
 
 

1  
 

 
 

 

 
 

Cass Research and Enterprise Committee: Minutes 

 

 
Tuesday 26th September 2017 

 
Present: 
 
 

Paula Jarzabkowski (PJ) CHAIR 

Marianne Lewis (ML) 
Gianvito Lanzolla (GL)  
Paolo Volpin (PV) 
Ben Rickayzen (BR) 
Davide Ravasi (DR) 
Andreas Tsanakas (AT) 
Samantha Halford (SH) 
Charles Baden-Fuller (CB-F) 
Bobby Banerjee (BB) 
Daniel Fisher (DF) 
Hugh Willmott (HW) 
Elena Novelli (EN) 
Silvana Pesenti (SP) 
 

Vincent Rawley (VR) & Jane Abington (JA) 
(Secretaries)  

Apologies:  Giovanni Cespa (GC) 
Giacinta Cestone (GC) 
Enrique Schroth (ES) 
Lilian de Menezes (LdM) 
Jenny Harrow (JH) 
Clare Avery (CA) 
Andrew Jones (AJ) 
Joe Sharples (JS) 
Claudia Kalay (CK) 
 

 

   
 

1. To note apologies and previous Research Committee Minutes  

 

Apologies were noted. 

The minutes of the previous meeting held on 11 July 2017 were approved, subject to the following 
amendment: 

P4: “BR raised concerns about this idea, as he did not feel that some of the students in his Faculty 
were of an adequate standard to teach full modules.” 

Action: An amended version of the minutes would be circulated to Committee members. 

 

2. CRO Report 

SH presented a report summarising the number of publications that are in City Research Online 
(CRO) currently. Cass academics added 41 journal articles to the repository during the last month 
which was more than any other school at City. SH remarked that August had however been a 
relatively quiet month. 
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ML explained that there were two challenges with regards to academics uploading articles to CRO as 
follows: 

1. Encouraging academics to upload when articles are accepted rather than waiting for 
publication. 

2. Encouraging academics to upload every article regardless of the length or any other factor. 

PJ responded that there is no way of knowing when academics have an article accepted, only once 
published, so must continue to encourage upload of all publications and this remains a challenge.  

 

3. Impact Activity Report 

DF presented CA’s report on the enterprise activities that had taken place between 21 March 2017 – 
21 September 2017. 

DF highlighted recent funding achievements by Sara Jones, Francesc Rodriguez-Tous and Caroline 
Wiertz, and further commented that CA will attend the next meeting and provide a full update.  

 

4. Research Grant Report  

 

DF presented a report on the research grant activities that had taken place between 11 July 2017 – 26 

September 2017.  

 

DF reported that Daisy Chung recently received £10000.00 from the British Academy and this was a 

particular success as this was her first grant application.  

 

DF provided an update on the Global Challenge Research Fund (GCRF) and reported that there is now a 

developed network within City which includes Cass academics. He further explained that there will be a bid 

submitted on Friday 29th September 2017 for between £8-20 million. DF further remarked that part of the 

long term strategy is to encourage academics to develop interdisciplinary partnerships.  

 

CB-F commented that the current University financial regulations formed an impediment to impact activities.  

He explained that if an organisation does not pay a grant, for whatever reason, then the academic is 

personally liable and is expected to bear the cost. He stated that if instalments do not hit the budget code, 

then he cannot spend against the agreed/signed contract which is absurd. He added that academics also 

cannot have expenses reimbursed until a grant has been paid. CB-F referenced his recent Bosch funding 

as an example where these issues have arisen. 

 

Action: PJ/CA to explore the issue with ML to see what can be done regarding current rules. 

 

5. Reports on Research Centres 

 

DF informed the committee that he had completed a Research Centre Checklist draft for each centre and 

this had shown that all centres were operating broadly as they should and he invited feedback on how to 

further develop existing centres and future assessments. 

 

A broad discussion took place on the role of research centres and the following points were made: 

 

BB asked if there were any funds available for research centres at school level and PJ confirmed that there 

were not, other than an occasional one-off payment when research centres are first formed and a small pot 

of funding for interdisciplinary activities.  
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DR suggested that all research centres produce an annual report to effectively communicate their purpose 

and activities and to consider shutting down any centres where insufficient activity is taking place. 

 

HW remarked that a cohesive narrative regarding how many centres Cass had and what they are doing is 

needed for the REF. 

 

CB-F highlighted that research centres communicate impact as well as research and most are more 

oriented towards one or the other. CB-F suggested that some of the centres could possibly merge where 

research interests were similar. 

 

CB-F commented that most centres were producing good work and the way forward should be to look 

closely at the name of each centre, how it is displayed on the website and the story for the REF.  

 

DR agreed but warned that the committee would need to consider the message given to an external 

audience in instances where research centre names were potentially changed. DR agreed that centres 

could be reclassified or merged but stated that this would be dependent on their story.   

 

BR stated that there was a review of research centres approximately 4 years ago and he suggested that it 

would be valuable to review the minutes from a previous Research Committee meeting(s) to ascertain what 

the recommendations of this review were. 

 

Action: DF to obtain minutes from period of last review to fully understand the previous review 

carried out and conclusions.  

 

GL reported that his centre was given £80,000.00 income. DF apologised for an oversight in reporting. 

 

Action: DF to represent GL’s centre details for the next RC.  

 

PV raised the issue of governance in relation to research centres and remarked that centres are essentially 

“personal projects” and he believes Cass should have some form of governance surrounding them.  

 

CB-F added that there are currently no rules regarding governance of research centres and GL highlighted 

the need to differentiate between ‘best practice’ and ‘governance’ and consider which route might be more 

appropriate.   

 

PV suggested that there could be an internal or external monitoring system with elections to appoint the 

Director and a set of guidelines. DR agreed with the idea of appointing a Director for a three year period, but 

felt that holding formal elections might overly complicate the process. The RC agreed that the RC will 

determine the appointments of the centre and group directors on a three year basis and will be considered 

at the next RC meeting on January 10th, 2018. 

 

GL commented that categorising CRO users according to their research centre affiliations could be an 

effective method of showcasing a Research Centre’s outputs; so when a member of Faculty, who belonged  

to a research centre, entered the details of a publication into CRO, it would appear on the relevant 

Research Centre’s webpage. 

 

Action: DF to check with SH as to whether this functionality was available in CRO. 

 



 
 

4  
 

 

 

 

 

Action: PJ to invite Bill Harrington (Cass Knowledge Editor) to the next RC to explain how he 

updates online content relating to research centres.  

 

ML emphasised the need to display clear information online regarding research centres and stated that 

information should only appear once and ideally all information relating to research centres should be on 

individual research centre homepages.  

 

PJ provided summary with the following points: 

 

 Research Centres should not be overly formalised 

 Research Centres exist because dedicated faculty are passionate about their subject area(s) 

 Recognition that “people” lead centres  

 Increased focus on achievements of research centres 

 That the RC will appoint directors on a three year basis  

 

Action: Bill Harrington will meet with Directors of research centres to discuss centre websites.  

 

6. AOB 

 

PhD Review – Implementation 

 

One of the recommendations of the PhD review had been to include PhD students in teaching and marking 

activities. Malla Pratt, the Senior PhD Officer, had been facilitating this. PJ stated that all PhD students were 

now required to attend a training programme, prior to undertaking any teaching, and soon every student 

would have attended the programme. 

 

Several committee members expressed concern that the teaching course, which was run by LEaD, was not 

providing adequate training for PhD students as they felt it was too generic and did not provide the 

theoretical knowledge required to teach certain subjects. DR reported that he would be attending the course 

himself, to ascertain if it was providing students with adequate training. 

 

CB-F suggested that the RC could either lobby LEaD, to make improvements to the course, or alternatively, 

seek approval to develop an in-house Cass teaching course. 

 

PJ reported that there was pressure from the central university to increase the number of doctoral students. 

However, there is no mark against a business school in the REF if they do not have a large number of 

doctoral students.  

 

BB reported that he would be working to develop a new model for costing the Executive PhD programme. 
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Journal reviewer / Submission fees / Copyediting fees 

 

BR highlighted an issue affecting the Finance/FASI faculties whereby academics are charged to have their 

journal articles reviewed and there are fluctuating fees depending on the journal. It is estimated that it could 

cost up to £7000.00 per year for these fees which are currently charged to Finance/FASI faculty budgets.  

 

CB-F added that copyediting costs were also worth discussing as it can be a considerable amount but is 

invaluable to getting journal articles published. 

 

Action: PJ to set up working group to establish how much Cass is currently paying for journal 

reviewer/submission fees and what future projections are likely to be, as well as considering the 

introduction of guidelines/a policy. 

 

Underfunding of doctoral students conferences 

 

DR reflected on the lack of funding for doctoral students to attend conferences and highlighted the need for 

additional funding, given the increased cost of attending conferences overseas due to the devaluation of 

sterling. Other committee members agreed that additional funding was required in order for Cass to stay 

competitive in the marketplace and in terms of reputation. 

 

DR stated that he would like to see the conference allowance for doctoral students increase by 20% and 

also to consider what other institutions are doing in this area. For example, comparable institutions such as 

Warwick and Imperial.  

 

HW agreed with DR that reputational damage to the PhD programme in the long term should be taken into 

consideration and he also linked doctoral conference funding to the ability to attract top talent to the 

programme. 

 

Action: PJ to make business case for additional funding for doctoral students to attend 

conferences. 

 

Action: DF to create a report on outcomes of pump priming to be presented at next RC. 

 

7. Date of next meeting: Wednesday 10th January 2018  

 


