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Minutes of the meeting of the Business School and Enterprise Research 
Committee (BSERC) 

 

 
Wednesday 11th January 2017 

 
Present: 
 
 

Paula Jarzabkowski (PJ) 

Paolo Volpin (PV) 
Gianvito Lanzolla (GL)  
Ben Rickayzen (BR) 
Jens Nielsen (JN) 
Giovanni Cespa (GC) 
Davide Ravasi (DR) 
Giacinta Cestone (GC) 
Clare Avery (CA) 
Daniel Fisher (DF) 
Samantha Halford (SH) 
Claudia Kalay (CK) 
 

Abdul Momin (AM) & Jane Abington (JA) 
(Secretaries)  

Apologies:  Charles Baden-Fuller (CB-F) 
Enrique Schroth (ES) 
Hugh Willmott (HW) 
Bobby Banerjee (BB) 
Elena Novelli (EN) 
Lilian de Menezes (LdM) 
Jenny Harrow (JH) 
Marianne Lewis (ML) 
 

 

In 
attendance: 

Bill Harrington (BH)  

 
1. To note apologies and previous minutes 

 

Apologies were noted. The minutes of the previous meeting held 20th October 2016 were an accurate 
record of discussions and were approved by the committee.  

 

2. Embedding CRO Report: 

SH presented a report summarising the number of publications that were in Sympletic on the 1st 
December 2016 and the 9th January 2017. There had been a substantial improvement in the 
performance of Cass during this period, with 133 new publications uploaded in November and 125 in 
December.   

PJ commented that the figures illustrated that Faculty were complying with the policy of uploading 
publications now that they were aware of the HEFCE requirements. 

SH reported that the library were on target with moving publications information from the Cass 
Experts system to the Academic Experts system.  The process should be complete by February. 
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DF asked if this data could be made available on a monthly basis.  SH would investigate if it was 
possible for DF and CA to be granted access to the system’s reporting functions, to enable them to 
pull off this data. 

Action:  

 If SH identifies academic staff who are not using CRO she should notify PJ and ML (ccing AM 
into the email), so this can be followed up. 

 SH to investigate whether DF and CA can have access to the reporting functions of 
Sympletic/CRO. 

 

3. Impact Activity Report 

CA presented a report on the knowledge exchange activities that had taken place between the 11 
October 2016 and 9 January 2017.   

It was noted that 5 applications had been submitted for the Cass Knowledge Exchange and Impact 
Fund, which came to a total of £41,000.  Applications were under review and applicants would be 
notified of the results by the end of the week. 

PJ reported that there were £5,000 of funds remaining, which would be available in March, to support 
events that disseminate research to non-academic audiences.  If any academic staff were arranging 
such an event, they should contact CA, and could then be considered for this funding. 

Action:  Academic staff to contact CA, should they wish to apply for funding to support events that 
disseminate research to non-academic audiences. 

 

4. Research centres policy and rationalisation  

 

BH presented a report on the usage of the Research Centre websites.  Many of the sites had a high 
bounce rate (over 40%), which indicated that visitors had a lack of engagement with the site as they 
navigated away after viewing only one page.  A Website Content Audit was underway currently, as 
part of an overall website redevelopment project, with the audit report due to be delivered in early 
February.  BH emphasised that it would be useful to have the results of the audit before taking any 
action, as the audit may result in improvements being made to Research Centre websites.   
 
BR reported that the BSERC had conducted a review and produced a policy on Research Centre 
activity two years ago.  PJ reported that she was not aware that this review had taken place and 
would like to review the Research Centre policy document. 
 
In addition PJ would like the committee to think about the research centres and whether we need 
them open.   

 

Action:  

 PJ to review the Research Centre policy document 

 BSERC to consider the recommendations of the Website Content Audit in relation to the 
Research Centre websites. 

 For the Heads of each Research Centre to provide a report on their centre’s activities, to be 
considered at the July BSERC meeting. 
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5. Research Grant Report 

 

DF reported on the latest research grant applications, and emphasised the increase in applications for 
European Commission grants.  It was noted that Irene Scopelliti, Elena Novelli and Paolo Aversa had 
all submitted applications for large European Commission grants. 

JN asked for clarification about what European Commission grants were, and how they differed from 
RCUK grants.  PJ felt this was useful feedback, and emphasised the need for information about 
European Commission grants to be disseminated more widely among Faculty. 

DF also reported that HEFCE had published a consultation paper on the arrangements for research 
assessment in a second REF, which incorporated principles identified in the Stern Review.  The 
central University would be issuing an official response to the consultation paper, and wanted to 
collect as much feedback from academic staff as possible, which would be used to inform the 
response.  All feedback needed to be submitted to John Montgomery by the 17 February. 

The committee discussed the best mechanism for collecting feedback from Cass academic staff.  It 
was agreed that the consultation document would be sent to academic staff for information, by the 
Heads of Faculty, with staff invited to submit any comments if they wished to.  BSERC would then 
draft an official Cass response to the consultation document, taking any staff comments into account, 
and this would be submitted to John Montgomery, following approval from the Dean. 

Action:  

 DF to talk to the Faculties about European Commission grants. 

 PJ to contact academic staff, via Heads of Faculty, to brief staff on the consultation exercise. 

 BSERC to draft an official Cass response to the consultation document, taking any staff 
comments into account, to be approved by the Dean, and then submitted to John 
Montgomery. 

 

5. ARQM and Workload 

PJ presented a paper which outlined three methods for calculating the Research component of the 
Workload Model, as per the attached Appendix.  Running the model on each of these methods to gain 
comparative data had been agreed by the Dean, the Heads of Faculty and the AD Research and 
Enterprise and would be used to calculate the Research component of the Workload Model for the 
current academic year. 

PJ emphasised that whichever model was used would benefit staff this year as any forthcoming 
papers reported in CRO, would be included in Workload calculations, whereas the previous model 
only counted published papers from the previous 5 years. 

GC raised concerns that not distinguishing between 4* and 4* elite journal publications would 
disadvantage staff with 4* elite publications.  PJ stated that this issue would be revisited once data 
from this year’s Workload was available. 

Action:  

 To run the three comparative versions of the workload model for the current academic year 
after which HoF and AD Research would decide which model was most suitable to use this 
year. 

 To establish a working party (to include GC) to analyse data from running the Workload 
Model in order to determine the impact on workload calculations of differentiating between 4* 
and 4* elite publications, as the basis for future discussions. 
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6. PhD Scholarships 

 
PJ confirmed that 15 Cass PhD scholarships have been agreed for this year.  Each Faculty would be 
awarded a minimum allocation of the scholarships, allocated on a pro rata basis, according to the 
number of applications received. 
 
BR raised concerns that if a particular Faculty received a large number of high quality applications, 
they may not have sufficient scholarships and may lose out on good students as a consequence. 
 
Agreed: 
 
Each Faculty would be awarded a minimum allocation of scholarships, calculated on a pro rata basis, 
according to the number of applications received.  If a particular Faculty had insufficient scholarships, 
due to a receiving a high number of exceptional applications, there would be the option for the 
Programme Director to negotiate gaining additional scholarships from another Faculty.  The Faculty 
who had sacrificed one of their scholarships, would gain the scholarship back the following year.  
 

 
7. Dual Affiliations  

PJ asked the committee to consider the issue of visiting or honorary academic staff who had dual 
affiliations with Cass and other institutions.   If outputs were produced by these staff how should they 
be attributed, should the Cass affiliation be mentioned on publications and vice versa?  

DR explained how he dealt with his dual affiliation with Aalto University, by crediting Cass as the 
primary affiliation on papers, and acknowledging Aalto University in the biography.  

 
Agreed: PJ would like to revisit this in the future and keep the policy flexible at the current time. 

 

8. AOB 

Research Student Profiles 

DR reported that the research student profiles were out of date, and many students did not have 
profiles.  It was not possible to update student profiles using the existing Lotus Notes system as it was 
being decommissioned and was no longer supported by IT going forward, therefore a replacement 
system was needed.  DR reported that the University did have an alternative student profile system 
which was used by other Schools.   

AM reported that he had a meeting with Will Ellis, from IT, in December, and was waiting to hear from 
him regarding implementing a new research student profile system across Cass. 

Action:  

 PJ asked the PhD Directors to send her examples of good student profiles from other 
Schools. 

 BR, who is on the Lotus Notes Decommissioning Committee, to follow up with Will Ellis as to 
the possibility of introducing new research student profile software.  AM to send BR details of 
his discussions with Will Ellis. 

 

Date of next meeting 

 Thursday 23rd March 2017, 10:00 – 12:00, Chiswell St Boardroom. 
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Appendix 1: Research Workload Model Update for 2017 
 
The following items explain the approach to calculating the Research component of the Workload 
Model this year, which has been agreed between the Dean, the heads of Faculties, and the AD 
Research & Enterprise.  
 

1. As agreed at the previous Research Committee, the Research Score used for the internal 
determination of the Cass workload will also be computed on the basis of the papers on CRO. 
 

2. In the past we only counted published papers from the previous 5 years. This year we will 
also include any forthcoming papers reported in CRO. 
 

3. As concerns have been expressed about the way that the two caps on Research Score, 
itemised below potentially affect the Knowledge Transfer Score (max 100 workload units), this 
year we will run three different calculations of the Research Workload Score to give us a 
basis in data from which to determine the possible effects of the different components of the 
workload.  

a. Current caps: “to get an allowance of more than 300 hours you are required to have 
at least four 3* and 4* papers; to get an allowance of more than 360 hours you are 
required to have at least one 4* paper 

 
4. The three ways we will run the Workload model, keeping in mind point 1 above, are: 

a. Use the current method This way we have a baseline to compare methods (b) and (c) 
against so that we get a feel for any cost implications of introducing either of those 
methods 

b. Remove the two restrictions which limit the total Research and Knowledge Transfer 
Score if the focal colleague does not have: a) at least four 3* and 4* papers, b) at 
least one 4* paper. In other words, the Research score (max 380 workload units) and 
the Knowledge Transfer Score (max 100 workload units) will now be treated as two 
independent scores.  

c. Include the “300” and “360” caps, but only in relation to the “individual publications” 
score. This can then be added to the KT score to get the total. 

  
The HoF and the AD Research will then discuss the comparative data and choose the method which 
least penalizes staff, whilst not being excessively inflationary.  
 


