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Extracts from SMG minutes relating to F0I 2012/37 – FO196423 

Wednesday 20 April 2011 
 
SMG/2010/150 Research Management: Diagnostic Exercise Update (paper 1) (paper 2)   

The SMG received the report prepared by Deloitte's following their review of Research 
Management within the University, which was presented for discussion. 

The review started by looking at the current processes and systems with a view to establishing 
in more detail the underlying causes of the issues that have been highlighted by several higher 
level reviews undertaken in the recent past. 

The Director of Finance drew particular attention to three key issues highlighted in the report. 
The first was the evident complexity that had crept into the processes which among other things 
blurred the lines of responsibility for progression. The second was the point at which the 
research process touched other processes and activities within the University, adding further to 
the overall complexity and underlining the imperative to adopt a holistic approach to addressing 
the problem. The third, the Process Management Maturity Assessment, demonstrated that the 
processes and systems were not the whole problem and that there were deeper issues 
concerning required skills and roles definitions at all points in the process. The document 
highlighted the cultural issues that would have to be addressed, including the lack of trust that 
appeared to permeate the process. 

In taking the output of the report forward the Director of Finance identified several conflicting 
priorities that would need to be held together in balance. They were: 

1.  A working solution had to be maintained to support current research activity in the short 

term. This included replacement of the existing costing engine with a sustainable and 
cost effective alternative to the old Delphi based product. 

2.  A streamlined and robust system and process solution must be created to support 

research activity going forward. This included realigning and expanding the skill sets that 
underpin the process and continuing to support the surrounding activities that rely on the 
system for input. 

3.  In the longer term the cultural and structural issues must be addressed. A complete 

solution to the issues will not be achieved until this was done. In the current climate this 
was unlikely to be the top priority for the institution. 

Following the introduction, the SMG was invited to comment. 

The VP (Research) thought that the report was a very valuable piece of work and the challenge 
will be to get the right group of people together, with sufficient understanding and experience, to 
take matters forward. He was not sure that the University had the current skill set required and 
so recommended that Deloittes should be invited to continue with the project. 

While it was noted that there may be issues over Deloitte's involvement, which would need to be 
cleared through the Audit Committee, given their role in providing an internal audit service, it 
was generally agreed that it should be possible to harness their expertise through the analysis 
stage and up to the point of actual development of systems. It was clear that such a group 
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would need to identify short term and achievable measures for improvements in tandem with the 
longer term and perhaps more fundamental changes required. 

The SMG agreed to proceed on this basis and with a view to establishing a small working group 
which would include senior academics. 

Further points raised were: 

No University had achieved or secured a perfect system. It was a challenge, but improvements 
in the way Glasgow managed its research activity were essential. 

It was vital too that as this work progressed, ongoing and effective operation of current systems 
and research support were maintained. Risks in this area were heightened given the fact that 
some members of R&E were retiring. 

It was noted that while the emphasis of this report was on the development of pre award activity, 
attention also had to be given to post award management. Grants could represent substantial 
amounts of money and lead academics were required to manage project budgets through 
complex processes, something that they were not necessarily skilled in or trained to do. 

The VP (Research) also emphasised that as research proposals were often multidisciplinary, 
the generation and building up of robust proposals was by its very nature iterative and complex. 
Consequently it was critical that systems of early internal review had to be in place to assess 
ideas at this development stage. 

The Director of Finance was asked to take the matter forward in consultation with the Principal 
and VP (Research). 

Action: RF/AM/SB 

Thursday 12 May 2011 

SMG/2010/161.3 Research Management: Diagnostic Exercise Update (SMG/2010/150 
refers)   

 The Vice-Principal (Research) confirmed that he and the Director of Finance were due to 
discuss arrangements shortly in liaison with the Principal. 

  

21 September 2011 

SMG/2011/18 Research Management (RF) (Funding Landscape) (Blueprint)   

The SMG received the report, Transforming Research Management (Blueprint). As stated in the 
paper, the aim of the blueprint was to set out a proposed model for research management. The 
paper recognised and highlighted the reasons why change was necessary, and these revolved 
around duplication of effort, too many people involved in too many transactions, people with the 



[bookmark: 3]APPENDIX A 

wrong skill sets being required to support elements of the system for which they were ill 
qualified, and an overall lack of co-ordination across the University. 

The Blueprint was based on extensive engagement with more than 120 individuals who 
resource and use research management support within the University and involved a detailed 
examination of existing working practices; a survey of staff activities; and an understanding of 
academic and administrative requirements and perspectives on current ways of working. 

Arising out of this, the paper proposed how activity should be organised to support research 
management and set out the types of skills and capabilities that needed to be brought to bear to 
deliver an effective and fit for purpose research management function. It also outlined a set of 
principles or "design criteria" which might be used in defining the detailed delivery model, 
structural schema, operational processes, and supporting technology requirements. 

The paper also provided a set of Recommendations, noted and summarised at the end of this 
item. 

The VP (Research) welcomed the report, its comprehensiveness and detail. He stressed the 
benefits of the merger of the two offices to create the Research Support Office and that this was 
vital to ensuring that the University had the capacity to redeploy resources to best effect and, 
echoing the report, to ensure that the right people were in the right place to manage research. 
Critically, this was not a cost cutting exercise. 

He tabled a paper, Success rates by size of bid 2008-2011, which illustrated that the 
University's success rate in percentage terms was better at the high (>5M) and low end of bids 
(0-100k) and weakest around £3-5M and he suggested that this may be down to inadequate or 
the wrong kind of support. He agreed that it was essential therefore that the University put the 
right processes in place, and properly and effectively supported these in a co-ordinated way. 

The SMG also endorsed the report and particularly the level of detail provided in the latter half 
of the document. There was overall consensus that in addressing the issue of effective 
Research management, while it was easy and incontrovertible to agree the broad principles and 
the notion that all wanted an efficient and effective system, the devil was in the detail and it was 
critical that it was the detail that was addressed. 

Transforming Research Management was envisaged to have three more phases of work: the 
definition of the new delivery model (Phase 3) and then the development of detailed procedures, 
tools and implementation of supporting technology (Phase 4), before moving to the new model 
of research management support (Phase 5). This programme was expected to be completed 
during the 2011/12 academic year, and a new model for research management operational by 
late spring 2012. 

Members therefore agreed that in taking the Report forward it was essential that a cross section 
of people engaged in research management should be involved and that such a group address 
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the detailed findings of the report. The SMG agreed that academic input was vital - they must 
have confidence in the system, and should be engaged in the decision making process, and 
scrutiny of bid proposals. It therefore agreed that the GU stakeholder group involved in 
supporting the second phase of the project, should where possible be retained in support of this 
next phase. 

The SMG agreed that it was important to recognise that introducing a new system was much 
more than introducing a commercial package and that a cultural change was required: the 
refocusing of staff and realigning of competencies would present the major challenge ahead. 

In addition, the following recommendations identified in the report, and comments from SMG 
noted in italics, were agreed (note: they have been summarized from the report): 

Recommendation 1 

The organisational design, allocation of roles, responsibilities and accountabilities should be 
based on the following principle: "to be efficient and effective, activity needs to be undertaken by 
the minimum number of people, at the lowest grade competent for the quality requirements of 
the task, and by the most appropriate post holder". 

Recommendation 2 

Three capabilities should be created to support research management through the development 
of new roles. This will enable GU to create critical mass in the delivery of vital expertise. These 
capability or role types were as follows: 

  funder relationship managers 
  funder experts 
  project managers 

Recommendation 3 

PIs should be provided with "cradle to grave" support for the administrative or "transactional" 
tasks that were associated with an application or project. This support could be co-ordinated at 
a School/College level by dedicated project and programme managers who liaise with 
centralised funding support teams. 

Recommendation 4 

PIs have different needs according to: track record, career grade, knowledge and experience of 
dealing with a particular funder/funding type, and degree of vulnerability to changes in the 
funding environment. The model of research management support should be flexible and able 
to meet the needs of these different groups. 

Recommendation 5 
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Transactional work should be delivered by centralised funding teams. These teams should be 
organised by funding type and led by an individual who was held accountable for accurate and 
timely entry, management and reporting of data. Under this proposed model, the same funding 
team would support an individual PI through the following activities: 

Project set up > Costing > Negotiation > Contract/application development > Invoicing and 
claims > Final claim/closure. 

Recommendation 6 

The following actions should be formalised and systematised to protect and advance the 
reputation of the University. 

  Due diligence 
  Opportunity qualification and strategic approve to bid. 

Recommendation 7 

The staff survey, interviews and workshops identified a large amount of wasted capacity which 
was lost through duplication, non value added and poorly directed activity. Appropriate 
investment in effective research management support was central to financial sustainability and 
success. The ability to use existing staff to fill these gaps was unclear and would require a 
formal assessment of staff capabilities and training needs. 

Pre-award: there should be a shift to increase focus on further influencing, improved opportunity 
awareness and targeting, opportunity qualification, and strategic decision to bid. 

Pre/Post award: a right first time approach should negate the high volume of checking, 
validation and re work activities. 

 

Recommendation 8 

The review of the clinical trials process highlighted a number of serious issues including a lack 
of ability to influence NHS pricing, uncontrolled vulnerability to patient recruitment and allocation 
of PI time, ability to cover the full costs of running a trial and issues with clarity over approvals, 
costing and other transactional tasks. A separate project should be set up to review and re-
engineer the clinical trials research management process and address the many issues outlined 
in Section 9 of the report . 

Note: The SMG agreed that in addition to Clinical trials, the European Commission (discussed 
in Section 9 of the report) should also be reviewed and included in the project brief. It was 
agreed that the VP (Research), the Director of Finance, the Secretary of Court and the Principal 
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would review any additional costs and recommend an appropriate increase to the project 
budget. 

Action: AM/SB/RF/DN 

Recommendation 9  

Transforming research management should be scoped, recognised and managed as a 
University wide organizational change programme. This should extend beyond previous plans to 
improve transactional tasks through the newly integrated Research Support Office. To deliver 
maximum benefit, change programme 'transforming research management' must be University 
side in scope. 

It should include all relevant processes, resources and role in Schools, Colleges, and University 
services. If the scope was restricted to research management as provided by University 
Services, an opportunity will be missed to deliver a significant step change in the effectiveness 
of research management support for individual PIs and the University as a whole. 

Recommendation 10 

It was recommended that the benefits map (Figure 2, p10 of the Report) and design principles 
(Figure 3, p11 of the Report) were used to define the detailed delivery model, structural schema, 
operational processes, and supporting technology requirements. 

 

Wednesday 18 January 2012 

SMG/2011/83 Research Process Review Feedback from Deloitte (RF) - Presentation by 
Deloitte - no paper   

The SMG received a general update report from representatives from Deloitte on current 
progress. A substantial amount of work and documentation had been produced identifying the 
complex range of processes currently involved in managing research activity in the University 
and presenting a range of key principles and working practices that should be considered in 
adopting a revised approach to research management. The aim was to develop a system that 
was enabling and particularly supportive to PIs and which built on the good aspects of current 
practices. The representatives emphasised the point that while they were able to offer guiding 
principles at this stage, based on the evidence of their work, they did not wish to impose 
solutions; these had to be agreed and adopted by the University community as a whole and 
staff buy in was essential. 

They provided an overview of the new design proposals which had been built up through 
workshops and consultations. One of the key aims of the new system was to mobilise support 
for PIs and provide better cost modeling early and at the beginning of a project's life. With 
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regard to the approval process, the new approach aimed to fast track straightforward 
applications, and streamline more complex proposals. The project also presented post approval 
proposals and these included Project Management arrangements with project support officers 
providing interface between PIs and the Finance community. It was also important to define 
roles and accountabilities and to ensure that the right people with right skills and knowledge 
were in the right place to maximise levels of support and efficiency. 

Deloitte noted that the project was now ready to move to Phase 3, the operationalisasition of the 
proposed design which was expected to take around 6 months and which would then be 
followed by a phased roll out. 

The SMG was asked to approve the overall direction of the project, identify any fundamental 
issues that might have been missed and to sign off this phase to enable Phase 3 to begin. 

The Director of Finance indicated that the Board supported the approach and outcomes thus 
far. It recognised, as did the SMG, that there were major challenges ahead particularly with 
regard to the definition and re-definition of roles and the Director of HR suggested that the 
Project Board should ensure HR involvement as the project moved forward and into this critical 
phase. Concern was also expressed over how best to draw on the wealth of information and 
market intelligence, held by PIs in particular, so that it might be shared with the University 
community to maximum effect. 

The SMG in approving the high level aims of the proposed revised research management 
system, noting that they were difficult to dispute, also recognised that the 'devil would be in the 
detail' and that the agreement and implementation of new systems and ways of working would 
present the real challenges going forward. Members agreed that given this it would be essential 
to trial the systems: high level agreement and approval were easy to give, but how well the 
systems worked at the coalface was key to achieving buy in and approval. 

It also noted its concern over timings for the next phase and the extent to which further work 
and implementation of the project, might clash with those engaged in preparations for the REF. 

In concluding the discussion the SMG agreed: 

  The general direction and approach of the project; 
  The need for the Project Board to take account of 'funder intelligence' and how best to 

ensure that this was shared and available to PIs; 

  That the Project Board should report back to the SMG with a more detailed plan, which 

assessed the potential impact of the project on REF preparations in particular and how 
best to implement the new systems through trialing and pilots; 

  That Deloitte or the Director of Finance provide a two page summary of the presentation 

to be shared with CMGs and which would map out the next steps in the project, timings 
and how it will or will not impact on REF preparations. 

Action: RF 
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