
R

esearch M
anager and A

dm
inistrator (R

M
A

) responses are to the right: 

T
op left: E

ffect on Q
uality 

T
op R

ight: Effect of E
R

A
 on Q

uality 
B

ottom
 Left: E

ffect on Q
uantity 

B
ottom

 R
ight: Effect of E

R
A

 on Q
uantity 

 T
here appears to be som

e difference in the profiles of responses betw
een the tw

o groups, 
particularly w

ith regard to contract negotiation affecting quality and E
R

A
 support for contract 

negotiation affecting quantity.  T
o perform

 a chi-squared test the “Large D
ecrease”, “S

m
all 

D
ecrease” and “N

o E
ffect” responses are grouped.  T

his reveals, 
!

2(2, N
=131) = 15.654, 

p< .0005, for 
8@

9$(''(+
.$-*$01%

4".23$%
*&

$!
2(2, N

=
125) =

 8.159, 
p=

.017, for E
R

A
 effect on quantity; w

hereas the 
other options do not show

 a significant difference. 

T
he overall perceived effects of C

ontract N
egotiation are in the m

iddle of the pack and the current 
usage of E

R
A

 system
s are low

, so it appears that it m
ay be w

orth investing in this area.  T
he tw

o 
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 groups agree on the effect of E
R

A
 on quality; and w

hilst there is a divergence of opinion w
ith respect 

to quantity the overall position is still positive. 

P
age 34 of 47 

 P
roject M

anagem
ent of the research (M

gt) 
W

hen actually undertaking research, particularly for pr
ojects w

ith large team
s, there is a need for 

m
anaging the team

 of w
orkers w

hich need not be undertaken by researchers.  E
R

A
 system

s can 
support this process by providing integrated tools to m

anage the project lifecycle, for exam
ple 

setting and m
onitoring deliverables and m

ilestones. 

In relation to questions on P
roject M

anagem
ent, each of these 4 charts above show

s the profile of 
responses from

 the tw
o groups.  O

n each chart; A
cadem

ic staff responses are show
n to the left; and 

R
esearch M

anager and A
dm

inistrator (R
M

A
) responses are to the right: 

T
op left: E

ffect on Q
uality 

T
op R

ight: Effect of E
R

A
 on Q

uality 
B

ottom
 Left: E

ffect on Q
uantity 

B
ottom

 R
ight: Effect of E

R
A

 on Q
uantity 

 T
hese profiles appear m

arkedly different in term
s of the responses of academ

ic staff as com
pared to 

the responses from
 R

M
A

s.  T
his can be tested w

ith a chi-squared analysis (by aggregating “Large 
D

ecrease”, “S
m

all D
ecrease” and “N

o E
ffect” into a single group) and is show

n to be the case.  F
or 

8@
9$(''(+

.$-*$B
1%

4".2,$!
2(2, N

=
134) =22.971, 

pC <555D
3$789$(''(+

.$-*$B
1%

4".2,$!
2(2, N

=
131) =

26.568, 
p<

.0005; R
M

A
 effect -*$B

1%
*.".2,$! 2(2, N

=130) =15.519, 
pC

<555D
3$%

*&
$'-)$789$(''(+

.$-*$B
1%

4".2,$!
2(2, 

N
=130) =

8.809, p=
.012.  T

hese differences on the w
hole relate to the m

agnitude of effect w
ith 

academ
ic staff tending tow

ards a sm
all increase and R

M
A

s tow
ards a large increase (particularly for 

the effect on quality). 
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 T
he overall effects of P

roject M
anagem

ent are in the upper half of the pack and the use of E
R

A
 

system
s is low

 so this is potentially a useful area for developm
ent.  If R

M
A

s are to believed the 
potential for increasing the quality of research seem

s high, but academ
ic staff are not as positive. 

P
age 36 of 47 

 F
inancial M

anagem
ent of R

esearch (F
in) 

A
 particular subset of project m

anagem
ent (that is ofte

n undertaken by staff from
 the finance 

departm
ent) is financial m

anagem
ent; keeping track of budgets and expenditures, claim

ing incom
e 

from
 funders and providing financial reports.  S

om
e E

R
A

 system
s provide alerts w

hen expenditure if 
high or low

 against profile, or sim
ply provide online access to expenditure inform

ation. 

In relation to questions on F
inancial M

anagem
ent, each of these 4 charts above show

s the profile of 
responses from

 the tw
o groups.  O

n each chart; A
cadem

ic staff responses are show
n to the left; and 

R
esearch M

anager and A
dm

inistrator (R
M

A
) responses are to the right: 

T
op left: E

ffect on Q
uality 

T
op R

ight: Effect of E
R

A
 on Q

uality 
B

ottom
 Left: E

ffect on Q
uantity 

B
ottom

 R
ight: Effect of E

R
A

 on Q
uantity 

 T
he graphs for the effect of F

inancial M
anagem

ent on quantity show
 a strong agreem

ent betw
een 

the view
s of academ

ic and R
M

A
 staff.  In term

s of effect on quality though the profile of responses 
appear rather different; again, aggregating the negative and “N

o E
ffect” responses allow

s a valid chi-
#01%

)(&
$%

*%
42#"#$.-$E

($F
()'-):(&

<
$$G

-)$8@
9$(''(+

.$-*$B
1%

4".2,$!
2(2, N

=135) =12.311, 
p= .002; and for 

789$(''(+
.$-*$B

1%
4".2,$!

2(2, N
=

133) =
8.546, 

p=
. 014.  Indeed, also for R

M
A

 effect on quantity the 
&

"''()(*+
($"#$%

4#-$#";*"'"+
%

*.,$!
2(2, N

=131) =
10.637, 

p=
.0053$E

1.$'-)$789$(''(+.$-*$01%
*.".2,$!

2(2, 
N

=131) =
3.737, p=

.154, there is no significant difference betw
een the view

s of academ
ic staff and 

R
M

A
s. 

Portfolio Item ERAQ06 Page 18

Portfolio Item ERAQ06 Page 18

Vol.2 p.59

Vol.2 p.59



P
age 37 of 47 

 F
inancial m

anagem
ent appears high up in the E

R
A

 usage graphs and the overall assessm
ent of effect 

on quality and quantity is positive.  E
ven allow

ing for the m
ore pessim

istic view
 of academ

ic staff (as 
com

pared to R
M

A
s) the introduction of good E

R
A

 system
s for F

inancial M
anagem

ent of research 
should lead to an increase in both the quality and quantity of research undertaken. 

P
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 O
utputs and Im

pact recording (O
ut) 

M
any research funders place a requirem

ent on the report
ing of research outputs (such as 

publications) and, increasingly, the im
pact of research undertaken; often this is to show

 the ‘value’ 
of the research to the w

ider public.  T
here are m

any E
R

A
 system

s that m
anage research outputs, for 

exam
ple from

 S
ym

plectic 14, w
ith institutional open access repositories becom

ing th
e norm

, how
ever 

few
 currently tie outputs to projects in any m

eaningful w
ay.  R

ecording research im
pacts and linking 

them
 to projects is sure to becom

e m
ore im

portant in the U
K

 w
ith the forthcom

ing R
esearch 

E
xcellence F

ram
ew

ork (R
E

F
15). 

In relation to questions on O
utputs and Im

pact, each of these 4 charts above show
s the profile of 

responses from
 the tw

o groups.  O
n each chart; A

cadem
ic staff responses are show

n to the left; and 
R

esearch M
anager and A

dm
inistrator (R

M
A

) responses are to the right: 

T
op left: E

ffect on Q
uality 

T
op R

ight: Effect of E
R

A
 on Q

uality 
B

ottom
 Left: E

ffect on Q
uantity 

B
ottom

 R
ight: Effect of E

R
A

 on Q
uantity 

 O
verall there is close agreem

ent betw
een the opinions of academ

ic staff and R
M

A
s on this issue.  

W
hilst E

R
A

 system
s for O

utputs (particularly) and Im
pacts recording are the fifth m

ost prevalent in 
term

s of usage, the perceived effect is in the m
iddle of pack.  T

his indicates that w
hilst there is m

uch 
current effort in collecting inform

ation on research outputs and im
pact in order to assess quality the 

                                                          
 

14 http://w
w

w
.sym

plectic.co.uk, has a w
ell established publications m

anagem
ent system

 
15 w

w
w

.ref.ac.uk; a U
K

 w
ide assessm

ent of the quality of research, research environm
ent and im

pact 
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 collection and w
ider dissem

ination and linkage is not the best place to focus effort in term
s of 

increasing quality and quantity of research.  H
ow

ever, it seem
s m

ore beneficial than a num
ber of 

other areas, such as R
isk A

ssessm
ent and E

thical R
eview

. 

P
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 R
esearch P

lanning / S
trategy (P

lan) 
W

ithin the overall context of an institution there are
 often plans and strategic objectives for 

research; for exam
ple to increase research incom

e, or to be listed in the top 100 universities in the 
w

orld.  T
here are few

 E
R

A
 system

s that directly support strategic objectives other than to m
ake 

them
 available electronically, and perhaps provide targets for K

P
Is (see below

). 

In relation to questions on P
lanning and S

trategy, each of these 4 charts above show
s the profile of 

responses from
 the tw

o groups.  O
n each chart; A

cadem
ic staff responses are show

n to the left; and 
R

esearch M
anager and A

dm
inistrator (R

M
A

) responses are to the right: 

T
op left: E

ffect on Q
uality 

T
op R

ight: Effect of E
R

A
 on Q

uality 
B

ottom
 Left: E

ffect on Q
uantity 

B
ottom

 R
ight: Effect of E

R
A

 on Q
uantity 

 T
here appears to be good agreem

ent betw
een academ

ics and R
M

A
s in term

s of the effect on 
research quantity.  F

or the quality of research it again appears that R
M

A
s look upon things m

ore 
favourably than their academ

ic colleagues.  O
verall there is a reasonably high proportion of “N

o 
E

ffect” responses w
hich leaves the overall increase in the m

iddle of the pack. 

T
here are few

 E
R

A
 system

s reported in use and the above graphs to not m
ake a com

pelling case for 
the introduction of system

s in this area to be a high priority, unless all the other m
ore favourable 

avenues have already been provided for. 
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 K
ey P

erform
ance Indicators (K

P
I)s 

M
any institutions have internal key perform

ance indica
tors for research, often tied to strategic aim

s.  
E

xam
ples include num

ber of post-graduate research students, research incom
e, league table 

position and perform
ance in research assessm

ent exercises; often these are m
oderated by the 

num
ber of academ

ic staff em
ployed.  E

R
A

 system
s can report on K

P
Is by collating inform

ation from
 

various sources and processing them
 as required. 

In relation to questions on K
ey P

erform
ance Indicators (K

P
Is), each of these 4 charts above show

s 
the profile of responses from

 the tw
o groups.  O

n each chart; A
cadem

ic staff responses are show
n to 

the left; and R
esearch M

anager and A
dm

inistrator (R
M

A
) responses are to the right: 

T
op left: E

ffect on Q
uality 

T
op R

ight: Effect of E
R

A
 on Q

uality 
B

ottom
 Left: E

ffect on Q
uantity 

B
ottom

 R
ight: Effect of E

R
A

 on Q
uantity 

 T
hese graphs indicate a good agreem

ent betw
een academ

ic staff and research m
anagers and 

adm
inistrators in regard to the effect of K

P
Is.  T

here is a large proportion of “N
o E

ffect” responses 
resulting in a relatively poor show

ing in the overall effect in term
s of quality and quantity. 

T
here w

ere a low
 num

ber of E
R

A
 system

s reported in use, and w
hilst useful as a m

anagem
ent tool 

for assessing progress against targets the m
easuring and reporting of the K

P
Is did not in them

selves 
have a large expected im

pact on quality and quantity as com
pared to, say, F

unding O
pportunity 

Identification or P
eer R

eview
 – w

hich is not surprising. 

P
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 B
enchm

arking (B
en) 

In effect this is the use of com
m

on K
P

Is betw
een num

ber
s of institutions in order that a relative 

com
parison can be m

ade.  T
hese could be defined in term

s of a peer group of institutions, the U
K

 as 
a w

hole, or indeed w
orldw

ide; strategic plans are often elucidated in term
s of benchm

arks.  E
R

A
 

system
s can be used to m

easure and record benchm
ark inform

ation in m
uch the sam

e w
ay as K

P
Is, 

although they often need to be m
ore com

plex to capture external data.  M
any benchm

arks are 
provided by external bodies. 

In relation to questions on B
enchm

arking, each of these 4 charts above show
s the profile of 

responses from
 the tw

o groups.  O
n each chart; A

cadem
ic staff responses are show

n to the left; and 
R

esearch M
anager and A

dm
inistrator (R

M
A

) responses are to the right: 

T
op left: E

ffect on Q
uality 

T
op R

ight: Effect of E
R

A
 on Q

uality 
B

ottom
 Left: E

ffect on Q
uantity 

B
ottom

 R
ight: Effect of E

R
A

 on Q
uantity 

 U
nsurprisingly these graphs are very sim

ilar to those for K
P

Is above; the tw
o aspects are very sim

ilar 
in a num

ber of w
ays and this is reflected in the profile of responses, again characterised by a high 

level of “N
o E

ffect”s.  Indeed com
paring the responses for K

P
Is w

ith these for benchm
arking show

s 
only one significant difference (for R

M
A

 affecting quality): z=
-2.254 N

-T
ies=118, 

p=
.024.  T

he other 
areas are in agreem

ent (E
R

A
 affecting quality, z=

-1.927 N
-T

ies=
151, 

p=
.054; R

M
A

 affecting quantity, 
z=

-1.055 N
-T

ies=121, 
p=

.291; and E
R

A
 affecting quantity, z=

-1.000 N
-T

ies=122, 
p=.371). 
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 E
R

A
 B

enchm
arking system

s are arguably the rarest of all the fifteen areas and the potential for them
 

to affect the quality and quantity of research appear to be low
. 

G
eneral C

om
m

ents 
O

f course this report needs to be read in the context 
that excellent research m

anagem
ent and 

adm
inistration and indeed excellent E

R
A

 system
s can only do so m

uch, the crucial elem
ent is having 

excellent researchers.  H
ow

ever, an excellent researcher that has better support (including R
M

A
 and 

E
R

A
) is surely m

ore likely to be able to do excellent research; and this is borne out in the analysis.  

P
age 44 of 47 

 C
onclusions 

T
he num

ber of responses m
eans that statistical tests on t

he raw
 data cannot in general be 

undertaken.  In particular, the sm
all num

ber of negative responses on the Likert scale questions 
m

eans that these need to be grouped (and often w
ith the “N

o E
ffect” responses) in order to perform

 
analyses.  H

ow
ever this does m

ean that overall the responses can be concluded to be supportive of 
research m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration (R
M

A
) and electronic research adm

inistration (E
R

A
) 

system
s in term

s of their im
pact on both the quality and quantity of research at an institution. 

In general the responses from
 academ

ic staff w
ere less favourable than those from

 research 
m

anagers and adm
inistrators them

selves, w
hich is perhaps unsurprising.  It can be assum

ed that the 
R

M
A

s believe that they ‘m
ake a difference’ otherw

ise job fulfilm
ent w

ould be very low
.  H

ow
ever, 

doing w
hat is best for the institution m

ay not alw
ays be w

hat an individual m
em

ber of academ
ic 

staff w
ould like; the role of an R

M
A

 is a balance betw
een facilitator and gatekeeper.  It is how

ever 
heartening for R

M
A

s that a large proportion of academ
ic staff do appreciate the research support 

that they get in term
s of believing that R

M
A

s and E
R

A
 can contribute in a positive m

anner to the 
quality and quantity of research that is conducted. 

Increasing Q
uality 

In term
s of R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration (R
M

A
)

,  the follow
ing rank order (by response 

m
edian) of areas that can increase the quality of research undertaken is: 

D
escriptive S

tatistics

N
M

inim
um

M
axim

um
M

ean
S

td. D
eviation

Q
ualP

eer
172

1
5

1.72
.840

Q
ualM

gt
174

1
5

1.85
.919

Q
ualS

ub
174

1
5

1.89
.879

Q
ualF

in
175

1
5

1.92
.906

Q
ualG

en
173

1
5

1.97
.750

Q
ualO

pp
175

1
4

1.98
.769

Q
ualC

P
175

1
5

1.99
.837

Q
ualO

ut
176

1
5

2.14
.867

Q
ualP

lan
170

1
5

2.15
.971

Q
ualN

eg
166

1
5

2.17
.976

Q
ualE

th
169

1
5

2.19
.893

Q
ualK

P
I

172
1

5
2.29

.903

Q
ualB

en
167

1
5

2.40
.891

Q
ualR

isk
166

1
5

2.40
.914

Q
ualA

E
159

1
5

2.40
.704

V
alid N

 (listw
ise)

142

W
ith 1=

Large Increase, 2=
S

m
all Increase, 3=

N
o E

ffect, 4=
S

m
all D

ecrease, 5=Large D
ecrease 
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 It should be noted that not all positions in the rank ordering are statistically significant.  F
or exam

ple, 
w

hilst Internal P
eer R

eview
 appears above R

esearch P
roject M

anagem
ent in term

s of a positive 
im

pact on the quality of research undertaken, a W
ilcoxon test (grouping all non positive responses) 

reveals that the form
er is not significantly z=

-1.592, N
-T

ies=95, 
p=

.111, m
ore favoured than the 

latter.  H
ow

ever com
paring P

eer R
eview

 w
ith S

ubcontracting does reveal that the form
er is, z=

-
2.278, N

-T
ies=76, 

p<
.023, m

ore likely to be considered to increase quality than the latter.  S
o the 

overall ranking does give a good indication of w
here best to focus research m

anagem
ent and 

adm
inistration efforts in order to increase the quality of research. 

A
cadem

ic E
xpertise Inform

ation, R
isk A

ssessm
ent and B

enchm
arking w

ere least likely to have a 
positive effect on quality. 

W
ith respect to E

lectronic R
esearch A

dm
inistration (E

R
A

), the situation is slightly different w
ith, for 

exam
ple, C

osting and P
ricing appearing m

uch higher in the rankings.

D
escriptive S

tatistics

N
M

inim
um

M
axim

um
M

ean
S

td. D
eviation

E
Q

ualP
eer

170
1

5
1.88

.885

E
Q

ualC
P

172
1

5
1.88

.794

E
Q

ualS
ub

170
1

5
1.91

.849

E
Q

ualF
in

172
1

5
1.95

.884

E
Q

ualG
en

171
1

5
1.96

.774

E
Q

ualO
ut

167
1

5
2.05

.852

E
Q

ualM
gt

170
1

5
2.06

.908

E
Q

ualO
pp

172
1

5
2.10

.762

E
Q

ualP
lan

167
1

5
2.20

.859

E
Q

ualE
th

167
1

5
2.25

.883

E
Q

ualR
isk

168
1

5
2.30

.899

E
Q

ualN
eg

162
1

5
2.32

.868

E
Q

ualK
P

I
170

1
5

2.38
.842

E
Q

ualA
E

165
1

5
2.42

.682

E
Q

ualB
en

168
1

5
2.43

.808

V
alid N

 (listw
ise)

146

W
ith 1=

Large Increase, 2=
S

m
all Increase, 3=

N
o E

ffect, 4=
S

m
all D

ecrease, 5=Large D
ecrease 
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 Increasing Q
uantity 

F
or those looking to focus on increasing the quantity of

 research rather than the quality then the 
view

s of the respondents indicates the follow
ing rank order w

ith respect to the effect of R
esearch 

M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration. 

D
escriptive S

tatistics

N
M

inim
um

M
axim

um
M

ean
S

td. D
eviation

Q
uanO

pp
156

1
5

1.72
.715

Q
uanS

ub
152

1
5

1.84
.790

Q
uanG

en
151

1
5

1.91
.783

Q
uanC

P
153

1
5

1.99
.799

Q
uanF

in
152

1
5

2.03
.841

Q
uanM

gt
151

1
5

2.09
.811

Q
uanN

eg
146

1
5

2.21
.968

Q
uanP

lan
150

1
5

2.22
.947

Q
uanP

eer
153

1
5

2.32
1.037

Q
uanO

ut
149

1
5

2.34
.859

Q
uanK

P
I

148
1

5
2.40

.946

Q
uanA

E
145

1
5

2.43
.705

Q
uanB

en
147

1
5

2.44
.908

Q
uanE

th
150

1
5

2.63
.915

Q
uanR

isk
148

1
5

2.66
.893

V
alid N

 (listw
ise)

128

W
ith 1=

Large Increase, 2=
S

m
all Increase, 3=

N
o E

ffect, 4=
S

m
all D

ecrease, 5=Large D
ecrease 
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 W
ith respect to the areas of E

lectronic R
esearch A

dm
inistration affecting the quantity of research: 

D
escriptive S

tatistics

N
M

inim
um

M
axim

um
M

ean
S

td. D
eviation

E
Q

uanO
pp

153
1

5
1.83

.768

E
Q

uanC
P

155
1

5
1.87

.827

E
Q

uanS
ub

151
1

5
1.89

.821

E
Q

uanG
en

152
1

5
1.99

.834

E
Q

uanF
in

152
1

5
2.05

.820

E
Q

uanP
eer

151
1

5
2.15

.936

E
Q

uanM
gt

150
1

5
2.16

.828

E
Q

uanO
ut

151
1

5
2.20

.800

E
Q

uanN
eg

145
1

5
2.28

.894

E
Q

uanP
lan

149
1

5
2.31

.853

E
Q

uanA
E

144
1

5
2.35

.743

E
Q

uanK
P

I
146

1
5

2.38
.865

E
Q

uanE
th

149
1

5
2.40

.964

E
Q

uanR
isk

147
1

5
2.41

.898

E
Q

uanB
en

144
1

5
2.42

.874

V
alid N

 (listw
ise)

129

W
ith 1=

Large Increase, 2=
S

m
all Increase, 3=

N
o E

ffect, 4=
S

m
all D

ecrease, 5=Large D
ecrease 

S
um

m
ary 

T
here is an overw

helm
ing agreem

ent that research m
anag
em

ent and adm
inistration (R

M
A

) can 
increase the quality and quantity of research.  F

urther, specific E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration 
system

s can generate an additional increase in both quality and quantity.  R
esearch M

anagers and 
A

dm
inistrators them

selves w
ere m

ore positive about the benefits of E
R

A
 system

s than their 
academ

ic colleagues, but the latter group w
ere still firm

ly positive. 

Looking at the individual areas for R
M

A
 and E

R
A

 system
s there w

as m
uch variation betw

een them
 in 

term
s of the ranges of responses.  S

om
e of the areas w

ere reported as having different effects on 
quality and quantity. 

O
verall the benefits of R

M
A

 and E
R

A
 are clear and these analyses should help inform

 w
here best to 

focus effort for the desired effect. 
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 E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration – P
erceptions 

S
um

m
ary of the m

ain findings 
 W

hich areas of E
R

A
 are m

ost likely to have a positive im
pact on research quality and quantity? 

O
verview

 
T

his is an executive sum
m

ary of the full report that can 
be found on-line at: 

http://w
w

w
.grs.sunderland.ac.uk/A

cadem
icS

ervicesW
ebF

iles
/G

R
S

/Internal/E
R

A
%

20S
urvey/E

R
A

A
cad

em
icS

urvey-feedback.pdf
, w

hich provides background inform
ation and justification of the results 

outlined below
. 

B
ackground 

R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration (R

M
A

) is a developi
n g profession w

hose practitioners 
aim

 to support any and all parts of the research lifecycle from
 funding opportunities, proposal 

developm
ent, post-aw

ard as w
ell research students, research inform

ation, strategy, ethics, and 
other related activities.  E

lectronic R
esearch A

dm
inistration (E

R
A

) is the use of tailored IT
 system

s to 
aid the tasks that R

M
A

s undertake in support of their academ
ic colleagues.  T

his report sum
m

arises 
the results of a national survey into the perceptions of academ

ic staff and R
M

A
s to E

R
A

 system
s; and 

in particular into w
hether or not the use of E

R
A

 system
s can affect the quality and/or quantity of 

research undertaken.  It focuses on w
hether m

em
bers of academ

ic staff have differing view
s on the 

m
atter to their counterparts w

orking in research m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration. 

T
he S

urvey 
T

he survey w
as conducted in the latter part of 2010 a

nd  early 2011 and elicited 191 responses, of 
w

hich 182 contained sufficient data for som
e analysis and 150 com

pleted the entire questionnaire.  
T

he respondents w
ere m

em
bers of staff at universities: academ

ic staff; research m
anagers and 

adm
inistrators and other staff.  T

hey w
ere asked about their perceptions on w

hether different 
aspects of R

M
A

 could affect the quality and/or quantity of research undertaken; the questionnaire 
can be view

ed 1

Q
uality:  in term

s of originality, significance and rigour; as used in the U
K

 w
ide R

esearch A
ssessm

ent 
E

xercises that the respondents w
ill have been fam

iliar w
ith. 

 on-line.  T
he definitions used for quality of, and quantity of, research are: 

Q
uantity: in term

s of research incom
e.  Is the research m

ore likely to be funded; is the funding likely 
to be m

ore generous; are m
ore applications (w

ith a chance of being funded) being produced...? 

T
he resounding conclusion is that both groups of staff do believe (in differing degrees) that all 

aspects of R
M

A
 and E

R
A

 system
s that support them

 do have a positive effect on the quality and the 

                                                          
 

1 http://w
w

w
.grs.sunderland.ac.uk/A

cadem
icS

ervicesW
ebF

iles/G
R

S
/Internal/E

R
A

%
20S

urvey/ 
E

R
A

A
cadem

icS
urvey-questionnaire.pdf 
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 quantity of research undertaken.  T
his report outlines differences in the various responses and 

discusses the possible reasons for them
. 

C
om

parison of A
cadem

ic and R
M

A
 perceptions to E

R
A

 effect on Q
uality 

 

C
om

parison of A
cadem

ic and R
M

A
 perceptions to E

R
A

 effe ct on Q
uantity 

T
he chart above show

s that both groups perceive that E
R

A
 h

as a positive effect on quantity.  A
 

sim
ilar picture can be seen below

, w
ith respect to the effect on quantity of research undertaken. 

 

W
hilst the R

M
A

s appear to be m
ore positive than the academ

ic staff, it also seem
s that both groups 

of staff believe that E
R

A
 can affect the Q

uantity of research m
ore than the Q

uality of research.  
Intuitively, this seem

s to m
ake sense, it is easy to im

agine that E
R

A
 system

s could enable m
ore 

proposals to be subm
itted, but perhaps less easy to im

agine the proposals resulting in higher quality 
research.  Indeed, it m

ight have been expected that there w
ould be little or no effect on the Q

uality 
of research undertaken; this issue w

arrants further investigation. 

Portfolio Item ERAQ07 Page 1

Portfolio Item ERAQ07 Page 1

Vol.2 p.66

Vol.2 p.66



P
age 3 of 5 

 P
erceptions on specific elem

ents of R
M

A
 and E

R
A

 
A

s w
ell as asking for overall perceptions, the questionnai

re also divided R
M

A
 (and hence E

R
A

) into 
15 areas and asked for specific perceptions of the effect of each area on the Q

uality and Q
uantity of 

research undertaken.  T
he 15 areas are: 

A
rea of R

esearch M
anagem

ent and A
dm

inistration 
S

hort C
ode 

A
cadem

ic E
xpertise (eg m

ini C
V

s in an annual report) 
A

E
 

F
unding source identification (eg "have you seen this call for proposals?") 

O
pp 

C
osting of proposals (eg using a calculator / spreadsheet) 

C
P

 
S

upport for generic parts of proposals (eg U
niversity info, or project m

anagem
ent) 

G
en 

Internal P
eer R

eview
 

P
eer 

E
thical R

eview
 

E
th 

R
isk A

ssessm
ent (eg lone-w

orker issues, intellectual property rights) 
R

isk 
P

roposal subm
ission support (getting the proposal to the funder) 

S
ub 

C
ontract negotiation (changes to price, term

s, tim
escales etc) 

N
eg 

P
roject m

anagem
ent of the research 

M
gt 

F
inancial m

anagem
ent of the research 

F
in 

O
utput and Im

pact recording (eg A
nnual R

eport) 
O

ut 
R

esearch planning / strategy (eg prioritise R
esearch C

ouncil funding) 
P

lan 
K

ey P
erform

ance Indicators (eg proposal success rates) 
K

P
I 

B
enchm

arking (eg com
paring incom

e w
ith like departm

ents) 
B

en 
T

he S
hort C

ode is som
etim

es used in text and charts for brevity. 
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 T
his cluster of graphs gives an im

pression of the overall landscape of the effects of different areas of 
research m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration (and the electronic system
s that support them

) on the 
quality and quantity of research.  T

he graph in the top left (Q
1) show

s the proportion of respondents 
that indicated “Large Increase” (+

+), “S
m

all Increase” (+
), “N

o E
ffect” (0), “S

m
all D

ecrease” (-), 
“Large D

ecrease” (--) and “D
on’t K

now
” (?) for each of the fifteen areas of R

M
A

 w
ith respect to its 

effect on research Q
uality.  T

he low
er left graph show

s the sam
e inform

ation but in respect to the 
effect on research Q

uantity (Q
2).  T

he graphs to the right indicate the effect of E
R

A
 system

s in each 
area on Q

uality (Q
2, top right) and Q

uantity (Q
4, bottom

 right). 

E
R

A
 system

s in use 
T

he chart below
 show

s the relative usage of E
R

A
 system

s b
y (N

=159) respondents, 

 
A

s previous studies have noted
2

C
onclusions 

, responses to questions on the effect of E
R

A
 system

s on qua
l ity and 

quantity m
ay w

ell be skew
ed by the existence and usage of E

R
A

 system
s.  Indeed it seem

s likely that 
F

unding S
ource Identification, C

osting and P
ricing and E

lectronic S
ubm

ission have a high proportion 
of “increase” effect responses as these are areas w

here E
R

A
 system

s have existed for som
e tim

e, 
and hence users are able to see the actual benefits rather than having to im

agine their potential. 

T
he num

ber of responses m
eans that statistical tests on the raw

 data are in general not conclusive.  
In particular, the sm

all num
ber of negative responses on the Likert scale questions m

eans that these 
need to be grouped (and often w

ith the “N
o E

ffect” responses) in order to perform
 analyses.  

H
ow

ever this does m
ean that overall the responses can be concluded to be supportive of research 

m
anagem

ent and adm
inistration (R

M
A

) and electronic research adm
inistration (E

R
A

) system
 in 

term
s of their im

pact on both the quality and quantity of research at an institution. 

                                                          
 

2 S
ee: http://w

w
w

.grs.sunderland.ac.uk/A
cadem

icS
ervicesW

ebF
iles/

G
R

S
/Internal/E

R
A

%
20S

urvey/ 
E

R
A

M
ainS

urvey-feedback.pdf 
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N
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N
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e do have a system
 at 

m
y institution)

Y
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 In general the responses from
 academ

ic staff w
ere less favourable than those from

 research 
m

anagers and adm
inistrators them

selves, w
hich is perhaps unsurprising.  It can be assum

ed that the 
R

M
A

s believe that they ‘m
ake a difference’ otherw

ise job fulfilm
ent w

ould be very low
.  H

ow
ever, 

doing w
hat is best for the institution m

ay not alw
ays be w

hat an individual m
em

ber of academ
ic 

staff w
ould like; the role of an R

M
A

 is a balance betw
een facilitator and gatekeeper.  It is how

ever 
heartening for R

M
A

s that a large proportion of academ
ic staff do appreciate the research support 

that they receive, believing that R
M

A
s and E

R
A

 can contribute in a positive m
anner to the quality 

and quantity of research that is conducted. 

E
R

A
 Increasing Q

uality 
W

ith respect to E
lectronic R

esearch A
dm

inistration (E
R

A
), 

the top areas in term
s of increasing the 

quality of research are: P
eer R

eview
, C

osting and P
ricing, P

roposal S
ubm

ission, F
inancial 

M
anagem

ent, and S
upport for G

eneric P
arts of P

roposals.  W
hilst this ordering is not statistically 

significant, all of these areas are m
ore highly thought of than som

e of the other areas low
er dow

n 
the rankings such as B

enchm
arking and A

cadem
ic E

xpertise Inform
ation. 

It is interesting to note that there are few
 E

R
A

 system
s supporting peer review

 or providing libraries 
of generic proposal parts, but these areas are perceived to be able to have a large positive im

pact on 
the quality of research by academ

ic m
em

bers of staff and research m
anagers and adm

inistrators 
alike.  H

ow
ever, for peer review

, w
hilst they w

ere still overw
helm

ingly positive, academ
ic m

em
bers 

of staff w
ere not as positive as the R

M
A

s. 

E
R

A
 Increasing Q

uantity 
T

he areas in w
hich E

R
A

 w
as deem

ed to best be able to hel
p increase the quantity of research w

ere: 
F

unding O
pportunities, C

osting and P
ricing, P

roposal S
ubm

ission, S
upport for G

eneric P
arts of 

P
roposals, and F

inancial M
anagem

ent.  B
enchm

arking can again be found at the bottom
 of the rank 

ordering, this tim
e w

ith R
isk A

ssessm
ent. 

A
s w

ith for the effect on quality; support for generic parts of proposals figures highly in the ranking, 
yet there are few

 system
s providing this functionality.  A

gain there is agreem
ent in the responses 

from
 academ

ic m
em

bers of staff and research m
anagers and adm

inistrators for this area.  It w
ould 

seem
 to be a subject w

arranting further investigation. 

C
onclusions for E

R
A

 
O

verall, the tw
o groups (academ

ic m
em

bers of staff; an
d research m

anagers and adm
inistrators) 

agree that all areas of E
R

A
 have a positive effect on both the quality and quantity of research.  W

hen 
looking at the different sub-areas, som

e areas are m
ore beneficial than others; and in som

e areas 
R

M
A

s are m
ore positive than their academ

ic colleagues.  H
ow

ever even the low
est ranked area w

as 
still deem

ed to have a positive effect on both quality and quantity by both groups of respondents.  
T

he ranking of the sub-areas is different for the effect on quality and quantity (see the full report). 

D
epending on w

hether the driver is to increase the quality or the quantity of research (or both) and 
the current state or E

R
A

 system
s in an institution then the full report should enable readers to focus 

their efforts on those areas that are perceived to be able to have the biggest im
pact. 

H
ow

ever, as one respondent put it: 
“A

dm
inistration should not becom

e im
personal.  I like the idea 

that using com
puters m

ay help adm
inistrators but not replace them

.”
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2009 CONFERENCE  
 
Session 305: Research Systems 
 
Questionnaire  

 

 

Dear colleague, 
 
I would very much appreciate a couple of minutes of your time to feedback your thoughts on which of 
the following elements of electronic research management systems (or potential systems) can have a 
positive effect on the quality and/or quantity of research. 
 

RMAS Activity 
Potential ways to increase 
Research Quality Quantity Comment Issues 

a 

Academic 
expertise 
information 

increase external visibility 
better internal knowledge for 
support for b)     

Direct effect on quantity 
if academic staff are 
found for collaboration 
by this route 

Are sources of 
collaboration recorded and 
analysed? 

b 

Pre application 
funding source 
identification 

more funding opportunities 
more information on 
opportunities 
more background (reference) 
information     

Direct effect for 
previously unknown 
opportunities.  Potential 
to increase quality with 
added background info. 

Are the sources of 
opportunities recorded and 
analysed? 
How can this be measured 
in a meaningful way? 

c 

Costing of 
grant 
applications 

less likelihood of proposal 
rejection (finances) 
more likelihood of sufficient 
funding if awarded     

With sufficient funding 
the proposed work can 
be properly undertaken. 

Are projects that are unable 
to fund necessary resources 
recorded / analysed to 
check costings? 

d/h 

Internal Peer 
review 
& Ethics review 

more likelihood of proposal 
success 
less reactive to time sensitive 
opportunities     

Success rates increase 
Proposal process is 
longer 

Is this measured? How? 
Is this a good or a bad 
thing? 

e/f/g 

Applications and 
awards 
management 

less chasing for academic 
member of staff     

If done badly, sponsors 
could pull out of the 
process. 

Is any recording or analsys 
of the timescales of these 
processes undertaken? 

i..m 

Post award 
financial 
management 

less likelihood of overspend 
less likelihood of ineligible 
expenditure 
less likelihood of underspend 
more likelihood of early detection 
of problems 
less likelihood of missing 
deadlines     

If done badly, sponsors 
could pull out of the 
process. 
If done well funds could 
be made available to 
better support  
research. 

Is analysis done on projects 
that do not complete, and 
the reasons why? 
Is analysis done on projects 
that change funding 
profiles and how this was 
enabled? 

n/o 

Outputs & 
impact 
recording and 
archive 

increase external visibility 
better internal knowledge for 
support for b) 
better knowledge of 'worth' of 
research     

These form part of a) 
Additionally they can 
show the wider 'worth' 
of research. 

Are outputs linked to 
projects? 
Is analysis done on which 
outputs and impact 
contribute to future 
projects? 

 
Please score on a 0..10 point scale, where 0 = no effect and 10 = (potentially) a very high positive 
effect.  Please try to score the potential benefits independently. 
 
If you have any further comments, please add them on the reverse of this sheet 
 
Whilst this survey is confidential, if you would like to be informed of the outcome of the analysis, 
please put your name and email address here: 
 
Name: ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...  ... ... Email: ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...... ...... ... ... ... ... ... 
Or just email me (simon.kerridge@sunderland.ac.uk) 
Many thanks!   Simon Kerridge 
 
Please note that it is intended that the anonymised results of this questionnaire will be published.  
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4 ESTEEM PORTFOLIO ITEMS 

Portfolio items are grouped into these seven areas: 

�x ARMA (ARMA) 

�x Electronic Research Administration (ERA) 

�x ERA Questionnaire (ERAQ) 

�x Esteem (Est) 

�x Focus Group (FG) 

�x Historical Items (Hist) 

�x Profession (Prof) 

This section contains the items pertaining to the Est area. 

4.1 Esteem (Est) 

These items broadly provide evidence for (either directly or indirectly) my standing in 

the field, providing underpinning for claims of my deep understanding of the research 

management and administration arena, particularly in relation to ERA. 

After this introduction there is an index table of items in this section (an example is 

shown below), and the portfolio items themselves follow the index table. 

Table 6: Sample Portfolio Index Table (Est) 

Ref Type Description Outcome(s) 

Estxx <type> <title> Kx, Sx 

A short description of item Estxx with its relevance and importance in order to demonstrate 
the learning outcomes Kx & Sx that they address (K1-2; S1-5, see below for explanations of the 
learning outcomes). <type> is the type of the item, for example: report, email or presentation. 
<title> is the title of the item, for example: Invitation to join Steering Group. Estxx is the unique 
identifier for the portfolio item (xx is a two digit number) which is used to reference it in the 
doctoral report, or indeed from another portfolio item. 

 

Each item is described in the table, with two rows of information.  The first row of the 

pair has the portfolio reference, type of document, short description and learning 
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outcome(s) claimed.  The second row describes the context and importance of the 

item, in order to substantiate the claim towards the learning outcomes listed in the 

first row.  The actual portfolio items follow after the index table. 

Note that the numbering is not contiguous as the items presented as evidence have 

been selected from a larger possible portfolio of items.  So for example item Est06, the 

full 30 page report from the Vitae policy forum, has not been included as the 12 page 

general report (Est15) provides the same information for the purposes of the portfolio. 

Also note that items with confidential sections that have been redacted are indicated 

with red and those that are abridged have the reference number coloured with 

orange. 

4.2 Learning Outcomes 

The learning outcomes (knowledge and skills) required for the professional doctorate 

are: 

K1 Deep understanding of the recent developments in their profession nationally 

and internationally 

K2 Deep understanding of current theoretical frameworks and approaches which 

have direct relevance to their own professional context 

S1 Make a significant contribution to practice within their chosen field 

S2 Apply theory and research methodology within the workplace, and feel 

comfortable in integrating different approaches to addres�•���^�u���•�•�Ç�_��

multidisciplinary problems in a rigorous yet practical manner 

S3 Recognise budgetary, political, strategic, ethical and social issues when 

addressing issues within the workplace 

S4 Reflect on their own work, and on themselves, and thus operate as a truly 

reflective independent practitioner 
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S5 Present and defend an original and coherent body of work which 

demonstrates, reflects upon, and evaluates the impact upon practice which 

they have personally made 

Some portfolio items could cover almost all of the seven learning outcomes above, in 

most cases the listings are restricted to just those outcomes which are the main foci of 

the item, normally 2 or 3 learning outcomes at the most. 
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4.3 Esteem Portfolio Index 

Table 7: Portfolio Index Table for Esteem (Est) Items 

Ref Type Description Outcome(s) 

Est01 letter Letter of thanks, re ROCG Membership  K1, S1 

A thank-you letter from the Phil Sooben, the Chair of the RCUK Operational Strategy Group 
(OSG) for my time (2006-2010) as an ROCG Member.  The Research Organisation Consultation 
Group (ROCG) is the primary method of interaction between HEIs (and other research 
organisations) and RCUK.  The ROCG provides input into RCUK policy, in particular in relation to 
the management of research grants and contracts. 
Est02 email Invitation to join HEFCE LGM PI Project Steering Group K1, S2, S3 

An email from Jane Wellens, the PI Project Manager from the University of Nottingham, 
following up from (Est03).  I was invited to join as an ARMA representative and subsequently 
provided input into the project management part of the developed website resource (Prof11): 
http://www.vitae.ac.uk/policy-practice/273421/Project-background.html (accessed 25th April 
2011).  In effect my contribution was to provide a description of the processes of research 
management for Principal Investigators (PIs). 
Est03 Minutes of LGM PI meeting where it was suggested that I join K1, S2, S3 
The minutes of the meeting of the Leadership Development for Principal Investigators (HEFCE 
LGM PI Project) Steering Group at which it was agreed to invite me (and others) to join the 
steering group �t see agenda item 7ii.  This item shows my standing in the field, known to have 
sector-wide experience and knowledge of research management and administration, see 
(Est02, Prof11) 
Est04 Email from Pete Dixon, SSC asking for me to be a referee K1, S3 

An email from Pete Dixon the Je-S/GMG Support Manager at the RCUK Shared Services Centre 
asking me to be a referee on a tender opportunity that they were bidding for.  My reply 
demonstrates a good understanding of the ERA landscape  by correctly surmising the proposed 
system to be developed. 

Est05 Update From UKRDS SG Chair on progress K2, S3 

This update from Professor John Wood of Imperial College, chair of the UK Research Data 
Service (UKRDS) Steering Group indicates the value he places on the membership (of which I 
was one, see Est16). The UKRDS (see http://www.ukrds.ac.uk/, accessed 25th April 2011) 
project tested the viability of setting up a UK repository for storing research data sets.  See 
(Est24) for an example of the work that the project produced. 
Est08 Report Draft Report on Je-S, sent to me for comment K1, S1 

This is the draft version of a desk study to review the potential for reinvigorating the Je-S 
costing upload service written by Duke & Jordan Ltd for the JISC Flexible Service Delivery (FSD) 
programme.  I was invited to provide comment on the report due to my expertise in ERA.   I 
was also one of the telephone interviewees for this study. 
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Est09 Agenda UKCGE-ARMA event draft agenda K1, S1 

I was invited by UKCGE to present at this event on Current Issues in Research Management 
and Administration (this is the programme as originally advertised) but was unable to do so 
due to a diary clash.  So I arranged for Dr Ray Kent (from the ARMA Board and Head of 
Research Development & Policy Support, Loughborough University), Claire Skinner (Faculty 
Head of Research Support, University of Leeds) and Dr Mark Mortimer (Director of Research 
and Enterprise, University of York) to run the workshop on Models of Research Support in my 
stead (see http://www.ukcge.ac.uk/events/eventsarea/manandadmin10, accessed 25th April 
2011).  
Est10 Email RO input into proposed Je-S registration options K1, S1 

This email shows my co-ordination role in feeding UK University (and other research 
organisations) input into shaping the RCUK Je-S system.  I gave my feedback to Janet Niven, 
the Je-S Helpdesk Manager, verbally and agreed to canvass for wider opinion.  This is also an 
example of the use made of the ARMA ERA email list that I set up (seeERA49). 
Est11 Email Invitation to review JISC RIM proposals K1, K2, S3 

An email invitation to thirty or so UK experts on Research Information Management to review 
JISC proposals in this area.  I evaluated the proposals and took part in the panel ranking in 
order to determine the projects to be funded. 

Est12 Email Invitation to join the RMAS project steering group K1-2, S1-3 

The aim of the HEFCE funded RMAS project was to try and develop a sector wide Electronic 
Research Administration (ERA) system (dubbed a Research Management and Administration 
System - RMAS), (see http://as.exeter.ac.uk/rmas/, accessed 25th April 2011).  I was invited to 
join the project steering group in 2009 after the initial phase of the project.  The next phase of 
the project has been funded (ERA67) and I led the Sunderland pathfinder part of the project 
(ERA71).  The project will develop a procurement framework for an integrated modular �Z�u�]�Æ��
���v�����u���š���Z�[���•�Ç�•�š���u���Á�Z�]���Z���Á�]�o�o���š�Z���v���������u�����������À���]�o�����o�����š�}�����o�o���h�<���h�v�]�À���Œ�•�]�š�]���•�X�����d�Z�]�•���]�•���‰�Œ�}�������o�Ç��
currently one of the most important projects in the ERA arena in the UK. 

Est13 Email Thanks for talk and invite to write an article (ResRes) K1, S3, S4 
This is an email from Jeska Harrington Gould, Managing Director at ResearchResearch (see 
http://www.researchresearch.com/, accessed 25th April 2011) thanking me for the 
presentation (ERA59) that they invited me to give at their London headquarters on research 
management and administration and the preliminary findings from the ARMA ERA 
Questionnaire that I undertook.  Ehsan Masood, the editor of their UK fortnightly publication 
on research policy and funding (Research Fortnight) subsequently invited me to write an article 
for them, see (Prof08). 
Est14 Email Invitation to join the UUK Open Access group K1 

Invitation to join a Universities UK (UUK) national expert advisory group to update their 
position statement on open access publication.  I was unable to accept because of diary 
clashes but passed the opportunity on to the ARMA board and Dr Ian Carter, the chair, was 
able to attend.  The current statement is available at: 
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/PolicyAndResearch/PolicyAreas/Documents/Research/OpenA
ccessUUKPolicyStatementSept2005.pdf, accessed 29th April 2011. 
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Est15 Report From the 2010 Vitae Policy Forum S1, S3, S4 

The report produced from the 2010 Vitae Policy Forum included (p8) some of the points that I 
made during the stakeholder panel session (see Est17).  The Vitae Policy forum is an annual 
invitation only event for PVCs or equivalent (see http://www.vitae.ac.uk/researchers/1151-
126801/Vitae-policy-forum-2010.html, accessed 25th April 2011).  
Est16 Web UKRDS About Us K2, S3 

This shows the steering group of the UK Research Data Service project which I was a member 
of, see (Est05) and http://www.uk rds.ac.uk/about, accessed 25th April 2011.  One of the 
summary reports can also be seen in the portfolio (Est24). 
Est17 Web Programme from the 2010 Vitae Policy Forum S1, S3, S4 

Originally Dr Ian Carter was due to take part in this stakeholder discussion, but he was unable 
to attend.  Janet Metcalf, the Chair of Vitae invited me to take his place to provide the view of 
research managers and administrators in the debate on funding for researcher development.  
See http://www.vitae.ac.uk/policy-practice/1151-126801/Programme/Vitae-policy-forum-
2010.html#pageInfo, accessed 25th April 2011.  The report from the event (Est15) is also 
available. 

Est18 Email Invitation to join UUK FP8 sounding board K2, S3 

An email invitation (which I accepted) to be part of a Universities UK (UUK) sounding board to 
�����À���o�}�‰�������h�<���,�����‰�}�•�]�š�]�}�v���}�v���š�Z�������µ�Œ�}�‰�����v�����}�u�u�]�•�•�]�}�v�[�•���‰�Œ�}�‰�}�•���o�•���(�}�Œ���&�Œ���u���Á�}�Œ�l���W�Œ�}�P�Œ���u�u����
8 (FP8, now called Horizon2020).  This group developed a short position statement (see 
http://europeunit.ac.uk/sites/europe_unit2/resources/FP8Position.pdf, accessed 29th April 
2011) which will directly feed into the UK negations on the next framework programme which 
will distribute billions of Euros of research funding across the UK and Europe.  See also 
http://fpmatters.europeunit.ac.uk/sites/fpmatters/home/fp8_advisory_group.cfm, accessed 
25th April 2011. 

Est19 Email Thanks for reviewing JISC eContent proposals K1, S1, S3 
This email from UK Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC) thanks me for reviewing 
proposals to the JISC Grant Funding call: e-Content Programme Strand A: Enriching via 
Collaboration call (I reviewed five proposals) and invited me to the panel meeting (which I was 
unable to attend; but I sent additional comments for consideration). 

Est20 Email RO Representative on Je-S Steering Group K1, S1, S3 

The email from the Research Councils shows my appointment to the Je-S 1 Steering Group.  
This group oversaw the roll out and subsequent developments for the Research ���}�µ�v���]�o�[�•���i�}�]�v�š��
electronic proposal submission system, Je-S.  The first meeting was held on 6th May 2004.  In 
2006 it became the Je-S Management Board (see Est22) and then in 2011 with the move to the 
RCUK Shared Services Centre the group was disbanded, my input over the seven years is 
recounted in (Est22).  See also (Est21). 
Est21 Papers RCUK Je-S Management Board K1, S1, S3 

The agenda and terms of reference for the Je-S Management Board that superseded the Je-S 
Steering Group see (Est20).  This first meeting was 25th Sept 2006 (and the final meeting was 
on 26th Jan 2011); see (Est22) for an outline of my contributions.  After that the responsibility 
for Je-S developments was moved into the RCUK Shared Services Centre (SSC). 
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Est22 Email Thanks from the Chair of RCUK Je-S Management Board K1, S1, S3 

This email provides confirmation of my role on the Je-S Management Board (Est21; and 
Steering Group (Est20) before that) and outlines some of my contributions and the esteem in 
which they are held by the Research Councils. 

Est23 Email Invitation to join JISC Research Identifiers group K1, S1 

An invitation to join the UK Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC) Researcher Identifier 
Task and Finish Group (which I advocated setting up) to advise JISC on an efficient and 
effective way to assign unique identifiers to researchers (in the UK).  This is a prerequisite of 
being able to create an infrastructure within which research management information can be 
effectively shared across the sector. 

Est24 Report UKRDS The Data Imperative, summary report, 2009 K1, S1, S3 

The 16 page summary report from the HEFCE funded UK Research Data Service project looking 
at the business case for a UK wide research data archive service.  I sat on the steering group for 
this project which proposed a two year pathfinder project to demonstrate the feasibility and 
utility of such a service. See www.ukrds.ac.uk, accessed 25th April 2011, (Est16) and (Est05). 
Est25 Email BRUCE Project Advisory Group S1, S2, S3 

The BRUCE project is one of the four JISC RIM2 projects (another is IRIOS, seeERA43, that I led) 
looking at the use of CERIF in the UK.  I provided some informal advice in the generation of the 
project proposal which contributed to its success and was subsequently invited to join the 
project advisory board of nine people to help define the draft sector benchmark reports for 
research activity. 
 

4.4 Esteem Portfolio Items 

 

(follow on the next page) 
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Leadership D
evelopm

ent for P
rincipal Investigators 

S
teering group m

eeting - notes 
24 F

ebruary 2010 

U
niversity C

ollege, London 

 
P

resent:   

R
osie B

eales (R
C

U
K

), R
ichard C

hurcher (U
C

L), D
enise D

ear (U
niversity of C

am
bridge), R

oss 
E

nglish (V
itae), E

leanor F
orw

ard (U
niversity of N

ottingham
), Janet M

etcalfe (V
itae), Jane 

W
ellens  (U

niversity of N
ottingham

), A
ndy W

ilson (Loughborough U
niversity) 

 1. 
W

elcom
e and introductions:  Thanks w

ere expressed to R
ichard C

hurcher for hosting the
 

m
eeting at U

C
L.  Jane W

ellens chaired the m
eeting and E

leanor F
orw

ard acted as note
-taker.

 
 2. 

P
roject background: 

Jane W
ellens explained the project background to date. T

he project had been in response to a 
H

E
F

C
E

 report, w
hich noticed a gap in provision for P

I developm
ent.  O

riginally led by Leicester, 
C

am
bridge and Loughborough, P

hase 1 of the project involved a needs analysis exercise in 2006 
and subsequently a range of activities at the three lead institutions. T

he results of this w
ere that 

five broad them
atic areas of support for P

Is had been identified.  
 D

uring phase 2, U
C

L cam
e on board as P

roject D
irector (w

ith C
am

bridge and Loughborough as 
P

roject P
artners). N

ottingham
 T

rent w
as approached as a further partner but there had been no 

take-up to date.  T
he aim

s w
ere to continue the developm

ent of the w
eb resources and pilot 

action learning sets in order to provide a set of generic resources w
hich w

ould be available for 
each institution to custom

ise. 
 Jane W

ellens took over as Interim
 P

roject D
irector follow

ing the retirem
ent of John D

oidge 
(Leicester). T

he project w
as then transferred from

 Leicester to N
ottingham

 in January 2010.
 

It w
as agreed that, six years on, the w

ebsite in its current form
at didn’t m

eet the 
intended 

requirem
ents and there w

as now
 a need to revalidate the scope of the project. 

 3. 
V

itae involvem
ent 

Janet M
etcalfe confirm

ed that V
itae w

ere happy to becom
e involved in the project and that 

there w
ere strong synergies w

ith their w
ork.  S

he outlined the V
itae w

ebsite section for P
Is &

 
supervisors, w

hich includes inform
ation on supporting researchers. V

itae are keen to expand 
this and include m

ore developm
ental resources for P

Is, i.e. supporting P
Is to support 

researchers. Janet M
etcalfe reported that she w

as due to m
eet w

ith Iain C
am

eron and K
ate 

R
eading to discuss this developm

ent further.  

It w
as confirm

ed that R
oss E

nglish w
ould act as the m

ain V
itae point of contact for the project 

and that V
icky W

ilby w
ould also need to be involved. 

 Janet M
etcalfe questioned the functionality of the proposed w

eb resources 
– w

ere they 
intended for individuals to develop them

selves or for institutions to develop P
Is? V

itae w
ould 

not w
ish to com

pete w
ith institutional resources. Jane W

ellens confirm
ed th

at the w
eb 

resources w
ere targeted at individual P

Is.
 

 
4. 

B
udget 

 Jane W
ellens outlined the budget and revised project structure.  E

leanor F
orw

ard w
ill w

ork as 
the W

eb P
roject O

fficer based at the U
niversity of N

ottingham
 to develop the resources.   Jane 

confirm
ed that there is som

e funding available for content developm
ent.  T

he project runs until 
31 D

ecem
ber 2010. 

 5. 
R

eview
 and R

evisions of existing m
aterials  

 
i. 

It w
as agreed that the existing m

odules w
ould need to be updated (som

e m
ore than 

others). Jane W
ellens reported that there had been som

e developm
ent of content for all 

them
es except for ‘R

esearch F
inances’.  A

ll content had been developed w
ith the original 

‘B
reeze’ form

at in m
ind but som

e of this content w
ould be suitable for re

-form
atting.  It 

w
as agreed that prior to the next S

teering G
roup, a review

/audit of the existing w
eb 

content (w
w

w
.le.ac.uk/researchleader ) and the m

aterials already developed, but not yet 
on the w

eb, should be undertaken.  T
his should identify w

hat m
aterials require 

updating/revising/abandoning. 
A

ction Jane W
ellens &

 E
leanor F

orw
ard 
 

ii. 
Janet M

etcalfe agreed to set up a V
itae B

asecam
p to facilitate sharing of m

aterials  
A

ction Janet M
etcalfe 

 
iii. 

T
he form

at of the w
ebsite w

as discussed.  It w
as agreed that the N

ew
 P

I resources w
ould 

need to fit w
ith the look and feel of the existing V

itae w
eb resources.  Janet M

etcalfe 
explained that V

itae had a num
ber of tem

plates that w
ere used for different 

audiences/types of pages and thus there w
as som

e flexibility.  It w
as agreed that E

leanor 
F

orw
ard should liaise w

ith V
icky W

ilby to fam
iliarise herself w

ith the existing V
itae w

eb 
tem

plates/form
ats and processes. 

 
A

ction E
leanor F

orw
ard 

 
iv. 

F
urther discussion highlighted that the resources need to be relevant and easily 

accessible as P
Is have lim

ited tim
e. T

he resources w
ould also need to m

atch the funding 
councils’ requirem

ents.  E
xisting content had been developed before the introduction of 

the R
D

F
 and the re-launch of the C

oncordat so these m
ust now

 be incorporated.  T
he 
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follow
ing w

ere identified as being the key characteristics required of the w
eb resources 

for P
Is 

o 
M

aterials should be sim
ple and avoid novel/clever functionality

 
o 

P
Is are likely to access m

aterials in different w
ays and non-linear w

ays.  F
lexibility 

to m
ove through the resources is essential and this requires good navigation.

 
o 

A
n internal search tool is required w

ithin the resource.
 

o 
M

aterials are likely to be required in m
ultiple w

ays so H
T

M
L m

aterials should be 
available for dow

nload as P
D

F
.

 
 

v. 
In addition the follow

ing points w
ere raised: 

o 
D

enise D
ear noted a gap in know

ledge for P
Is w

ho haven’t w
orked as research 

staff during their career, i.e. those w
ho have m

oved straight into a lectureship.
 

o 
R

osie B
eales suggested that R

C
U

K
 F

ellow
s m

ight w
ish to contribute to the w

eb 
resources. 

o 
T

he w
eb resources w

ere for new
 and aspiring P

Is but the content should also be 
relevant to those already w

orking as P
Is.

 D
enise D

ear reported that the P
I 

P
rogram

m
e at C

am
bridge w

as split into three stages according to experience.
 

o 
E

xisting V
itae tem

plates such as the ability to post content and allow
 users to 

com
m

ent should be explored particularly in regard to the case studies/scenarios.
 

  
6. 

P
rocess for the developm

ent of W
eb C

ontent 
T

he process and m
echanism

 for review
ing and signing off new

 w
eb content w

as 
discussed.  T

he follow
ing process w

as agreed: 
 

o 
C

ontent to be w
ritten by technical authors w

ho w
ould send to E

leanor 
F

orw
ard 

o 
E

leanor F
orw

ard to develop the content into draft w
eb pages ensuring 

consistency of look, tone etc. and addressing the characteristics addressed in 
5 (iv) above. 

o 
D

raft w
eb pages to be forw

arded to a nom
inated m

em
ber of the S

teeering 
G

roup for a quick review
.  A

ny im
m

ediate problem
s/issues reported back to 

E
leanor F

orw
ard to address. 

o 
E

leanor F
orw

ard sends draft pages to an identified expert review
er. 

o 
E

xpert review
er asked to check content. 

o 
E

xpert review
er feedback returned and if acceptable nom

inated S
teering 

G
roup m

em
ber signs of content on behalf of the S

teering G
roup. 

o 
S

ign off of content reported to the rest of the S
teering group

 
 

 7. 
S

teering G
roup m

em
bership and m

eetings 
 

i. 
It w

as agreed that tw
o further steering groups w

ere likely to be required during the 
project lifespan.  T

he next S
teering G

roup should be held in M
ay 2010 and focus on 

review
ing the findings of the audit of the existing m

aterials and identifying content 
authors for additional m

aterials.  Jane W
ellens to identify a date and location for the 

M
ay m

eeting. 
 

A
ction Jane W

ellens 
 

 
ii. 

T
he m

em
bership of the S

teering G
roup w

as review
ed.  D

ur to ethe tim
e elapsed since ht 

original project and the changing nature of the researcher developm
ent agenda, it w

as 
agreed that the follow

ing people should be invited to join the S
teering G

roup. 
o 

S
im

on K
erridge (U

niversity of S
underland)  

o 
E

w
art W

ooldridge (Leadership F
oundation) 

o 
A

nne B
rook (U

niversity of N
ew

castel) 
o 

S
heila G

upta (U
niversity of E

dinburgh) 
o 

T
om

 P
apw

orth (C
oncordat Im

plem
entation O

fficer, U
U

K
) A

ction Jane W
ellens 

 
iii. 

S
teering G

roup m
em

bers should be asked to identify existing resources, m
aterials and 

technical expertise in each of the them
atic areas identified for reseoruce d

evelopm
ent.  

A
 sum

m
ary docum

ent should be developed for the next S
teering G

roup m
eeting. 

A
ction Jane W

ellens 

8. 
A

O
B

 - none 
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10 August 2009  
 
Dear UKRDS Steering Committee colleagues, 
 
I thought you might appreciate an update on progress with the UKRDS work.  As you 
know, HEFCE have given a further grant, with another contribution from JISC too, 
for what is being called the UKRDS Interim Project (IP). This started on 1 June 2009 
and is due to finish in early 2010. 
 
The IP involves working with the four original case study universities - Bristol, 
Leeds, Leicester and Oxford �± to identify the data management needs of a 
representative set of researchers and research groups and to develop a sustainable 
approach to support provision of suitable infrastructure and skills at institutional level.  
This will mean working with the libraries, IT services, and research support services 
in the four institutions on the one hand and with some of the national providers such 
as DCC and the Research Council data services on the other.  The work will dovetail 
�Z�L�W�K���-�,�6�&�¶�V���U�H�V�H�D�U�F�K���G�D�W�D���S�U�R�J�U�D�P�P�H���D�Q�G���Z�L�O�O���D�O�V�R���W�L�H���L�Q���Z�H�O�O���Z�L�W�K���V�W�X�G�L�H�V���F�X�U�U�H�Q�W�O�\��
being undertaken by RIN and other bodies including RCUK. 
 
�7�K�H���D�L�P���R�I���W�K�H���,�3���L�V���W�R���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H���V�R�P�H���S�U�R�R�I���R�I���F�R�Q�F�H�S�W���I�R�U���D���E�L�G���W�R���+�(�)�&�(�¶�V���6�W�U�D�W�H�J�L�F��
Development Fund in early 2010 for the proposed Pathfinder phase for UKRDS.  One 
of the issues of the highest importance is working towards a common understanding 
of the data management issues with the Research Councils. To this end, HEFCE and 
JISC staff have been working hard to draft a Memorandum of Understanding that can 
be signed with the Research Councils.  Members of �W�K�H���5�&�8�.�¶�V���5�H�V�H�D�U�F�K���2�X�W�S�X�W�V��
Group have had input into the drafting of the MoU, which is now with HEFCE for 
approval before going forward. 
 
As chair of the UKRDS steering committee, I believe the role of the steering 
committee is still significant and I would very much like to keep us together so that 
we can receive regular updates electronically in the next few months.  By the end of 
the year we would hope to have a draft SDF bid for HEFCE well under way and your 
input, advice and support will be very important. I hope that you will be willing to 
continue to engage with UKRDS over the coming months, and indeed we may decide 
to hold a meeting towards the end of the year to discuss the bid that should take 
UKRDS to the next, Pathfinder, stage. 
 
As I am sure you know there is much international investment in the study of research 
data management needs and the UK must play its part to maintain its status as an 
important base for leading research centres. 
 
With best wishes to you all. 
 
John 
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S
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m
e 

 D
esk study to review

 the potential for reinvigorating 
the J-eS

 costing upload service 
 D

uke &
 Jordan Ltd 

 1 
Introduction 

T
his report is subm

itted by the S
trategic and S

pecialist S
upport T

eam
 of the JIS

C
's F

S
D

 
program

m
e in response to a request from

 the program
m

e m
anager, A

lex H
aw

ker, for a desk 
study to review

 the J-eS
 upload system

.  T
he upload system

 is part of the J-eS
 up system

 
ow

ned by the S
hared S

ervices C
entre at R

C
U

K
.   

 T
he purpose of the study is tw

ofold.  T
he report identifies, firstly, the present state of the J-

eS
 upload softw

are and, secondly, its past, present and potential future use.  
R

ecom
m

endations are presented as to the course of action recom
m

ended for the JIS
C

 F
S

D
 

program
m

e. 

2 
M

ethodology 
O

ur approach w
as to identify appropriate online docum

entation and to interview
 key 

individuals by telephone.  T
he table below

 show
s the num

ber of individuals w
e interview

ed: 
a sm

all num
ber of these w

ere interview
ed m

ore than once.  W
e w

ere m
ost helpfully given 

access to the e-m
ail list supporting the developm

ent of the J-eS
 upload system

 and w
ere 

able to contact individuals based in institutions through that. 
 S

takeholder group 
N

um
ber of people interview

ed 
S

uppliers of softw
are used w

ithin the 
preparation of research grant applications 

3 

Institutions 
9 

M
em

bers of the R
M

A
S

 steering com
m

ittee 
5 

R
C

U
K

 m
anagers 

2 
O

thers 
3 

T
otal 

22 
 O

f the institutional representatives w
e spoke to, eight w

ere from
 R

ussell group universities, 
one from

 a 92 U
niversity and the rem

ainder from
 other universities.  N

one w
ere from

 non-
university institutions. 

C
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m
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R
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C
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C
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R
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T

his is not a 
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P
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as it m
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3 
Inform

ation gathered about the state of the J-eS
 upload 

system
 

3.1 
Inform

ation from
 R

esearch C
ouncil and JIS

C
 sources 

J-eS
, w

hich w
as developed in-house, has been in use for about six years and w

as based on 
one previously in use in just one of the research councils.  Its developm

ent for all the 
research councils follow

ed the developm
ent of a fram

ew
ork shortly after the m

illennium
, 

w
hich involved consultations w

ith the institutions that w
ould be using it.  D

u
ring these 

consultations, a proposal w
as m

ade that an upload system
 should be developed. 

 T
he use of J-eS

 for the subm
ission of applications research councils has been obligatory 

since about the beginning of 2006.  T
here are a lot of these aw

ards.  T
he T

im
es H

igher 
E

ducation S
upplem

ent has m
ade available statistics for the research council aw

ards for the 
period 2007 to 2008

1.  T
hese show

 that 12,707 applications w
ere m

ade of w
hich 3547 w

ere 
successful.  S

everal institutions m
ake over 500 applications each per annum

.   
 T

he upload system
 has been developed to m

ake it easier for institutions to develop 
proposals and m

anage these effectively in-house.  A
ccording to the P

rogress R
eport for the 

J-eS
 C

ost U
pload D

irect S
ubm

ission S
ystem

, dated 12 D
ecem

ber 2007, the functionality 
w

as first trialled in M
arch 2004 and then w

as planned for live release in July 2006.  T
his w

as 
to have follow

ed user acceptance testing (U
A

T
) betw

een M
arch and June 2006.  In fact a 

num
ber of w

indow
s w

ere m
ade available but this ceased w

hen no testing w
as carried out 

during one U
A

T
 w

indow
.  D

uring U
A

T
 w

indow
s, R

C
U

K
 m

ade resources specifically available 
to support developers.  O

utside the w
indow

s, R
C

U
K

 com
m

itted only to best endeavours. 
 T

he upload system
 has tw

o com
ponents.  T

he first provides an upload of costing inform
ation 

into an existing J-eS
 proposal.  T

he second, R
O

D
E

S
, allow

s the com
plete creation of a 

proposal from
 an institutional softw

are backend.   
 A

t an early stage of our investigations, w
e identified the existence of euroC

R
IS

2 and of 
C

E
R

IF
3.  C

E
R

IF
 is a standard for the exchange of research proposal data,  agreed at a 

E
uropean level.  J-eS

 does not m
ake use of this standard but does use eG

ov standards. 

3.2 
Inform

ation from
 institutional sources 

T
he interview

s w
e undertook related alm

ost exclusively to use of the costing upload facility.  
O

nly the m
ost research intensive institutions seem

 to have given R
O

D
E

S
 significant 

consideration.  
 B

ecause the cost upload system
 is a bulk upload facility and only w

orks w
ith proposals that 

have already been created w
ithin J-eS

, the w
orkflow

 for a principal investigator is slightly 
tortuous.  C

osts can only be uploaded once a proposal has been created in J-eS
.  T

he 
upload system

 does provide for hierarchical authorisation w
ithin institutions of the costs 

                                                 
1 http://w

w
w

.tim
eshighereducation.co.uk/Journals/T

H
E

/T
H

E
/21_A

ugust_2008/attachm
ents/grants_recieved2007-

8_final.xls (sic) 
2 http://w

w
w

.eurocris.org/ 
3 http://w

w
w

.eurocris.org/cerif/introduction/  
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before they are subm
itted.  W

e found that the w
ay in w

hich this w
as used varied significantly 

across universities.  A
s a generalisation, those universities w

ith a large num
ber of research 

proposals tended to allow
 the principal investigators to m

ake the final cost subm
ission, after 

agreem
ent has been reached w

ith the centre about the costs and prices to be applied.  
U

niversities w
ith few

er subm
issions tended to subm

it from
 the centre.  O

ne interview
ee 

noted to us that the upload system
 changes the relationships em

bodied w
ithin the w

orkflow
: 

the relationship of the J-eS
 system

 is w
ith the principal investigator but the provision of the 

upload facility changes that relationship to one betw
een the system

 and the research 
organisation.  T

his is reflected for exam
ple in the question of data ow

nership: w
ho ow

ns the 
J-eS

 data on the principal investigator, R
C

U
K

 or the research organisation em
ploying the 

principal investigator. 
 W

e received som
e com

m
ents on problem

s w
ith the upload system

 and this serves to 
highlight institutional concern about com

m
unications w

ith R
C

U
K

.  O
ne of our interview

ees 
w

ent so far as to say they had only recently becom
e aw

are of the upload system
.  T

here w
as 

a w
idespread feeling that the U

A
T

 w
indow

s m
ade available for testing w

ere short and not 
necessarily appropriate to the tim

etables of universities, w
ho m

ay have had other priorities at 
those tim

es.  In particular, full econom
ic costing w

as dem
anded of institutions at about the 

tim
e that the testing of the upload system

 began: inevitably, university resources w
ere 

diverted to dealing w
ith this.   

 O
utside the U

A
T

 w
indow

s, R
C

U
K

 w
ould only support testing on a best endeavours basis.  It 

w
as also noted to us that there has been no m

eeting betw
een R

C
U

K
 and universities to 

discuss the softw
are since a m

eeting in S
w

indon in 2004, a m
eeting described to us as 

"robust". 
 M

ost people w
e interview

ed believed that opportunities for testing had ceased and there w
as 

a lack of understanding as to w
hy this is.  In fact, one institution is currently testing the 

system
 w

ith a view
 to bringing a production piece of softw

are into operation in the N
ew

 Y
ear.  

O
ne interview

ee suggested that the cessation of testing is som
ething of a chicken and egg 

problem
.  Institutions ceased because they felt they w

ere getting insufficient support from
 

R
C

U
K

: R
C

U
K

 ceased supporting U
A

T
 w

indow
s because they felt there w

as insufficient 
testing.  T

he fact that R
C

U
K

 w
ould only speak to institutions and not to suppliers also 

caused difficulty for institutions, m
ost of w

hom
 a

re using com
m

ercial softw
are rather than 

developing the softw
are in-house.   

  3.3 
Inform

ation from
 S

uppliers 
E

ach of the softw
are suppliers w

e spoke to had developed softw
are that w

ould link into the 
cost upload facility of the J-eS

 system
.  O

nly one of the suppliers suggested that their 
custom

ers had not requested this facility: the other tw
o indicated there w

as a keen dem
and 

for this.  It is clear that the R
C

U
K

 system
 has w

orked according to its specification and that 
therefore the softw

are suppliers have been able to develop system
s w

hich w
ork w

ith it. 
 T

he suppliers felt that they had been kept at arm
s length from

 the R
C

U
K

 developers of the 
upload system

: R
C

U
K

 had spoken only to the institutions and the suppliers had been obliged 

C
om

m
ent [S

R
K
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T
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to w
ork through the institutions.  T

his had caused frustration both w
ithin the suppliers and 

the institutions, w
hich m

eant that there w
as declining enthusiasm

 for developing linkages 
into the upload system

.  T
his inevitably m

eant that resources w
ere not being devoted to 

testing the linkage into the J-eS
 upload system

.  T
he suppliers w

e spoke to w
ere not 

uniform
ly aw

are of the present state of the J-eS
 upload system

. It w
as suggested to us that it 

had actually been sw
itched off. 

4 
Inform

ation gathered about the use, both actual and 
potential, of the J-eS

 upload system
 

4.1 
Inform

ation from
 R

esearch C
ouncil and JIS

C
 sources 

A
n early interview

ee from
 the R

esearch C
ouncils gave the view

 that J-eS
 has only a short 

lifetim
e and that a replacem

ent system
 w

ould be introduced w
ithin a couple of years or so.  

H
ow

ever, further investigation has supported the view
 that the future of J-eS

, at least to a 
four year or so m

edium
-term

, is assured.  A
 stated reason for this is that the shared service 

centre of R
C

U
K

 has currently a huge investm
ent program

m
e under w

ay and it w
ould find 

difficulty in diverting resources to a replacem
ent for J-eS

. 
 It is clear that R

C
U

K
 has used substantial resources in the developm

ent of the upload 
system

 and also that the system
 developed m

eets its specifications.  R
C

U
K

 is, how
ever, 

concerned about planning for the continuing use of resources in supporting a system
 w

hich 
currently is not used.  T

hey w
ould only w

ish to invest further resources in supporting the 
testing of the upload system

 if they had a reasonable expectation of use of the system
 in 

production m
ode in the future. 

 If the use of C
E

R
IF

 w
ere to be the cause of lack of use of the upload system

, R
C

U
K

 w
ould 

be prepared to invest in adaptation of the upload system
 to handle C

E
R

IF
, as long as this 

did not require a m
ajor re-engineering of the system

.  H
ow

ever, R
C

U
K

 has no direct 
evidence that its lack of C

E
R

IF
 com

pliance is the cause of its lack of use.   
 It is clear that C

E
R

IF
 is of real im

portance and is the standard w
hich should be follow

ed by 
any system

 w
hich deals w

ith data exchange relating to research proposals.  H
ow

ever, 
despite having been in existence since 1991 and w

ith its developm
ent being m

anaged by 
the euroC

R
IS

 organisation, C
E

R
IF

 does not yet provide all the answ
ers.  A

dditionally, tw
o 

other research inform
ation system

 projects that w
e have identified that are based on C

E
R

IF
 

have found it necessary to extend the standard to m
eet their needs.  S

everal people w
e 

spoke w
ith stated that it needed extensions and m

odifications but, as an E
U

 
recom

m
endation to m

em
ber states, it is the de facto standard.  It is in use in a num

ber of E
U

 
states. 
 T

he JIS
C

 has, how
ever, recently undertaken a project titled "E

xchanging R
esearch 

Inform
ation in the U

K
" 4, the intent of w

hich is  
a) 

to identify and docum
ent scenarios, requirem

ents and criteria for exchanging 
research inform

ation in the U
K

.  

                                                 
4 http://w

w
w

.jisc.org.uk/w
hatw

edo/program
m

es/inf11/exri-uk.aspx 
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b) 
T

o appraise the options for doing so and, specifically, w
hether any particular form

at 
for exchanging research inform

ation (eg C
E

R
IF

) w
ould be suitable. 

 T
he project w

as due for com
pletion at the end of N

ovem
ber.  It is very probable that the 

outputs of this w
ill be of value and available to R

M
A

S
 and w

ill place the im
portance of 

C
E

R
IF

 in context. 

4.2 
Inform

ation from
 institutional sources 

T
he evidence w

e have suggests that institutional central adm
inistrations w

ant the cost 
upload facility but that few

 at present w
ant the R

O
D

E
S

 facility.  Institutions do consider it 
im

portant to have a clear understanding of the costs contained w
ithin proposals, not only to 

ensure that the costs are calculated according to the policies of the institution but also that 
the institution is in a position to address the financial risks im

plicit w
ithin any proposal.  T

he 
principal requirem

ent of institutions at present is for the cost upload facility to be brought into 
production. 
 O

nly one institution to w
hom

 w
e to w

hich w
e talked appeared to consider it unlikely that they 

w
ould link into the J-eS

 upload system
: this institution had a sm

all num
ber of research 

proposals and uses a spreadsheet as its institutional  system
 

4.3 
Inform

ation from
 S

uppliers 
T

here w
as no question but that the suppliers are enthusiastic to ensure that their softw

are 
can link into the J-eS

 upload system
 and are prepared to com

m
it resources to doing that.  It 

is in the interests of the suppliers that their softw
are is seen by users to provide a com

plete 
service: at present, this is not the case.  It w

ould seem
 that of the order of 30 to 40 

institutions w
ould w

ish to access the cost upload system
 if the suppliers w

e spoke to w
ere 

enabled to em
bed access in their ow

n system
s.  T

hey w
ould undoubtedly w

elcom
e a direct 

dialogue w
ith R

C
U

K
 in order to ensure that their testing is satisfactory: one suggestion is 

that they be given direct login accounts of their ow
n for testing purposes on the J-eS

 upload 
system

. 

5 
D

iscussion and R
ecom

m
endations 

5.1 
D

iscussion 
In the proposal for the study w

e identified a num
ber of tasks to be undertaken and questions 

requiring answ
ering.  In the follow

ing paragraphs w
e discuss the answ

ers to these 
questions.  In this, w

e discuss the cost upload system
 only: w

e did not find the R
O

D
E

S
 

facility to be a significant priority for any but a very sm
all num

ber of institutions.  
 1) 

W
hat is the use of the current J-eS

 upload service? 
A

t present it appears that it is only being used by one institution for testing new
 

institutional softw
are.  T

he institution is planning to m
ove into full use in the N

ew
 Y

ear. 

2) 
Is there a need for the J-eS

 upload service? 
T

here is am
ple evidence, both from

 the institutions w
e have interview

ed (m
ainly the 

research intensive ones) and from
 the suppliers w

e have talked to, that there is a 
dem

and for this service.  T
here are tw

o principal reasons: one is t hat it rem
oves the 

C
om

m
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need for re-keying of data and the second is that it allow
s central adm

inistrations to have 
control over the costing process. 

3) 
W

hat w
ere the barriers to adoption of the J-eS

 upload system
 by institutions? 

T
he principal issue seem

s to have been that institutions found the U
A

T
 w

indow
s too 

short and their position as go-betw
eens betw

een R
C

U
K

 and suppliers frustrating.  T
he 

specification does not entirely m
eet the needs of institutions but it is clear from

 our 
discussions w

ith softw
are suppliers and w

ith those institutions developing softw
are that 

the failings are relatively m
inor. 

4) 
Is the J-eS

 upload system
 still viable? 

J-eS
 itself appears to have a future stretching w

ell into the m
edium

 to long term
 and, 

given that the dem
and for upload system

 exists, the J-eS
 upload softw

are is therefore 
clearly viable.  

5) 
W

hat are the options for linking R
M

A
S

 into the J-eS
 upload system

 in a sustainable 
form

? 
W

e have identified three suppliers w
ho have developed interfaces to the J-eS

 upload 
system

 and at least one institution w
hich has developed its ow

n.  D
evelopm

ent of the 
softw

are does not therefore seem
 to be a problem

 as long as the testing is adequately 
catered for by R

C
U

K
.   

R
C

U
K

 have indicated their preparedness to invest in bringing the J-eS
 upload system

 to 
production status.  W

e w
ould suggest that this includes a continuing dialogue betw

een 
R

C
U

K
 and the suppliers.  

T
he developm

ent of a back-end for R
M

A
S

 into the J-eS
 upload system

 is not of general 
applicability to the sector and should therefore be seen as part of the overall R

M
A

S
 

developm
ent. 

6) 
Is adoption of the C

E
R

IF
 standards im

portant? 
T

his is probably answ
ered by the outputs of the JIS

C
 project entitled "E

xchanging 
R

esearch Inform
ation in the U

K
".  W

e w
ould suggest that the specification of R

M
A

S
 

allow
s for data exchange both w

ith the J-eS
 upload system

 and in a C
E

R
IF

 form
at. 

7) 
H

ow
 should institutions that w

ish to interface the J-eS
 upload system

 w
ith existing back-

end system
s be catered for? 

T
he linkages of the R

M
A

S
 system

 backend w
hich delivers data to the J-eS

 upload 
system

 should be published. 

8) 
A

re there any special issues for those institutions w
ho are com

m
itted to the

 R
M

A
S

 
deliverables? 
If our recom

m
endations (see section 5.2) are adopted, w

e see none. 

9) 
A

re there any m
anagem

ent issues w
hich need to be identified? 

In our view
, it is absolutely vital that R

M
A

S
 and R

C
U

K
 have a close w

orking relationship, 
so that the R

M
A

S
 developm

ent can be tested properly against J-eS
.  S

uch a close 
w

orking relationship m
ight be achieved by having a steering com

m
ittee for R

M
A

S
 w

hich 
includes R

C
U

K
 representation and is chaired by an influential third party chairm

an.  T
he 

steering com
m

ittee should have available to it both technical and procurem
ent skills and 

experience. 

10) W
hat are the possible tim

escales for use of the J-eS
 upload system

 by R
M

A
S

? 
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R
K

17]: 
C

hairperson!
A

lso, all but the independent chair is in 
place on the R

M
A

S
 S

G
 (althoug

h I 
suppose technically the R

C
 rep is not 

R
C

U
K

, but does chair the Je-S
 M

B
) 
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 JIS
C

 F
S

D
 P

rogram
m

e 
7

 
D

u ke &
 Jordan Ltd 

D
esk study into the J-eS

 costing upload service 
 

D
ecem

ber 2009 

T
he J-eS

 upload system
 for costing data appears to be w

orking now
.  T

o allow
 R

M
A

S
 to 

use it, R
C

U
K

 needs to revive its program
m

e for m
oving the system

 into production. 

11) H
ow

 can this developm
ent be brought into the F

S
D

 program
m

e? 
If this developm

ent w
ere to be treated separately from

 the rest of R
M

A
S

, it could be 
introduced into the F

S
D

 program
m

e as a separate m
odule under the S

O
A

 banner.  T
his 

w
ould require that the interfaces to the backend be published and be clear.  In such a 

case, the m
odule could be provided as a shared service to those institutions requiring it. 

S
ince the J-eS

 system
 is a shared service provided by R

C
U

K
 for the use of the research 

com
m

unity, and because the upload system
 enhances this service, it is arguable that 

F
S

D
 funding could be m

ade available to encourage suppliers and institutions to 
com

plete the testing process and to encourage institutions to roll out use of the system
.  

T
his could be facilitated by the appointm

ent of a project m
anager. 

12) W
hat are the risks? 

T
he principal risk is that institutions are not interested in such an S

O
A

 m
odule as 

suggested in paragraph 11.  G
iven that the principal suppliers have already developed 

their ow
n interfaces to the J-eS

 upload system
 and their custom

er bases represent a 
sizeable proportion of institutions w

ith an interest in the J-eS
 upload system

, it is very 
likely that, in today’s environm

ent, there w
ould be a low

 level of interest in such an S
O

A
 

m
odule. 

5.2 
R

ecom
m

endations 

5.2.1 
G

eneral recom
m

endations  
R

ecom
m

endation 1: R
M

A
S

 is justified in investing in a backend into the J-eS
 cost upload 

system
. 

 R
ecom

m
endation 2: R

M
A

S
 should invest in the capability to share inform

ation w
ith C

E
R

IF
 

conform
ant system

s. 
 R

ecom
m

endation 3: T
o facilitate bringing the J-eS

 upload system
 into full production, w

e 
suggest that R

C
U

K
 be encouraged to m

aintain a dialogue w
ith both institutions and softw

are 
suppliers. 

5.2.2 
R

ecom
m

endations for the JIS
C

 
R

ecom
m

endation 4: D
evelopm

ent of an R
M

A
S

 interface to the J-eS
 upload system

 should 
be seen as part of the overall developm

ent of R
M

A
S

. 
 R

ecom
m

endation 5: T
here is little justification for the JIS

C
 to provide funding specifically fo

r 
the developm

ent of such an interface through the F
S

D
 program

m
e. 

 R
ecom

m
endation 6: C

onsideration should be given to F
S

D
 funding of a project m

anager 
w

ithin the program
m

e to support institutions and their suppliers in developing fully tested 
upload capabilities and m

oving to production status. 

C
om

m
ent [S

R
K

18]: 
A

re they not? O
r 

do you m
ean the back end to the new

 
m

odule not the Je-S
 one.  It seem

s that 
all this is proposing is to put another 
layer onto the Je -S

 direct subm
ission 

system
.  O

r is it to translate from
 

C
E

R
IF

2008 to Je-S
 ??? 

C
om

m
ent [S

R
K

19]: 
agree 

C
om

m
ent [S

R
K

20]: 
agree – if the 

E
X

R
I recom

m
endation is taken up 

C
om

m
ent [S

R
K

21]: 
no convinced 

that this w
ould achieve m

ore than #3 

 JIS
C

 F
S

D
 P

rogram
m

e 
8

 
D

u ke &
 Jordan Ltd 

D
esk study into the J-eS

 costing upload service 
 

D
ecem

ber 2009 

6 
A
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W
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27/10/2010 17:20 
F

rom
: 

Janet.N
iven@

ssc.rcuk.ac.uk
 

S
ubject: F

W
: feedback on registration process for Je-S

 accounts 
T

O
: 

A
tti.E

m
ecz@

epsrc.ac.uk
; 

G
erald.O

w
enson@

bbsrc.ac.uk
; 

D
uncan.B

all@
esrc.ac.uk

; 
C

arol.C
atley@

headoffice.m
rc.ac.uk

; 
A

nne.M
cF

arlane@
ssc.rcuk.ac.uk

; 
A

N
D

R
E

W
.LeM

asurier@
stfc.ac.uk

; 
sim

on.kerridge@
sunderland.ac.uk

; 
S

usan.M
orrell@

epsrc.ac.uk
; 

C
.N

ixon@
ahrc.ac.uk

 
C

C
: 

sim
on.kerridge@

sunderland.ac.uk
; 

JeS
M

anager@
ssc.rcuk.ac.uk

; 
P

ete.D
ixon@

ssc.rcuk.ac.uk
 

 <
A

bridged>
 

 A
t the Je-S

 M
anagem

ent B
oard m

eeting in S
eptem

ber there w
as an action on m

e 
to follow

 up  w
ith S

im
on K

erridge the R
O

 com
m

unities view
 on changing the 

Je-S
 account verification process and to then circulate to the M

anagem
ent 

B
oard to consider approving any associated D

evelopm
ent costs. 

 S
im

on has kindly provided feedback (attached) w
hich I believe show

s strong 
support for a change in the current account approval process. 
 T

he proposal to the com
m

unity w
as for i) "registered" level account 

requests to go direct to the R
O

 to approve and for basic level accounts to 
be autom

atically approved. T
here w

ould be no H
elpdesk intervention in 

either case. 
 ii) T

he R
O

s w
ould be able to view

 account inform
ation (H

elpdesk received 
three requests for m

ore account level visibility at the Je-S
 C

ost U
pload 

event earlier today). 
 iii)T

he registered level account validation be rem
oved for S

chem
es/C

alls 
for research councils that do not require applicants to satisfy eligibility 
requirem

ents. T
his w

ould reduce the num
ber of registered accounts being 

created. 
 Je-S

 D
ev have provided an estim

ate of 3-4 w
eeks based on the follow

ing 
w

ork: 
 i) P

roc/m
iddle tier code change and change to adm

in tool (to rem
ove 

profanity 'queue'). 
ii) E

m
ail notification +

 adm
in tool m

anagem
ent +

 pool adm
in (style) 

m
anagem

ent  
iii) new

 configuration/code if the requirem
ent is at a schem

e level, rather 
m

ore com
plex if it's at call level (as suspect D

F
ID

 w
as/is)  

 A
ccount processing now

 requires 0.8F
T

E
 B

and B
 effort but the num

ber of 
account requests w

ill grow
 next year w

hen M
R

C
 and N

C
3R

 users set up 
accounts follow

ing the M
R

C
 publicity cam

paign in F
ebruary so the level of 

resource to support accounts could easily increase to 1.5F
T

E
 for 2011.  

 T
here w

ould still be a requirem
ent for B

and B
 effort to m

anage any 
duplicate accounts created but these w

ould be m
anaged through existing 

A
dm

in T
ool Q

ueues for C
D

R
 m

aintenance and the F
T

E
 required w

ould drop to 
less than 0.2F

T
E

 at current levels and less than 0.4F
T

E
 in F

ebruary/M
arch. 

 If M
anagem

ent B
oard m

em
bers agree the developm

ent costs then P
ete and 

m
yself w

ould take the U
ser R

equirem
ent to the Je-S

 S
ystem

 G
roup to agree 

the detail.  
 It w

ould be helpful if you could respond by 5 N
ovem

ber but if you require 
any further inform

ation then please let m
e know

. 

 R
egards 

Janet 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
R

C
U

K
 S

hared S
ervices C

entre Lim
ited (R

C
U

K
 S

S
C

 Ltd) is a lim
ited com

pany 
registered in E

ngland and W
ales (w

ith com
pany num

ber 6330639) and has its 
registered address as N

orth S
tar H

ouse, N
orth S

tar A
venue, S

w
indon, 

W
iltshire S

N
2 1F

F
. 

 T
his em

ail m
ay have a protective m

arking, for an explanation please see  
http://w

w
w

.ssc.rcuk.ac.uk/fin/D
ocum

ents/R
C

U
K

S
haredS

e
rv

iceC
entreLtd.pdf

.  
 T

his em
ail and any attachm

ents are intended for the nam
ed addressee(s) 

only. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify R
C

U
K

 S
S

C
 Ltd 

im
m

ediately and do not disclose, distribute, or retain this em
ail or any 

part of it. W
hile R

C
U

K
 S

S
C

 Ltd has taken every reasonable precaution to 
m

inim
ise risk of this e-m

ail or any attachm
ents containing viruses, the 

recipient should carry out its ow
n virus checks before opening the 

attachm
ents. R

C
U

K
 S

S
C

 Ltd does not accept any liability for any losses or 
dam

ages w
hich the recipient m

ay sustain due to presence of any viruses. 
R

C
U

K
 S

S
C

 Ltd reserves the right to m
onitor all e-m

ail com
m

unications 
through their netw

orks for the purposes of preventing and detecting crim
e. 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
 T

his m
essage has been scanned by the W

ebR
oot E

m
ail S

ecurity S
ervice. F

or 
m

ore inform
ation please visit 

http://w
w

w
.w

ebroot.com
 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 -----O

riginal M
essage----- 

F
rom

: lists@
arm

a.ac.uk [
m

ailto:lists@
arm

a.ac.uk] O
n B

ehalf O
f S

im
on K

erridge 
S

ent: 13 O
ctober 2010 10:31 

T
o: undisclosed-recipients: 

S
ubject: [era #00S

V
] Je-S

 user registration process 
 D

ear all, 
the Je-S

 H
elpD

esk are considering changing the process for registering users on Je-S
. 

 A
ny com

m
ents on the follow

ing are w
elcom

e and I'll feedback to Janet. 
S

im
on 

=
=

=
=

 
H

i S
im

on 
 T

here w
as an action on m

e follow
ing the M

anagem
ent B

oard to discuss w
ith you options for stream

lining the 
Je-S

 ?registered? level accounts. 
 B

asic Level accounts: anybody can have a basic level account. 
Je-s registered level accounts: only P

rincipal, C
oI and R

esearcher C
o Investigators on research and O

utline 
proposals require registered level accounts. 
 C

urrent process for ?registered? accounts is: 
 H

elpdesk receives account request through a Q
ueue. T

he applicant is able to create and prepare a proposal 
w

hilst the account is being processed but unable to subm
it until account confirm

ed. 
 In the m

eantim
e the H

elpdesk sends the account request to the R
O

. F
or U

K
 H

E
Is and IR

O
s the contacts are 

know
n, for non U

K
 R

O
s this can be a problem

 as the em
ails are not regularly m

onitored and the R
O

 contacts 
m

ay no longer be appropriate. F
or S

elf R
egistered O

rganisations there is no contact to provide verification. 
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 S
om

e R
O

s are better at responding than others, som
e have to be chased up to 

3 tim
es, on a w

eekly basis, after w
hich if there is no response the H

elpdesk w
ill change the request to a basic 

level. 
 W

hen the R
O

 responds, currently by em
ail, w

ith verification the H
elpdesk accepts the account at registered 

level and the user is inform
ed and at this point they can then subm

it. 
 B

asic level accounts com
e into the H

elpdesk, they are checked for duplicates and profanities and then accepted 
(w

e have not yet com
e upon a profane account request!) 

 S
om

e P
roposals on how

 w
e could reduce the burden on the H

elpdesk: 
 Instead of the registered level account requests com

ing initially into the H
elpdesk before being redirected to the 

R
O

 they should go instead directly to the R
O

 w
ith no intervention from

 the H
elpdesk. T

he R
O

 w
ould have the 

option to either accept at registered level or reduce to basic level through the system
 rather than by em

ail as is 
done currently. 
 W

e could give R
O

s access to lists of users and account status to enable the R
O

 to m
anage the accounts for their 

applicants if this w
ould be useful. I think that w

e should also be able to set up autom
atic rem

inders w
hen an 

account request has been w
aiting a w

hile. 
 F

or schem
es that are open to R

O
s w

hich do not have to go through the E
ligibility process for IR

O
 status or are 

not  Je-S
 registered eg applicants from

 overseas organisations to D
F

ID
 then w

e set the validation on the 
proposal form

s to only requiring a basic level account so no intervention w
ould be required by the H

elpdesk. 
 S

om
e research C

ouncils do not have eligibility requirem
ents for C

o Investigators ie E
S

R
C

/M
R

C
 and N

C
3R

s so 
w

e could  rem
ove the validation for registered level accounts for all C

oIs. T
he P

I w
ould still require a registered 

level if at a Je-S
 registered R

O
. 

 W
e should stop the profanity checks on basic level accounts and autom

ate them
 as far as possible so that there is 

no delay from
 the point of requesting an account to w

aiting for the helpdesk to process it. 
 T

he H
elpdesk w

ould still be responsible for m
anaging the quality of data so w

e w
ould need to ensure that 

duplicate person records w
ere not being created w

hich w
e currently do as part of accepting the account request 

so m
erging duplicates and checking quality of data w

ould have to be m
onitored regularly. T

he advantage to the 
H

elpdesk is that this is not so tim
e dependent as it is to process accounts. 

 It w
ould be very helpful to get your thoughts on the proposals above, and hopefully endorsem

ent, before going 
back to the M

anagem
ent B

oard If you need anym
ore info or clarification or if you have a better solution then 

please let m
e know

. 
 R

egards 
 Janet 
-- 
S

im
on K

erridge 
H

ead of G
raduate R

esearch S
upport 

&
 A

ssistant D
irector (R

esearch), A
cadem

ic S
ervices U

niversity of S
underland R

oom
 212 E

dinburgh B
uilding 

C
hester R

oad S
underland 

S
R

1 3S
D

 
U

K
 

 and a D
irector of A

R
M

A
 

T
he P

rofessional A
ssociation of R

esearch M
anagers and A

dm
inistrators (U

K
) 

W
eb: http://w

w
w

.arm
a.ac.uk/  

 T
el: +

44 191 515 2285 
F

ax: +
44 191 515 2257 

E
m

ail: 

S
im

on.K
erridge@

sunderland.ac.uk<
m

ailto:S
im

on.K
erridge@

sunderland.ac.uk
>

 
W

eb: http://w
w

w
.grs.sund.ac.uk/grshom

epage.cfm
 

----- 
T

his is an autom
ated em

ail from
 the A

R
M

A
 M

ailing List M
anager sent by S

im
on K

erridge. 
T

o view
 the full thread, visit http://arm

a.ac.uk/topics/1039 
T

o m
anage your subscriptions, visit 

http://arm
a.ac.uk/subscriptions

 
S

ent at 10:31 on 13/10/10 from
 the A

R
M

A
 M

ailing List M
anager by V

orboss Ltd. 
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
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=
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=
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=
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=
=

=
=

=
 

R
E

: [era #00S
V

] Je-S
 user registration process.em

l 
S

ubject: R
E

: [era #00S
V

] Je-S
 user registration process 

F
rom

: H
azel W

allis <
H

.M
.W

allis@
bath.ac.uk>

 
D

ate: F
ri, 15 O

ct 2010 09:43:58 +
0100 

T
o:  

S
im

on K
erridge <

sim
on.kerridge@

sunderland.ac.uk>
 

H
i S

im
on, 

 M
y team

 seem
 to think this shouldn't cause m

uch extra w
ork over and above w

hat w
e alread

y do - as 
long as the 'acceptance' or 'rejection' of requests takes no longer than at present, ie no m

ore tim
e 

than sending an em
ail to JeS

 as w
e currently do. 

 T
his is w

hat one of m
y team

 said 
 "1) A

ccount requests com
ing to us w

ill only increase the w
orkload to the extent that the 

"accept or reject" procedure takes longer than sending an em
ail, as w

e'll still have to validate 
the person in the usual w

ay.  If JeS
 can devise a highly stream

lined procedure for this, I'd be 
quite happy to take over from

 them
.  Ideally, there w

ould be som
ething in the em

ail to click, 
rather than having to log into JeS

, but I appreciate that this could be technically difficult. 
 2) If they do pass over this responsibility to R

O
s, w

e w
ill definitely need access to listing and 

any other relevant adm
in functions to help us m

anage it." 
 A

lternatively, leave things as they are, and if the chasing is the m
ain problem

, JeS
H

elp could tell 
everyone the

y w
ill no longer chase unansw

ered requests but w
ill reduce to basic after, say, a w

eek - 
after all, it is the responsibility of the institution to respond (having just received tw

o seven-da
y 

rem
inders ourselves this m

orning!) T
o be honest I am

 am
azed this is a m

anual process, I had 
im

agined the em
ails w

ere all autom
ated. 

 N
ot sure about this bit: 

 "S
om

e research C
ouncils do not have eligibility requirem

ents for C
o Investigators ie E

S
R

C
/M

R
C

 and 
N

C
3R

s so w
e could  rem

ove the validation for registered level  a ccounts for all C
oIs. T

he P
I w

ould still 
require a registered level if at a Je-S

 registered R
O

." B
ut w

hat about the R
C

s w
hich D

O
 have 

eligibility requirem
ents for co-Is - eg E

P
S

R
C

, B
B

S
R

C
? 

 B
est w

ishes 
H

azel 
***************************** 
H

azel W
allis 

H
ead of R

esearch S
upport &

 F
unding 

R
esearch D

evelopm
ent &

 S
upport O

ffice (R
D

S
O

) 
U

niversity of B
ath 

B
ath 

B
A

2 7A
Y

 
T

el 01225 386822 
F

ax 01225 383276 
E

-m
ail H

.M
.W

allis@
bath.ac.uk 

http://w
w

w
.bath.ac.uk/rdso/  
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R
E

: [era #00S
V

] Je-S
 user registration process.em

l 
S

ubject: F
W

: [era #00S
V

] Je-S
 user registration process 

F
rom

: "T
hom

pson, P
aul J" <P

.J.T
hom

pson@
hw

.ac.uk>
 

D
ate: W

ed, 13 O
ct 2010 12:07:32 +

0100 
T

o:  
S

im
on K

erridge <
sim

on.kerridge@
sunderland.ac.uk>

 
   H

i S
im

on, 
 I rem

em
ber suggesting this years ago to S

erena C
ooper at a m

eeting dow
n 

in S
w

indon. I still think it's a good idea.....! 
 R

egards 
  

paul 
 --  
H

eriot-W
att U

niversity is a S
cottish charity 

registered under charity num
ber S

C
000278. 
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=
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R
E

: [era #00S
V

] Je-S
 user registration process.em

l 
S

ubject: [era #00T
1] Je-S

 user registration process 
F

rom
: M

ary A
nderson <

M
ary.A

nderson@
bbsrc.ac.uk>

 
D

ate: W
ed, 13 O

ct 2010 11:36:04 +
0100 

 A
greed. M

ore than happy to handle the account m
anagem

ent as suggested. 
R

em
oves a step in the process. 

 B
est w

ishes 
 M

ary 
=

=
=

=
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=
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R

E
: [era #00S

V
] Je-S

 user registration process.em
l 

S
ubject: [era #00S

Z
] Je-S

 user registration process 
F

rom
: M

aggy T
aylor <

M
.H

.T
aylor@

m
m

u.ac.uk>
 

D
ate: W

ed, 13 O
ct 2010 11:23:04 +

0100 
 D

ear S
im

on, 
 T

his looks fine to m
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e try to respond punctually to the helpdesk requests. W

here w
e don't 

its because w
e genuinely don't know

 w
ho the person is and have to ask 

the S
chool involved. O

ften they don;t know
 as the research function 

isn't necessarily linked to the H
R

 function and they don't know
. I 

w
ould say w

e respond to 90%
 of requests w

ithin a day. 
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ow
ever, w

e are very happy to have the registration process w
ithin our 

hands, so long as the instructions on how
 to m

anage this are clear 
 R

egards, S
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1 
The V

itae policy forum
 is an annual event focusing on

 policy developm
ents and the

im
plications relating to skills and career developm

ent for researchers w
ho can speak on

behalf of the institution in relation to institutional strategies and im
plications of possible 

future funding m
echanism

s for researcher developm
ent. It is an invitation-only event 

aim
ed at P

V
C

s or equivalent staff.
2

�%
&

. -",+-/ +*(4 !+1"-. �.,"!/. +# /%
" �&

/�" ,+(&
!4 

#+-0) -"(�/&
*$ /+ #0/0-" #0*'&

*$� �0(( '"/�&
(.

+# /%
" "1"*/ !�* �" #+0*' +* /%

" �&
/�" 2"�.&

/" �/ 
222�1&

/�"��!�03�,+(&
!4#+-0)	���

� �&
'"+

-"!+-'&
*$.� ,-"."*/�/&

+* .0))�-&
". �*' .(&

'". �-" �1�&
(��(" #+- /%

" ,("*�-4 ,-"."*/�/&
+*.�

,�*"( '&
.!0..&

+* �*' 2+-3.%
+,.�  

3
S

ee `C
osts of training and supervising postgraduate re search students', February 2005,

H
E

F
C

E
 222�%
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S
ubsequent to the policy forum

 the R
esearch C

ouncil's
 have issued a statem

ent of
expectation regarding researcher developm

ent, 
222�1&
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Introduction 

D
eveloping w

orld-class researchers is an im
portant pri

ority for
governm

ent, R
esearch C

ouncils U
K

 and higher education institutions
(H

E
Is). The researcher developm

ent agenda and associated ring-fenced
funding from

 R
C

U
K

, has been critical in m
oving this aim

 forw
ard.

H
ow

ever this funding has not been confirm
ed beyond A

pril 2011.
This

report exam
ines a range of possible future funding strategies for

researcher developm
ent. Its aim

 is to provide clear and concise
sum

m
aries of the advantages and disadvantages of different funding

options and associated challenges for the developm
ent of postgraduate

researchers and for research staff. It draw
s prim

arily on the presentations,
discussions and outcom

es from
 the V

itae policy forum
1, January 2010

and pre-2010 policy forum
 inform

ation supplied as part of the registration
process. It also draw

s on inform
ation gathered during 2009, prim

arily the
references to sustainability in the 2009 institutional reports to R

C
U

K
. 

The V
itae policy forum

 2010
2brought together people from

 the higher
education sector w

ho have a strategic role in researcher developm
ent, 

as w
ell as staff from

 the R
esearch C

ouncils, for open and constructive
discussion on the extent to w

hich the skills agenda is em
bedded in

institutional strategies, structures and practice, and the im
plications of

possible changes in funding options in the short and long term
.

P
articipants w

ere acutely aw
are of the significance of decisions about

future funding m
echanism

s at a tim
e of recession, cuts in H

E
 funding,

and university concerns about the full costs of postgraduate researcher
training

3. 

The intention is that R
C

U
K

 w
ill find this report, alongside the outcom

es of
the postgraduate review

 and the independent assessm
ent of the im

pact
of the R

oberts investm
ent, helpful in inform

ing their decisions on their
strategy, policies and processes for researcher developm

ent beyond
A

pril 2011
4.  

It is also anticipated that H
E

Is w
ill find this report useful in inform

ing
senior m

anagem
ent decisions on im

m
ediate and long term

 strategies for
sustaining and em

bedding researcher developm
ent w

ithin their
institutions.  

The report highlights key issues and suggests recom
m

endations to
R

C
U

K
 and H

E
Is to increase the potential of a successful and sustainable

transition from
 ring-fenced funding in its current form

 to any future
funding options.

C
ontents 

p
ag

e

B
ackground

3

V
itae policy forum

 2010 discussions
3

V
iew

s on ring-fencing
4

F
uture funding options

5

O
utcom

es
5

K
ey w

orkshop conclusions
6

C
onsiderations relating to 

the transition period
7

C
onclusion

7

Table 1: participants' perceptions 
of  d

ifferent funding options for 
researcher developm

ent
9

n  C
onsideration for U

K
 policy

9

n  S
trategic issues for H

E
Is 

10

n  R
esearcher engagem

ent
10

n  F
inance and adm

inistration
11

n  R
esearcher developm

ent provision
12
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V
itae policy forum

 2010: E
xploring funding options for researcher developm

ent

n
the im

portance of m
aintaining progress in support for 

the research
staff agenda and the C

oncordat. There is w
idespread concern at

the vulnerability of the research staff agenda, w
here progress has

been m
ore recent  

n
it is tim

e for the R
oberts agenda to com

e of age. P
a

rt of the
em

bedding process should be seeing researc
her developm

ent as
a holistic process and m

aybe is it tim
e to drop the use of `R

oberts'
and its association w

ith developing `transferable skills'. 

A
t H

E
I level: 

n
the im

portance of aligning researcher developm
ent w

i
th individual

H
E

I strategies and m
ission statem

ents. W
hatever the funding route

ahead, it is critical that senior m
anagem

ent support and thus
allocate funding to continue the agenda 

n
the im

portance of m
aintaining the broader em

ployabil
ity focus for

researcher developm
ent w

ithin the environm
ent of undertaking

research. For exam
ple, there is a danger that em

bedding funding in
research grants and fees could lead to m

ore focus on research-
related training. 

A
t researcher level: 

n
there is still a need to raise the value of research

er developm
ent

w
ith researchers, supervisors and principal investigators 

n
The C

oncordat and Q
A

A
 C

ode of P
ractice both highlight 

the
im

portance of researchers taking ow
nership for their ow

n
professional and career developm

ent. 

There are advantages and disadvantages of all future funding
m

echanism
s. H

ow
ever, if funding m

echanism
s are changed, an

appropriate m
anaged and funded transition period is of critical

im
portance. R

esearch staff provision and `R
oberts rich' H

E
Is are

particularly vulnerable to a sudden cessation of funding. It is a
com

plex decision-m
aking context, but one w

here early decisions by
R

C
U

K
 on funding m

echanism
s are im

portant to enable H
E

Is to plan
and m

inim
ise further attrition of experienced and effective researcher

developm
ent staff and to successfully sustain and em

bed researcher
developm

ent in norm
al business. This report has aim

ed to assist this
decision m

aking process. 

8

V
itae policy forum

 2010: S
takeholder voices 

P
rofessor M

ary B
ow

nes
, Vice P

rincipal, U
niversity of E

dinburgh, illustrated the crucial role that R
oberts funding had played in enabling the

university to dram
atically and quickly increase the breadth and depth of its skills provision, be innovative, and offer flexible options, all the w

hile
trying to em

bed researcher developm
ent by giving all stakeholders a voice in the nature of provision and how

 it is developed.
`It is vital to think

through the im
plications of different funding scenarios very carefully: it is hugely im

portant for our researchers, research base and international
standing.' 

P
rofessor B

ronek W
edzicha

, P
ro-D

ean f or R
esearch, E

nterprise, and K
now

ledge Transfer, U
niversity of Leeds, described the

`transform
ational effect' of R

oberts funding at the U
niversity of Leeds. The nature and form

 of future provision w
ould clearly be funding

dependent and the sector needs to be m
ore im

aginative in w
orking tow

ards a broader funding base. 
`H

ow
 w

e view
 the success (or otherw

ise)
of the R

oberts agenda depends on how
 w

e view
 the doctorate. If the prim

ary outcom
e of running a doctoral program

m
e is the flow

 of trained
people resulting from

 that program
m

e, the R
oberts agenda has fundam

entally changed the landscape for the better. If the prim
ary outcom

e of
running a doctoral program

m
e is the research output those students generate, the im

pact is far m
ore m

odest. In term
s of the people w

e
produce the R

oberts agenda is now
 firm

ly em
bedded and w

e m
ust not go back to

the pre-R
oberts m

ode of P
hD

 education.'

M
r S

im
on K

erridge
, A

R
M

A
 and U

niv ersity of S
underland, em

phasised the im
portance to research m

anagers of being able to plan: `it is
critical to know

 w
hat m

oney is com
ing in, for w

hat purpose. A
ll alternative funding m

echanism
s discussed w

ould need carefully w
orked out

transitional arrangem
ents. W

e should w
ork tow

ards postgraduate researchers being included in fE
C

.'  

M
r D

avid S
w

eeney
, D

irector ±
R

esearch, Innovation and S
kills, H

E
F

C
E

, argued that ̀volum
e is the biggest challenge w

e face and w
e should

b
e aim

ing f or excellence, not grow
th'. It is questionable how

 the strategies of universit ies w
ho are pursuing volum

e w
ill be sustained ±

governm
ent funding is not grow

ing. O
n funding m

echanism
s, the sector should be clear about its principles. It has long expressed a w

ish for
hypothecated funding to be the exception to the rule (usually for setting up new

 initiatives such as R
oberts), preferring the freedom

 to m
anage

block funding from
 funding councils to m

eet local needs.  

D
r Ian Lyne

, H
ead of S

kills and C
areers, B

B
S

R
C

, expressed his concern that a desire for ring-fencing sends negative m
essages to

governm
ent about how

 com
m

itted universities are to pursuing the agenda on their ow
n. F

urtherm
ore, the very visibility of ring-fenced funding

could m
ake it m

ore vulnerable to being cut, if R
esearch C

ouncil budgets com
e under pressure in the current econom

ic clim
ate. 

`The R
esearch

C
ou ncils ha ve undim

inished com
m

itm
ent to the researcher developm

ent agenda but the agenda is changing. It is now
 part of the

broader
im

pact agenda. A
 core governm

ent aim
 is that researchers take their expertise out of academ

ia into other sectors in various w
ays.' 

D
r P

atrick H
adoke

, R
esearch Fellow

, U
niversity of E

dinburgh, described how
 support from

 R
oberts funding had been instrum

ental in setting
up research staff societies, leading to a range of benefits. `R

ing-fenced R
oberts funding has been a visible sign of com

m
itm

ent to researcher
developm

ent by the R
esearch C

ouncils and the university and the sym
bolic im

portance of this should not be underestim
ated. It is a significant

factor in encouraging participation am
ong often isolated and m

arginalised groups such as research staff and should be retained.' 
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M
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Issue
1.

T
his paper proposes term

s of reference
and

m
em

bership for a successor body to the R
A

 
P

M
B

 and Je-S
 S

teering G
roup. 

A
ction

2.
T

he O
perational M

anagem
ent G

roup is invited to:

i.
A

P
P

R
O

V
E

, subject to any am
endm

ents identified, the term
s of reference and

m
em

bership tem
plate for the Je-S

 M
anagem

ent B
oard

ii.
ID

E
N

T
IF

Y
possible candidates for the

C
hair of the group 

iii.
N

O
M

IN
A

T
E

C
ouncil representatives on the group 

F
urther inform

ation

C
ontact: 

B
ob Innes

P
hone:

01793
442048

E
m

ail:
bob.innes@

pparc.ac.uk
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Issue
1.

T
his paper proposes term

s of reference
and

m
em

bership for a successor body to the R
A

 
P

M
B

 and Je-S
 S

teering G
roup. 

C
ontext

2.
O

M
G

 agreed in M
arch 2006 that the responsibilities of the R

A
 P

M
B

 should be shared
betw

een tw
o new

 bodies, one overseeing the JG
P

F
 and N

G
B

O
 projects, and the other 

overseeing the rem
aining (ie. outw

ard-facing)
R

A
P

 activities.  It w
as agreed that the Je-S

S
teering G

roup, suitably am
ended, should assum

e the latter set of responsibilities.

3.
W

ork is w
ell progressed on establishing the Joint G

rants P
rocessing M

anagem
ent B

oard 
(JG

P
 M

B
) w

hich has assum
ed responsibility for the JG

P
F

 and N
G

B
O

 projects.  N
ick 

W
interton chaired the first m

eeting of the JG
P

 M
B

 on 8 June and
w

ill update O
M

G
.
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4.
T

he dem
ands of the S

hared S
ervices R

oadm
ap study have slow

ed progress on the 
reconstitution of the Je-S

 S
teering G

roup.  T
o avoid planning blight and delays to aspects of 

som
e

Je-S
 activities, it w

ill be im
portant for the new

 body to m
eet w

ithin the near future.

Je-S
 M

anagem
ent B

oard

5.
It is proposed to renam

e the Je-S
 S

teering G
roup as the Je-S

 M
anagem

ent B
oard, reflecting

that the group w
ill be responsible for all aspects of Je-S

 (ie. operations and developm
ent).  A

s 
such it w

ill inherit ongoing issues from
 the Je-S

 S
teering G

roup and the R
A

 P
M

B
.  H

ence, 
ensuring som

e com
m

on m
em

bership betw
een the new

 B
oard and its tw

o predecessors w
ill 

be im
portant (m

em
bership is considered below

). 

6.
D

raft term
s of reference for the new

 board are attached.  T
hey reflect a m

erging
of the term

s 
of reference of the existing Je-S

 S
teering G

roup and the R
A

 P
M

B
 and represent a significant

increase in the level and breadth of responsibility.

B
oard M

em
bership

7.
T

he tem
plate for m

em
bership of the B

oard is included in the draft term
s of reference.  G

iven 
the increase level of responsibility, it is proposed that the m

em
bership differ from

 that of the 
Je-S

 S
teering G

roup in a few
 regards, nam

ely:

a.
T

he C
hair of the B

oard should be at D
irector level, reflecting the continued

im
portance that the C

ouncils place on developing
the Je-S

 system
 and delivering

a
high quality service to the research com

m
unity and research organisations

b.
R

D
G

 should
be represented on the B

oard, reflecting the im
portance of Je-S

 to the 
delivery of C

ouncils’ program
m

es
c.

T
he R

esearch O
rganisation C

onsultation G
roup be form

ally represented on the 
B

oard, continuing the im
portance given by the R

A
 P

rogram
m

e to R
O

 representation
A

ction

2.
T

he O
perational M

anagem
ent G

roup is invited to:

i.
A

P
P

R
O

V
E

, subject to any am
endm

ents identified, the term
s of reference and

m
em

bership tem
plate for the Je-S

 M
anagem

ent B
oard

ii.
ID

E
N

T
IF

Y
possible candidates for the

C
hair of the group 

iii.
N

O
M

IN
A

T
E

C
ouncil representatives on the group 
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T
itle:

Je-S
 M

anagem
ent B

oard
T

erm
s of R

eference and M
ode of O

peration 

D
etails:  Je-S

 M
anagem

ent B
oard - D

raft T
erm

s of R
eference and M

ode of O
peration 

(updated 9/6/06)

A
ction: T

he Je-S
 M

anagem
ent B

oard is invited to review
, discuss and approve:

1.
T

he G
roup is responsible for the developm

ent,im
plem

entation and m
anagem

ent of the R
esearch 

C
ouncils’ strategy for electronic interactions

w
ith research organisations in a research

adm
inistration context. 

2.
T

he group includes a representative of each grant-aw
arding R

esearch
C

ouncil, a representative 
of the R

esearch O
rganisation C

onsultation G
roup, the Je-S

 S
ystem

 M
anager and the Je-S

P
rojects M

anager. It is chaired by a senior m
em

ber of the R
esearch C

ouncils’ staff.

3. T
he specific term

s of reference are:
!

T
o oversee, develop and refine the R

esearch C
ouncils’ strategy for electronic external 

processes across the com
plete grant, fellow

ship and studentship life cycles so that the 
processes are efficient and effective 

!!!!!!!!!!

!!!!!

T
o com

m
ission and oversee the projects

necessary to im
plem

ent the strategy
T

o identify and help acquire the staff and other resources necessary for the agreed portfolio
of projects.
T

o m
anage the budget delegated by O

M
G

T
o ow

n the Je-S
 F

ram
ew

ork, ensuring that it reflects
the latest range of electronic processes

available through the Je-S
 system

T
o approve the publication of revisions to the Je-S

 F
ram

ew
ork

to oversee and m
onitor the delivery of Je-S

 service levels (hosting, m
aintenance and 

helpdesk)
T

o agree the content and priority of changes to all services provided through the system
 

T
o resolve issues on w

hich agreem
ent has not been reached am

ongst the R
esearch 

C
ouncils.

T
o forw

ard issues on w
hich the B

oard
cannot reach agreem

ent to O
M

G
 

T
o provide m

onthly highlight reports to O
M

G

M
ode of O

peration
T

he B
oard w

ill norm
ally m

eet every tw
o m

onths 
M

eetings w
ill be held in S

w
indon O

ffice 
M

em
bers

w
ho are unable to attend a m

eeting m
ay send an alternate but should inform

 the 
S

ecretary (Je-S
 S

ystem
 M

anager) in advance
If the C

hair is unable to attend a m
eeting, he/she w

ill nom
inate a deputy.

P
apers w

ill be distributed
by e-m

ail, one w
eek before each m

eeting

M
em

bership T
em

plate 
C

hair
R

C
D

irector
A

H
R

C
C

atherine
N

ixon
B

B
S

R
C

G
areth

M
acD

onald
E

P
S

R
C

C
live

H
ayter

E
S

R
C

A
ndy

G
ibbs

M
R

C
Jerry

F
olkson

N
E

R
C

A
nne

M
cF

arlane
P

P
A

R
C

A
ndrew

Lem
asurier/R

ich
H

orton
R

O
C

G
 representative 

S
im

on K
erridge

Je-S
 S

ystem
 M

anager
N

ikola Lucas
Je-S

 P
rojects M

anager
A

nn D
urniat

Je-S
D

evelopm
ent M

anager
Jo B

ooth D
avey 
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From: Josh BROWN
To: Simon Kerridge
Subject: Research Identifiers work
Date: 22 March 2011 10:20:44

Dear Simon,
 
This is to follow up from conversations at and since the last RIMG meeting.
 
JISC would like to formally invite you to be a part of an official JISC advisory 'task and finish' group. 
The "task to finish" in this group is to help advise JISC on the most 'efficient and effective ways by
which researchers can be assigned identifiers'.  We hope to achieve this task over the course of five
meetings (an average of one per month, mostly teleconference).  The first two meetings are

proposed for the 15th of April and the 18th of May.
 
JISC is keen to get clear guidance from ARMA in this work, and you are well-versed in the issues,
which means that your input would be particularly appreciated. If you won’t be able to join the
group, we would really appreciate it if you could nominate a colleague to represent ARMA on the
group, as the association is a crucial stakeholder group for this work.
 
For each of the meetings JSIC will co-ordinate recommendations from independent consultants on
key topics which require your guidance, for example: current institutional practices for assigning
identifiers (e.g. staff profile pages, email handles), research information management system
requirements, international identifier proposed solutions (Orcid, academia.edu, etc), third party
identifiers (e.g. Thomson Reuters' Researcher ID and OpenID), National name identifier services (i.e.
BL-Names catalogue), subject specific identifier services (i.e. Arxiv, Lattes), etc.
 
Your recommendations will help guide JISC with how and where it should take action with regards to
Research Identifiers.
 
Kind regards, and see you soon.
 
Josh
 
Josh Brown
Programme Manager: E-Research - Research Information Management
JISC
M: 07875 120019
T: 020 3006 6073
Skype: j.br0wn1
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The data im
perative

M
anaging the U

K
Õ

s research  
data for future use

A
 sum

m
ary of the report of the U

K
  

R
ese arch D

ata S
ervice feasibility study

 T
he 2008 R

esearch A
ssessm

ent E
xercise 

has conÞ
rm

ed that the U
K

Õ
s higher 

education research base rem
ains w

orld-
class and in m

any respects w
orld-leading. 

H
ow

 are w
e to ensure that this national 

capacity for know
ledge generation and 

innovation rem
ains com

petitive, and that our 
researchers c

an continue to beneÞ
t from

 a 
high quality research infrastructure?

w
w

w
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Introduction 
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K
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ndings 
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Features and beneÞ
ts of the cooperative service m

odel 
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C
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G
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C
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11

K
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m
endation 
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T
he 2008 R

esearch A
ssessm

ent E
xercise  

has conÞ
rm

ed that the U
K

Õ
s higher education 

research base rem
ains w

orld-class and in 
m

any respects w
orld-leading. H

ow
 are w

e to 
ensure that this national capacity for know

ledge 
generation and innovation rem

ains com
petitive, 

and that our researchers can continue to beneÞ
t 

from
 a high quality research infrastructure? 

P
art of the answ

er lies in the effective 
m

anagem
ent of the rich haul of research 

data captured on a continuing basis by those 
researchers. O

ver recent years, the availability, 
developm

ent and application of advanced 
com

puting and inform
ation technologies have led 

to huge grow
th in the volum

es of research data 
being generated. R

esearch data have becom
e a 

valuable resource that needs to be m
aintained for 

future access and re-use if w
e are to reap the full 

beneÞ
ts of the U

K
Õ

s investm
ent in research. 

T
he rew

ards of m
anaging this resource 

effectively include:

>
  T

he ability to share research data, 
m

inim
ising the need to repeat w

ork in the 
labor atory, Þ

eld or library, thus saving tim
e 

and effort

>
  T

he ability to retrieve and com
pare data 

from
 m

ultiple sourc
es easily, leading to 

pow
erful new

 insights  

>
  T

he identiÞ
cation of new

 research areas 
for collaborativ

e study: research data w
ill 

increasingly be the starting point for new
 

research as w
ell as a key output

T
he challenge, how

ever, is not just about 
storage. D

ata m
ust be structured to allow

 
retrieval, preservation and re-use. T

his is the 
hardest part. It requires procedures for effective 
data m

anagem
ent to be in place from

 the 
beginning of the research process, ensuring, for 
exam

ple, that appropriate m
etadata (data about 

the data) are generated and form
atted. 

Few
 research projects can escape this challenge 

on account of size or discipline. A
lthough the 

data deluge has been m
ost apparent in large-

scale research projects that have exploited 
grid com

puting, som
e of them

 linked to the 
U

K
 e-S

cience program
m

e, sm
all projects also 

generate im
portant data that need effective 

m
anagem

ent. A
nd advances in technology 

are transform
ing research in the arts and 

hum
anities and the social sciences just as m

uch 
as in the physical and biological sciences. 

R
esearch funders in the U

K
 and elsew

here are 
increasingly recognising the value of m

aking 
research data w

idely available. M
any now

 require 
researchers to m

anage their data outputs 
proactively and deposit them

 for future access. 
T

he O
rganisation for E

conom
ic C

o-operation 
and D

evelopm
entÕ

s (O
E

C
D

) recent statem
ent

1 
on access to the outputs of publicly funded 
research resonates w

ith this trend. 
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G
E
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Foreword

  1   O
E

C
D

 principles and guidelines for access to research data from
 public funding  

P
aris: O

E
C

D
, 2007 http://w

w
w

.oecd.org/dataoecd/9/61/38500813.pdf

T
he U

K
 governm

ent has also acknow
ledged 

the issue. T
he far-seeing report S

cience 
and innovation investm

ent fram
ew

ork 
2004Ð

14 2 put the developm
ent of our 

national e-infrastructure centre stage, and 
the subsequent 2007 report from

 the then 
O

fÞ
ce for S

cience and Innovation (O
S

I), 
D

eveloping the U
K

Õ
s e-infrastructure for 

science and innovation
3, scoped it in m

ore 
detail. C

rucially, the developm
ent of national 

capability and capacity for the m
anagem

ent 
of digital research data em

erged as a key 
com

ponent of the e-infrastructure. S
ince 

these reports w
ere published, other advanced 

econom
ies have started to m

ake signiÞ
cant 

investm
ents in this area.

In 2007, the H
igher E

ducation F
unding 

C
ouncil for E

ngland (H
E

F
C

E
) funded the 

U
K

 R
esearch D

ata S
ervice feasibility study 

under its S
hared S

ervices program
m

e, 
to show

 how
 the U

K
 can turn the O

S
IÕ

s 
vision of a coherent data infrastructure into 
reality by building on existing investm

ent 
and good practice. T

his docum
ent 

outlines the studyÕ
s m

ain Þ
ndings and 

recom
m

endations.

W
e believe the study has show

n 
conclusively that investm

ent in a national 
approach to the m

anagem
ent and 

exploitation of our research data w
ill  

add signiÞ
cantly to the value of our 

research effort and strengthen our 
research base in a cost-effective w

ay.

>
  For the researcher, w

ho m
ay fear that 

the dem
ands of data m

anagem
ent w

ill 
distract them

 from
 the core business of 

research, the national data service w
e 

propose w
ill provide access to advice about 

data m
anagem

ent and to data storage and 
curation facilities

>
  For U

K
 higher education, the service 

w
ill be cost-effective. It w

ill leverage 
existing expertise and provision and avoid 
duplication of effort. O

ur existing data 
centres, such as the U

K
 D

ata A
rchive 

and the netw
ork of N

atural E
nvironm

ent 
R

esearch C
ouncil (N

E
R

C
) data centres, w

ill 
be able to contribute their know

ledge to the 
developm

ent of a truly national approach 

W
e hope that this docum

ent w
ill draw

 
the attention of stakeholders and policy 
m

akers throughout U
K

 higher education and 
governm

ent to the study, and encourage them
 

to act on its recom
m

endations.  

T
he choices w

e m
ake in the next few

 years 
about the m

anagem
ent of our digital research 

data assets w
ill help to determ

ine how
 

com
petitive the U

K
 rem

ains in the global 
know

ledge econom
y.

T
he full report w

ill be available at  
w

w
w

.ukrds.ac.uk
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P
rofessor John W

ood C
B

E
 F

R
E

ng

P
rofessor of E

ngineering, Im
perial C

ollege
C

hair, E
uropean R

esearch A
rea B

oard
C

hair, U
K

R
D

S
 feasibility study S

teering G
roup

Jean S
ykes

Librarian and D
irector of IT

 S
ervices

London S
chool of E

conom
ics

P
roject D

irector

2   Science and innovation investm
ent fram

ew
ork 2004-2014, Her M

ajestyÕ
s S

tationary O
fÞ

ce, London, 2004
3  O

S
I e-infrastructure W

orking G
roup, 2007, D

eveloping the U
K

Õ
s e-infrastructure for S

cience and Innovation  http://w
w

w
.nesc.ac.uk/docum

ents/O
S

I/report.pdf
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D
ata m

ust be structured
 to allow

 retrieval, preservation 
and re-use

. T
his is the hardest part. It requires 

procedures for effective data m
anagem

ent to be in 
plac e from

 the beginning of the research process, 
ensuring, for exam

ple, that appropriate m
etadata 

(data about the data) are generated and form
atted.
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 D
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T
he U

K
 R

esearch D
ata S

ervice (U
K

R
D

S
) study w

as set 
up to test the feasibility of a national shared service

 for 
m

anaging research data
 that w

ould build on existing 
investm

ent and good practice, Þ
ll gaps and develop 

capacity for the long term
. 
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T
he U

K
 R

esearch D
ata S

ervice (U
K

R
D

S
) study 

w
as set up to test the feasibility of a national 

shared service for m
anaging research data that 

w
ould build on existing investm

ent and good 
practice, Þ

ll gaps and develop capacity for  
the long term

. 

T
he project team

 identiÞ
ed three principal 

options for the future m
anagem

ent of the  
U

K
Õ

s research data outputs:

1.  N
o change T

he current situation w
ould 

rem
ain in place w

ith som
e disciplines w

ell 
provided for and others not. A

 U
K

R
D

S
 w

ould 
not be established, and any additional 
capacity for m

anaging research data w
ould 

be provided by individual universities

2.  H
ighly centralised

 A
 new

, centralised agency 
w

ould be created, w
ith responsibilities in 

every area of data m
anagem

ent, and w
ith 

direct responsibility for the provision and 
m

anagem
ent of all new

 capacity 

3.  C
ooperative service O

n this m
odel, a 

U
K

R
D

S
 w

ould be an enabling fram
ew

ork, 
w

orking w
ith the m

any U
K

 stakeholders.  
It w

ould act as a catalyst for new
 services 

and partnerships, as a centre of  

excellence, as a standards-guiding body  
and as a source of expertise and 
inform

ation about data m
anagem

ent and 
repositories, com

m
issioning additional 

capacity and building on current best 
practice and facilities

T
he study em

barked on three key areas of  
w

ork to inform
 its recom

m
endations: 

1.  It identiÞ
ed four case study universities 

(B
ristol, Leeds, Leicester and O

xford, w
hich 

w
ere considered to be representative of 

research-intensive U
K

 universities) and 
assessed researchersÕ

 requirem
ents through 

the use of questionnaires, interview
s and 

w
orkshops 

2.  It engaged w
ith a w

ide range of stakeholder 
groups including: m

ajor funding bodies, 
archives and libraries, existing facility and 
service providers, and others including those 
involved in this w

ork internationally

3.  W
ide-ranging desk research w

as undertaken, 
aim

ed particularly at assessing the U
K

  
provision in an international context
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S

E

>
  A

n increasing num
ber of disciplines 

are producing electronic research 
data 

>
  R

esearch data is difÞ
cult to retain 

and m
anage once the funding 

associated w
ith the project ceases 

>
  M

ost researchers share data Ð
 only 

abou t 12%
 do not m

ake their data 
available in any w

ay. Inform
al peer 

exchange netw
orks w

ithin research 
team

s and w
ith collaborators are 

predom
inant  

>
  21%

 of researchers use a national 
or international facility  

>
  M

ost research data is stored at 
faculty or departm

ent level 

>
  O

nly about 18%
 deposit data w

ith 
a data centre. H

ow
ever, a m

uch 
higher percentage (about 43%

) 
expressed the need to access  
other researchersÕ

 data

>
  T

hose w
ho did not have access 

to a n established facility w
ere 

particularly keen on a U
K

R
D

S

W
hat researchers said
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K
E

Y
 F

IN
D

IN
G

S
 

A
 num

ber of issues em
erged from

 consultations 
w

ith  groups representing approxim
ately 700 

researchers at the four case study universities 
(see Þ

ndings from
 researchers opposite).

T
he engagem

ent w
ith stakeholders and desk 

research indicated that although there is 
substantial infrastructure and expertise in the 
U

K
, it exists in Ô

islandsÕ
 w

ith lim
ited coherence 

and cross-com
m

unication because each island 
w

as established independently to address a 
particular problem

. T
hese include: signiÞ

cant 
investm

ents in JIS
C

 activities, for exam
ple, JIS

C
 

S
ervices and C

ollections, the JA
N

E
T

 netw
ork, 

federated access m
anagem

ent, the D
igital 

C
uration C

entre and institutional repositories; 
facilities such as the data centres already 
operated by som

e of the R
esearch C

ouncils; 
and the R

esearch Inform
ation N

etw
ork, w

hich 
is providing an increasingly im

portant evidence 
base of researchersÕ

 needs.

It is clear that the U
K

 has a sound basis on w
hich 

to build, but it needs to act soon if it is to m
aintain 

its com
petitive position. W

ork is already under 
w

ay in E
urope, the U

S
A

, C
anada and A

ustralia. 
T

he study found that the cooperative service 
m

odel (the third option identiÞ
ed) offers the 

optim
um

 solution for effective m
anagem

ent  
of the U

K
Õ

s research data outputs.

T
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E
A

T
U

R
E

S
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N
D
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E

N
E

F
IT

S
 O

F
  

TH
E C

O
O

P
E

R
A

T
IV

E
 S

E
R

V
IC

E
 M

O
D

E
L

R
esearch costs are grow

ing, and the 
m

ana gem
ent of research data is a signiÞ

cant 
cost. A

 shared service approach to data 
m

anagem
ent holds prom

ise of m
inim

ising the 
long-term

 im
pact and adding value through 

better exploitation of research data.

C
entral to the cooperative service m

odel is 
the developm

ent of data m
anagem

ent plans 
by researchers, based on the data life cycle as 
described by the D

igital C
uration C

entre (D
C

C
)  

(see over), and the developm
ent of a central 

registry of such plans. T
his approach w

ould allow
 

a U
K

R
D

S
 to m

axim
ise exploitation of existing 

facilities w
ithin the U

K
, and to identify and Þ

ll 
gaps in current provision.

A
 cooperative service m

odel w
ould have a 

num
ber of beneÞ

ts. It w
ould help to:

>
  P

rotect and extract greater value from
 

research investm
ent

>
  P

reserve opportunities for future research

>
  P

rom
ote the w

ork of the institution and 
researcher

>
  Inform

 the strategic developm
ent of the 

research infrastructure

>
  R

educe research data duplication, re-creation 
and errors, and unplanned data loss
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T
he D

C
C

 C
uration Lifecycle M

odel

D
igital C

uration C
entre (D

C
C

) curation lifecycle m
odel 

T
his m

odel has already been inß
uential in shaping thinking 

about the actions required to achieve effective m
anagem

ent of digital research data.  It has inform
ed the studyÕ

s w
ork 

on the capabilities required of a national research data service. w
w

w
.dcc.ac.uk/docs/publications/D

C
C

Lifecycle.pdf
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>
  P

lan volum
e grow

th/capacity m
ore 

effe ctively

>
  P

rovide m
ore opportunity for re-use, 

cro
s s-reference and dataset integration

>
  Target retention and disposal m

ore 
appropriately

>
  S

hare skills, giving better coverage and 
productivity in both service providers and 
researchers

>
  P

rovide an effective focus for best practice 
in data curation

A
dditional direct beneÞ

ts to the institution, to 
the researcher and to funders could include: 

>
  G

uidance on w
hich repository to get research 

data from
 and a gatew

ay to approved service 
providers

>
  H

elp w
ith the use of data m

anagem
ent plans 

to facilitate life cycle m
anagem

ent of datasets

>
  T

he opportunity to inform
 strategic 

deve lopm
ent of the research infrastructure 

at local and national levels, and w
ork w

ith 
stakeholders to inform

 policy and  
resourcing of post-project long-term

 data 
m

anagem
ent

>
  T

he opportunity to com
m

ission new
 services 

to Þ ll gaps in data m
anagem

ent provision

C
O

S
T

Ð
B

E
N

E
F

IT
 A

S
S

E
S

S
M

E
N

T

T
he study developed a m

odel for a phased 
im

plem
entation that w

ould enhance the 
know

ledge base required to scale to a  
national service. 

T
his is based on an initial P

athÞ
nder phase, 

lasting tw
o years, and involving a relatively 

sm
all group of key stakeholders, including 

universities, one or m
ore research funders, and 

at least one existing national data service. T
he 

P
athÞ

nder concept represents an integrated 
approach rather than a pilot, and im

plies 
that a com

plete service can be im
plem

ented 
w

ith a lim
ited set of stakeholders to test the 

practical im
plications of the service delivery 

infrastructure before scaling up to the w
hole 

sector. S
cale-up w

ill be driven by dem
and and 

constrained by available resources. 

T
he costs and beneÞ

ts analysis in the full 
report show

s how
 costÐ

beneÞ
t w

ill build up 
from

 the foundations laid in the P
athÞ

nder 
stage. T

his analysis show
s that, even on the 

basis of conservative assum
ptions, a scaled-

up U
K

R
D

S
 based on the cooperative service 

m
odel w

ould generate signiÞ
cant savings 

to the sector com
pared w

ith the costs of 
developing the necessary capacity at each 
individual institution. 
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U
K

R
D

S
 B

asic P
rocesses

R
esearch 

professional 
form

ulates 
research concept

R
esearch 

professional 
prepares proposal 
(including D

M
P

)

R
esearcher 

consults U
K

R
D

S
 

about other 
research &

 data 
sources

Y
E

S
 

R
esearch team

 
carries out 

research project

U
pdate for status 
and changes  
since initial 
registration

N
O

 
R

esearchers  
review

 for possible 
re-subm

ission

Funder 
approves proposal 

Y
/N

D
ata  

m
anagem

ent  
plan

P
roject 

report

R
esearch 
data

R
E

S
E

A
R

C
H

 P
R

O
JE

C
T

 P
R

O
C

E
S

S

 
M

anual 
user  

enquiry

E
nquiry, 

discovery and 
advisory  
services

O
n-line authorised  
user enquiry

A
dvisory S

ervices
A

ccess  
M

anagem
ent

R
elationship 

M
anagem

ent
Foresight 

D
evelopm

ent
C

apacity P
lanning 

and Investm
ent

International 
A

ccess S
ervices

P
olicy and  
S

trategy
Training and 
D

evelopm
ent

S
ervice P

rovider 
A

dm
inistration

Tools, M
ethodologies 

and H
andbooks

A
ccreditation and 
C

ertiÞ
cation

C
itation 

R
epositories

U
K

R
D

S
 M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration

R
E

S
E

A
R

C
H

 D
ATA

 S
H

A
R

IN
G

 P
R

O
C

E
S

S

U
K

R
D

S
 S

E
R

V
IC

E
S

 A
N

D
 A

D
M

IN
IS

T
R

AT
IO

N

U
K

R
D

S
 process diagram

 D
eve loped by the U

K
R

D
S

 consultants, this diagram
 places U

K
R

D
S

 capabilities into a 
fuller context, including the role played by data m

anagem
ent plans (D

M
P

s) 

Institutional 
data services

UKRDS 
registry

UKRDS 
commissioned 

storage

National and 
international 
data centres

Government and 
other sectors
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G
O

V
E

R
N

A
N

C
E

T
he study recom

m
ends that the m

ost effective 
lon

g -term
 structure is likely to be a C

om
pany 

Lim
ited by G

uarantee w
ith a B

oard m
ade up of 

stakeholder representatives. D
evelopm

ent of 
the m

ost appropriate governance m
odel w

ill 
be progressed further during the P

athÞ
nder 

phase in consultation w
ith funders and other 

stakeholders.

C
O

N
C

LU
S

IO
N

S

T
he U

K
R

D
S

 feasibility study has clearly 
established:

1.  The need for a U
K

-w
ide approach to research 

data m
anagem

ent

2.  The existence of signiÞ
cant gaps in provision 

that require Þ
lling

3.  That there are signiÞ
cant building blocks in 

place w
ith w

hich to develop a U
K

-w
ide shared 

service for m
axim

um
 cost-effectiveness and 

efÞ
ciency

4.  T
hat other countries are m

aking considerable 
efforts to surface and exploit research data 
on a national or regional scale

5.  That a U
K

R
D

S
 based on the cooperative 

service m
odel (option 3 above) is feasible and 

w
ould offer the follow

ing strategic beneÞ
ts:

>
  C

apitalising on existing investm
ents by 

providing coherence to extract m
axim

um
 

value from
 infrastructures and services 

already in place

>
  P

roviding a shared service across the dual 
support system

 and thereby supporting 
D

epartm
ent for Innovation, U

niversities and 
S

kills (D
IU

S
) strategies

>
  A

chieving leverage of research value and 
output, and increasing the U

K
Õ

s global 
com

petitiveness in research

>
  A

 cost-effective approach to the delivery of 
additional capacity to Þ

ll gaps in existing 
provision

>
  A

voiding the opportunity costs of leaving 
indi vidual higher education institutions to 
m

anage rapidly increasing volum
es  

of research data
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U
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U
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K
ey R

ecom
m

endation

A
 U

K
R

D
S based on the cooperative service m

odel should 
be considered for funding

 over a period of at least Þ
ve 

year s. In the Þ
rst instance a 2-year P

athÞ
nder phase 

should be funded.

C
onclusion

A
 U

K
R

D
S based on the cooperative service m

odel (option 3) 
is feasible and w

ould offer the follow
ing strategic beneÞ

ts:

>
  C

apitalising on existing investm
ents 

by providing coherence to extract 
m

axim
um

 value from
 infrastructures 

and services already in place

>
  P

roviding a shared service across 
the dual support system

 and 
thereby supporting D

epartm
ent for 

Innovation, U
niversities and S

kills 
(D

IU
S

) strategies

>
  A

chieving leverage of research value 
and output, and increasing the U

K
Õ

s 
global com

petitiveness in research

>
  A

 cost-effective approach to the 
deli very of additional capacity to Þ

ll 
gaps in existing provision

>
  A

voiding the opportunity costs of 
leav ing individual higher education 
institutions to m

anage rapidly 
increasing volum

es of research data
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5 FOCUS GROUP PORTFOLIO ITEMS 

Portfolio items are grouped into these seven areas: 

�x ARMA (ARMA) 

�x Electronic Research Administration (ERA) 

�x ERA Questionnaire (ERAQ) 

�x Esteem (Est) 

�x Focus Group (FG) 

�x Historical Items (Hist) 

�x Profession (Prof) 

This section contains the items pertaining to the FG area. 

5.1 Focus Groups (FG) 

I undertook a systematic review of two elements of ERA systems that were being 

replaced at Sunderland and the work related to that is listed here, see section 5.4 and 

the case study chapters 7 and 8 of the doctoral report.  This work was based on a 

series of Focus Groups that I instigated. 

After this introduction there is an index table of items in this section (an example is 

shown below), and the portfolio items themselves follow the index table. 

Table 8: Sample Portfolio Index Table (FG) 

Ref Type Description Outcome(s) 

FGxx <type> <title> Kx, Sx 

A short description of item FGxx with its relevance and importance in order to demonstrate 
the learning outcomes Kx & Sx that they address (K1-2; S1-5, see below for explanations of the 
learning outcomes). <type> is the type of the item, for example: report, email or presentation. 
<title> is the title of the item, for example: Invitation to join Steering Group. FGxx is the unique 
identifier for the portfolio item (xx is a two digit number) which is used to reference it in the 
doctoral report, or indeed from another portfolio item. 
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Each item is described in the table, with two rows of information.  The first row of the 

pair has the portfolio reference, type of document, short description and learning 

outcome(s) claimed.  The second row describes the context and importance of the 

item, in order to substantiate the claim towards the learning outcomes listed in the 

first row.  The actual portfolio items follow after the index table. 

Note that the numbering is not contiguous as the items presented as evidence have 

been selected from a larger possible portfolio of items.  So for example item FG04, a 

one page summary report from the Focus Group work, is not included as the full 10 

page report (FG03) provides better context for the work. 

5.2 Learning Outcomes 

The learning outcomes (knowledge and skills) required for the professional doctorate 

are: 

K1 Deep understanding of the recent developments in their profession nationally 

and internationally 

K2 Deep understanding of current theoretical frameworks and approaches which 

have direct relevance to their own professional context 

S1 Make a significant contribution to practice within their chosen field 

S2 Apply theory and research methodology within the workplace, and feel 

���}�u�(�}�Œ�š�����o�����]�v���]�v�š���P�Œ���š�]�v�P�����]�(�(���Œ���v�š�����‰�‰�Œ�}�����Z���•���š�}���������Œ���•�•���^�u���•�•�Ç�_��

multidisciplinary problems in a rigorous yet practical manner 

S3 Recognise budgetary, political, strategic, ethical and social issues when 

addressing issues within the workplace 

S4 Reflect on their own work, and on themselves, and thus operate as a truly 

reflective independent practitioner 
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S5 Present and defend an original and coherent body of work which 

demonstrates, reflects upon, and evaluates the impact upon practice which 

they have personally made 

Some portfolio items could cover almost all of the seven learning outcomes above, in 

most cases the listings are restricted to just those outcomes which are the main foci of 

the item, normally 2 or 3 learning outcomes at the most. 
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5.3 Focus Group Portfolio Index 

Table 9: Portfolio Index Table for Focus Group (FG) Items 

Ref Type Description Outcome(s) 

FG01 Report Questionnaire developed from Sunderland Focus Groups S2 

In 2010 I ran a series of Focus Groups (see FG02) to look at the issues with two specific 
elements of the ERA systems that I developed at Sunderland (costing and pricing and 
publication information, see chapters 7 and 8 respectively) with the aim of providing user 
feedback input into the replacement systems being implemented.  This is the questionnaire 
that was developed from that work and used in a University wide survey, the results of which 
are in (FG03). 

FG02 Report Summary of the Focus Group Activities S2 

In 2010 I ran a series of Focus Groups (see FG03) to look at the issues with two specific 
elements of the ERA systems that I developed at Sunderland.  The work of the groups informed 
the questionnaire (FG01) that was rolled out to all staff at Sunderland.  This report was shared 
with and agreed by the Focus Group members. 
FG03 Report From Focus Groups and resulting Questionnaire Analysis S2, S3, S4 

This (10 page) report was created from the work of the Focus Group (FG02) and evidence from 
the analysis of the [n=155] responses to the questionnaire (FG01) that it advocated.  The 
report with its 13 specific recommendations was submitted to and accepted by the University 
Business Systems Strategy Group in Nov 2010. 

FG05 Slides Used in the 2010 Focus Groups S2, S3, S4 

These slides show the structure and content of the focus groups (FG02) that I organised to look 
at the costing & pricing (see chapter 7) and publication information systems (see chapter 8) 
that I developed.  Thanks are owed to (now Dr) Paul Andrew and Dr Mark Proctor who acted 
as neutral facilitators for the administrative and academic groups respectively. 

 

5.4 Focus Group Portfolio Items 

 

(follow on the next page) 
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e to com

plete and the responses w
ill be kept 

confidential w
ith the analysis being anonym

ous.

A
s you m

ay know
 the U

niversity has recently upgraded its costing and pricing system
 and is in the process of 

upgrading its research publications system
. In order to try and learn from

 the good and bad points of the old system
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in order to m
ake the new

 system
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eet your needs w
e are undertaking a system

atic review
. A

 series of focus 
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hich have raised som
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 these new
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: C
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esearch O
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ublications) Inform
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: C
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C
A

F
 system

, do you think that using it did affect or could 

have affected the Q
U

A
LIT

Y
 of research undertaken.Y

ou m
ight consider w

hether 

using the system
 allow

ed you to undertake a better quality research project as a 
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T
o enable statistical analysis, please answ

er som
e questions about yourself.

Y
ou w

ill be given the option to add your contact details at the end if you w
ould like to receive a copy of results 

directly or w
ould be interested in any potential follow

 up to this survey. Y
our answ

ers w
ill how

ever be kept 
anonym

ous.

18. Y
ou are:

19. Y
our age is (in the range):

20. T
hinking about your current role, you w

ould categorise yourself

21. If you are a researcher or an academ
ic m

em
ber of staff, how

 w
ould describe 

yourself:

22. M
y departm

ent (or service):

23. T
hinking about your current role, how

 long have you done this for (in total, not 

just your current job):

24. P
lease note that w

e are asking this only as a proxy for your seniority, like all other 

data it w
ill be kept entirely confidential and used for statistical analysis only.

Y
our current (or last) salary level [or full

-tim
e equivalent if you w

ere em
ployed part 

tim
e] is (w

as):

25. D
o you have any com

m
ents about the questionnaire?

4. P
art C

: A
bout you –

for statistical classification

***
 

A
 S

e
n

io
r 

M
a

n
a

g
e

r
A

n
 A

ca
d

e
m

ic
A

 R
esearcher

A
 R

esearch 

S
tu

d
e

n
t

A
 R

esearch 

M
a

n
a

g
e

r

A
 R

esearch 

A
d

m
in

istra
to

r
O

ther

a
s b

e
in

g
:

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj
nmlkj

nmlkj

*
 

M
y D

e
p

a
rtm

e
n

t/S
e

rvice

is:
6

**

5 56 6

F
e

m
a

le
nmlkj

M
a

le
nmlkj

1
6

-2
5

nmlkj
2

6
-3

5
nmlkj

3
6

-4
5

nmlkj
4

6
-5

5
nmlkj

5
6

-6
5

nmlkj
6

6
+

nmlkj

S
u

b
m

itte
d

 to
 

the last R
A

E

nmlkj
R

esearch

A
ctive

nmlkj
E

arly C
areer 

R
esearcher

nmlkj
W

o
u

ld
 like

 to
 

be R
esearch A

ctive

nmlkj
N

ot R
esearch 

A
ctive

nmlkj
I a

m
 n

o
t a

n
 

A
ca

d
e

m
ic o

r 

R
esearcher

nmlkj

N
ever

nmlkj
0

-2
3

m
onths

nmlkj
2

-5 years
nmlkj

6
-1

0

years

nmlkj
1

1
-1

5

years

nmlkj
1

6
-2

0

years

nmlkj
2

1
-2

5

years

nmlkj
2

6
+

years

nmlkj

U
p to 

£
1

9
,9

9
9

nmlkj
£

2
0

,0
0

0
-

£
2

9
,9

9
9

nmlkj
£

3
0

,0
0

0
-

£
3

9
,9

9
9

nmlkj
£

4
0

,0
0

0
-

£
4

9
,9

9
9

nmlkj
£

5
0

,0
0

0
-

£
5

9
,9

9
9

nmlkj
£

6
0

,0
0

0
-

£
6

9
,9

9
9

nmlkj
£

7
0

,0
0

0

or m
ore

nmlkj
P

refer

not to say

nmlkj

P
age 8

E
R

A
 F

ocus G
roup Q

uestionnaire (S
underland)

E
R

A
 F

ocus G
roup Q

uestionnaire (S
underland)

E
R

A
 F

ocus G
roup Q

uestionnaire (S
underland)

E
R

A
 F

ocus G
roup Q

uestionnaire (S
underland)

26. D
o you have any further com

m
ents about C

osting and P
ricing system

s or 

P
ublications system

s or other R
esearch S

upport system
s or indeed any general 

com
m

ents about IT
 system

s in the U
niversity?

27. P
lease note that it is intended that the anonym

ised results of this questionnaire 

w
ill be reported to R

esearch S
ub C

om
m

ittee (R
S

C
), B

usiness S
ystem

s S
trategy 

G
roup (B

S
S

G
), G

R
S

, P
rojects F

inance T
eam

 and the Library, so that the U
niversity 

can endeavour to m
ake the new

 pF
A

C
T

 and S
U

R
E

 system
s m

eet your needs in a 

user friendly w
ay.

If you w
ould like to receive a copy of results directly or w

ould be interested in any 

potential follow
 up to this survey please com

plete the follow
ing.

T
hese questions are all optional and w

ill only be used to contact you in relation to the 

above.

5 56 6

N
am

e:

E
m

ail A
ddress:

P
hone N

um
ber:



P
age 9

E
R

A
 F

ocus G
roup Q

uestionnaire (S
underland)

E
R

A
 F

ocus G
roup Q

uestionnaire (S
underland)

E
R

A
 F

ocus G
roup Q

uestionnaire (S
underland)

E
R

A
 F

ocus G
roup Q

uestionnaire (S
underland)

M
any thanks for taking the tim

e to com
plete this questionnaire. It is intended that the anonym

ised results of this 
questionnaire w

ill be subm
itted to various U

niversity com
m

ittees and services so that it can inform
 future R

esearch 
S

upport S
ystem

s developm
ent; pF

A
C

T
 and S

U
R

E
 in particular.  If you w

ould like to access pF
A

C
T

 then click here, or 
to see m

ore inform
ation on S

U
R

E
, click here. T

o visit the G
raduate R

esearch S
upport pages, click here O

nce again, 
m

any thanks.

5. T
hank-you!



F
ocus G

roups 
 In order to review

 tw
o of the G

R
S

 system
s that w

ere scheduled to be replaced a series of focus 
groups w

ere run in the latter half of 2010.  T
he idea w

as to look at the good and bad parts of the 
current system

s so that the good parts m
ight be retained in the new

 system
s and the bad parts 

could be im
proved upon. 

Initially it w
as planned to have 3 focus groups for the various different types of staff using the 

system
s. 

 
A

 – S
enior M

anagers 
 

B
 – A

cadem
ic S

taff 
 

C
 – R

esearch A
dm

inistrators 
H

ow
ever group A

 w
as not m

anaged as a form
al focus group but rather as a round table discussion 

(held W
ed 7 th July).  T

he A
 group agreed that a series of focus groups w

as a sound approach and that 
som

e follow
 up interview

s m
ight be desirable.  A

n open em
ail invitation to all research active and all 

research support staff had been sent on Jun 26
th.  D

ue to the popularity of the proposal group B
 w

as 
run tw

ice (and w
ill be referred to as B

1 and B
2).  T

he plan is to gather the groups again, about 6 
m

onths later to repeat the process in the context of the new
 system

s. 
 T

he overall structure of the group sessions w
as as follow

s: 
Intro (S

K
) 5 m

ins 
S

ystem
 1: the fE

C
A

F
 system

 (due to be replaced by pF
A

C
T

) 
T

hen S
K

 leaves and facilitator (P
A

 or M
P

) takes over 
D

iscussion groups (2-3 people) (10-15 m
ins) 

T
ransfers questions onto the (6?) them

es (15 m
ins) 

C
offee and vote (w

ith 7 blobs) on the m
ost im

portant questions (10 m
ins) 

S
K

 returns and presents a ‘do you agree w
ith these’ (5 m

ins) 
S

ystem
2: the P

ublications system
 (due to be enhanced by S

U
R

E
) 

T
hen S

K
 leaves and facilitator (P

A
 or M

P
) takes over 

D
iscussion groups (2-3 people) (10-15 m

ins) 
T

ransfers questions onto the (6?) them
es (15 m

ins) 
C

offee and vote (w
ith 7 blobs) on the m

ost im
portant questions (10 m

ins) 
S

K
 returns and presents a ‘do you agree w

ith these’ (5 m
ins) 

 G
roup C

 m
et first on T

hur 8 th July in the m
orning w

ith 8 attendees facilitated by P
aul A

ndrew
.  

G
roups B

1 and B
2 m

et on the m
orning and afternoon, respectively, of F

ri 9
th July and the 6 in each 

group w
ere m

oderated by M
ark P

roctor.  A
ll ran for 90 m

inutes, although som
e discussions carried 

on after the allotted schedules.  F
or the nom

inal groups (for each of the tw
o topics) each person w

as 
given 7 blobs to vote w

ith (except for group C
s second topic of publications for w

hich the facilitator 
only allow

ed 4 blobs per person). 
 T

he first (fE
C

A
F

) part of the session w
ill be referred to as ‘a’ and the second (P

ublications) as ‘b’.  
H

ence B
1a refers to the m

orning group of academ
ic staff discussion about the fE

C
A

F
 system

. 
 D

uring the sum
m

ary sessions at the end of each session part the follow
ing issues w

ere raised: 
 

B
1a (A

cadem
ic staff: fE

C
A

F
) 

T
he higher costs from

 the system
 could price us out of the m

arket 
It could negatively affect quantity as having to use the system

 can be a barrier to subm
itting 

proposals 
C

ould be positive on quantity if the system
 w

as easier to use; it w
ould help in m

aking proposals.  
H

ow
ever new

 and infrequent users found the system
 to be difficult to understand. 

It w
as felt that som

e approvers did not understand the system
 

In term
s of quality of research undertaken there w

as felt to be little im
pact; although use of the 

system
 could inform

 future proposals. 
T

here could be a negative im
pact on quality as it focuses people on externally funded research and 

som
etim

e ow
n funded research can be better. 

It w
as felt that deadlines could be m

issed if sufficient tim
e for approval w

as not left. 
In general people did not feel in control of the softw

are. 
 B

1b (A
cadem

ic staff: P
ublications) 

T
here w

as no perceived im
pact by the system

 on quality or quantity of research.   
S

om
e perceived that the database lost inform

ation. 
T

he inform
ation should be available on individual staff pages (and each should have a unique U

R
L 

– 
a personal research U

R
L). * 

P
ublications need to be able to be found easily. * 

S
hould have som

e static pages that are m
ore search engine friendly. 

S
hould have pages / groups of publications listed by research groups. * 

S
hould be able to re-order authors (rather than having to delete and re-add). 

 B
2a (A

cadem
ic staff: fE

C
A

F
) 

If the system
 w

ere good it could positively im
pact quantity by helping proposers to com

e up w
ith 

sensible costings. 
N

egatively it w
as thought that the tim

e taken to use the system
 could cause deadlines to be m

issed. 
H

ow
ever it could help w

ith the overall planning and hence m
ean that the right am

ount of funding is 
requested. 
N

o real affect on quality although perhaps this could be helped by having the right am
ount of 

funding (ie not running out during the project). 
T

he form
 appears to be designed for research and did not suit reach-out proposals 

 B
2b (A

cadem
ic staff: P

ublications) 
T

he system
 is just an internal one –

 w
hy can’t externals see the data. *

 
R

esearch is not encouraged (until recently) this has affected research culture and hence negatively 
im

pacted quality and quantity of research. 
D

ifferent types of publications cannot be separated. * 
S

hould have an individual staff U
R

L. * 
N

eed to have a sensible w
ebsite 

– it should be autom
atically updated and contain research, reach-

out and teaching inform
ation; all integrated. * (partially) 

M
aybe should do a quarterly em

ail to rem
ind people to update it. 

M
aybe do a ‘these are the things that have recently been added 

– are there any m
ore?’ em

ail. 
A

ll U
niversity data should be in data w

arehouse so that it can be properly accessed and integrated. 



 C
1a (S

upport staff: fE
C

A
F

) 
N

eeds to be less com
plex and m

ore user friendly. 
T

here are issues for occasional users. 
T

he procedures need to be clearer. 
W

ording and help needs to be better. 
S

hould be able to use it how
 you w

ant to (custom
isation). 

It has things in it that are never used. 
S

hould look at how
 other U

niversities do it. 
In term

s of research quantity it can have a positive effect 
– if you ask for a realistic am

ount, you are 
m

ore likely to be funded. 
It can also have a negative effect, being difficult to use it can put som

e people off applying for 
funding. 
In term

s of quality it has a positive effect as you should not run out of m
oney during the project. 

A
lso it helps you to plan the project (in order to produce the detailed costings) and so the quality of 

the research should be better. 
 C

1b (S
upport staff: P

ublications) 
P

erhaps only the best w
ork should be recorded, but the database should contain it all so there m

ay 
be a negative im

pact on research (or perceived) quality. * [can select w
hich to show

] 
T

raining for new
 staff should be provided. 

U
pdate training should also be available 

W
ill the new

 institutional repository (S
U

R
E

) replace or stand alongside the existing system
.  A

 single 
interface is better, a single system

 w
ould be ideal. 

C
om

m
unication on the new

 system
 and how

 to use it is cricual. 
 N

ote that item
s m

arked star are in fact available, so there m
ust be som

e usability and/or 
com

m
unication problem

s. 
 R

esults from
 the nom

inal group processes 
F

or the fE
C

A
F

 system
 the top 5 issues (from

 131 votes) w
ere categorised as: 

V
otes 

A
spect 

 
 

 
%

 
28 

N
ot U

ser F
riendly 

  
  

21%
 

24 
Inform

ation 
U

nclear 
  

  
18%

 
13 

C
om

m
unication 

  
  

10%
 

10 
Lack of help 

  
  

8%
 

8 
H

elps costing 
  

  
6%

 
 F

or the P
ublications system

 the top 5 issues (from
 94 votes) w

ere categorised as: 
V

otes 
A

spect 
 

 
 

%
 

21 
F

unction that U
ser did not know

 about 
22%

 

13 
G

ood 
idea 

  
  

  
14%

 
10 

N
ot U

ser F
riendly 

  
  

11%
 

10 
D

ata E
ntry 

  
  

11%
 

8 
Linkages 

  
  

  
9%

 
 

It can clearly be seen that the system
s are both deem

ed to be N
ot U

ser F
riendly, w

ith fE
C

A
F

 faring 
m

uch w
orse that the P

ublications system
.  H

ow
ever for the P

ublications system
 the highest 

proportion of suggestions for im
provem

ent w
ere in fact for things that currently exist, so clearly 

both system
s are problem

atic for users in a num
ber of w

ays. 
O

ther com
m

on them
es include (for fE

C
A

F
 and P

ublications): C
om

m
unication (10%

 and 6%
); D

ata 
E

ntry (2%
 and 11%

); and Linkages (2%
 and 9%

). 
 S

um
m

ary 
F

or fE
C

A
F

, associated w
ith the N

ot U
ser F

riendly system
 w

as U
nclear Inform

ation and a Lack of H
elp; 

w
ith C

om
m

unication also being a related issue.  O
verall it is clear that the fE

C
A

F
 system

 is not w
ell 

understood, is difficult to use and is short on help and support.  H
ow

ever the overall idea of the 
system

 and the support that is available w
as understood and appreciated. 

 F
or P

ublications, the system
 is not being used to its full potential, w

hich it seem
s is due to 

com
m

unication and environm
ent issues, coupled w

ith the system
 not being as user friendly as it 

m
ight be.  T

here w
as also clear support for having the system

 as w
ell linked as possible w

ith other 
system

s and for S
U

R
E

 to be seam
lessly integrated. 

 S
ee the appendix for the full list of categorisations and actual issues raised in the groups. 

 



Q
uestionnaire F

eedback on R
esearch S

upport S
ystem

s 
E

xecutive S
um

m
ary 

 T
his executive sum

m
ary should be read in conjunction w

ith the m
ain report.  T

he report concerns 
tw

o elem
ents of the U

niversity’s research support system
s:

 

· 
C

osting and pricing approval for bids for external funding 

· 
P

ublications inform
ation 

T
he m

ain report outlines the background of developm
ents in these areas at S

underland over the 
past ten years or so and focuses on the transition to the tw

o new
 system

s that have been procured 
to cover these areas of research inform

ation.  It also describes the outcom
es of som

e focus group 
w

ork from
 July 2010 and a subsequent U

niversity w
ide questionnaire (O

ct-N
ov 2010) looking at the 

existing / previous system
s and the new

 system
s.  T

he questionnaire w
as sent to 486 academ

ic and 
adm

inistrative staff across the U
niversity and elicited 155 responses, a 31.9%

 response rate. 
 C

osting and P
ricing A

pproval 
pF

A
C

T
 has replaced the fE

C
A

F
 system

.  Initial signs are the new
 system

 is being m
uch better received 

than  th e old system
.  H

ow
ever, there are som

e issues w
ith pF

A
C

T
 that need addressing and a 

num
ber of recom

m
endations are m

ade 
 R

esearch O
utputs 

T
he current G

R
S

 publication system
 w

ill be superseded later this academ
ic year w

ith the S
U

R
E

 
insti tutional repository system

.  T
here are m

any lessons that can be learnt from
 the w

ay the current 
system

 is used and som
e recom

m
endations are m

ade 
 S

um
m

ary of R
ecom

m
endations 

R
ecom

m
endation 1: so m

e additional aw
areness raising of pF

A
C

T
 should be undertaken. 

R
ecom

m
endation 2: T

hese data are used as the benchm
ark for a survey on pF

A
C

T
 to (hopefully) 

dem
onstrate im

provem
ent in costing and pricing. 

R
ecom

m
endation 3: create a pF

A
C

T
 user group including academ

ic staff. 
R

ecom
m

endation 4: the approval process for pF
A

C
T

 should be review
ed. 

R
ecom

m
endation 5: som

e additional aw
areness raising of S

U
R

E
 should be undertaken. 

R
ecom

m
endation 6: T

hese data are used as the benchm
ark for a survey on S

U
R

E
 to (hopefully) 

dem
onstrate im

provem
ent in publication inform

ation recording. 
R

ecom
m

endation 7: A
 user group for S

U
R

E
 should be created and should include academ

ic staff. 
R

ecom
m

endation 8: S
U

R
E

 should allow
 partial inform

ation to be subm
itted and then the additional 

required data can be sourced 
R

ecom
m

endation 9: pF
A

C
T

 is review
ed after 6 m

onths of operation 
R

ecom
m

endation 10: pF
A

C
T

 is review
ed after 12 m

onths of operation and annually thereafter 
R

ecom
m

endation 11: S
U

R
E

 is review
ed after 6 m

onths of operation 
R

ecom
m

endation 12: SU
R

E
 is review

ed after 12 m
onths of operation and annually thereafter 

R
ecom

m
endation 13: S

U
R

E
 and pF

A
C

T
 should be considered as business system

s of the university 
and supported and m

aintained in an appropriate m
anner 

Q
uestionnaire F

eedback on R
esearch S

upport S
ystem

s 
M

ain R
eport 

 B
ackground 

T
he G

raduate R
esearch S

upport section of A
cadem

ic S
ervices has over the years developed a 

num
ber of integrated research support system

s [ref].  T
he current plan, approved by B

S
S

G
, is to 

update and m
ainstream

 these system
s into the central IT

 service.  T
w

o elem
ents of the research 

support system
 (costing and pricing approval; publications database) have recently been 

im
plem

ented.  A
s part of the process of to ensure that these new

 system
s w

ill m
eet the needs of 

academ
ic staff going forw

ard G
R

S
 is undertaking a before and after review

.  T
his w

as initiated in a 
series of focus groups in July 2010 and had been follow

ed by an online questionnaire across the 
U

niversity in O
ctober and N

ovem
ber 2010.  It is anticipated that follow

-up focus groups and perhaps 
interview

s w
ill also be conducted to further explore issues. 

 T
his report provides a quick sum

m
ary of the initial focus group feedback and presents initial findings 

from
 the questionnaire. 

 C
osting and P

ricing A
pproval 

P
rior to bids for external funding being subm

itted the U
niversity requires that the proposal is 

properly costed and priced and that the proposal is authorised for subm
ission. 

In 1999 an online version of the G
rA

ppl costing and pricing ‘w
hite form

’
 w

as introduced for research 
project proposals.  T

his w
as replaced in 2005 w

ith the fE
C

A
F

 system
 due to the introduction of F

ull 
E

conom
ic C

osting (fE
C

) and it w
as extended to include non-research proposals.  In 2006 use of fE

C
A

F
 

rather than the paper based alternative w
as m

andatory.  In 2008 pF
A

C
T

 w
as purchased and so 

developm
ent on fE

C
A

F
 w

as suspended and pF
A

C
T

 w
as rolled out in A

ugust 2010. 
 P

ublication Inform
ation 

R
esearch O

utputs (publications) are extrem
ely im

portant to the U
niversity both in term

s of esteem
 

and indeed m
onetarily in term

s of Q
R

 allocation from
 the R

esearch A
ssessm

ent E
xercise (R

A
E

; R
E

F
 in 

the future).  F
or exam

ple, in the 2008 R
A

E
 each publication that the U

niversity subm
itted w

as w
orth 

on average around £11,000 in Q
R

 over the six year funding period. 
In 1996 a publications (references) area w

as added to the G
R

S
 online database.  T

his allow
s for 

publication inform
ation from

 m
em

bers of staff to be added to the database and then utilised for a 
num

ber of purposes such as m
ini C

V
 generation, K

P
Is and subm

issions to the R
A

E
.  T

he system
 does 

not (in general) how
ever hold the full text of the publications them

selves (norm
ally just the 

bibliographic data).  In 2008 it w
as agreed that a full text institutional repository should be procured 

and E
P

rints w
as purchased in 2009, it is due to be rolled out later this academ

ic year. 
 F

ocus G
roup F

eedback 
S

ix focus groups w
ere conducted.  F

our w
ere w

ith academ
ic staff, com

prising tw
o looking at costing 

and pricing, and tw
o looking at publication inform

ation.  T
w

o w
ere w

ith adm
inistrative staff, one 

looking at each of the tw
o system

s.  T
he focus groups w

ere conducted before the new
 system

s w
ere 

on-line and focussed on the good and bad aspects of the current system
s in order that lessons learnt 



m
ight be utilised in the new

 system
s.  T

he focus groups also contributed to the questions to be 
asked in the online questionnaire. 
 R

esults from
 the nom

inal group processes 
F

or the fE
C

A
F

 system
 the top 5 issues (from

 131 votes) w
ere categorised as: 

V
otes 

A
spect 

 
 

 
%

 
28 

N
ot U

ser F
riendly 

  
  

21%
 

24 
Inform

ation U
nclear 

  
  

18%
 

13 
C

om
m

unication 
  

  
10%

 
10 

Lack of help 
  

  
8%

 
8 

H
elps costing 

  
  

6%
 

 F
or the P

ublications system
 the top 5 issues (from

 94 votes) w
ere categorised as: 

V
otes 

A
spect 

 
 

 
%

 
21 

F
unction that U

ser did not know
 about 

22%
 

13 
G

ood idea 
  

  
  

14%
 

10 
N

ot U
ser F

riendly 
  

  
11%

 
10 

D
ata E

ntry 
  

  
11%

 
8 

Linkages 
  

  
  

9%
 

 It can clearly be seen that the system
s are both deem

ed to be N
ot U

ser F
riendly, w

ith fE
C

A
F

 faring 
m

uch w
orse that the P

ublications system
.  H

ow
ever for the P

ublications system
 the highest 

proportion of suggestions for im
provem

ent w
ere in fact for things that currently exist, so clearly 

both system
s are problem

atic for users in a num
ber of w

ays. 
O

ther com
m

on them
es include (for fE

C
A

F
 and P

ublications): C
om

m
unication (10%

 and 6%
); D

ata 
E

ntry (2%
 and 11%

); and Linkages [lack of integration] (2%
 and 9%

). 
 F

ocus G
roup S

um
m

ary 
F

or fE
C

A
F

, associated w
ith the N

ot U
ser F

riendly system
 w

as U
nclear Inform

ation and a Lack of H
elp; 

w
ith C

om
m

unication also being a related issue.  O
verall it is clear that the fE

C
A

F
 system

 is not w
ell 

understood, is difficult to use and is short on help and support.  H
ow

ever the overall idea of the 
system

 and the support that is available w
as understood and appreciated. 

 F
or P

ublications, the system
 is not being used to its full potential, w

hich it seem
s is due to 

com
m

unication and environm
ent issues, coupled w

ith the system
 not being as user friendly as it 

m
ight be.  T

here w
as also clear support for having the system

 as w
ell linked as possible w

ith other 
system

s and for S
U

R
E

 to be seam
lessly integrated. 

 Q
uestionnaire Initial F

indings 
A

 questionnaire about the costing and pricing, and the publications system
s at S

underland w
as 

dev eloped based on feedback from
 the focus groups and trialled w

ith them
.  T

he questionnaire (see 
A

nnex A
) w

as developed in S
urvey M

onkey and individual em
ail invitations sent to m

em
bers of 

academ
ic staff and selected m

em
bers of adm

inistrative staff on 25 O
ct 2010.  A

 rem
inder w

as sent 
to those that had not responded on 1 N

ov, w
ith a final rem

inder sent on 15 N
ov, the survey w

as 
closed on 19 N

ov.  In all [n=
155] responses w

ere received from
 486 possible, giving a m

iddling 
response rate of 31.9%

. 

O
f the 155 respondents 86.5%

 com
pleted all of the m

andatory questions, so the com
parison of 

responses to different questions is valid.  In term
s of the types of people w

ho responded; 52%
 w

ere 
fem

ale and 48%
 m

ale; 75%
 w

ere academ
ic staff, w

ith 19%
 adm

inistrative and 5%
 senior m

anagers.  
T

he breakdow
n by faculty w

as a little uneven, but perhaps reflects the size and research activity 
(35%

 A
pplied S

ciences, 24%
 A

rts and D
esign, 21%

 E
ducation and S

ociety, 11%
 B

usiness and Law
, 

w
ith 9%

 from
 services). 

 C
osting and P

ricing Initial F
indings 

 K
now

ledge of the system
s 

  

14.2%

27.1%
58.7%

H
ave you heard of (and if so, used) the on

-line fE
C

A
F

 (F
ull E

conom
ic 

C
osting A

pproval F
orm

) system
?

N
o

Y
es (but I have not used it)

Y
es (and I have used it)

20.6%

51.6%

27.7%

H
ave you heard of (and if so, used) the on

-line pF
A

C
T

 (F
ull E

conom
ic 

C
osting A

pproval) system
 that replaced fE

C
A

F
 in A

ugust 2010?

N
o

Y
es (but I have not used it)

Y
es (and I have used it)



G
iven only 3 m

onths of possible usage it is unsurprising that only around half as m
any staff have 

used pF
A

C
T

 as com
pared to fE

C
A

F
.  It is perhaps a little w

orrying that alm
ost 50%

 m
ore people have 

not heard of pF
A

C
T

 as com
pared to fE

C
A

F
. 

 R
ecom

m
endation 1: som

e additional aw
areness raising of pF

A
C

T
 should be undertaken. 

 fE
C

A
F

 O
verall 

 
T

his graph excludes ‘N
o opinion’ responses.  

It can be seen that overall the fE
C

A
F

 system
 w

as not 
w

ell liked, w
hich is perhaps not surprising for a system

 that is now
 11 years old and w

as not 
developed over the past tw

o years.  T
his gives the replacem

ent, pF
A

C
T

, system
 an excellent 

opportunity to create a good im
pression.  O

ne area that fared particularly badly w
as the 

transparency of the estates and indirect cost calculations, w
hich is m

uch im
proved in pF

A
C

T
. 

 R
ecom

m
endation 2: T

hese data are used as the benchm
ark for a survey on pF

A
C

T
 to (hopefully) 

dem
onstrate im

provem
ent in costing and pricing. 
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It can clearly be seen that pF

A
C

T
 has m

ade a good early im
pression, w

ith an excellent overall 
position of 67%

 positive and only 4%
 negative responses.  T

he extrem
ely low

 negative feedback is a 
good sign and needs to be m

aintained. 
 R

ecom
m

endation 3: create a pF
A

C
T

 user group including academ
ic staff. 

 S
om

e specific textual feedback about the costing and pricing system
s 

“I think the fecaf and pfact system
s are very sim

ilar, although the reports that can be dow
nloaded from

 
pfact are very useful. I like the fact that pfact breaks dow

n the overheads so you can tell how
 they've 

been calculated. H
ow

ever, P
fact doesn't show

 the am
ount an academ

ic w
ill receive for their P

R
A

 
w

hich I think m
ay put som

e academ
ics off applying for external funding as this w

as seen as an
 

incentive. I think it w
ould be w

orthw
hile adding this feature into the P

fact system
.” 

“P
roblem

 of sequential approval circuit follow
ed w

ith pF
A

C
T

 - better if approval is in parallel (as w
ith 

F
E

C
af I think).  W

hen status change happens w
ould be good if the

 em
ail pF

A
C

T
 sends to you started 

w
ith "P

rincipal Investigator: N
o action needed O

R
 A

ction needed" rather than as at current w
hen it 

isn't clear w
hat you are m

eant to do.” 

“F
ar to com

plicated, you cannot sim
ply get a price for a room

 to run a course w
ithou

t filling in a 
ridiculous am

ount of unnecessary detail (so I go elsew
here).  T

otally unrealistic costing, the U
niversity 

w
ould rather a room

 rem
ained unused (at a cost) than hire it out at a reasonable rate” 

“P
revious paper form

s w
ere a nightm

are &
 avoided by staff the autom

ation of this in eg G
rA

ppl m
ade 

the task easy. H
ow

 costs w
ere derived in G

rA
ppl/fE

C
A

F
 w

as far from
 clear (in detail) though the basic 

operation (eg salect from
 salary options) m

ade it O
K

. N
either system

 allow
s the appropriate costing 

for an A
cadem

ic T
utor/V

L - staff often use a proportion of their salary and generally this does not 
provide the full cost of a V

L and they then cant fund replacem
ent staff for their duties.” 

“V
ery steep learning curve for som

ething m
any academ

ics w
ould use only rarely. It is hard to 

rem
em

ber the intricate details of a com
plex process used once or tw

ice a year at m
ost.” 

“I need training on pF
act but there are so m

any levels of approval. C
an this be stream

lined?” 
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B
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N
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G
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V
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“pF
A

C
T

 is w
orkable once the system

's teething problem
s w

ere overcom
e. H

ow
ever - the am

ount of 
people that the system

 requires to authorise is inordinate…
” 

 R
ecom

m
endation 4: the approval process for pF

A
C

T
 should be review

ed. 
 P

ublication Inform
ation Initial F

indings 
 K

now
ledge of the system

s 

  
W

hereas alm
ost all staff have heard of (and m

ost have used) the G
R

S
 publications database, alm

ost 
tw

o-thirds of staff have not yet heard of the new
 (soon to be rolled out) institutional repository 

system
, S

U
R

E
. 

 

7.6%

34.0%

58.3%

H
ave you heard of (and if so, used) the G

R
S

 on
-line P

ublications database 
system

, w
hich stores publication reference inform

ation?

N
o

Y
es (but I have not used it)

Y
es (and I have used it)

62.5%

34.7%

2.8%

H
ave you heard of (and if so, used) S

U
R

E
 (the U

niversity's new
 Institional 

R
epository) w

hich stores publication inform
ation and w

here possible the full 
text as w

ell?

N
o

Y
es (but I have not used it)

Y
es (and I have used it)

R
ecom

m
endation 5: som

e additional aw
areness raising of S

U
R

E
 should be undertaken. 

 G
R

S
db P

ublication O
verall 

 

 
A

gain, these figures do not look very healthy, w
ith over 40%

 of respondents (w
ho expressed an 

opinion) being negative about the system
 

– slightly w
orse than for the fE

C
A

F
 system

.  A
gain, 

addressing the negative feedback from
 the survey on the publications system

 should allow
 the 

im
plem

entation of S
U

R
E

 to learn from
 these m

istakes. 
 R

ecom
m

endation 6: T
hese data are used as the benchm

ark for a survey on S
U

R
E

 to (hopefully) 
dem

onstrate im
provem

ent in publication inform
ation recording. 

 P
ublications S

ystem
s C
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It is interesting to note that the benefits of having a U
niversity-w

ide database seem
, in the m

inds of 
the survey respondents, to be outw

eighed by the lack of usability of the system
.  It is im

perative that 
S

U
R

E
 is easy to use; it m

ay even be preferable to have data input by a central resource rather than 
locally by academ

ic staff or faculty adm
inistrators. 

 R
ecom

m
endation 7: A

 user group for S
U

R
E

 should be created and should include academ
ic staff. 

 S
om

e specific textual feedback about the publication system
s 

“A
s som

eone new
 to all these system

s m
y opinion should be taken w

ith a pinch of salt as I haven't 
used them

 enough yet. how
ever since I spend large parts of m

y life frustrated w
ith online form

s of 
varying degrees  of  eccentricity I say  find the thing that is easiest.  S

ince w
e all have to create 

publications lists in harvard on w
ord  -- w

hy not just use that and as w
e all update it periodically  for 

our C
V

 w
hy not just  use that and each person subm

it their ow
n and perhaps just separate published 

from
 unpublished w

ork  - or is that too easy.” 

“I do not currently have a research profile page w
ith the U

niversity - nor do I know
 how

 to go about 
setting one up. A

gain, this is som
ething I w

ould be keen to do and it w
ould be helpful if G

R
S

 could 
provide m

e w
ith som

e com
m

unication/ support on the issue.” 

“I w
ould rather be doing research than entering in reference data - surely this should be an 

adm
inistration role” 

“R
eal issues w

ith the IS
B

N
 num

ber - w
hen inputted incorrectly the system

 seem
s to refresh and you 

have to input further data again. V
ery lim

ited in term
s of disallow

ing certain characters w
hen inputting 

inform
ation (especially in titles)” 

“It w
ould be good to be able to use standard bibliographic file form

ats (E
ndnotes) and be able to 

upload them
, saving m

uch duplication.” 

“N
ot been told about S

U
R

E
, m

aybe som
eone could contact the academ

ics? It is often difficult to 
inlude publications w

ithout IS
B

M
 num

bers” 

“It w
ould be useful if the G

R
S

 online P
ublications system

 could feed directly into staff w
eb pages on 

research centre sites, in order to avoid duplication of entry.” 

“I think iG
R

S
 on-line system

 could be potentially very im
portant tool for general exchange of reserach 

inform
ation and could serve for enhancing the research output. H

ow
ever because  the system

 has 
lim

ited m
e in correct inform

ation given, I think there is a room
 for im

provem
ent.” 

“T
erm

inology generally does not fit A
R

T
 outputs. It feels like loading info onto a foreign tem

plate.” 

“I w
ork in the arts and design area and the nature of research in this area is difficult to quantify, I often 

w
onder how

 to m
ake/shape outputs to fit the categories the system

 acknow
ledges, I experience this 

as a lim
itation on the kinds of w

ork I m
ight contribute to the university.” 

 R
ecom

m
endation 8: S

U
R

E
 should allow

 partial inform
ation to be subm

itted and then the additional 
required data can be sourced 
 G

eneric R
ecom

m
endations 

In addition to the specific recom
m

endations above a few
 m

ore generic ones are also m
ade: 

 R
ecom

m
endation 9: pF

A
C

T
 is review

ed after 6 m
onths of operation 

R
ecom

m
endation 10: pF

A
C

T
 is review

ed after 12 m
onths of operation and annually thereafter 

R
ecom

m
endation 11: S

U
R

E
 is review

ed after 6 m
onths of operation 

R
ecom

m
endation 12: SU

R
E

 is review
ed after 12 m

onths of operation and annually thereafter 
R

ecom
m

endation 13: S
U

R
E

 and pF
A

C
T

 should be considered as business system
s of the university 

and supported and m
aintained in an appropriate m

anner 

S
um

m
ary of R

ecom
m

endations 
 R

ecom
mendation 1: som

e additional aw
areness raising of pF

A
C

T
 should be undertaken. 

R
ecom

m
endation 2: T

hese data are used as the benchm
ark for a survey on pF

A
C

T
 to (hopefully) 

dem
onstrate im

provem
ent in costing and pricing. 

R
ecom

m
endation 3: create a pF

A
C

T
 user group including academ

ic staff. 
R

ecom
m

endation 4: the approval process for pF
A

C
T

 should be review
ed. 

R
ecom

m
endation 5: som

e additional aw
areness raising of S

U
R

E
 should be undertaken. 

R
ecom

m
endation 6: T

hese data are used as the benchm
ark for a survey on S

U
R

E
 to (hopefully) 

dem
onstrate im

provem
ent in publication inform

ation recording. 
R

ecom
m

endation 7: A
 user group for S

U
R

E
 should be created and should include academ

ic staff. 
R

ecom
m

endation 8: S
U

R
E

 should allow
 partial inform

ation to be subm
itted and then the additional 

required data can be sourced 
R

ecom
m

endation 9: pF
A

C
T

 is review
ed after 6 m

onths of operation 
R

ecom
m

endation 10: pF
A

C
T

 is review
ed after 12 m

onths of operation and annually thereafter 
R

ecom
m

endation 11: S
U

R
E

 is review
ed after 6 m

onths of operation 
R
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m

endation 12: SU
R

E
 is review

ed after 12 m
onths of operation and annually thereafter 

R
ecom

m
endation 13: S

U
R

E
 and pF

A
C

T
 should be considered as business system

s of the university 
and supported and m

aintained in an appropriate m
anner 
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6 HISTORICAL PORTFOLIO ITEMS 

Portfolio items are grouped into these seven areas: 

�x ARMA (ARMA) 

�x Electronic Research Administration (ERA) 

�x ERA Questionnaire (ERAQ) 

�x Esteem (Est) 

�x Focus Group (FG) 

�x Historical Items (Hist) 

�x Profession (Prof) 

This section contains the items pertaining to the Hist area. 

6.1 Historical Items (Hist) 

I have included a small number of items which either pre-date the main body of the 

work described (1996-2011) or for one reason or another fall outside the main thrust 

of the doctoral report.  They are provided as additional evidence, with particular 

reference to learning outcome element S5 in terms of defending my own work. 

After this introduction there is an index table of items in this section (an example is 

shown below), and the portfolio items themselves follow the index table. 

Table 10: Sample Portfolio Index Table (Hist) 

Ref Type Description Outcome(s) 

Histxx <type> <title> Kx, Sx 

A short description of item Histxx with its relevance and importance in order to demonstrate 
the learning outcomes Kx & Sx that they address (K1-2; S1-5, see below for explanations of the 
learning outcomes). <type> is the type of the item, for example: report, email or presentation. 
<title> is the title of the item, for example: Invitation to join Steering Group. Histxx is the 
unique identifier for the portfolio item (xx is a two digit number) which is used to reference it 
in the doctoral report, or indeed from another portfolio item. 
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Each item is described in the table, with two rows of information.  The first row of the 

pair has the portfolio reference, type of document, short description and learning 

outcome(s) claimed.  The second row describes the context and importance of the 

item, in order to substantiate the claim towards the learning outcomes listed in the 

first row.  The actual portfolio items follow after the index table. 

6.2 Learning Outcomes 

The learning outcomes (knowledge and skills) required for the professional doctorate 

are: 

K1 Deep understanding of the recent developments in their profession nationally 

and internationally 

K2 Deep understanding of current theoretical frameworks and approaches which 

have direct relevance to their own professional context 

S1 Make a significant contribution to practice within their chosen field 

S2 Apply theory and research methodology within the workplace, and feel 

���}�u�(�}�Œ�š�����o�����]�v���]�v�š���P�Œ���š�]�v�P�����]�(�(���Œ���v�š�����‰�‰�Œ�}�����Z���•���š�}���������Œ���•�•���^�u���•�•�Ç�_��

multidisciplinary problems in a rigorous yet practical manner 

S3 Recognise budgetary, political, strategic, ethical and social issues when 

addressing issues within the workplace 

S4 Reflect on their own work, and on themselves, and thus operate as a truly 

reflective independent practitioner 

S5 Present and defend an original and coherent body of work which 

demonstrates, reflects upon, and evaluates the impact upon practice which 

they have personally made 

Some portfolio items could cover almost all of the seven learning outcomes above, in 

most cases the listings are restricted to just those outcomes which are the main foci of 

the item, normally 2 or 3 learning outcomes at the most. 
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6.3 Historical Items Portfolio Index 

Table 11: Portfolio Index Table for Historical Items (Hist) 

Ref Type Description Outcome(s) 

Hist01 Paper Journal article about the SupplyPoint project (2000) S2, S5 

I was the main author for this article (and presented the paper at the Electronic Commerce and 
Web Technologies conference from which the journal article was drawn) on the SupplyPoint 
project (see Hist04).   The article is available (by subscription) online at 
http://www.springerlink.com/content/vuqmghtyh74h62ch/ (accessed 25th April 2011) and at 
http://imu.ntua.gr/Papers/J30-ECWeb-SPP.pdf (accessed 25th April 2011).  I was also the 
principal investigator for the project, see (Hist04). 

Hist02 Paper Journal article about the SupplyPoint project (1998) S2, S5 

This article that I co-authored about the EU Framework project SupplyPoint (see Hist04), that I 
was the project manager and principal investigator for, was the most downloaded article from 
the International Journal of Electronic Markets in 1998. It is available online at: 
http://www.electronicmarkets.org/issues/volume-8/volume-8-issue-3/supplypoint0.pdf 
(accessed 25th April 2011). 

Hist03 Report List of my academic and professional publications K1-2, S2, S5 
This is the list of my academic and professional publications over the period 1992-2010.  
Together they show a consistent ability to publish subject to peer review in areas that I have 
been active in, specifically computer science, research management and administration, and 
the confluence of those two areas, Electronic Research Administration.  The report itself is an 
export of a standard report from the GRS On-line system that I developed (see 
http://www.grs.sunderland.ac.uk, accessed 21st April 2011), see section 4.5 and chapter 8. 

Hist04 List Final deliverable from the ESPRIT SupplyPoint Project S2, S3, S5 

In 1996 I led the writing of a proposal to the EU ESPRIT4 programme for a project (SupplyPoint) 
to develop a proof of concept demonstrator of a system to support companies coming 
together to form virtual consortia to bid for contracts in the construction sector (see Hist01, 
Hist02�•�X�����d�Z�����‰�Œ�}�i�����š���Á���•���(�µ�v�����������Ç���š�Z�������µ�Œ�}�‰�����v�����}�u�u�]�•�•�]�}�v���š�}���š�Z�����À���o�µ�����}�(���¦�í�X�ð�D�����v�����Œ���v��
from 1997-2000 with me as the Principal Investigator leading the consortium with academic 
and commercial partners from the UK, Denmark, France, Germany and Greece.  This is a list of 
the final deliverables from the project that were made available to interested parties on the 
internet (the website is now defunct) and compact disc. 
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SUPPLYPOINT: Electronic ProcurementSUPPLYPOINT: Electronic ProcurementSUPPLYPOINT: Electronic ProcurementSUPPLYPOINT: Electronic ProcurementSUPPLYPOINT: Electronic Procurement
using Virtual Supply Chains Ð an overviewusing Virtual Supply Chains Ð an overviewusing Virtual Supply Chains Ð an overviewusing Virtual Supply Chains Ð an overviewusing Virtual Supply Chains Ð an overview

by Sue Kerridge, Andrew Slade, Simon Kerridge and Kevin Ginty, University of Sunderland, Britain*

corporating multi-media and distrib-
uted work-flow management, docu-
ment handling, supply chain and ten-
dering procedures.

¨ conduct user trials, and give guidance
and make recommendations on the
development of virtual supply chains
within electronic procurement systems
meeting the needs of SMEs, and the de-
velopment of effective regional support
networks for SMEs with a view to the
long term exploitation of the
SUPPLYPOINT concept.

¨ SUPPLYPOINT will be an open project,
collaborating with and offering dem-
onstration facilities to other projects in
this field (e.g. ELPRO, Tradepoint and
SIMAP)

Technical and Business Approach
The SUPPLYPOINT service is a new busi-
ness opportunity which will be taken up
by a number of the project partners. It will
benefit the wider business audience by
addressing a current gap in the Electronic
Commerce market place and will:

* Sue Kerridge
(Susan.Kerridge@sunderland.ac.uk)

is the Manager of the Centre for
Electronic Commerce,

Andrew Slade
(Andrew.Slade@sunderland.ac.uk)

is the Director of the Graduate
Research School,

Simon Kerridge
(Simon.Kerridge@sunderland.ac.uk)

is the SUPPLYPOINT Project Manager

and Kevin Ginty
(Kevin.Ginty@sunderland.ac.uk) is the

Technical Manager of the Centre
for Electronic Commerce within the

University of Sunderland,
Sunderland UK.

Background
In the area of Electronic Contracting and
Virtual Company Formation within Sup-
ply-Chains there has been little research
or development work. During this paper
we will outline the European Union spon-
sored project SUPPLYPOINT (ESPRIT
27007) which addresses the issues of pan-
European electronic trade links for busi-
ness-to-business and business-to-public
body electronic commerce. This will be
achieved by using virtual supply chains
and covering a life cycle from contract
identification to completion, including
virtual supply chain management and
electronic payments. It will provide a one-
stop shopping service for companies to
purchase goods and services from small /
medium sized enterprises (SMEs) co-
operating in virtual and dynamic supply
chains. The project started on July 1st 1998
and is co-funded by the European Com-
mission to support the multi-national con-
sortium conducting the research and
development over a two year peroid.

ObjectivesObjectivesObjectivesObjectivesObjectives
SUPPLYPOINT, a European electronic pro-
curement system utilising virtual supply
chains will:
¨ undertake comprehensive surveys to

identify the requirements of SMEs and
procuring entities and the legal frame-
work in which these requirements must
operate.

¨ develop a conceptual European frame-
work for electronic procurement using
virtual supply chains incorporating
existing state-of-the-art public and pri-
vate sector electronic procurement and
supply chain systems, in particular,
Tradepoint, ELPRO and SIMAP which
takes explicit account of the needs of
SMEs at all stages.

¨ build and pilot on a number of sites a
demonstrator electronic procurement
system using virtual supply chains in-

¨ support the whole transaction cycle
¨ give fast and accurate access to infor-

mation on possible contracts
¨ show the current state of the supply

chain(s) involved in current contracts
¨ allow SMEs to form dynamic supply

chains
¨ enable brokers to form virtual supply

chains

Expected results

Web server system
This will allow users to search the supply
chain database depending on different cri-
teria and form a virtual supply chain. The
supply chain database administration for
suppliers will also be supported by WWW
access.

Order processing
SUPPLYPOINT will contain a dedicated
subsystem for order processing, which,
most likely will be separate from the Web
server system for reasons of security and
auditable transaction processing.

EDI gateway
SUPPLYPOINT will contain an integrated
EDI gateway, through which orders can
be transferred to the suppliers in EDI for-
mats (EDIFACT, ANSI X.12, XML, in-
house, or others) via electronic mail, file
transfer, and, in a later stages, via exist-
ing VANS. The provision of EDI through a
programmable gateway also allows the
future integration of complete EDI Clear-
ing Centres from different vendors.

E-Mail
This gateway will basically be an SMTP
gateway for inbound and outbound mail

Banking gateway
A banking gateway for secure electronic
payment.

External interface API
SUPPLYPOINT will also provide an API to
external sources of information (e.g. ex-
ternal databases, external software sys-
tems). This will allow users to integrate
customs information, VAT and other tax

Focus ThemeFocus ThemeFocus ThemeFocus ThemeFocus Theme
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information, as well as the integrating
tracking systems and pricing information
from shipping agents and freight handlers.

All these will be combined in a single co-
herent system (together with existing sys-
tems, e.g. product databases, electronic
catalogues) which will help to accelerate
user uptake.

Industrial Demand
There are literally millions of contracts
awarded in the European Union (EU) each
year, most of these existing in supply
chains. However the vast majority of these
supply chains are relatively fixed and are
comprised from a high proportion of large
companies. In order to enable more SMEs
to bid for contracts a way of co-ordinating
dynamic and virtual supply chains in re-
quired. SUPPLYPOINT meets this need and
will reduce the number of disadvantages
that SMEs have. Additionally, SUPPLY-
POINT will give the end purchaser more
control over the supply chain and hence a
higher quality of service / product.

The EU Initiative Electronic Commerce
estimates that 3% of the public procure-
ment budget in the EU (12% of GDP) could
be saved through the use of electronic
commerce, SUPPLYPOINT will go a long
way towards achieving this goal.

Project Objectives and ScopeProject Objectives and ScopeProject Objectives and ScopeProject Objectives and ScopeProject Objectives and Scope
Electronic procurement is one of the main
issues in the Bangemann report, enabling
a European wide co-operation between
administrations and industry with a strong
involvement of SMEs. The objective of the
SUPPLYPOINT project is the development
and implementation of a software and
service infrastructure for the integrated
deployment of electronic procurement
using virtual supply chains. Special atten-
tion is paid to the integration of traditional
EDI systems and new interactive World
Wide Web technology together with mul-
timedia.

SUPPLYPOINT will fill a gap in current
electronic commerce support systems by
providing fast and accurate access to con-

tract information for both procurers and
suppliers in a supply chain context. It will
provide affordable and easily packaged
support for business relationships, in par-
ticular for SMEs wishing to become part
of or to initiate supply chains.

In addition it will be a best practice pilot
for the marketing and trading of goods
and services in supply chains, thus en-
hancing quality, flexibility, responsiveness
and productivity at a global level.

The aim of the project is to demonstrate
the effectiveness of the SUPPLYPOINT
approach to electronic procurement using
virtual supply chains by taking a number
of existing systems and providing access
to them in an integrated manner.

To this end a number of tasks have been
identified, namely:
¨ a review of the environment, which the

SUPPLYPOINT system will meet, with
a special focus on the legal situation
and the existing work done in other
projects

¨ a definition of the specific requirements
to be included in the pilot system and
the subsequent commercial products

¨ the interfacing of a number of existing
systems

¨ the provision to the user of a coherent
integrated system

¨ the utilisation of the SUPPLYPOINT
demonstrator to show best practice

SUPPLYPOINT will initially be demon-
strated in a construction industry con-
text, but most aspects of electronic pro-
curement using virtual supply chains are
common for all supply chains, where
SUPPLYPOINT will be exploited as well.
Therefore, the whole workplan, although
adapted to the construction industry ap-
plication of the demonstrator, takes into
account the wider perspective of elec-
tronic commerce for all strands of appli-
cations in different sectors. The construc-
tion industry has been identified by SMEs
as being an area where they would see
most benefits from such a system. At the
moment when a large contract is adver-

tised it will almost certainly be awarded
to a large company. This company then
merely re-advertises the contract as sub-
contracts which are accessible to SMEs,
only after they have taken their Ômanage-
rial expensesÕ in the region of 10% from
the total. SUPPLYPOINT will allow the
SMEs to form virtual consortia of supply
chains and to bid directly for the original
contract.

Business Objectives
EC document COM (97) 157 states that
public procurement accounts for 12% of
EU GDP and the Swedish association of
local authorities estimate that 3% of the
procurement budget could be saved
through electronic procurement.
SUPPLYPOINT will allow SMEs to be in-
volved as first parties not subcontractors
in this procurement, benefiting them and
the end purchasers.

There is also the opportunity for a new
market in information services as a part-
ner broker who would identify contracts
and possible virtual supply chains to ful-
fil the contract.

The savings for procurers would also be
seen for the SME suppliers in terms of
reduced administration for the whole pro-
curement cycle from call for tender to
electronic payment.

Measurement of Objectives
During the initial stages of the project, the
user partners will organise a project user
group (PUG) of interested companies. As
well as being involved in the user require-
ments, critically, the PUG will use the dem-
onstrator system to ascertain its usability
and effectiveness. The criteria for success
will be defined by the PUG at the same
time as the user requirements.

State of the Art
There are a growing number of electronic
commerce systems and research projects
focusing on supply chains. Listed below
are some of the current projects in the area,
many of which involve SUPPLYPOINT
partners.
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GEIS and Netscape have formed ACTRA Ð
OrderXpert (software for e-commerce) and
ECXpert (secure Internet-based messaging
for e-commerce) [http://www.actracorp.
com/]

GE TradeWeb offers forms-based, entry-
level EDI service via the WWW. [http://
www.getradeweb.com/]

GEIS Trading Process Network provides
a suite of Internet purchasing tools in-
cluding TPN Post, for electronic RFP
distribution and bid receipt. GEIS recently
joined forces with the Thomas Publish-
ing Co., to create TPN Register, which will
allow end-to-end procurement of indus-
trial materials [http://tpn.geis.com/]

TRADEÕex have a suite of Java-based soft-
ware for various aspects of e-commerce,
including RFQs. [http://www.tradeex.com/]

IBM World Purchasing provides end-us-
ers access to customised supplier cata-
logues via a Web browser. [http://www.
internet.ibm.com/commercepoint/html3/
purchasing/]

Microsoft are now turning their attention
to e-commerce, with the Merchant Server
now subsumed into their new Commerce
Server. [http://www.microsoft.com/]

ELPRO Ð Electronic Procurement System
for Europe (Telematics Project AD-1003)
[http://cec.sunderland.ac.uk/]

Many forms of electronic on-line payment
techniques have been proposed in recent
years, but only a few have emerged into
reality. Of these, the SET scheme devised
by Visa and Mastercard for secure
bankcard transactions via the Internet is
probably the most important. SET uses a
sophisticated combination of crypto-
graphic means to protect the interests of
all parties in a payment transaction. Nev-
ertheless, it should not be forgotten that
electronic funds transfer is well-estab-
lished outside of the Internet, and tends
to be a preferred means of payment in
the more traditional supply chains. How-

ever, the emergence of more dynamic vir-
tual chains gives rise to a need to handle
payments more flexibly. Systems such as
SET could provide part of the solution,
when integrated with say EDI links into
the banking network.

SUPPLYPOINT will incorporate and inte-
grate the best of these systems into a sin-
gle, coherent, affordable and easily man-
aged support system.

Industrial Context and ImpactIndustrial Context and ImpactIndustrial Context and ImpactIndustrial Context and ImpactIndustrial Context and Impact
on Societyon Societyon Societyon Societyon Society

Industrial Context
The European Commission has always
viewed public procurement regime not
only as means of complying with GATT
but also as a lever and demonstrator to
encourage the liberalisation of the pri-
vate sector procurement field and com-
plete the creation of a single European

market. The Commission has a clear need
to realise this objective by encouraging
increasing private sector participation in
open procurement throughout Europe.
Again the advantages to both SMEs and
the construction industry in the ability
to form effective virtual companies would
facilitate this.

The SUPPLYPOINT electronic procure-
ment system will allow SME to form vir-
tual supply chains in order to produce
more competitive and realistic bids for
contracts. In effect it will provide a seam-
less gateway to the ELPRO, TRADEPOINT,
SIMAP, TAPPE and similar systems al-
lowing SMEs to form virtual companies
in the most practical and cost effective
ways which would put them at an ad-
vantage when bidding for procurement
contracts.

Market Opportunities
The estimated savings from using an in-
tegrated electronic commerce system for
supply chains is 0.36% of EU GDP [ref.
COM(97) 157] from public procurement
alone.

SUPPLYPOINT will allow SMEs to be in-
volved as first parties not subcontractors
in this market to the mutual benefit of both
the suppliers and procurers.

Apart from the SUPPLYPOINT system it-
self, there is also the opportunity for a new
market in information services:
SUPPLYPOINT brokers who would iden-
tify contracts and possible virtual supply
chains to fulfil the contract, as a value
added service.

Administrations are required to secure the
economic health and welfare of their ad-
ministrative area, and to provide support
for the creation of employment opportu-
nities in their regions. This political im-
perative is clearly stated in both the EC
White Paper on ÓGrowth, Competitiveness
and EmploymentÒ and in the Bangemann
Report as well as in the policies and ac-
tivities of government at all levels.
SUPPLYPOINT would facilitate this.

References

E.U. ESPRIT Project SUPPLYPOINT
(27007)

E.U. TELEMATICS Project ELPRO
(AD1003)

Intellectual Property Law; Paul Marett;
Sweet + Maxwell ISBN 0421 554207

Introduction to Computer Law 3rd Ed;
Pitman 1996; ISBN 0273 619403

Http://www.hq.nasa.gov/

The Application of the Internet and
Intranet in Business: Murray,

Thompson, Kerridge, Grey, Ferguson &
Slade, IFIP WG3.4, Educating Profes-
sionals for Network-centric Organisa-
tions, Saitama, Japan, Aug 23-28,
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COM (97) 157 Ð Green Paper; Public
Procurement in the E.U Exploring the

way forward
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Industrial Impact
Commission experts expect an increase of
invitations to bid to more than 1000 per
day within the next year (in the Official
Journal alone). The current 150.000
awarding organisations can expect to ap-
proach the 3% saving estimated by using
a comprehensive, integrated electronic
supply chain management system like
SUPPLYPOINT.

Conversely, the millions of SMEs in Eu-
rope who cannot directly compete for
these and similar calls for tender will, with
SUPPLYPOINT, be able to do so easily and
affordably. The potential impact on the
SME community is almost unlimited.
Even assuming a 10% market penetration
of the system to the 1% of SMEs that are
truly viable, means that potential supply
chains can be formed from over 300.000
dynamic SMEs within the European
Union.

Market Situation
There are several current solutions for
electronic commerce on the market, which
need to be taken into account, when ana-
lysing the competitive market situation.

The classical EDI Clearing Centre approach,
as for example available from Sterling,
Frontec, GE Information Services is
strongly application oriented with batch
processing of electronic transactions, but
it doesnÕt feature a WWW access. In the
classical approach there is also no provi-
sion for interactive EDI.

In existing online ordering systems, fre-
quently there is only one single supplier/
manufacturer involved. In most cases they
do not support integrated EDI, electronic
payment, customs information, and cross-
border tax calculation.

In the last year, several low-cost solutions
(such as the integration of Oracle and
Netscape) via CGI scripts evolved in the
market. They allow easy integration of
product information databases, but they
support retrieval only and not order place-
ment.

For more advanced electronic commerce,
a number of dedicated solutions (multi-
media CD-ROM, product catalogue for
home shopping, etc.) have been developed.
They feature advanced multimedia as well
as order placement (in connection with a
modem or off-line by fax). The problem
with those solutions is that they are not
always up-to-date. Moreover, buying of
the CD and a local installation is required.

Most recently, a series of products have
been announced, which can be viewed
as major competitors to the SUPPLYPOINT
set of integrated services. One of them is
the announcement of OracleÕs end-to-end
solution for electronic commerce, devel-
oped under the project Apollo, which is
mainly targeting the business-to-con-
sumer end of the electronic commerce
market. The other one is MicrosoftÕs
Merchant Server, which is announced as
a complete Óelectronic shopping mallÒ
solution.

However, those new products mainly ad-
dress the business-to-consumer market,
providing highly proprietary solutions (al-
though one needs to take into account that
Microsoft has always set the path to de-
facto standards in the past), and do not
integrate EDI systems and services already
in use and well-established.

In summary, none of the above systems
address the issues of supply chains and
how to form, manage and monitor them
in a Ôjust in timeÕ manner. SUPPLYPOINT
meets this need and will allow SMEs to
take full advantage of the single Euro-
pean market.

Notably, the construction industry uses
supply chains, and contracts can be very
large. Currently SMEs cannot bid for these
contracts as they have neither the finan-
cial backing nor track record which are
perceived needs of the purchasers.
SUPPLYPOINT by allowing them to form
consortia and supply chains would dis-
tribute these implications to a manage-
able size, thus giving the SMEs access to
a Ôlevel playing fieldÕ.

ConclusionConclusionConclusionConclusionConclusion
The project has only recently started, and
so no concrete results are yet available.
The intended outcomes of the project are,
however, quite clear. The SUPPLYPOINT
system will allow the formation of virtual
enterprises whose members can then col-
lectively bid for large value contracts. This
will build on the existing work of the Cen-
tre for Electronic Commerce. Above the
threshold procurement is currently being
developed in electronic format in the Elpro
project. Sunderland UniversityÕs Centre for
Electronic Commerce is the lead partner
in the Elpro project, which involves a
number of organisations throughout Eu-
rope in a web-based procurement solution.
Because of the close connection between
SUPPLYPOINT and the Elpro project, clus-
ter companies formed in SUPPLYPOINT will
be able to use the Elpro system to locate
and bid for above the threshold contracts.

The Centre for Electronic Commerce is also
lead partner in another European project
dealing with below the threshold purchas-
ing for local authorities and large compa-
nies. This project, called Tradepoint, allows
organisations to pool together information
from various supplier catalogues into buyer
side catalogues, for centralised used within
the local authority or company. The Trade-
point system is also being developed and
hosted on a web server at Sunderland Uni-
versity, and this system will also be avail-
able for interfacing with SUPPLYPOINT.

Although the project is initially being de-
veloped in the construction sector, the broad
technological base of the system will allow
for development into other commercial ar-
eas as demand requires it.

In summary, SUPPLYPOINT will build on
and extend the successful work of the Elpro
and Tradepoint projects that are now reach-
ing maturity. Various deliverables will be
publicly available (via http://cec.sunderland.
ac.uk/) and should prove to be useful not
only in the construction sector but also more
widely in the whole domain of electronic
contracting within virtual dynamic supply
chains.
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7 PROFESSION PORTFOLIO ITEMS 

Portfolio items are grouped into these seven areas: 

�x ARMA (ARMA) 

�x Electronic Research Administration (ERA) 

�x ERA Questionnaire (ERAQ) 

�x Esteem (Est) 

�x Focus Group (FG) 

�x Historical Items (Hist) 

�x Profession (Prof) 

This section contains the items pertaining to the Prof area. 

7.1 Profession (Prof) 

These items relate to my claims for having influenced, advocated and helped to 

develop the profession of research management and administration in the UK. 

After this introduction there is an index table of items in this section (an example is 

shown below), and the portfolio items themselves follow the index table. 

Table 12: Sample Portfolio Index Table (Prof) 

Ref Type Description Outcome(s) 

Profxx <type> <title> Kx, Sx 

A short description of item Profxx with its relevance and importance in order to demonstrate 
the learning outcomes Kx & Sx that they address (K1-2; S1-5, see below for explanations of the 
learning outcomes). <type> is the type of the item, for example: report, email or presentation. 
<title> is the title of the item, for example: Invitation to join Steering Group. Profxx is the 
unique identifier for the portfolio item (xx is a two digit number) which is used to reference it 
in the doctoral report, or indeed from another portfolio item. 

 

Each item is described in the table, with two rows of information.  The first row of the 

pair has the portfolio reference, type of document, short description and learning 

outcome(s) claimed.  The second row describes the context and importance of the 
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item, in order to substantiate the claim towards the learning outcomes listed in the 

first row.  The actual portfolio items follow after the index table. 

Note that the numbering is not contiguous as the items presented as evidence have 
been selected from a larger possible portfolio of items.  So for example item Prof09, an 
email from Research Fortnight about the heaven and hell article (Prof08), is not 
required as the editorial (Prof07 provides the same information. 

Also note that items with confidential sections that have been redacted are indicated 

with red and those that are abridged have the reference number coloured with 

orange. 

7.2 Learning Outcomes 

The learning outcomes (knowledge and skills) required for the professional doctorate 

are: 

K1 Deep understanding of the recent developments in their profession nationally 

and internationally 

K2 Deep understanding of current theoretical frameworks and approaches which 

have direct relevance to their own professional context 

S1 Make a significant contribution to practice within their chosen field 

S2 Apply theory and research methodology within the workplace, and feel 

com�(�}�Œ�š�����o�����]�v���]�v�š���P�Œ���š�]�v�P�����]�(�(���Œ���v�š�����‰�‰�Œ�}�����Z���•���š�}���������Œ���•�•���^�u���•�•�Ç�_��

multidisciplinary problems in a rigorous yet practical manner 

S3 Recognise budgetary, political, strategic, ethical and social issues when 

addressing issues within the workplace 

S4 Reflect on their own work, and on themselves, and thus operate as a truly 

reflective independent practitioner 

S5 Present and defend an original and coherent body of work which 

demonstrates, reflects upon, and evaluates the impact upon practice which 

they have personally made 
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Some portfolio items could cover almost all of the seven learning outcomes above, in 

most cases the listings are restricted to just those outcomes which are the main foci of 

the item, normally 2 or 3 learning outcomes at the most. 



Portfolio: Prof         Page 4 

 

7.3 Profession Portfolio Index 

Table 13: Portfolio Index Table for Profession (Prof) Items 

Ref Type Description Outcome(s) 

Prof01 Minutes JISC RIM minutes of 4th meeting (21st Jan 2010) K2, S1, S3 

Minutes of the 4th Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC) Research Information 
Management (RIM) group meeting.  I provided (p2) an update to the group on the progress of 
the RMAS (see Est12) project.  I also contributed to the (p4) EXRI project recommendations for 
the UK to adopt CERIF as a standard for exchange of research information data.  This was a 
pivotal meeting where the group agreed to endorse the proposal that CERIF be adopted as a 
UK standard.  The RIM group is �^�u���������µ�‰���}�(���,�]�P�Z���Œ�������µ�����š�]�}�v���}�Œ���Œ���•�����Œ���Z-based stakeholders 
from the UK and International research information community. The aims of the group are to 
enable disinterested discussion, knowledge sharing and strategic coordination of efforts to 
improve the management and exchange of research information within and between research 
�}�Œ�P���v�]�•���š�]�}�v�•�U���(�µ�v�����Œ�•�����v�������P���v���]���•�X�_ 

Prof02 Slides Presentation at INORMS2010 on RMA Development K1 

I gave a workshop presentation on Professional Development for Research Managers and 
Administrators at the International Network Of Research Management Societies (INORMS) 
2010 conference in Cape Town, South Africa.  The slides provided a backdrop for discussion 
and later at the conference I organised an informal meeting on professional development with 
representatives from a number of national associations (see Prof12). 

Prof04 Paper Professional development submitted to INORMS2010 K1, K2, S5 

This academic paper was submitted in conjunction with the workshop (see Prof12) session at 
International Network Of Research Management Societies (INORMS) 2010 for consideration in 
the conference proceedings in a special issue of Acta Academica, it was not published. 
Prof06 Article An updated summary of the INORMS2010 paper K1, S1, S4 

A professional article, an updated précis of the paper (see Prof04) written for the International 
Network Of Research Management Societies (INORMS) 2010 conference.  Global Research 
Management (GRM) is a publication of the Association of Commonwealth Universities (ACU), 
see http://www.globalrmn.org/, accessed 25th April 2011, with a distribution of around 600.   

Prof07 Editorial On the Research Fortnight Heaven and Hell article S1 

The publication of my article (see Prof08) on research management and academic staff next to 
the counterpoint by Professor David Colquhoun led to great discussion at the 2010 ARMA 
conference.  These discussions were the lead item in the editorial of the following edition of 
Research Fortnight (16th June 2010).  See section 3.3 for my reflections on the articles. 

Prof08 Article In Research Fortnight �t research management debate  K1, S1, S4 

After presenting to the staff at ResearchResearch Ltd (see Est13), I was invited to write an 
article (to be part of a pair) on the relationship between researchers and research managers 
(from the view of the latter).  This was published on Jun 2nd 2010 (p18) just in time for the 
2010 ARMA conference and with the counterpoint piece by Professor David Colquhoun (p19) 
promoted a lot of debate (see Prof07).  See section 3.3 for my reflections on the articles. 
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Prof10 Ppt Overview of ARMA 2010 K1 

�/�����Œ�����š�������š�Z�����(�]�Œ�•�š���Z�(�}�Œ�u���o�[�����}�Œ�‰�}�Œ���š�����‰�Œ���•���v�š���š�]�}�v�������}�µ�š�����Z�D�����(�}�Œ���]�v�(�}�Œ�u���š�]�}�v���o���‰�µ�Œ�‰�}�•���•�X�����/�š��
was originally developed in late 2009 and updated with suggestions from other board 
members and released in Feb 2010.  It is available on the ARMA website at 
http://www.arma.ac.uk/files/guest/Information/ARMAOverviewFeb2010-1.pdf (accessed 12th 
Jan 2011).  I updated it in early 2011, see (Prof14). 

Prof11 Web Page showing the HEFCE LGM PI project background S1 
I was an invited member of the steering group (Est02) for the HEFCE funded LGM PI project 
that developed an on-line resource for Principal Investigators (see http://www.vitae.ac.uk/pi, 
accessed 25th April 2011).  As part of my role on the steering group I reviewed and commented 
on the text on most pages and wrote most of the text for the project management section.  
This website went live on 12th Jan 2011. 
Prof12 Notes From a meeting that I arranged at INORMS2010 K1 

At the International Network Of Research Management Societies (INORMS) 2010 conference, 
after the interest in my presentation (Prof02) I arranged an informal meeting with interested 
parties in order to share best practice on professional development.  These are the notes that I 
made and distributed after that meeting.  It was followed up with (Prof13). 

Prof13 Report On the professional development offerings of ARMA K1 

After the meeting in Cape Town at INORMS (Prof12) I developed this summary of the 
professional development activities of ARMA and sent it to those at the meeting (and others 
that expressed an interest afterwards) including associations from the UK, Europe, Denmark, 
USA, Canada, Australia, India, the Commonwealth and Africa. 

Prof14 Slides Overview of ARMA 2011 K1 
This is an updated version of (Prof10).  Directorships and membership statistics have been 
updated. 

Prof15 Booklet AUA Handbook: Supporting Research (2004) K1, S1 

Steff Hazlehurst made a substantive update to a previous good practice guide by Marion 
McClintock to produce this 32 page booklet for the Association of University Administrators 
(AUA).  On p28 she credits me on my helpful comments on an earlier draft.  This handbook is 
available to the AUA membership of around 4,000 UK University administrators. 

Prof17 Email Thanks for contribution to Postgraduate Review, 2010 S1 
Email of thanks from Professor Adrian Smith for the contributions that I sent in (a synthesis of 
my own thoughts with input from colleagues at Sunderland) to the review of Postgraduate 
Education in 2010. 

Prof18 Program NE-ARMA five event programme (2010) K1, S1, S3 

I was instrumental in setting up the regional group of heads of research offices in the five 
campus based universities in the North-East of England.  In 2009 we determined that there 
were many members of staff that could not access ARMA courses and so we decided to 
develop and implement our own course focussed on our own HEIs, (Prof19) shows the 
feedback. 
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Prof19 Report Evaluation of the NE-ARMA course K1, S1, S4 

After each event of the NE-ARMA course (Prof18) I undertook a feedback questionnaire.  After 
allowing for a period (6 months) of reflection I surveyed the participants again to see if there 
was any lasting benefit from the course.  This summary report (a full report is available on-line 
at http://www.grs.sunderland.ac.uk/AcademicServicesWebFiles/GRS/NE-
ARMA2010EvaluationReport.pdf, accessed 21st April 2011) clearly shows the lasting benefit of 
the course. 

Prof20 Program Brunel (BRAM-NET) research administrators conference K1, S1 

ARMA was invited by the Brunel University research office to present at their inaugural 
conference for research administrators (dubbed BRAM-NET).  I was available and offered to 
present on behalf of ARMA, for the slides see (Prof21). 

Prof21 Slides From BRAM-NET research administrators conference K1, S1 

I was asked to cover ARMA, the developing professional development framework and models 
of research support.  I updated and modified some of my own slides (see Prof14) and those 
from other ARMA presentations on similar subjects (in consultation with the previous 
presenters).  There were around 30 attendees. 

Prof22 Report Mentoring Agreement with a mentee from another HEI K1, S1, S4 

This outline agreement shows that I have been paired with a colleague from a research 
intensive university in order to help her plan and prepare for a career in research management 
and administration.  I suspect that the relationship will be much more of a mentor-mentee 
relationship as compared to the mentor-buddy situation that evolved with my previous pairing 
(ERA45). 

Prof23 Slides Presentation: fEC for commercial activities, AURIL (2005) K1, S1, S3-4 
I was invited by John Newton (then of Joint Costing and Pricing Steering Group - JCPSG) to give 
a talk on full economic costing (fEC) of commercial activities at a workshop he organised for 
the Association for University Research and Industry Links (AURIL) in June 2005.  At that time 
most of the focus was on fEC for research, but the fECAF system that I devised (see section 7.3) 
provided fEC calculations for commercial activities too, I spoke about the underlying principles 
of my methodology. 

Prof24 Report Update on Professional Development Framework K1, S1, S3-4 
This is the Feb 2011 update from Marie Garnett, the ARMA Professional Development 
Manager.  As an ARMA board member I have actively contributed to the development of the 
framework and have shared information (eg Prof04, Prof13) with Marie in order to provide 
context.  I helped to organise the North-East Focus Group and have provided direct input into 
the framework.  I have also presented on the framework (Prof21). 

Prof25 Report Extract from AUA 2002 Conference Programme K1, S1, S3 

The programme and workshop listings from the full 28 page conference programme handbook 
are reproduced with the workshop session that I gave (121 How research is funded in the UK 
(SFS)) highlighted.  The presentation covered the dual support system with details of how 
various research funding streams arrive at universities.  Around 50 delegates attended the 
session. 
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7.4 Profession Portfolio Items 

(follow on the next page) 
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unications, research inform
ation m

anagem
ent etc.  A

nyone w
anting to be 

involved: contact N
aom

i  
 JIS

C
 (N

eil Jacobs) 
T

here are several activities:  
- 

E
X

R
I project, to be discussed below

. 
- 

R
IM

 call for proposals has gone out, projects to be up and running next m
onth  

- 
S

ector support via JIS
C

 InfoN
et, ongoing 

- 
M

ichael D
ay at U

K
O

LN
 is providing technical support 

- 
T

here w
ill be a new

 (R
IM

) call com
ing up, w

e w
ill be looking at the outcom

es from
 this 

m
eeting to inform

 future JIS
C

 steps.  
- 

N
ew

 project is just starting, identifying best practice in the online prom
otion of research 

expertise, see N
eil Jacobs. 

- 
F

rederique van T
ill w

ill now
 be m

anaging this group, she has a background in eR
esearch, 

exam
ple from

 O
penIm

pact project helping researchers to share stories and im
prove im

pact 
w

ith the use of w
eb2.0 tools (Les C

arr).  
 

R
M

A
S

 project (S
im

on K
erridge)  

A
 proposal for the 3 rd phase, converting pathfinder institutions into pilot institu

t ions, has been 
subm

itted to H
E

F
C

E
.  T

he outcom
es of the H

E
F

C
E

 B
oard m

eeting on 28
th January w

ill be influential 
in the future of this project, though a final decision m

ay not be know
n until M

arch.  
 S

t A
ndrew

s and A
berdeen (A

nna C
lem

ents) 
H

ave im
plem

ented the P
U

R
E

 inform
ation system

 based on C
E

R
IF

, after tender procedure they are 
now

 fully in the im
plem

entation stage, S
tarting to roll out in M

arch. 
 T

hey are also w
orking w

ith T
hom

pson R
euters via their W

eb of S
cience A

P
I, seeking to get that 

w
orking w

ith P
U

R
E

…
 in beta at the 

m
om

ent.  N
oted: there is a potential benefit of a national deal 

to procure m
etadata from

 W
oS

. 
 D

ata structures and data m
anagem

ent policy in the institution
 get upgraded by im

plem
enting this 

new
 technology. F

or exam
ple, it identifies duplicates in legacy data and the m

etadata from
 

T
hom

pson R
euters helps finding im

purities.  S
om

e w
ork w

as planned and im
plem

ented to 
im

prove data quality as a result. 
 O

xford (S
ally R

um
sey, N

eil Jefferies) 
T

he B
R

II project in O
xford has been running from

 O
ct 2008 and has focussed on building 

inform
ation infrastructure.  T

he benefits of this infrastructure are dem
onstrated via tw

o high 
profile outputs:  
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- 
B

lue pages, an online registry of online research activities, pulling external data from
 E

P
S

R
C

 
as w

ell. D
em

onstrating pow
er of data aggregation. C

o
-authorship, location, w

hat, w
ho and 

w
here are w

e collaborating, dem
onstrate by project inform

ation.  
T

here are four item
s on B

lue pages:  
o 

P
eople,  

o 
academ

ic units,  
o 

funders,  
o 

R
esearch projects.   

- 
T

hem
ed w

ebsite G
etting different activities together throughout different departm

ents 
organised in them

es. Including: 
o 

D
em

onstrator on graduate opportunities in m
edical sciences 

o 
D

issem
ination to show

 w
hat others can do w

ithin their ow
n institutions.  

F
urther: 

- 
stakeholder analysis 

- 
H

om
e for ontology and vocabularies. O

nline open access site used across university, 
central resource, funding from

 university.  
 Ian M

: there is an issue of 
getting the right keyw

ord in vocabularies…
 

the variation on discipline 
taxonom

ies…
 P

resently there is no top level m
anagem

ent 
 R

eadiness4R
E

F
 project (M

ark C
ox)

 
R

4R
 is a m

apping exercise for C
E

R
IF

 elem
ents. T

hey have w
orked w

ith E
U

R
O

C
R

IS
 and are now

 
finished and are running im

plem
entations in S

outham
pton and K

ing’s C
ollege London. 

 
  U

pcom
ing:  

1. 
M

id M
arch they w

ill run a w
orkshop on their results so far, m

apping subm
issions into an 

O
racle database using E

uroC
R

IS
 tools. 

2. 
T

hey w
ill inform

 other institutions about their lessons learnt 
3. 

T
hey w

ill liaise w
ith E

uroC
R

IS
 to incorporate ‘im

pact’ into the C
E

R
IF

 data 
m

odel; so far as 
this is possible before the final R

E
F

 specification is available. 
4. 

T
hey w

ill test the W
eb of S

cience A
P

I interoperability and build a S
W

O
R

D
 tool to harvest 

that data into repositories.  
 

It w
ill depend on w

hat is to com
e next at R

E
F

.  
A

ction: S
cott R

. and M
ark C

ox w
ill align their planning and ideas. 

N
oted also that S

outham
pton are expanding the capabilities of E

P
rints to cope w

ith the C
E

R
IF

 data 
m

odel, allow
ing it to becom

e a lightw
eight C

R
IS

, or com
ponent in a w

ider C
E

R
IF

-based 
infrastructure. 
 P

resentations E
xchanging R

esearch Inform
ation (E

X
R

I) project report outcom
es  

N
ikki R

ogers introduced the m
ain sections of the E

X
R

I report.  
 

1. 
E

X
R

I  scenarios 
2. 

C
riteria for benefits,  

3. 
T

he full technical appraisal.  
4. 

C
E

R
IF

 com
parison to sem

antic w
eb approach 

 
N

ext steps: A
 possible future action to expand the current review

 of international practice. 
 

R
esponses:  

T
he report is positively received by all present.  

 A
nna C

lem
ents – bear in m

ind the subtle differences in S
cottish research reporting com

pared to 
the rest of U

K
, ie the im

portance and process of research pooling.  
 S

im
on K

erridge –different starting points of H
E

Is should be considered, this w
ill create issues in 

tim
e lines.  

 Ian M
cC

orm
ick – think about building the adoption of C

E
R

IF
 into the renew

ing cycles of the 
institution. T

his w
ill lead to a m

uch m
ore increm

ental roadm
ap 

 A
ction E

X
R

I: E
nsure the roadm

ap and tim
elines reflect the uncertainty and variety in the sector as 

noted above  
 A

lan G
reen - Inform

ally he recognises the quality of this report and w
elcom

es the direction of this 
report. H

ow
ever, the tim

efram
e needs w

ork to reflect existing and planned activities of all 
stakeholders including R

C
s. 

T
he m

ain thing m
issing is a business case, including a real cost and benefits analysis, w

ith 
recom

m
endations on how

 to proceed.   
N

ext S
teps: Com

m
ission a B

usiness case. 
 S

cott R
utherford – E

xcellent report in such a short tim
e and a good starting point 

T
he report needs som

e w
ork on proposed roadm

ap (section 5), tim
efram

e and assessm
ent of 

cost/ benefit. F
rom

 a R
E

F
 perspective exam

ples of w
hat has been done w

ith data m
apping, such as 

in the R
4R

 project are critical. C
om

pare cases and see w
here a com

m
on standard can add 

efficiencies in the system
.  

 T
he recom

m
endations should include reference to the w

ider leadership, infrastructure, 
m

anagem
ent, governance, advocacy and support for take-up and sustainability m

odels that w
ould 

need to be in place to ensure a com
m

on standard is picked up and used w
ith confidence in the U

K
. 

  N
oted that, w

hile E
uroC

R
IS

 w
as the custodian of C

E
R

IF
, any extension of C

E
R

IF
 for the U

K
 w

ould 
need an organisational hom

e, w
hich w

ould need to w
ork closely w

ith E
uroC

R
IS

. 
 N

ext S
teps: O

w
nership and leadership need to be m

ade clearer and agreed on. H
ow

 is U
K

 going to 
‘project m

anage’ this?  T
his requirem

ent needs to be spelt out in the report, and appropriate 
actions taken. 
 N

ext steps: T
here are no suppliers m

entioned in the plan. A
n analysis of the suppliers m

arket 
should be beneficial.  

RAD PDF
Highlight



Responses to Recommendations in Para 5.1 
 

No Responses Actions 
1. 
CERIF as standard 
format  
 
 
 

 
 This recommendation was unanimously endorsed by all people in the room (as individuals rather than as 
representatives).  
(Caveat: If the recommendation reads “Basis” instead of “Format”)  
 
Common-sense suggests that harmonising activities via a common exchange format is cost saving. However, 
more robust evidence would help support the case for adoption.  This evidence may come from UK pilots (see 
below), current work (R4R, St Andrews), and international examples, and should compare costs/benefits 
against situations where no common format is used.  
 
A Business case should be developed from the evidence noted above. This will demonstrate success and 
convince sceptics.  
This CERIF business case should include:  

- Main question: It has been around for 15 years why are there not more implementations of it? 
- An analysis of objections, see barriers in EXRI report, which can be used as a base.  
- Analysis of real costs & benefits for the different stakeholders and different levels of institutions 
- Analysis of commercial solutions and suppliers market.  

 
Second Data business case could be explored, relating to the costs and benefits of improving data quality, 
once shortcomings in that are exposed via the used of a common exchange format:  
 
Additional work to be done:  
Find what evidence already exists: 
RMAS, EUROCRIS, present best business case of the moment.  
 
Inter-institutional pilots and benefits should also be taken into account (instead of only looking at activities 
within institutions). 
 
Additionally international comparison of cases could be useful. There are several good cases to be found in 
Europe already. These can serve as a context.  
 
Presently ownership and leadership need are not addressed and need to be made clearer and agreed on. 
How is UK going to project-manage this? 
 
There are no suppliers mentioned in the plan. An analysis of the suppliers market should be beneficial. 
 
NB.: scope it well, this can potentially turn into wider problem. 
 
 

 
 
 
Re-word recommendation accordingly 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A Business case should be developed, 
identifying costs and benefits across 
the sector as a whole, and for 
particular stakeholders  
 
 
 
 
A second data business case might be 
commissioned. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. 
JISC  
confirmation 

 
JISC has received this assurance.  

 
EuroCRIS will update their site to 
inform everyone 
 

3. 4. and 5  
Harmonisation  

 
These recommendations are endorsed in essence, but the sequence was queried  It was agreed that in order 
to be successful, and to fit key timeframes (eg REF, RCs), these recommendations would need to be taken 
forward iteratively and in parallel.  A project would be needed to coordinate this.  
 
HEFCE would not endorse the enforcement of a standard format upon the sector for submitting data to the 
REF. 
 
Harmonisation 3, 4 and 5 will be turned into one project. 
 
HEFCE HESA and RC are the main stakeholders for project in terms of data COLLECTION.  For EXCHANGE of 
data the institutions need to be represented. 
 
Planning: This will be operating independently of the REF/ RCUK, bringing HEFCE/ RCUK in as needed. 
 
There is a great need for as complete a harmonisation as possible of vocabularies in a shared lexicon. 
 
The timeframes are not yet clear.  
 
Approach needs to be refined with a realistic plan and clear ownership/ leadership..  
  

 
A new Harmonisation project should 
be commissioned:  
 
Sequence of actions:  
 
1. Set up a common lexicon amongst 
UK sector 
2. Mapping of solutions  
3. Roll out  
 
 Specification of project to be discussed 
amongst:  
- Alan Green 
- Mark Cox  
- Keith Jeffery  
- Scott Rutherford 
- Andy Youell 
- Neil Jeffries 
- Pam  Macpherson-Barrett 
- an ARMA person 
- a JISC person 
 

6.   
Information 
exercise 

 
The wording of any message to the sector about CERIF should be more nuanced.   
For example, HEFCE may note the recommendations of the EXRI report and declare an aspiration to use a UK 
version of CERIF2008 (when proven viable within other constraints)  However, the main message should 
relate to the benefits to the sector as a whole, and specifically  to HEIs, that are realised by using a common 
standard.  While REF is acknowledged as an important driver, it is one amongst many. 
 
A cover paper for a revised EXRI report needs to be agreed by all participants.  This would then form the basis 
for communiqués to be sent out as appropriate by the organisations represented at the meeting. These 
should be sent out before May.  
This cover paper should:  
- publish the updated EXRI report 
- Explain the context of the report  
- Iist of participants involved in the paper (personally not from the organisation  they represent )  
- list advice on how to take forward the recommendations and this roadmap  
 

 
JISC will draft and circulate a cover 
paper for the EXRI report to the 
participants and ensure the wording is 
agreed. 
 
JISC will release a revised version of the 
EXRI report with this cover paper. 
 
Key bodies represented at the meeting, 
including UUK, ARMA, UCISA, HEFCE, 
RCs, JISC, and HESA, will use the cover 
paper as the basis for an appropriate 
communication to their constituencies. 
 



7. 
 Universities and 
HEI  

 
This recommendation should be put to the institutions to encourage them to think about their own progress, 
instead of being over-directional with unrealistic deadlines.  
 
The timescale should be softened and instead supply institutions with advice on what to do next.   
 
At what point the funders will commit to a preferred format will be announced later.  This timing to be set 
after other developments 
 
Ratification through the ISB would be an additional incentive to get people interested.  
 

 
FYI , no action.  
 
This will be wrapped into the 
communication noted above but will 
not be a timed implementation.  
 

8.  
Fund pilots 

 
JISC will consider this, but it depends on the present funding situation.  
A meeting will be held to align and scope this work. 
 
The scope and next actions need to be clarified. 
 
The cases should exhibit what is it like on the ground to implement CERIF and should include some case 
studies from people who have done it themselves and would like to share their lessons learnt. There should 
be some publicity done around this.  
 
Cases should represent the community, including PURE, other systems and institutions that start from 
scratch. Ideally they should represent the variety amongst institutions:  large & small, research & teaching, 
England & Scotland. The EXRI team has a good up to date list of interested parties.  
 
These cases should demonstrate the different systems and describe the differences in export.  
  
This work should be aligned with the activities of InfoNet and UKOLN.  At InfoNet presently the primary 
business cases have been done.  The pilots / case studies would be an important source of evidence in 
support of the business case noted above. 
 

 
 
A meeting will be held between: 
JISC 
InfoNet 
UKOLN 

9. 10. 11. and 12.  
Project synthesis 

 
A Synthesis activity should be set up by JISC, to review all the CERIF related projects in the sector and feed 
back to group.  
 
The approach will be discussed amongst InfoNet, Stuart Bolton and JISC.  
 
This report should come out in September/October 2010.  
 
This synthesis should be aligned with all relevant stakeholders and take a wider view of projects, including 
ones not mentioned in this report and any pilots funded as above.  
 
The synthesis work would also provide evidence in support of the business case as noted above. 

 
JISC to commission a Synthesis report 
to put together the range of CERIF 
related projects for this group. 
 
 
Set up a meeting with Steve Bailey and 
Stuart Bolton to discuss scope, 
deadlines and right expertise needed.  
 
 
 

 
13.  
Exchange of activity 

 
Preference for option 3: CERIF, but the main message  of the report is that we should adopt CERIF as a basis, 
and work with EUROCRIS to move the standard forward  
  
This recommendation should be rewritten to reflect: 

- Subject to recommendations elsewhere in this report (eg the business case), the UK should invest in 
work to develop an application profile of CERIF2008 for the UK 

- The UK should consider the potential benefit of agreeing a mapping from CERIF2008-UK to a linked 
data format 

- The UK should continue to keep the above under review in terms of the maturity, flexibility, etc of 
the UK approach 

- The UK should develop adequate organisational arrangements to support the above. 
 

 
 
 
 
Make a new recommendation for 
future take-up of CERIF within UK, to 
be ‘reviewed’ in an unspecified time 
period.   
 
Wording should be nuanced, like: 
expand, extend, evolve… maturity etc. 
 

14. 15.  
Tracks for future 
 

 
There was a strong sense that these recommendations as written were out of scope for the report. 
 
There may be an additional recommendation ... 
 Given what we said above, we recommend that this dialog is continued by these stakeholders, including 
keeping each other informed of relevant activities and timescales that might impact the agenda outlined in 
the EXRI report..  
 
Several organisations around the table need to go through process to support the central consensus.  
 
We can say that, as a sector, we are moving in the direction indicated in the EXRI report and the national 
bodies will determine a date in the future when they may be able to make firmer statements.  
 

 
No action. 
This dialogue will continue offline, but 
not in this wording.  
 
 

 



 D
iscussion of w

hat w
e do w

ith the E
X

R
I deliverables 

 A
ction: N

eil Jacobs w
ill to talk to the E

X
R

I team
 for about the w

ork com
ing out of these responses.   

 A
ction all: A

ny further com
m

ents or responses on this report by the end of F
riday 22

nd January 
20 10 .   
 C

om
m

unication w
ith the sector: D

iscussion R
esearch Inform

ation B
riefing paper  

 T
he cover paper m

entioned under recom
m

endation 6, w
ill describe the outcom

es of this m
eeting 

and the opinions of representatives and strategic agencies around the table.  
It w

as agreed to set up a com
m

uniqué/ briefing paper for further circulation.  
 N

ext m
eeting:  

W
ill be held quarterly, perhaps at a m

ore central venue.  
D

ate:  T
B

C
, preferably in second w

eek of A
pril 2010, possibly after the JIS

C
 conference (13

th A
pril).  

  Ite m
s for agenda:  

- 
updates from

 stakeholders  
- 

responses to com
m

unication 
- 

progress 
  O

ther events:  
2

nd-5
th June  

E
U

R
O

C
R

IS
 conference  

 
  

 
@

 A
alborg D

enm
ark  

6
th-8

th June  
A

R
M

A
 conference, including a R

IM
 strand.  

 
@

 M
anchester, U

K
 

1 7
t h June  

U
C

IS
A

 event on research m
anagem

ent system
s 

@
 Liverpool, U

K
 

   
F

vT
 v05 F
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Overview

• Research Management & Administration
• ARMA
• Other UK Providers
• International Perspective
• A Way Forward for the UK
• Questions / Discussion
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Research Management and 
Administration

• What is it?
– leadership, management or support of 

research activities (from Chronister and Killoren 2006)

• Who does is?
• Where do they do it?

– central, department, elsewhere

• Do they want any training?
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ARMA

• Leading UK association
• 20 years old
• 1600 members
• Training Provision

– 3 ‘levels’, Training Courses well established

• Professional Development
– Mentoring, Study Tours, Workshops, ...

Simon Kerridge, Head of Graduate Research Support
simon.kerridge@sunderland.ac.uk  Tel: +44 191 515 2285 

research.sunderland.ac.ukINORMS 2010 Congress

11-15 th April 2010, South Africa
Cape Town International Convention Centre

www.grs.sund.ac.uk

Other Providers in the UK

• AUA
• AURIL
• IKT
• PraxisUnico
• LFHE
• Universities themselves
• ... many more
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International Perspective

• SRA / NCURA / CAURA
• RACC
• Other associations
• INORMS

Simon Kerridge, Head of Graduate Research Support
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A Way Forward for the UK

• Professionalising Research Management
(Green and Langley 2009)

• Defining the Scope
• Agreeing the Core Training
• Additional Professional Development
• Ensuring ‘buy-in’ from stakeholders
• ... Accreditation?
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Overview
Research Management and Administration
Who are we?
Where are we?
What are we?
ARMA – What is it?
ARMA – What does it do?
Summary
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Research Management & Admin
Information
Pre-award
Post-award
Development / Planning
Strategy / Policy
Assessment / Governance
Metrics
Research Students (PGRs)
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RMA: who
Secretarial (e.g. clerical support)
Admin (e.g. admin support)
Professional (e.g. Research Development Officer)
Managerial (e.g. Head of Section)
Senior Management (e.g. Director)
Leadership (e.g. Pro Vice-Chancellor)

5

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2010

RMA: where
Universities

central office, faculty office, research centre

Research Institutes
Other Research Performers

E.g. NHS, Companies

Research Funders
E.g. Research Councils, Charities, Companies, 
Government, European Commission

Worldwide
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RMA: what
Not a ‘Jack of all Trades’... But multi-skilled:
Information, Opportunities, Advice, Costing, Pricing, 
Submission, Negotiation, IP, Contracts, Finance, 
Legal, Reporting, ICT, Influencing, Enabling, 
Monitoring, Development, Training, CPD, Strategy, 
Analysis, Returns, Advocacy, Marketing, HR, 
Procurement, Research Students, Ethics, Project 
Management, Networking, Dissemination, KT, 
Partnering, Governance, Planning, Policy...
An interface
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ARMA – What is it?
Association of Research Managers and Administrators
UK based
CLG
Formed in 1991 (as RAGnet)
Over 1500 members
The Leading UK RMA professional association

8
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ARMA – What does it do?
Annual Conference (2+1 days)
Professional Development

Training Seminars
Expert Seminars
Special Interest Groups
Study Tours
Mentoring
Publications: IRMA, Newsletter and Fact Sheets

Representation
Peer Support Network

9
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ARMA – Who is it?: Board
Chair: Ian Carter (Sussex)
Deputy Chair: Pauline Muya (Birkbeck)
Deputy Chair: Tony Weir (Heriot-Watt)
Conference: Lita Denny (Manchester)
Treasurer: John Green (Imperial)
Secretary: Simon Kerridge (Sunderland)

Sheena Bateman (Keele), Ray Kent (Loughborough),
Ian McCormick (UEA), Karen Sergiou (Imperial),
Maggy Taylor (MMU), Mark Wight (Open)
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ARMA – Who is it?: Members
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ARMA – Who is it?: Members
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ARMA – Who is it?: Members
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24%
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Membership Location

College in the university sector

Independent research organisation

NHS body

Other

Overseas university

Post-1992 University

Pre-1992 University

Research funding body
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INORMS
International Network of Research Management 
Societies

Formed 2001
ARMA (UK), ARMS (AU), CAURA (Can), DARMA (Den), 
EARMA, (EU) NCURA (US), SARIMA (SAfrica), SRA (US), 
WARIMA (WAfrica), GRMN (ACU)
Biennial conference
2010 Conference, Cape Town
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Summary
Research Management and Administration is:

A diverse and growing profession
Spread across the University and the Research Sector

ARMA is:
The professional association for research managers and 
administrators in the UK

See www.arma.ac.uk for more information
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Notes from the impromptu meeting on Wed 14th April 2010, INORMS2010, CTICC, Cape Town. 
Present: 
Tania Bezzobs, Melbourne, Au / ARMS 
Ian Carter, Sussex, UK / ARMA 
and later Phil Clare, Oxford, UK / PraxisUnico 
Frank Heemskerk, RIMS, Be / (& ex EARMA) 
Mark Hochman, South Australia, Au / ARMS 
Simon Kerr, Melbourne, Au / ARMS 
Simon Kerridge, Sunderland, UK / ARMA 
Martin Kirk, British Columbia, Ca / CAURA 
David Richardson, Pennsylvania State, USA / NCURA 
John Westensee, Aarhus, DK / DARMA 
 
The gathering was called to see if best / good practice in developing professional development frameworks 
for research managers and administrators could be exchanged. 
 
After a wide ranging discussion including the scope of research management and administration, the 
landscape outside universities, tacit vs heuristic knowledge, depth of knowledge required for different roles 
and models, the following position was adopted: 
 

 It might be possible to agree a common framework internationally 

 But lower levels of training / education and development were probably best developed at national / 
regional levels rather than internationally, but that good practice could and should be shared. 

 For Higher levels (eg for Directors of Service) it might be able, and indeed desirable to have an 
international element and so a common content might be possible too. 

 Accreditation might be important in the future, but was not a driving force at the moment 

 It is important to determine what the bosses (who would pay for any training / development) want 
their staff to learn 

 The profile of research management as a profession and career needs to be raised 

 It might be possible to show the value of the profession through metrics (although there are many 
issues with this), eg value added to research proposals 

 
ACTIONS 
The following actions were agreed: 

1. Simon Kerridge would (initially) act as the hub for: 
2. Each person to send the current status / availability of professional development in their own 

countries 
3. Frank Heemskerk to send the EARMA presentation from a few years ago 

 
Whilst not strictly related to professional development, it was also agreed that it would be interesting to 
share benchmarking information 

4. Each person to send and benchmarking data / rules of thumb that they had (for example 1FTE post 
award staff is required per $10M income) for research management 

 
SRK 18/4/2010 [amended 28/4/2010] 
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A
R

M
A

 (U
K

) 
P

rofessional D
evelopm

ent S
upport 

 A
R

M
A

 is the professional association for research m
anagers and adm

inistrators (R
M

A
s) in the U

K
.  It 

provides a focus for professional developm
ent for its 1500 m

em
bers. 

 A
R

M
A

 has recently (S
ept 2010) appointed a P

rofessional D
evelopm

ent M
anager to develop and 

form
alise the developm

ent opportunities for m
em

bers, focussing initially on training. 
 C

urrently A
R

M
A

 provides the follow
ing: 

 T
raining E

vents 
T

hese are categorised into 3 levels of activity: introductory, continuing professional developm
ent 

(C
P

D
) and E

xecutive.  T
here are residential w

orkshops for each level and a series of training sem
inars 

(m
ainly at introductory level) including the follow

ing topics: 

· 
R

esearch funding 
· 

C
osting and pricing 

· 
R

esearch and consultancy contracts 
· 

Introduction to research ethics 
· 

P
roject m

anagem
ent 

· 
D

issem
inating research findings 

· 
P

ost-aw
ard financial adm

inistration 
· 

Introduction to research strategy 
· 

H
E

 issues for research adm
inistrators 

· 
R

esearch governance 
· 

W
riting research consultation responses and policy docum

ents 
· 

Intellectual P
roperty R

ights 
· 

V
A

T
 

· 
R

esearch students 
· 

E
uropean project funding and m

anagem
ent 

W
e are m

oving tow
ards developing a regular calendar of training events. 

 E
xpert S

em
inars 

E
xpert sem

inars are usually one-day events on topical subjects, and are generally one-off and not 
repeated. F

or exam
ple there w

ill alw
ays be a series of sem

inars related to the R
esearch A

ssessm
ent 

E
xercise (now

 R
esearch E

xcellence F
ram

ew
ork), each addressing a different aspect. 

 A
nnual C

onference 
E

ach year an annual conference is run over 2 days (w
ith a day beforehand scheduled w

ith additional 
activities) w

ith a m
ixture of plenary sessions and (generally) interactive parallel w

orkshop sessions.  
R

ecent years have seen approxim
ately 400 attendees.  T

here are opportunities for m
em

bers to put 
forw

ard w
orkshop ideas and speak at conference and also to present posters. 

 

S
tudy T

ours 
W

e w
ork closely w

ith a num
ber of national research funders to arrange for (m

ainly one day) events 
w

here a group of research m
anagers and adm

inistrators visit the offices of a particular funder to find 
out, am

ongst other things, m
ore about the m

ystique of w
hat happens after proposals are subm

itted. 
 International 
A

R
M

A
 has links w

ith m
any sim

ilar organisations in other countries and is a founding m
em

ber of 
IN

O
R

M
S

 the International N
etw

ork of R
esearch M

anagem
ent S

ocieties (
http://w

w
w

.inorm
s.org/ ) 

w
hich facilitates opportunities for A

R
M

A
 m

em
bers to netw

ork internationally. 
 S

pecial Interest G
roups 

A
R

M
A

 runs a num
ber (approx 10) of em

ail S
IG

s (som
e of w

hich m
eet occasionally) w

here peer 
support is used to help people to answ

er questions about specific issues that they m
ight have. 

 Joan H
ughes B

ursary S
chem

e 
A

R
M

A
 runs a schem

e w
here m

em
bers can apply for help tow

ards the costs of attending specific 
events in return for a report and a piece for the new

sletter. 
 M

entoring S
chem

e 
A

R
M

A
 runs a schem

e w
here m

entors are paired up w
ith m

entees in order to address a specific 
project. 
 IR

M
A

 (Issues in R
esearch M

anagem
ent and A

dm
inistration) 

A
pproxim

ately tw
o publications of around 30 pages are produced each year.  E

ach contains a 
num

ber of papers all addressing a specific issue. 
 N

ew
sletter 

A
 quarterly new

sletter is sent to all m
em

bers to keep them
 up to date w

ith the latest new
s and 

events in the w
orld of research m

anagem
ent and adm

inistration. 
 R

esource D
irectory 

A
 collection of reports and sum

m
aries of S

IG
 discussions are available on-line. 

 F
actsheets 

A
 num

ber of brief overview
s / factsheets of different aspects of R

M
A

 are available on-line. 
 W

ebsite 
T

he w
ebsite is the focus for m

uch interaction w
ith and betw

een m
em

bers and it provides access to 
E

vent B
ookings, S

IG
s, the B

ursary and M
entoring schem

es, R
esources, IR

M
A

s, N
ew

sletters, 
F

actsheets, useful links and so on.  M
uch of the w

ebsite is restricted to m
em

bers only. 
 http://w

w
w

.arm
a.ac.uk/ 
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The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

Overview
Research Management and Administration
Who are we?
Where are we?
What are we?
ARMA – What is it?
ARMA – What does it do?
Summary

3

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

Research Management & Admin
Information
Pre-award
Post-award
Development / Planning
Strategy / Policy
Assessment / Governance
Metrics
Research Students (PGRs)

4

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

RMA: who
Secretarial (e.g. clerical support)
Admin (e.g. admin support)
Professional (e.g. Research Development Officer)
Managerial (e.g. Head of Section)
Senior Management (e.g. Director)
Leadership (e.g. Pro Vice-Chancellor)

5

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

RMA: where
Universities

central office, faculty office, research centre

Research Institutes
Other Research Performers

E.g. NHS, Companies

Research Funders
E.g. Research Councils, Charities, Companies, 
Government, European Commission

Worldwide

6
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Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

RMA: what
Not a ‘Jack of all Trades’... But multi-skilled:
Information, Opportunities, Advice, Costing, Pricing, 
Submission, Negotiation, IP, Contracts, Finance, 
Legal, Reporting, ICT, Influencing, Enabling, 
Monitoring, Development, Training, CPD, Strategy, 
Analysis, Returns, Advocacy, Marketing, HR, 
Procurement, Research Students, Ethics, Project 
Management, Networking, Dissemination, KT, 
Partnering, Governance, Planning, Policy...
An interface

7

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

ARMA – What is it?
Association of Research Managers and Administrators
UK based
CLG
Formed in 1991 (as RAGnet)
Over 1600 members
The Leading UK RMA professional association

8

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

ARMA – What does it do?
Annual Conference (2+1 days) 6th, 7-8th June 2011
Professional Development

Training Seminars

Expert Seminars
Special Interest Groups

Study Tours
Mentoring
Publications: IRMA, Newsletter and Fact Sheets

Representation
Peer Support Network

9

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

ARMA – Who is it?: Board
Chair: Dr Ian Carter (Sussex)
Deputy Chair: Pauline Muya (Birkbeck)
Deputy Chair: Dr Tony Weir (Heriot-Watt)
Conference: Lita Denny (Manchester)
Treasurer: Steff Hazlehurst (IoE)
Secretary: Simon Kerridge (Sunderland)

Sheena Bateman (Keele), Ray Kent (Loughborough),
Dr Louise Shelley (Bangor)

10

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

ARMA – Who is it?: Members

11
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Association of Research 
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ARMA – Who is it?: Members
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Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

ARMA – Who is it?: Members

13

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

INORMS
International Network of Research Management 
Societies

Formed 2001

ARMA (UK), ARMS (AU), CAURA (Can), DARMA (Den), 
EARMA, (EU) NCURA (US), SARIMA (SAfrica), SRA (US), 
WARIMA (WAfrica), GRMN (ACU)
Biennial conference

2012 Conference, Copenhagen 13th-16th May

14

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

Summary
Research Management and Administration is:

A diverse and growing profession
Spread across the University and the Research Sector

ARMA is:
The professional association for research managers and 
administrators in the UK

See www.arma.ac.uk for more information

15
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Page 1 of 2 
 

Introduction to Research Administration (2010) �± a regional programme 
 
 

About the programme 
 
Welcome to the first regional induction programme for research administrators in the five 
regional universities. The programme has been developed for staff involved in supporting 
research across the institutions and will offer you an opportunity to understand the 
fundamentals of research and how they can help to enhance support to researchers.  
We hope that you enjoy the learning activities you undertake and the colleagues and 
facilitators who are part of it.  This programme has been devised with the following aims 
in mind and we hope that it will equip you with a greater awareness of research issues 
and our role as administrators 
 
Objective  
 
To develop an introduction to research, raising the awareness of issues in research for 
administrators to enable networking, learning and development, exchange knowledge, 
and provide enhanced support to academic colleagues  
 
The aims of the programme 
 
�ƒ To raise awareness of the important role of the Research Administrator and to give 

participants a good overview of the core elements of research administration. 

�ƒ To provide context for staff supporting research and give them an opportunity to 
increase their understanding and to provide enhanced support to academic 
colleagues 

�ƒ To network with colleagues undertaking similar roles across the region and exchange 
good practice and knowledge. 

 
Attendees 
 
 Research administrators or staff who provide support for research from each 
organisation.  Attendees must normally be in the first year of their post supporting 
research, or have it as a secondary element of their main role.  
 
 
Programme content and timescale 
 
The programme is structured to cover the basic elements of the policy environment 
(including Research Assessment Exercise/Research Excellence Framework and ethics), 
pre-award areas (funding sources and information and costing and pricing), and support 
for PGR students).   
 
The full list of workshops is outlined below: 
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Programme content and timescale . 
 

Session  Date and time  Venue 

Introduction to Research 
Administration  
 
 Introduction to the programme 
 The role of the research 

administrator 
 Dual support  
 Introduction to funders: Charities, 

Research Council, Industrial 
Funders, Government, EU   

 Introduction to Full Economic 
Costing (fEC) 

 

5th February 2010, 9:30 -16:30  
 
Coffee and registration from 
9.00 
 
 

Research Beehive, 
Newcastle University 

Research Governance and Ethics  
 
 Rationale of research 

governance: why ethics? 
 Ethics, the law, and research 

activity  
 Effective and efficient 

governance procedures 
 

25 March 2010  
 

9:00-12:00 

To be confirmed  
 

REF 
 
 What is REF and why is it 

important? 
 From RAE to RE:  Outputs, 

Impact, & Environment 
Supporting  

 REF and administrative 
processes 

 

20 April 2010,  
 

9:00-12:00 

Durham University 

 PGR issues,  
 
 PGRs and the University 
 PGR funding issues 
 PGR processes and 

management 
 
 

19 May 2010 
 
9:00-12:00  

Sunderland 
University  

 
 
University Contacts 
Durham University: Sally Hewlett 
Newcastle University: Jill Golightly  
Northumbria University: Stephanie Bales  
Sunderland University: Simon Kerridge  
Teesside University: Andrew Rawnsley  
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NE-ARMA 2010 �� Evaluation Report ��  Executive Summary 
This is a short summary of the full report1 (which is available on-line). 
 

Background 
In the latter part of 2009 the five North East Universities (Durham, Newcastle, Northumbria, 
Sunderland and �d�����•�•�]�����•�����P�Œ���������š�}�������À���o�}�‰�����v���������o�]�À���Œ�������•�Z�}�Œ�š���Z�]�v�š�Œ�}���µ���š�]�}�v���š�}���Œ���•�����Œ���Z��
�����u�]�v�]�•�š�Œ���š�]�}�v�[���(�}�Œ�������u�]�v�]�•�š�Œ���š�}�Œ�•���(�Œ�}�u���š�Z�}�•�����h�v�]�À���Œ�•�]�š�]���•�X�����d�Z�����‰�Œ�}�P�Œ���u�u�����Á���•���•�}�u���Á�Z���š���]�v�•�‰�]�Œ������
by the National ARMA2 Introduction to Research Administration programme and a similar 
programme that Newcastle had previously held. 
 
The programme started with a one day Introduction to Research Administration [Intro] (Feb 5th 
2010) and was followed up with 3 half day events: Introduction to Research Governance and Ethics 
[Ethics] (Mar 25th 2010); The Research Excellence Framework [REF] (Apr 20th 2010) and 
Postgraduate Research Students [PGRs] (May 19th 2010).  
 
Overall the cohort consisted of 56 individual participants (with up to 50 individuals expected for each 
event).  The breakdown in terms of institution was as follows: 

  Cohort Intro Ethics REF PGRs av. av.% 
Durham 14 9 11 11 12 11 23% 
Newcastle 12 10 11 10 10 10 22% 
Northumbria 21 17 16 19 16 17 36% 
Sunderland 6 5 2 6 6 5 10% 
Teesside 3 2 3 3 2 3 5% 

Total 56 43 43 49 46 47 100% 
 

Feedback Analysis Summary 
The analysis is based on the (n=39) responses3 to the final questionnaire. 

The events were relatively equally attended (Q1) by those who responded to the feedback 
questionnaire, so we can be confident that the responses reflect the programme as a whole and are 
not skewed by specific events.  

When specifically asked about length of time as a research administrator (Q16) it can be see that the 
vast majority had been in post for less than five years, with more than 50% for less than 2 years.  
Whilst this is perhaps not the ideal cohort, it did allow for good interactions with some participants 
being more experienced than others. 

                                                           
1 NE-ARMA 2010 �t Evaluation Report: 
http://www.grs.sunderland.ac.uk/AcademicServicesWebFiles/GRS/NE-ARMA2010EvaluationReport.pdf 
2 The Association of Research Managers and Administrators (UK), www.arma.ac.uk  
3 https://www.surveymonkey.com/sr.aspx?sm=n4KcRdluUW_2bD3ZbZyAVn_2fy4aJ7CQMSdpwlQQIcNukao_3d 



 

Figure 1: Frequency of Experience Range of Participants (from Q16) 

In terms of �š�Z�����‰���Œ�š�]���]�‰���v�š�•�[���‰���Œ�����‰�š�]�}�v�•���}�(���š�Z���]�Œ���}�Á�v���Œ�}�o���•���~�Y�í�ó�•�U���}�À���Œ���Z���o�(�����}�v�•�]�����Œ�������š�Z���u�•���o�À���•��
to be research managers or administrators.  However, well over a third defined themselves more 
generically as administrators; indicating that for them research administration is just part of a wider 
role. 
The main aim of the programme was to make a positive impact on the way in which the participants 
were subsequently able to perform their duties.  This was addressed bluntly (Q4) and the responses 
were overwhelmingly positive. 

 

Figure 2�W���&�Œ���‹�µ���v���Ç���}�(���Œ���•�‰�}�v�•���•���š�}���]�u�‰�����š���}�v���‰���Œ�š�]���]�‰���v�š�•�[���Á�}�Œ�l���~�(�Œ�}�u���Y�ð�• 
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When asked to describe how the programme had made a difference (Q5) there were (n=25) 
responses and 32% (n=8) of these indicated that it was useful to gain insight from the way other 
universities in the region dealt with issues.  A further 24% (n=6) also talked about a better 
understanding of the bigger picture.  There were also some specific comments about ethics and 
governance, costing and pricing tools, the REF, and PGRs. 

A similar question about the impact on the participants personally (as opposed to in direct relation 
to their occupation) (Q6) shows a broadly similar picture: 

 

Figure 3: Frequency of responses to impact on participants themselves (from Q6) 

Question 7 asked the respondents (n=22) to describe the impact on them personally.  Most 
responses (81%, n=17) talked about having greater awareness / confidence / knowledge or feeling 
part of a network. 

When asked about the best aspect of the programme (Q8, n=29), the responses were quite varied, 
ranging from the networking, the food, the chance to visit other universities.  However the one 
standout aspect was the ethics session with 14% (n=4) specifically mentioning it. 

Perhaps the most telling way of determining if the programme has been a success is to look at the 
responses to the question about whether or not participants would recommend the programme to 
others (Q11).  Over 70% of respondents would recommend the programme unequivocally, with a 
further 25% seeing the potential benefit of the programme.   

Summary 
Over three quarters of respondents reported a positive impact on their work, and two-thirds 
experienced a positive impact on them personally.  A quarter have made new contacts and kept in 
touch with them, and over two-thirds would like a follow on event with the same cohort.  Finally, 
nearly three quarters would recommend the programme to others, with only one respondent not 
being willing to do so.  Overall the programme was rated (Q13) at an average of 4.23 out of 5. 

The programme was undoubtedly a success.  
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The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

Research Support: Models and 
Professionalisation

BRAM-NET
17th Feb 2011
Annual Event

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

Research Support:
Models and Professionalisation

Simon Kerridge

BRAM-NET
17th Feb 2011
Annual Event

A Director of ARMA &
ARMA Company Secretary

Head of Graduate Research Support &
Assistant Director (Research), Academic Services

University of Sunderland

BRAM-NETAssociation of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

Overview of the session

ARMA

Professional Development Framework

Models of Research Support

Q&A 

17 Feb 2011 3

Association of Research Managers and Administrators (UK)

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

ARMA – An Overview

20 Years
of Research Management

and Administration in the UK

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

Overview
ARMA Summary
Research Management and Administration
Who are we?
Where are we?
What are we?
ARMA – What is it?
ARMA – What does it do?
Summary

5

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

ARMA
The professional Association of Research Managers 
and Administrators in the UK

Training, Skills and Professional Development
Networking and Peer Support
Influencing the National Research Agenda
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Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

Research Management & Admin
Information / Funding Opportunities
Pre-award
Post-award
Development / Planning
Strategy / Policy
Assessment / Governance
Metrics
Research Students (PGRs)
Research Assistants (PDRAs, PGRAs)

7

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

RMA: who
Secretarial (e.g. clerical support)
Admin (e.g. admin support)
Professional (e.g. Research Development Officer)
Managerial (e.g. Head of Section)
Senior Management (e.g. Director)
Leadership (e.g. Pro Vice-Chancellor)

8

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

RMA: where
Universities

central office, faculty office, research centre

Research Institutes
Other Research Performers

E.g. NHS, Companies

Research Funders
E.g. Research Councils, Charities, Companies, 
Government, European Commission

Worldwide

9

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

RMA: what
Not a ‘Jack of all Trades’... But multi-skilled:
Information, Opportunities, Advice, Costing, Pricing, 
Submission, Negotiation, IP, Contracts, Finance, 
Legal, Reporting, ICT, Influencing, Enabling, 
Monitoring, Development, Training, CPD, Strategy, 
Analysis, Returns, Advocacy, Marketing, HR, 
Procurement, Research Students, Ethics, Project 
Management, Networking, Dissemination, KT, 
Partnering, Governance, Planning, Policy...
An interface

10

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

ARMA – What is it?
Association of Research Managers and Administrators
UK based
Company Limited by Guarantee
Formed in 1991 (as RAGnet)
Over 1600 members
The Leading UK RMA professional association

11
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The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

ARMA – What does it do?
Annual Conference (2+1 days) 6th, 7-8th June 2011
Professional Development [more on this later]

Training Seminars

Expert Seminars
Special Interest Groups

Study Tours
Mentoring
Publications: IRMA, Newsletter and Fact Sheets

Representation
Peer Support Network

12
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Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

ARMA – Who is it?: Board
Chair: Dr Ian Carter (Sussex)
Deputy Chair: Pauline Muya (Birkbeck)
Deputy Chair: Dr Tony Weir (Heriot-Watt)
Conference: Lita Denny (Manchester)
Treasurer: Steff Hazlehurst (IoE)
Secretary: Simon Kerridge (Sunderland)
Sheena Bateman (Keele)
Dr Ray Kent (Loughborough)
Dr Louise Shelley (Bangor)
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ARMA – Who is it?: Members

14
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Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

ARMA – Who is it?: Members
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Association of Research 
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The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

ARMA – Who is it?: Members
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Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

INORMS
International Network of Research Management 
Societies

Formed 2001

ARMA (UK), ARMS (AU), CAURA (Can), DARMA (Den), 
EARMA, (EU) NCURA (US), SARIMA (SAfrica), SRA (US), 
WARIMA (WAfrica), GRMN (ACU), PraxisUnico (UK)
Biennial conference

2012 Conference, Copenhagen 13th-16th May

17

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and AdministratorsARMA Overview February 2011

Summary
Research Management and Administration is:

A diverse and growing profession
Spread across the University and the Research Sector

ARMA is:
The professional association for research managers and 
administrators in the UK

See www.arma.ac.uk for more information

18

RAD PDF
Highlight



13/03/2011

4
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Developing a Professional Development 
Framework for Research Managers and 

Administrators

BRAM-NET
17th Feb 2011
Annual Event

With thanks to
Marie Garnett

ARMA Professional Development Manager

BRAM-NETAssociation of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

PDF: Project Aims

The aims of this project are to produce a well-researched and 
evidence-based Professional Development Framework (PDF) that: 

can underpin initial and continuing professional development 
for research managers and administrators across the full range 
of roles in HE now and for the foreseeable future.
has relevance for research managers and administrators in the 
NHS, funders,  private Research Centres etc.

is capable of ‘unifying’ the training and development offers of all 
providers in this area. 

20Professional Development Framework

BRAM-NETAssociation of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

PDF: Progress to Date
Establishing ARMA’s Board and members’ expectations 
for the Framework

Communicating with key stakeholders and partners for 
the PDF

Identifying the functions undertaken by RMs and RAs 
and the knowledge, skills and attributes required to 
undertake them – 9 Focus Groups held with 114 
participants from 35 HEIs

Beginning to prepare the first draft of the Framework 
based on data from the Focus Groups

21Professional Development Framework

BRAM-NETAssociation of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

Expectations of the PDF
It should be easy to use and understand
It should unify the training and development 
provision of all relevant providers
It should help to raise the profile of research 
management and administration as a profession
It should engage senior members as well as junior 
colleagues

22Professional Development Framework

BRAM-NETAssociation of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

PDF: Structure of the Framework
Progression through the Framework:

A change in focus from ‘self’ to ‘team’ 

An increase in the breadth of knowledge of research 
administration and management functions

The ability to deal with more complex, non-routine tasks

Increasing proactivity and leadership in relation to the 
management and administration of research

The ability to contribute to the professional development 
of others

23Professional Development Framework

BRAM-NETAssociation of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

PDF: Next Steps
Validate the Focus Group data through further 
discussions with ARMA members, the ARMA Board and 
other key partners and stakeholders

Iterative development of the Framework supported by 
feedback from ARMA members, the ARMA Board and 
other key partners and stakeholders

Work with the AUA on a ‘pilot’ project to determine how 
‘attributes’ or ‘Professional Behaviours’ are represented in 
the Framework

Make recommendations about accreditation

24Professional Development Framework
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BRAM-NETAssociation of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

PDF: the Future

ARMA Board have agreed a further 3 year contract

25Professional Development Framework
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Models of Research Support

BRAM-NET
17th Feb 2011
Annual Event

With thanks to
Ray Kent, Loughborough

Mark Mortimer, York
Clare Skinner, Leeds

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

BRAM-NET

Models of Research Support 27

A potted history
Early 1980’s – RMAs in social sci research centres
1986 – the first RAE
1992 – Dual Support reform; ‘new’ universities
1993 – e-mail network for research administrators
Mid-1990’s – first ‘one stop shops’, e.g. UMIST  
Ventures Ltd.
2000’s - most universities have central RSO and/or 
faculty offices and/or business development office
2010 – RMAs take on an ever broader portfolio  

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

BRAM-NET

Models of Research Support 28

Research Support
The vision

‘A unit with clear functions, objectives and methods, well 
connected inside and outside the institution with good 
communication channels; widely understood, appreciated 
and deemed credible and beneficial by the academic staff.’ 

(Richard Bond, article in RAG Times,1996)

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

BRAM-NET

Models of Research Support 29

Funding opportunity Academic, Departments, Registrar or Information Office , 
Outside Experts (especially EU) 

Costing Academic, Finance Department or Research Office or 
Department Administration

Negotiation Academic, Industrial Liaison Officer (ILO) or Research  Office 

Approval Research Office or Finance Office or Registrar

Contracts Registrar, Research Office Management, Finance Office or 
Research Office

Management Departments, Research Office, Campus Company

Technology Transfer University Company or ILO or Research Office

Spin-off Companies, Bursar, Registrar, Departments, Outside Exp erts

(Colin Cooper, article in RAG Times, 1998)

Task Unit responsible

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

BRAM-NET

Models of Research Support 30

Models of research support:
Case studies

York
Mark Mortimer

Leeds
Clare Skinner
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Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators
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University of York - Structure
27 departments, evenly spread over Science, Social 
Science and Arts & Humanities, plus a number of 
interdisciplinary centres
Departments consciously dispersed across campus to 
promote meetings between cognate disciplines
All departments independent - no faculty structure 
whatsoever
Financial responsibility devolved to Heads of 
Department, contribution targets set centrally

Models of Research Support

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

BRAM-NET

Support Directorates at York

University of York Support Services

External
Relations

Registrar
and Planning

Human
Resources

Facilities
Management

Finance

Academic
Registry

Information
Research and

Enterprise

Models of Research Support

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

BRAM-NET

York R&E: Scope of Support
Broad spectrum, centralized support

Pre- and post-award, primarily financial
IP and contract negotiation and management
Research strategy, governance, ethics, marketing
Research Excellence Framework
KT, business collaboration, commercialisation
Regional engagement
Continuing Professional Development support

But not…
Graduate student admin
Costings (done by local admin staff or PIs)
Student enterprise

Models of Research Support

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

BRAM-NET

Stages of Research

Pre-funding
Ideas
Partners

Advice
Priming

Applications
Advice

Costings
Process

Systems

Life of Funds
Contracts

Monitoring
Compliance

Audit

Reporting
Depts
C’mittees
REF

HEBCIS

Translation
Publications

IP
CPD

Impact

Environment

R&E

Models of Research Support

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

BRAM-NET

Issues to Consider for York
What is the correct balance of central to 
departmental support?
Has York outgrown a non-faculty model?
Are there genuine synergies arising from putting 
research and enterprise into the same structure?
Does CPD belong here?

Models of Research Support

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

BRAM-NET

Medicine and Health is one of nine Faculties within 
the University of Leeds

It’s the largest with over £56M of research 
expenditure in 2009-2010

Has a Federal Faculty model with four schools 
including a School of Medicine and School of 
Dentistry

Leeds – View from a Faculty

Models of Research Support



13/03/2011

7

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators
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The University operates a pass through model for 
income to the Faculties and then uses a Resource 
Allocation Model (RAM) to charge for central 
services

The Faculty of Medicine and Health operates the 
same model for its Schools

Leeds – Finances

Models of Research Support

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

BRAM-NET

In 2007 central research support commissioned an 
options report to consider

‘the structures, resources, processes  and systems 
for research support at the University of Leeds and 
to propose recommendations for change.’

6 options were considered

Leeds – Review of Structure

Models of Research Support

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

BRAM-NET

Increased centralisation
No change to current situation
Transfer of database and claims function to central 
finance
Hybrid model of devolution of database and claims 
to some Faculties but not others
Hybrid model of devolution of database and claims 
to all Faculties 
Total devolution of all research support

Leeds – Options Considered

Models of Research Support

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

BRAM-NET

A devolved cradle to grave systems will give 
academic staff access to a one stop shop for all their 
research needs, staffed by discipline specialists with 
local knowledge of researchers and their projects.

The co location of pre and post award support will 
streamline processes, there will be a greater 
coherence of administration through all stages of the 
award life- cycle.

Leeds – Recommendation

Models of Research Support

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

BRAM-NET

Four teams
Operations
Policy and Performance

Contract Review
EU/International 

Leeds: Central Research Support

Models of Research Support

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

BRAM-NET

Models of Research Support
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Nine Faculties – nine voices despite M&H having nearly 40% of 
the University turnover
Strategic oversight of interdisciplinary bids – silo working
Staff mobility – almost all of M&H staffing was recruited from 
other Faculties, who will invest in junior/training posts?

Economic Climate – should Faculties aim for a ‘strategic mass’ by 
working across a number of partners Faculties

Less is more – who decides?

Models of Research Support

Leeds: Issues

Association of Research 
Managers and Administrators

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

BRAM-NET

Models of Research Support

Sorry… there is no one size that fits all

Tailor research support provision and structures to 
the needs (and structures?) of the institution

Models of Research Support

The Professional Association of Research Managers and Administrators

Questions and Answer Session

BRAM-NET
17th Feb 2011
Annual Event

Simon Kerridge, ARMA

Head of Graduate Research Support &
Assistant Director (Research), Academic Services

University of Sunderland
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RDIS – Introduction to Research Funding

1

Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk
www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 1

fEC for Commercial Activities

Simon Kerridge
Assistant Director, RDIS

University of Sunderland

Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk
www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 2

Outline

• Sunderland Context
• Research Costing
• Commercial Costing
• fEC Costings

• Discussion

Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk
www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 3

Sunderland – Projects

• 140 research projects: value £12,883,020
– Annualised value: £4,386,716

• 507 reach-out projects: value £31,200,000
– Annualised value: £8,270,000

Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk
www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 4

Sunderland - Consultancy

• University
– School / PRA / additional payment

• Personal (Code of Practice)
– 1st 10 days 90%
– 2nd 10 days 75%
– 3rd 10 days 50%

Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk
www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 5

Sunderland – Approval Process

• GrAppl form

• USE form

• COP form
– PI
– School
– University

Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk
www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 6

The Sunderland Context

Graduate Research School
• Research
Business Development
• Commercial

External Finance
• Teaching

RAD PDF
Highlight
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Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk
www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 7

The Sunderland Context

Research Development and Innovation 
Services

• Research, Commercial - fEC
Planning & Finance
• Teaching … fEC

Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk
www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 8

Research Costing

Was:
Directly Incurred
Directly Allocated
135% overhead

Now: … fEC

Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk
www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 9

Commercial Costing

Was:
Directly Incurred
Directly Allocated
100% overhead (or day rate)

10% Management Charge
20% ‘mark up’
Now: … fEC – as per Research

Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk
www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 10

fEC Costing

DI
DA
Estates (FTE)
Indirect (FTE)

+/- Surplus ��� � Price

Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk
www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 11

Research Price Distribution

Was:
Directly Incurred ��� � Project
Directly Allocated ��� � School (or PRA)
agreed% overhead ��� � 50:25:25

surplus to 135% ��� � 50:25:25

surplus over 135% ��� � PRA
deficit ��� � PRA then School then Uni

Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk
www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 12

fEC Costing

DI ��� � expenditure
DA ��� � cost centre
Estates (FTE) ��� � University
Indirect (FTE) ��� � Split 50:25:25

+/- Surplus ��� � PRA / agreed split
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Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk
www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 13

fEC Price Distribution

DI ��� � project
DA ��� � school / PRA
Estates (FTE) ��� � University
Indirect (FTE) ��� � Split 50:25:25

surplus over cost ��� � PRA

deficit ��� � PRA then School then Uni*
* Not normally do this!

Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk
www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 14

fEC Price Distribution -
Example

Costs

DI Staff 30000 1 FTE

DI Other 10000

DA Staff 5000 0.1 FTE

DA Estates 6600

Ind Indirect 38500

total 90100

Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk
www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 15

fEC Price Distribution -
Example

Costs Distribution

DI Staff 30000 1 FTE Project 30000

DI Other 10000 Project 10000

DA Staff 5000 0.1 FTE School 5000

DA Estates 6600 Uni 6600

Ind Indirect 38500 Uni 19250

total 90100 School 9625

PRA 9625

total 90100
Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk

www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 16

fEC Price Distribution -
Example

Distribution Price 100000

Project 30000 Project 30000

Project 10000 Project 10000

School 5000 School 5000

Uni 6600 Uni 6600

Uni 19250 Uni 19250

School 9625 School 9625

PRA 9625 PRA 9625

total 90100 Surplus 9900

Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk
www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 17

fEC Price Distribution -
Example

Price 100000 Price 80000

Project 30000 Project 30000

Project 10000 Project 10000

School 5000 School 5000

Uni 6600 Uni 6600

Uni 19250 Uni 19250

School 9625 School 9150

PRA 9625 PRA 0

Surplus 9900 Surplus 0
Research, Development and Innovation Serviceswww.grs.sund.ac.uk

www.solutions.sund.ac.uk How Research is Funded 18

fEC for Commercial Activity

Discussion

Questions

Heckling



D
eveloping a P

rofessional D
evelopm

ent F
ram

ew
ork 

P
rogress U

pdate 

1. 
M

arie G
arnett, P

auline M
uya and Ian C

arter have held m
eetings w

ith key stakeholders  
(P

raxisU
nico, A

U
R

IL, LF
H

E
, V

itae, U
K

C
G

E
, A

U
A

) to raise aw
areness of the P

D
F

 project and to 
plan stakeholder review

 and input. 
2. 

M
arie G

arnett has received  key individuals
’ and other interested parties’ view

s on the P
D

F
,

 
including:-  
- 

A
ll A

R
M

A
 B

oard m
em

bers 
- 

 D
avid Langley (B

ristol) 
- 

M
ark A

bram
s (C

oventry) 
- 

A
lisa M

iller (C
R

E
S

T
) 

- 
Jennifer Johnson (Leeds) 

- 
John S

tarup W
estensee (D

A
R

M
A

) 
- 

A
ndrew

 F
airw

eather-T
all (O

xford) 
- 

P
eter H

edges (W
arw

ick) 
- 

M
el N

unn (M
R

C
) 

- 
R

osie B
eales (R

C
U

K
) 

- 
M

att Levi (H
E

aT
E

D
 

- 
S

tephen C
onw

ay (O
xford) 

- 
B

arbara T
hom

as (S
outham

pton) 
  

3. 
M

arie G
arnett  has established an A

R
M

A
 S

pecial Interest G
roup for 

the P
D

F
 and m

em
bers’ 

expectations of the P
D

F
 have been sought. 

4. 
M

arie G
arnett has gathered data on the functions undertaken and know

ledge, skills and 
attributes required by research adm

inistrators and m
anagers, via 

9 F
ocus G

roups w
ith a 

total of 114 participants from
 35 different H

E
Is. S

tatistics are provided in the tables below
: 

 F
ocus G

roup A
ttendees (by C

entral O
ffice and D

epartm
ental/F

aculty O
ffice) 

 F
ocus G

roup 
D

ate 
A

ttendees 
C

entral 
D

epartm
ental 

M
anchester 

18.10.11 
8 

2 
6 

N
orth E

ast 
16.11.10 

15 
15 

0 
K

eele 
17.11.10 

7 
3 

4 
B

loom
sbury 

22.11.10 
10 

5 
5 

C
oventry 

24.11.10 
10 

7 
3 

E
ast M

idlands 
3.12.10 

14 
13 

1 
B

angor 
6.12.10 

8 
2 

6 
U

K
C

G
E

 
9.12.10 

28 
18 

10 
E

dinburgh-
based 

14.12.10 
14 

8 
6 

T
O

T
A

L 
 

114 
73 

41 
  

Institutions participating in the F
ocus G

roups 

H
E

I 
P

articipants 
H

E
I 

P
articipants 

M
anchester 

8 
U

C
L 

1 
N

ew
castle 

11 
O

xford B
rookes 

1 
S

underland 
3 

B
edfordshire 

1 
T

eeside 
1 

A
ston 

1 
N

orthum
bria 

1 
C

anterbury C
hrist C

hurch 
1 

K
eele 

7 
U

oW
, N

ew
port 

1 
IoE

 
6 

S
heffield 

1 
B

irkbeck 
1 

B
irm

ingham
 

1 
C

oventry 
10 

C
um

bria 
1 

Leicester 
5 

H
ull 

1 
Loughborough 

3 
London S

outh B
ank 

1 
N

ottingham
 

3 
Lincoln 

1 
N

ortham
pton 

1 
E

dinburgh N
apier 

1 
D

M
U

 
2 

E
dinburgh C

ollege of A
rt 

1 
B

angor 
8 

Q
ueen M

argaret 
1 

H
eriot-W

att 
9 

S
O

A
S

 
3 

E
dinburgh 

3 
B

ournem
outh 

1 
H

ull Y
ork M

edical 
S

chool 
2 

 
 

  
5. 

A
ll data from

 the F
ocus G

roups (including 12 hours of digital voice recordings) have been 
processed to produce: 
 - 

A
 cluster chart show

ing the range of functions that each participant is involved in 
- 

A
 cluster chart show

ing the functions described by each F
ocus G

roup 
- 

A
 log of the attributes of research m

anagers and adm
inistrators 

- 
A

 log of the tasks undertaken and know
ledge and skills required for each of the 29 

functions (28 original +
 M

anaging a R
esearch O

ffice) 

P
rogress tow

ards W
ork P

ackage 2 (ref. P
roject P

lan) 

6. 
A

n initial draft of the P
D

F
 structure has been produced as a starting point for further 

discussion. 

N
ext S

teps 

· 
R

eview
 other available F

ram
ew

orks and identify other possible approaches to 
structure and presentation. Learn from

 and
 

utilise `best practice’ as appropriate. 
 

· 
C

ross-check and build on F
ocus G

roup data w
ith reference to N

ational O
ccupational 

S
tandards and H

E
R

A
/H

ay descriptors.   

· 
G

ather data from
 research m

anagers and adm
inistrators to fill gaps in the P

D
F

. 

· 
E

nlist key stakeholders (e.g. A
U

R
IL/P

raxisU
nico) to help fill in other gaps in the data. 

· 
E

nlist the help of F
ocus G

roup participants and S
IG

 m
em

bers to review
 and feedback 

on detailed sections of the P
D

F
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 S
unday 7 A

pril 
09.00 – 17.00 C

onference office open 
12.00 – 20.00 B

uses from
 S

outham
pton C

entral S
tation 

11.00 – 20.00 R
egistration in halls of residence 

12.00 – 18.30 V
isits program

m
e 

18.30 – 20.30 D
inner (pre-booked only) 

20.30 onw
ards S

ocial program
m

e (for early arrivals) 

M
onday 8 A

pril 
07.30 – 08.30 B

reakfast (for w
eekend arrivals) 

 
09.00 – 18.00 C

onference office open 
10.00 – 18.00 E

xhibition 
09.00 – 18.00 B

uses from
 S

outham
pton C

entral S
tation 

09.00 – 20.00 R
egistration in halls of residence 

09.30 – 13.00 V
isits program

m
e 

12.00 – 13.30 Lunch 
14.00 – 15.00 K

eynote presentations A
 

15.00 – 15.45 R
efreshm

ents and N
etw

orking 
15.45 – 17.15 W

orking session 1 
17.30 – 18.30 A

U
A

 A
nnual G

eneral M
eeting 

18.00 – 18.45 D
inner (for ‘W

histle D
ow

n T
he W

ind’ theatre goers only) 
18.45 – 19.30 D

inner 
20.00 – 01.00 S

ocial P
rogram

m
e 

T
uesday 9 A

pril 
07.30 – 08.30 B

reakfast 
08.15 – 17.30 C

onference office open 
10.00 – 18.00 E

xhibition 
09.00 – 10.30 W

orking session 2 
10.30 – 11.15 R

efreshm
ents and N

etw
orking 

11.15 – 12.45 W
orking session 3 

12.45 – 13.45 Lunch at H
ighfield C

am
pus 

14.00 – 15.00 K
eynote presentations B

 
15.00 – 15.45 R

efreshm
ents and N

etw
orking 

16.00 – 17.00 R
oundtable sessions 

19.30 onw
ards D

rinks R
eception and C

onference D
inner w

ith Live B
and and D

isco 

W
ednesday 10 A

pril 
08.00 – 09.00 B

reakfast 
08.30 – 14.00 C

onference O
ffice open 

09.30 – 11.00 W
orking session 4 

11.00 – 11.30 R
efreshm

ents and N
etw

orking 
11.30 – 13.00 W

orking session 5 
13.00 – 14.00 Lunch at H

ighfield C
am

pus 
13.00 – 16.00 B

uses to S
outham

pton C
entral S

tation 
13.00 – 19.00 V

isits program
m

e. 
   T

he V
isits P

rogram
m

e 
 V

i sits to a w
ide selection of local and regional attractions have been arranged. P

lease note 
that these are only available for delegates w

ho have pre-booked. W
hen booking a visit, please 

m
ake a careful note of the starting-point and any specific instructions. R

em
em

ber to bring 
w

aterproofs and appropriate footw
ear for all w

alks 
  S

u nday 7 A
pril 

 
 

12.30 – 18.00 
 

P
ortsm

outh H
istoric D

ockyard 
E

njoy the M
ary R

ose, H
M

S
 V

ictory, 
H

M
S

 W
arrior and the R

oyal N
aval 

M
useum

. 
  

 
 

 
12.00 – 18.00 

 
Isle of W

ight – O
sborne H

ouse 
V

isit Q
ueen V

ictoria’s hom
e across the 

S
olent 

 
12.30 – 18.00 

M
arw

ell Z
oological P

ark, W
inchester 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
W

alking w
ith beasts and birds 

  
 

 
 

14.00 – 17.00 
 

N
ew

 F
orest W

alk 
 

 
 

 
 

14.00 – 17.00 
 

G
uided W

alk – S
outham

pton 
V

isit 
the 

historic 
O

ld 
T

ow
n, 

w
ith 

its 
m

edieval w
alls, tow

ers and gatew
a

ys. 
   M

onday 8 A
pril  

 
09.30 – 13.00 

 
B

eaulieu M
otor M

useum
 

S
ee som

e of the last century’s m
ost 

fam
ous m

otors 
  

 
 

 
09.30 – 13.00 

 
B

ucklers H
ard, B

eaulieu 
18

th century ship-builders’ village on the 
ba nks of B

eaulieu R
iver. 

 
 

 
 

 
09.30 – 13.00 

 
C

ity of W
inchester 

V
isit the C

athedral and view
 the 

C
ollege.  

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

10.00 – 12.30 
 

G
uided W

alk – S
outham

pton 
  

 
 

 
10.00 – 12.30 

 
S

hopping in S
outham

pton
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
B

ring your cheque book! 
  W

ednesday 10 A
pril 

 
13.30 – 17.30 

 
M

useum
s of S

outham
pton 

V
isit one or m

ore of the city’s m
an

y fine 
m

useum
s.  

  
 

 
 

13.30 -  17.30 
 

S
hopping in S

outham
pton

 
  

 
 

 
14.00 – 17.00 

 
S

outham
pton F

ootball S
tadium

 
F

ollow
 in the footsteps of M

atthew
 Le 

T
issier at the S

aints’ new
 S

t M
ary’s 

S
tadium

. 
  S

O
C

IA
L P

R
O

G
R

A
M

M
E

 
 S

unday 7 A
pril   

20 .30 – 23.00 
 

M
am

bo Jam
bo/Latin evening 

S
it back and enjoy the Latin sound of M

am
bo 

Jam
bo, or try a salsa or a rum

ba on the dance-
floor.  



  M
onday 8 A

pril  
19.00 – 23.30 

 
R

iverboat S
huffle 

E
njoy supper and entertainm

ent as you cruise 
S

outham
pton W

ater  
 

 
 

T
here w

ill be a charge of £10.00 
w

hich includes supper and 
entertainm

ent 
  

 
 

19.00 – 23.00 
 

“W
histle D

ow
n the W

ind” 
T

ake a theatre trip to see A
ndrew

 Lloyd 
W

ebber’s spectacular show
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
T

here w
ill be a charge of £15.00 

A
n early supper w

ill be provided for 
theatre-goers 

  
 

 
20.00 – 22.00 

 
T

itanic E
xperience 

V
isit this exhibition com

m
em

orating the 90
th 

an niversary of the liner’s departure from
 

S
outham

pton.  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

20.00 – 22.00 
 

T
he P

ub Q
uiz 

 
20.00 – 22.00 

Live M
usic w

ith P
eter P

od and the P
eas 

  
 

 
22.00 – 01.00 

 
D

isco 
 T

uesday 9 A
pril  

20.00 – 01.00 
 

C
onference D

inner and Live B
and 
R

ubber  
 

 
 

 
 

 
S

oul and D
isco 

D
ine in style in S

outham
pton’s Q

E
II term

inal 
overlooking S

outham
pton W

ater. 
 E

arly A
rrivals 

Fo r m
eal venues, please refer to your personal program

m
e

 
 S

aturday 6 A
pril 

14.00 onw
ards 

R
egistration, halls of residence 

18.30 – 20.30 
D

inner, S
taff S

ocial C
entre/G

arden C
ourt, H

ighfield C
am

pus (pre-booked 
only) 
 S

unday 7 A
pril 

08.30 – 09.30 B
reakfast 

12 .00 – 17.00 A
U

A
 C

onference office open (S
taff S

ocial 
C

entre) 
12.00 – 20.00 B

uses from
 S

outham
pton C

entral S
tation 

11.00 – 20.00 R
egistration in halls of residence 

12.00 – 18.30 V
isits program

m
e 

18.30 – 20.30 D
inner (pre-booked only) 

20.30 onw
ards S

ocial program
m

e  
 M

onday 8 A
pril 

07.30 – 08.30 B
reakfast (for w

eekend arrivals) 
09.00 – 18.00 A

U
A

 C
onference office open (S

taff S
ocial C

entre) 
10.00 – 18.00 E

xhibition (S
tudents’ U

nion B
allroom

) 
09.30 – 13.00 V

isits program
m

e 
12.00 – 13.30 Lunch 
13.30 onw

ards Join m
ain C

onference program
m

e 
 T

he N
ew

com
ers’ P

rogram
m

e 
 

  Su nday 7 A
pril 

18.30 – 19.00 
R

eception 
19.00 – 20.30 

D
inner 

20.30 onw
ards 

S
ocial program

m
e 

 M
o

nday 8 A
pril 

09.15 – 09.30 
Introduction and w

elcom
e 

 
 

A
lison Johns, C

hair A
U

A
 

09.30 – 10.00 
W

hat you w
ant and w

hat you can get 
 

 
John R

yan, V
ice C

hair A
U

A
 

10.00 – 10.15 
S

urviving your first A
U

A
 C

onference 
 

 
S

ue H
olm

es, S
heffield H

allam
 U

niversity 
10.15 – 11.00 

R
efreshm

ents and netw
orking 

11.00 – 11.45 
C

urrent issues in H
E

 
 

 
D

r John H
ogan, U

niversity of D
urham

 
11.45 – 12.30 

P
lanning your career in H

E
 

 
 

John R
yan, V

ice C
hair A

U
A

 
12.30 onw

ards 
Join m

ain conference program
m

e 
    T

h
e International D

elegates’ P
rogram

m
e 

S
unday 7 A

pril 
18.30 – 19.00 

R
eception 

19.00 – 20.30 
D

inner 
20.30 onw

ards 
S

ocial program
m

e 
 M

onday 8 A
pril 

09.15 – 09.30 
W

elcom
e and introduction 

 
 

Jo D
oyle, H

ead of the U
niversity of S

outham
pton’s International O

ffice 
09.30 – 10.15 

H
istory, S

tructure and F
unding of B

ritish H
E

 
 

 
D

r T
ony R

ich, R
egistrar, U

niversity of E
ssex 

10.15 – 11.00 
R

efreshm
ents and netw

orking 
11.00 – 11.45 

D
evelopm

ents in U
K

 H
E

 – Looking F
orw

ard  
 

 
D

r T
ony R

ich, R
egistrar, U

niversity of E
ssex 

11.45 – 12.30 
P

anel discussion 
12.30 onw

ards 
Join m

ain conference program
m

e 
  T

he B
ranch and International C

orrespondents’ P
rogram

m
e 

S
unday 7 A

pril 
14.30 – 15.30 

N
ew

 B
ranch C

orrespondents’ M
eeting 

15.30 – 17.00 
N

etw
orking sessions – B

ranch C
orrespondents 

 
 

 
 

International C
orrespondents 

18.30 – 19.00 
R

eception 
19.00 – 20.30 

D
inner 

20.30 onw
ards 

S
ocial program

m
e 

  'C
o nference E

valuation P
rocess 

 A
s part of the A

U
A

's com
m

itm
ent to continually seek to im

prove the quality of the A
nnual 

C
onference, w

e w
ill be em

ailing all delegates a short questionnaire im
m

ediately after the event. T
he 

questionnaire is easy to use and w
ill only take a few

 m
inutes to com

plete. T
his is your opportunity to 

let us know
 w

hat w
e are doing w

ell and an
y areas for im

provem
ent. Y

our support in com
pleting the 



questionnaire w
ill be m

uch appreciated. T
his year the process of handling and analysing feedback on 

the conference and individual sessions is being handled on the A
U

A
's behalf by vantagepoint 

m
anagem

ent consulting. V
antagepoint w

ill dispatch the em
ail questionnaire on behalf of the A

U
A

 and 
com

pile a com
prehensive report on your feedback. 

 Y
ou w

ill also have the opportunity to com
m

ent on individual conference sessions by com
pleting short 

feedback sheets during the course of the conference. F
eedback form

s w
ill be distributed by session 

presenters and once com
pleted should be returned to the vantagepoint stand in the m

ain conference 
hall. 
    K

ey notes 
U

s e sam
e copy and photos as in C

onference P
rogram

m
e  

 W
orking sessions 

 K
e

y to session them
es 

 · 
C

&
IT

 
(com

m
unications and inform

ation technology) 
· 

C
I 

(current issues) 
· 

H
R

I 
(hum

an resources issues) 
· 

M
A

R
C

 
(m

arketing, recruitm
ent and com

m
unications) 

· 
M

G
Y

 
(m

anaging yourself) 
· 

S
F

S
 

(specialism
s for specialists) 

· 
S

O
P

 
(strategic and organisational planning) 

· 
S

T
E

  
(students: m

anaging the student experience)  
· 

W
W

P
  

(w
orking w

ith people) 
    W

orking session 1 

M
onday 8 A

pril 15.45-17.15 
 101 

E
ffective w

eb sites (C
&

IT
) 

102 
S

m
art cards and S

m
art cities (C

&
IT

) 
103 

W
orking w

ith lists in M
icrosoft E

xcel (C
&

IT
) 

104 
F

ads, phases and fools: the reality of technological change in education (C
I) 

105 
P

lagiarism
: going beyond catch-and-punish thinking (C

I) 
106 

P
olitics and H

E
 - uneasy bedfellow

s across the globe (C
I) 

107 
T

he im
pact of 'reach - out' on H

E
I (C

I) 
108 

U
niversity pricing policies - still too cheap to be cheerful? (C

I) 
109 

E
thnicity and cultural diversity: im

plications of the R
ace R

elations A
m

endm
ent A

ct 
(R

R
A

A
) 2000 (H

R
I) 

110 
G

ot to get you into m
y life (H

R
I) 

111 
O

n-the-job training - how
 do you m

ake it w
ork? (H

R
I) 

112 
U

sing N
V

Q
s in C

ontinuing P
rofessional D

evelopm
ent (H

R
I) 

113 
D

esign - I can do that (M
A

R
C

) 

114 
G

etting in to print (M
A

R
C

) 
115 

C
areer planning for higher education adm

inistrators (M
G

Y
) 

116 
Joining the A

U
A

 C
P

D
 A

w
ard (M

G
Y

) 
117 

R
eflective learning for A

U
A

 C
P

D
 A

w
ard participants (M

G
Y

) 
118 

T
H

IN
K

 - about your presentation skills (M
G

Y
) 

119 
B

usiness planning in a non academ
ic departm

ent (S
F

S
) 

120 
C

harging for space (S
F

S
) 

121 
H

ow
 research is funded in the U

K
 (S

F
S

) 
122 

M
edical and health adm

inistrators forum
 1 (S

F
S

) 
123 

S
o you think estates m

anagem
ent is easy!! (S

F
S

) 
124 

T
ravel policy - can it be green and provide value for m

oney? (S
F

S
) 

125 
D

eveloping and im
plem

enting a strategic program
m

e in higher education                   
institutions (S

O
P

) 
126 

P
ortfolio planning in H

E
 - a case study (S

O
P

) 
127 

T
he rise and fall of governm

ent contributions to H
E

 in A
ustralia and the U

K
 (S

O
P

) 
128 

U
nder new

 m
anagem

ent…
…

…
…

but still the sam
e old faces? (S

O
P

) 
129 

A
n independent review

er of student com
plaints for H

E
 - progress so far (S

T
E

) 
130 

B
enchm

arking in universities - the experience of the E
nglish universities 

benchm
arking club 

131 
D

isabled student - developing roles and responsibilities (S
T

E
) 

 
132 

S
tudent F

ees in C
anada (S

T
E

) 
133 

S
tudent induction program

m
es - a reason for w

ithdraw
al (S

T
E

) 
134 

U
ndergraduate student finance in S

cotland : an update (S
T

E
) 

135 
A

ppraisal - a w
orkshop for first tim

e appraisers (W
W

P
) 

136 
C

om
m

unications for m
anagers (W

W
P

) 

   W
orking session 2 

T
uesday 9 A

pril 09.00-10.30 
 201 

A
 case study of the introdcution of e-procurem

ent in a university environm
ent 

(C
&

IT
) 

202 
B

enchm
arking IT

 services (C
&

IT
) 

203 
G

oing digital: m
anaging an online distance education course (C

&
IT

) 
204 

Integrating your M
icrosoft O

ffice applications (C
&

IT
) 

205 
M

y.LS
U

E
.anytim

e-anyw
here A

ccess to academ
ic and support services (C

&
IT

) 
206 

S
outh Y

orkshire e-learning program
m

e (C
&

IT
) 

207 
A

n introduction to the F
reedom

 of Inform
ation A

ct (C
I) 

208 
F

unding trends: the rise of partially funded and earm
arked projects (C

I) 
209 

Lifelong learning and w
idening participation (C

I) 
210 

T
he new

 post 16 C
urriculum

 2000 - w
hat is actually happening? (C

I) 
211 

G
raduate students as 'custom

ers' : how
 can staff developm

ent contribute? (H
R

I) 
212 

Lessons on equality from
 N

orthern Ireland (H
R

I) 
213 

R
evised pay/negotiating structures (H

R
I) 

214 
B

ringing custom
er focus to adm

inistrative services (M
A

R
C

) 
215 

C
ustom

er care and cultural change (M
A

R
C

) 
216 

M
aking the m

ost of international scholarships (M
A

R
C

) 
217 

U
nderstanding your m

arket (M
A

R
C

) 
218 

U
sing the m

arketing m
ix to com

m
unicate your m

essage and reach key audiences 
(M

A
R

C
) 

219 
A

n introduction to problem
 solving for senior m

anagers (M
G

Y
) 

220 
C

om
m

ittee S
ervicing 1 - P

art 1 (M
G

Y
) 

221 
D

rop in session for A
U

A
 C

P
D

 A
w

ard participants (M
G

Y
) 



222 
F

iling system
s that really w

ork (M
G

Y
) 

223 
U

K
 - C

anada exchange schem
e (M

G
Y

) 
224 

B
asic budget m

anagem
ent (S

F
S

) 
225 

M
edical and health adm

inistrators forum
 2 (S

F
S

) 
226 

R
esearch ethics for research adm

inistrators (S
F

S
) 

227 
S

ustainability: w
hat is it and w

hy bother m
e? (S

F
S

) 
228 

D
o's and don'ts of faculty restructuring (S

O
P

) 
229 

Im
plem

enting a risk m
anagem

ent program
m

e (S
O

P
) 

230 
T

he end of university adm
inistration (S

O
P

) 
231 

Identifying &
 im

plem
enting a new

 student record system
 (S

T
E

) 
232 

N
ipping it in the bud - effective handling of student com

plaints (S
T

E
) 

233 
S

tudent records - m
anaging short roll on/roll off courses (S

T
E

) 
234 

U
ndergraduate non-com

pletion and persistence in higher education - A
 longitudinal 

study (S
T

E
) 

235 
A

ssertiveness - im
prove your personal effectiveness (W

W
P

) 
236 

C
oaching and m

entoring - w
hat is the difference (W

W
P

) 
237 

D
eveloping people: strategy into action (W

W
P

) 
238 

E
ffective use of hum

our at w
ork (W

W
P

) 
239 

H
ints &

 tips for m
inute taking (W

W
P

) 
240 

Im
proving staff perform

ance through perform
ance review

 and objective setting 
(W

W
P

) 
241 

Influencing skills part 1 (m
anaging conflict) (W

W
P

) 
242 

M
aking the transition from

 team
 player to team

 leader (W
W

P
) 

   W
orking session 3 

T
uesday 9 A

pril 11.15-12.45 
 301 

F
reedom

 of Inform
ation: T

he O
pen U

niversity B
usiness S

chool's records 
m

anagem
ent program

m
e : a case stud

y (C
&

IT
) 

302 
U

nderstanding  A
ccess 2000 P

art 1 (C
&

IT
) 

303 
C

hange m
anagem

ent (C
I) 

304 
N

on-pay budget for am
ateurs (C

I) 
305 

D
eveloping an integrated training program

m
e for central adm

inistrative staff (H
R

I) 
306 

D
isability equality issues for m

anagers and H
R

 specialists (H
R

I) 
307 

Lesbian and gay rights in a changing context (H
R

I) 
308 

M
edia training (M

A
R

C
) 

309 
O

ne big happy fam
ily - strategic internal com

m
unications (M

A
R

C
) 

310 
W

eb and e-m
arketing strategies (M

A
R

C
) 

311 
A

chieving w
orklife balance (M

G
Y

) 
312 

C
an you, er, hear m

e at the back (M
G

Y
) 

313 
C

om
m

ittee S
ervicing 1 - P

art 2 (M
G

Y
) 

314 
D

rop in session for  A
U

A
 C

P
D

 A
w

ard m
entors (M

G
Y

) 
315 

M
aking the m

ost of your appraisal (M
G

Y
) 

316 
R

S
I A

w
areness (M

G
Y

) 
317 

B
us provision innovation at S

outham
pton (S

F
S

) 
318 

C
ollaborative links w

ith N
H

S
 T

rusts (S
F

S
) 

319 
F

inance - friend of foe? (S
F

S
) 

320 
S

ustainability : m
aking m

anagem
ent introduction easy (S

F
S

) 
321 

 T
he F

ram
ew

ork P
rogram

m
e 2002 - 2006: A

 guide to getting E
uropean research 

funding (S
F

S
) 

322 
A

ssessing quality &
 im

pact of aw
ards funded by A

H
R

B
 &

 analogous bodies (S
O

P
) 

323 
D

eveloping successful organisational strategies (S
O

P
) 

324 
M

odernising adm
inistration through effective project m

anagem
ent (S

O
P

) 
325 

R
A

E
 2001: the fat lady sings (S

O
P

) 
326 

T
echnology - alw

ays a tide of change? (S
O

P
) 

327 
W

ho needs registrars? (S
O

P
) 

328 
Im

plem
entation of on-line learning for off-site students: adm

inistrative and 
academ

ic concerns (S
T

E
) 

329 
M

ilestones from
 application to career: w

eb-based inform
ation designed b

y students 
for students (S

T
E

) 
330 

O
h no ! It's that w

om
an from

 special needs again…
 (S

T
E

) 
331 

O
nline m

entoring - dissem
ination of learning from

 the A
G

C
A

S
 M

E
R

IT
S

 P
ilot (S

T
E

) 
332 

P
ostal registration - lightening the load? (S

T
E

) 
333 

S
tudent support - fees, grants and loans (S

T
E

) 
334 

S
tudent support and w

idening participation (S
T

E
) 

335 
C

oaching S
kills to im

prove P
erform

ance (W
W

P
) 

336 
Influencing skills part 2  (m

anaging difficult people) (W
W

P
) 

337 
P

roblem
 solving in team

s (W
W

P
) 

338 
T

he skills of successful facilitation (W
W

P
) 

339 
W

hat to do w
hen all else fails - a strategy for dealing w

ith poor perform
ance (W

W
P

) 
   W

orking session 4 
W

ednesday 10 A
pril 09.30-11.15 

 401 
A

 fram
ew

ork of IT
 based course delivery and m

anagem
ent system

 for distance 
Learning   

(C
&

IT
) 

402 
M

anaging e-m
ail (C

&
IT

) 
403 

U
nderstanding  A

ccess 2000 P
art 2 (C

&
IT

) 
404 

G
lobalisation, B

ologna and com
petitiveness (C

I) 
405 

N
ew

 m
odels and new

 partners for quality assurance in health (C
I) 

406 
T

he changing face of governance (C
I) 

407 
A

U
A

 C
P

D
 A

w
ard as a staff developm

ent strategy (H
R

I) 
408 

Innovative developm
ent for senior m

anagers: the W
olverham

pton / C
oventry 

partnership (H
R

I) 
409 

T
he H

um
an R

ights A
ct and the D

isability D
iscrim

ination A
ct in practice - the 

practical im
plications for universities. (H

R
I) 

410 
N

ew
 for old? T

he student perspective on institutional status (M
A

R
C

) 
411 

T
he U

C
A

S
 tariff and its grow

ing im
pact on entry to H

E
 (M

A
R

C
) 

412 
B

reaking out of com
fort Z

ones (M
G

Y
) 

413 
C

om
m

ittee S
ervicing 2 - P

art 1 (M
G

Y
) 

414 
E

ffective reading (M
G

Y
) 

415 
H

ow
 to be appointed as a senior m

anager (M
G

Y
) 

416 
S

econdm
ent - an alternative route for staff developm

ent (M
G

Y
) 

417 
U

niversity adm
inistration: an international perspective from

 dow
n under 

(C
A

N
C

E
LLE

D
) 

418 
E

valuating the benefits of applying the E
F

Q
M

 excellence m
odel in higher education 

(S
F

S
) 

419 
S

ustainable travel in higher education (S
F

S
) 

420 
U

sing C
ovey's '7 habits of highly effective people' (S

F
S

) 
421 

M
axim

ising the com
m

ercial potential of your research  and your people (S
O

P
) 

422 
P

rocess m
odelling &

 redesign in higher education (S
O

P
) 

423 
S

trategy - an essential navigational tool (S
O

P
) 

424 
W

ho runs universities? (S
O

P
) 



425 
T

he U
N

IT
E

/M
O

R
I S

tudent Living R
eport 2002 (S

T
E

) 
426 

W
hat's in a registry (S

T
E

) 
427 

S
w

im
m

ing w
ith sharks, dancing w

ith w
olves (W

W
P

) 
428 

W
hat m

akes for a m
ore effective m

eeting/the 6 behaviours of an effective chair 
(W

W
P

) 
 W

orking session 5 
W

ednesday 10 A
pril 11.30-13.00 

 501 
C

utting through the jargon (C
&

IT
) 

502 
M

aking the m
ost of pow

er point presentations (C
&

IT
) 

503 
T

he changing face of H
E

 in the 21st C
entury - how

 IC
T

 is affecting teaching, 
learning and adm

inistration (C
&

IT
) 

504 
C

om
m

ercial opportunities in the life sciences sector - how
 to m

axim
ise benefits and 

m
inim

ise risks (C
I) 

505 
C

urrent issues in A
m

erican H
E

 (C
I) 

506 
D

istance/E
-learning w

orkshops: sharing ideas and experiences (C
I) 

507 
E

qual opportunities in 2002: new
 law

, new
 challenges (C

I) 
508 

H
E

 in A
rgentina : com

m
on problem

s and opportunities ? (C
I) 

509 
M

anaging the internal academ
ic audit process at U

W
E

 (C
I) 

510 
 T

he ‘arts’ culture interface: universities and the w
ider com

m
unity / A

rts C
ouncil of 

E
ngland (C

I) 

511 
H

E
R

A
 - job evaluation schem

e (H
R

I) 
512 

Im
plem

enting m
anagem

ent developm
ent in H

E
 (H

R
I) 

513 
Investors in people: m

aking it w
ork for your H

E
I (H

R
I) 

514 
M

aking the case (H
R

I) 
515 

C
an tim

e be m
anaged? (M

G
Y

) 
516 

A
U

A
's C

ode of professional standards (M
G

Y
) 

517 
C

om
m

ittee S
ervicing 2 - P

art 2 (M
G

Y
) 

518 
P

reparing for your interview
 (M

G
Y

) 
519 

R
elaxation (M

G
Y

) 
520 

S
kills for m

entors (M
G

Y
) 

521 
D

evolution - or revolution? (S
F

S
) 

522 
IP

R
 policies for institutions; m

anaging risks and m
axim

ising rew
ards (S

F
S

) 
523 

U
sing the quality m

odel in H
E

 (S
F

S
) 

524 
H

andle w
ith care - com

m
on problem

s in student affairs (S
T

E
) 

525 
Interview

s and interview
ing - m

aking the m
ost of a bad job (W

W
P

) 

  E
xhibitors 

 T
he A

ssociation of U
niversity A

dm
inistrator (A

U
A

) 
 A

U
A

 N
ational O

ffice 
U

niversity of M
anchester,  

O
xford R

oad,  
M

anchester  M
13  9P

L 
T

el: 0161 275 2063  
F

ax: 0161 275 2036   
E

-m
ail: aua@

m
an.ac.uk 

http://: w
w

w
.m

an.ac.uk/aua 
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