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Recommended Action 

 

 

For noting, for discussion and for action as appropriate 

The Items listed in the agenda were not followed in the meeting and therefore the minutes. Items 
listed here only refer to the items in the minutes.  

Item 7 - Action: The committee should consider whether to waive their portion of the 20% levy on 
consultancy (10% goes to the school). The committee should also consider additional incentives 

Item 8 – The agreement between Cass and Tilburg is terminated and the joint PhD program will be 
phased out by 2019 

Item 9 – John to liaise with the Heads of Faculty to develop consensus on a teaching buyout policy 
due to committed FTE on research grants or committed FTE with teaching replacement funding. 
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Minutes of the Business School Enterprise and Research Committee (BSERC) 

Tuesday 14th June 2016 10am-12pm 
PRESENT  

Clare Avery 
Igor Filatotchev (Chair) 
Daniel Fisher 
Santi Furnari 
Jacqui Gaul 
Gianvito Lanzolla 
Giovanni Cespa 
Ian Marsh 
 
 

Lilian de Menezes 
John Montgomery (Secretary) 
Jens Perch Nielsen 
Ben Rickayzen 
Paul Palmer  
Davide Ravasi 
Enrique Schroth 
Paolo Volpin 
 

APOLOGIES FROM IN ATTENDANCE 

Bobby Banerjee 
Max Bruche 
Marianne Lewis 
Feng Li 
Karen Shaw 
Hugh Willmott 
 
 

Charles Baden-Fuller 
Jo Silvester 
Paul Long 

AGENDA – A 

Part one: Preliminary Items 
1. Welcome to new members: 

No new members who have joined the committee since last time. 

Attending the meeting today were Charles Baden Fuller to give an interim report on the ‘Cass 
Knowledge’ Working Group, by COO, Paul Long to give an update us on the Research and PhD 
Programme budgets for 2016-17 and by the Deputy Dean, Jo Silvester to hear the discussions on the 
PhD Programme restructure. 

2. Approval of minutes from the last meeting 

The minutes of the previous meeting held February 2016 were an accurate record of discussions. The 
action points from that meeting are completed, are being carried out or appear on today’s agenda.  

 

3. Tracking the action points of the previous meeting, February 2016 

Minutes from previous committee were approved. No further action required 

 

4. Chair’s Action   
 

The committee will not be following the agenda items consecutively throughout the meeting. No 
action by Chair required but the following was discussed during item 4.  
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Visiting PhD student discussion – The committee will need to consider what sort of access visiting 
PhD students should have to Cass resources. 

Discussion was had as to whether a formalised process would be a good idea. The PhD Co-
Director expressed the view that a formalised process might not be necessary as the 
current system seems to work reasonably well enough. Previous minutes outline those 
decisions about PhD visits should be down to the heads of program after applying online, 
taking into account their academic merit.  

Typically, PhD visitors are identified after they have already arrived at Cass but this did 
not concern the PhD Co-Director.  

Should PhD visitors have access to the library?  

NO action required 

Digital Leadership Research Centre  

The centre is up and running and will gain momentum by applying for funding.  

Bill Harrington is creating a centre web site which has now gone live 

No action required 

PhD by prior publication – Cass has one individual who is nearly completed. 

Research Pump Priming scheme is up and running with the new criteria approved in the last 
meeting 

 

5. Update from Charles Baden-Fuller on the ‘Cass Knowledge’ working group on setting of 
standards for academic performance.  

 

The mandate of the group: to understand what is it we want faculty to do?  

The group is attempting to capture what is going on at Cass and to highlight key areas. 

Research, education and community engagement are the key areas or agendas for faculty 
at Cass 

The working group is trying to breakdown what is constitutive of each key area.  

One consideration is should Cass be excellent in one or two areas only (Research & 
Teaching, Research and Engagement, or teaching and engagement), or strike a balance 
of all three. The work of the Cass Knowledge group continues.  

Discussion: 

Igor pointed out that a KPI for research is that by 2022, 60% of faculty members at Cass 
should be publishing at a 3* or 4* level.  

The PhD Co-Director was curious about how the working group’s recommendations 
would work in practice. Will there be concrete implications?  

Charles, said there will be a systematised response in order to track and influence faculty 
behaviour, using the workload system and other tools which are borne out of this 
exercise.  

John mentioned that the research and KE score, along with the appraisal document and 
the workload model was originally intended to work across all of these areas.  
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John asked whether the new system would use a long time frame to capture faculty 
behaviour. Charles partly agreed that this would be considered, pointing out that 
capturing behaviour is indeed challenging in any organisation.  

Santi raised the point that other Business Schools tend to be less multi-dimensional than 
Cass and that there’s a concern that there might be too much focus on measuring all 
three pillars (research, education and community engagement).  

Charles replies that each institution is challenged by getting this balance right.  

Charles to report to the RC by October 20th.  

6. Research, Enterprise and PhD budgets for 2016-17 

The Chief Operating Officer (COO) came to the committee to report on finance’s allocation 
to Cass’s budget. The Associate Dean for Research and Enterprise asked the COO to 
provide an overview of the school’s financial position both for City, schools and Cass.  

The COO stated that it has been a difficult year for income and spend. Finance has offset 
costs centrally but they consider research to be an important area for investment 

Specifically, the budget is planning for an intake of 11 studentships at Cass 

Pump Priming, as in previous years will be £80,000. In actual fact this is an increase from 
the previous year 

HEIF’s position is unknown as it’s controlled by Pro-Vice Chancellor for Research and 
Enterprise but we should expect £55,000  

Faculty conference budget will be increased for next year and will cover £4,000 per 
member of faculty 

Questions/comments: 

John asked about the rates for PhD bursaries. Davide said that King’s College and Imperial 
offer 15 bursaries at higher rates than Cass. Davide made the point that we should have 
more in order to be competitive in the future. He also pointed out that we have 7 fee 
paying PhD students, to point out Cass is contributing to the budget.  

The PhD Co-Director mentioned that we should have a link for co-funding for studentships 
on our webpage. 

The Associate Dean (Research & Enterprise) stated that Cass is open to suggestions from 
the central finance committee 

Clare asked if there are any challenges in negotiating school’s HEIF allocation. She 
mentioned that we do not have any difficulty in demonstrating that we require more 
funds than what we’re allocated. Paul responded that we should lobby the Pro-Vice 
Chancellor for Research and Enterprise as early as possible. Igor stated he already did 
lobby him but the response was ‘lukewarm’ saying that there should be a ‘fairness’ in how 
the funds are distrusted across city.  

A different question was raised about the fairness of not providing PhD students with 
funding for five years. Especially when breaking into the job market, into academia. There 
were discussions about giving PhD students a teaching job at Cass in their 5th year to 
provide them a path towards employment.  

No Action required 

7. Changes to City University’s Policy on Academic consultancy 

Clare updated the RC: There is a paper which will go into operation in the new academic year.  
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Key changes 

• Academics do no more than 30 days of consulting per year 
• 20% of the income will be retained by the university as a levy 
• Approval is sought for all consultancy (including private) 

Comments: currently Cass top slices consultancy income by 10%, so this represents an 
increase. However, the paper suggests that in the future 10% will go to City and 10% would 
go to schools. So it could be within the school’s power to waive the 10% going to the school, 
thereby keeping the levy at the same rate as before. Clare asked the committee to comment.  

Other intuitions charge very different rates. 

• Cambridge charge 12.5% and there is no limit to number of days an academic can do 
• Oxford used to charge 15% but now charges 10% with no limit as to the number of 

days 
• Lancaster charges 6.5% with no limit to the number of days 
• Imperial has a 20% levy with no limit to the number of days 

So there’s no fixed regime as to how levy’s and limits should operate but Clare’s position is 
that whatever policy we have, it should encourage consultancy and make it easy for academics 
to engage in consultancy.  

Additionally, there seems to be a contradiction between the financial regulations in that it 
states that academics can do up to 1 day a week of consulting. This clearly is inconsistent with 
the 30 day limit imposed by the new consultancy guidelines.  

Clare opens the floor up for discussion.  

Comments:  

The Associate Dean (Research & Enterprise) reported that the Pro-Vice Chancellor for 
Research and Enterprise should be made aware of the fewer restrictions in place at ther other 
universities mentioned by Clare. Paolo raised concerns over the new policy, and John 
mentioned that in the REF exercise, most case studies submitted for the REF were started by 
consultancy – emphasising the need to encourage consultancy work in the run up to REF2021 

Action: The committee should decide whether to waive the 10% contribution to Cass as well 
as consider other incentives to encourage consultancy going forward.  

8. PhD and executive PhD programs 
 

Full time PhD update by the PhD Co-Director (Management). 
 
There is a new structure with new electives offered in the 2nd and 3rd term. We have a pending 
application to be a part of the ESRC Doctoral Training Partnerships (DTP) coordinated by Essex. 
We will have a distribution list to circulate events and seminars to students and they are 
planning a research day for specific areas (strategy, marketing and so on). Finally, the Faculty 
of Management admitted 4 students with a bursary. 2 declined. 7 are coming without a 
bursary and will pay fees, plus one who is transferring from another program. The UK Home 
Office will not issue visas for students unless they are holding a place on a programme. This 
has caused trouble for overseas students and has delayed their start date in many cases. This 
is a problem throughout the UK HEI sector. 
 
PhD Co-Director (Finance & Actuarial Science) reported that there are 8 students in finance 
and 3 for actuarial science. The visa issues is a problem in finance and actuarial science as well.  
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Two Cass bursaries are now unallocated. They should be postponed until next year.  
 
Finance lost two very good students to Imperial – something we have to combat by having 
better offers on the table. Jo asked how we can ensure balance in terms of resources and 
workload allocations between the PhD program and the undergraduate and MA programs. 
Workload points seem to favour the PhD program over other programs at the school despite 
the fact that the undergraduate and MA programs are resource intensive. 
 
It was agreed that the Heads of Faculty, Associate Deans and Deputy Dean will continue to 
discuss these issues and develop a strategy going forward.  
 
There was a spreadsheet provided in the agenda detailing the bursaries.  
 
The Executive PhD program has partnered with TIAS Business School which is linked to the 
University of Tilburg. However the vast majority of student applications are submitted to Cass 
and not Tilburg, so there is a great imbalance. Tilburg under-delivered in supporting the 
program and they were invited to Cass for a frank discussion about these matters. Following 
that meeting it has been agreed by both sides that Tilburg will end its involvement in the 
partnership. All existing cohorts of students will progress under the supervision of staff from 
both institutions but new students will be enrolled on a Cass-only Executive PhD Programme. 
Over the longer term there is nothing to stop Cass looking for other partners for this 
programme. 
 
 

9. Developing a school policy on teaching buy-out 

John pointed out the lack of a policy for teaching buyout when an academic obtains a large 
grant. The current system is that permission for buyout is given by the heads of faculty. John 
points out that academics can obtain a higher KE score when they get large grants and that 
there are incentives alongside the potential for buyout, such as a portion of overhead recovery 
from grants. Any new system, detailing a criteria for buyout in relation to grants would need 
to sit alongside already existing incentive schemes. John asks for a discussion from the 
committee on this issue. 

Igor points out that some grants assume buyout as an automatic condition but in others the 
commitment of some PIs might not be necessary, so it is difficult to set a rule. Paolo prefers 
that buyout is directly linked to the workload model as it would be explicit what the 
expectations and conditions are for buyout. 

Davide raises the point that replacement teaching money should be crucial for decisions going 
forward. Daniel raises the point that if replacement teaching money is granted in a funding 
bid that buyout would then be automatic, with or without the heads of faculty’s approval. 
Also, that we should avoid using the VL rates in the future and cost replacement teaching at 
an appropriate level. Jens raises the point that obtaining buyout in his position has been 
challenging despite being encouraged to apply for external research funding. In short, Cass is 
providing uncertainty regarding buyout – something needs to be done.  

Action: John will liaise with Heads of Faculty. It is agreed that this is an issue and that it should 
be resolved.  

10. Library access for visiting scholars and students 

Visiting PhD students and scholars - most of our subscriptions for online resources have 
specific licences. The current situation is that there is inconsistency in how we manage access 
to these resources for visiting scholars and PhD students. In some cases, visitors have been 
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told that they do have access to these resources when in fact they do not. So we need to have 
a clear and consistent line of communication that we can’t give blanket access to visiting 
scholars and PhD students.  

This is for information only and work is in progress but there is a general recommendation 
that the Cass Research Committee brings this to the attention of the City Research Committee. 
Igor states he will bring it up at the City Research Committee. 

11. Review of the units given in the Research and KE Scores 
The annual research and KE performance exercise has been conducted using the same criteria 
and metrics as last year. Although the Committee explored changes to the criteria over this 
last year when the scores were calculated under the ‘new criteria’ it was too inflationary. After 
consulting the Dean we decided to carry out this year’s score using the old criteria.  
 
Restructuring Research and Enterprise Support at City University 
Things are still unclear as to what extent it will affect the R&E service at Cass. Cass has obtain 
reassurances from the centre that Cass will continue to be supported in the same way with 
perhaps some changes in line management for staff 
 

12. Research grants and contracts – applications and awards 
Igor is pleased at the level of grants being submitted.  
 

13. AOB 
Igor thanked those on the committee who will not be on the committee next time.  
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