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Subgroup of the Committee to look at methods to free-up time in RDO to best support 


implementation of the programme - 5 Committee members, the ADoR (chairing), and the 


Research Development Manager. 


The Subgroup met on the 25 January 2011 and in attendance were Ailbhe Ni Chasaide; Jane 


Ohlmeyer; Shane O'Mara; Seamus Martin; Anil Kokaram, Doris Alexander; Patrick Geoghegan 


(chair). 


The Research Development Office (RDO) met on Tuesday 8th February 2011 and again on 


Monday 14th February 2011 to discuss the output from the meeting above and to investigate 


other ways of achieving time savings. The RDO then met with the Dean of Research on 21st 


February 2011 to further understand the concept of thematic areas/champions and the 


development of these themes and supports required. 


Overall context including feed in from meeting with Dean of Research 


1. Following on from a meeting between the Research Development Office and the Dean of 


Research it is apparent that the scenario in relation to the development of the thematic areas and 


champions has changed.  It is likely that the following scenario will follow: 


Each thematic champion is to try to identify what is the activity in College in that area and who is 


involved.  Through the town hall meetings, it is anticipated that the research community will 


present their research to each other.  The champions will work with Directors of Research and use 


the RSS to ascertain who is working in their area. The College has 5 major research priorities and 8 


major programmes matched to those and each of the 17+ targeted thematic areas have been 


mapped to the major research priorities. Schools/TRIs with projects or aspirations associated with 


targeted thematic areas are already mapped into the areas.  Thus  the thematic area will become 


defined by those who want to be in it.  Once this definition has occurred, the College wishes to get 


visibility for these thematic areas – to showcase them to the external world.  Funding opportunities 


will be mapped into the thematic areas but there will now be no requirement for the RDO to free 


up 50% of its time. Much of the Research Community associated with the different thematic areas 


would/will be already applying for funding so it is more about the development of mechanisms to 


bring such activity together via the townhall meetings ( which are likely to occur in a step wise 


manner) and the production of a strategic 5 year plan ( which includes areas of funding to target) 


and the showcasing of these areas to the external world . It is anticipated that members of the RDO 


would attend the town hall meetings to gain a better understanding of the context of the thematic 


area and to then be in a better position to help with mapping appropriate funding opportunities to 


those areas. 


 2. Some ideas suggested by the subgroup will benefit the Research Community but may not free up 


time of the staff of RDO (particularly without engagement from the College community).  


3. The Sian Thomas Report referred to at the meeting, which was presented and seemingly 


endorsed at the time of its production by Executive officers is currently being referred to by the 


Dean of Research and the COO. This report indicates (page 14), as was discussed at the meeting, 


that TR&I cannot support every individual academic and that engagement by Schools (the 


document refers to Directors of Research) by way of identifying candidates in need of wanting 







support etc is required. This context of further engagement by Schools/TRIs will be needed if some 


of the issues discussed are to free up RDO time whilst benefitting the research community. There 


has to be real prioritisation (a ranking) which needs to be bought into by the research community.  


It seems likely that the RDO will prioritise these elements directly linked to the College’s research 


implementation plan.  It is apparent that Directors of Research do not have adequate time to 


devote to the duties of Director ( as laid out and on the College’s internal governance website) but 


equally well that some level of intelligent engagement between the RDO and Schools/TRIs is vital. 


4. The requirements for RPAMS are being captured at present – whilst this will provide efficiencies 


when in place, it will also require significant time allocation of staff to ensure the correct 


development and implementation. However, the system will better allow the researcher to self 


serve and will provide valuable information for Schools/TRIs in relation to overall performance as 


well as highlighting those who have been trying to become more research intensive. 


Proposition: 


I am proposing that the recommendations (below) which arise from the suggestions made 


by the Subgroup, contextualised by feedback from the RDO and input from the meeting with 


Dean of Research, be accepted by the Subgroup and brought back to the Research 


Committee for noting. 


Feedback by the RDO to Suggestions made by Subgroup 


1.  (a) It was suggested that rather than bring in external consultants (with little practical 


experience or credibility) to advise on major grant applications, workshops would be 


organised which would be presented by successful internal academics.  People who had 


experience of judging applications would also be enlisted to provide peer-to-peer advice 


and support. 


(b) These workshops would be targeted and customised for the different research areas, 


recognising that a presentation for a successful Biosciences application might not be of 


much use to someone applying for a grant in the Humanities. 


1.RDO staff thought workshops initiated by Schools/Centres represent a good way to engage 


but Schools need to look to their strategic plans and decide whether they want to target the 


recruitment of external researchers, retention of internal research staff, and/or the 


development  of collaborative research etc and in what areas.  Whilst quantity at a workshop is 


not a measure of success, participation and post workshop participation by applicants appears 


to be most effective when Schools have themselves encouraged would be applicants to attend. 


The best framework for these information sessions/workshops should be in the context of 


School Research Committee meetings or other such meetings where an audience is more likely. 


Such workshops on specific calls and topics are already underway and the RDO will maintain a 


count on the level of attendees and subsequent comments as to whether attendees formed part 


of the cohort of subsequent applicants 


As indicated in my previous e-mail the concept of the external consultant was NOT to discuss 


how to write a successful application for an individual application but to aid heads of 


Schools/Directors of research to think about how to put together a FP7 strategy for their 


school.  Whilst there appears to be a diversity of views in relation to the role of Director of 







Research, the RDO was planning engagement based on the academic governance 


documentation on the College web site (http://www.tcd.ie/vpcao/academic-governance/dir-of-


research.php) which has a prescribed definition for Director of Research which includes. 


“2.2 Developing a research strategy for the School in consultation with the School Executive, 


taking due regard of College policy. Submitting the research strategy to the Dean of Research for 


noting.” 


Following on from this workshop, it is apparent that Directors of Research felt that the scale of the 


task would require a school appointed person to assist them to develop a detailed FP7 strategy 


and that whilst the RDO could help feed in to that process –they could see that different levels of 


support were needed and the scale of resources available through RDO was not sufficient and 


feed in from the RDO would be at a higher level.  The concept of a self financing research support 


team (similar to that indicated in the Sian Thomas report) to help coordinators was also noted as 


having been adopted by some successful institutions and appeared to be positively received. 


Recommendations: 


1.1 That, within the level of existing resources, Schools would engage more with the RDO. 


1.2 That Schools look at what strategic planning they can carry out themselves (e.g. encouraging 


staff to be evaluators or to act on expert groups, to target candidates for the ERC, asking emeritus 


staff to help mentoring etc). 


1.3 That the RDO will provide more topic specific workshops and engage with the Schools via such 


forums as the Schools Research Committees. 


1.4 That the concept of Self Financing Research Support Teams be given consideration. 


2. It was suggested that ways should be investigated of simplifying the signing off process 


for grant applications.  Who should be signing off on the applications and how should 


they be signed off?  If electronic signatures could be used it would save a considerable 


amount of time (both for the PIs and the Directors of Research/Heads of School).   


The RDO would be happy to accept electronic sign off from head of school.  In relation to the 


inclusion of the requirement for Head of School Sign off, this would be a matter for Head’s of 


Schools in their meetings to decide on.    


 In relation to authorised sign off, aside from internal college procedures and the reasons for 


them I should have mentioned that most sponsors request sign off from a centralised RDO 


(and increasingly a TTO). Nearly all sponsors using an IT system will liaise with only one 


named centralised office/individual that is hard wired into their system.   


We need to make researchers aware not only of what has to be provided by the internal 


deadline, but what does not have to be! (that unless it is an electronic submission process 


where the RDO push the application through the system to the sponsor, the scientific writing of 


the proposal can continue).  In relation to internal deadlines cognizance needs to be given to 


the fact that the RDO is providing supports to high volume of applicants at the one time and 


that by and large if  we are informed that someone has a problem meeting a deadline we can 


work around them (it is a matter of keeping us in the loop). The expectation by sponsors is that 



http://www.tcd.ie/vpcao/academic-governance/dir-of-research.php
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if we are endorsing the application we are confirming that it does adhere to rules and 


regulations set by the sponsor. Staff in the RDO are professional and will not put their names to 


something that is obviously wrong.  Added to that, it would be highly embarrassing for the 


College to allow applications to be submitted which are subsequently returned without review. 


Recommendations: 


2.1. That RDO accept hard copy, electronic signature or e-mail confirmation of sight of budget 


(with attached budget) from Heads of School but that it would be up to a school to decide 


whether to avail of this or not.     


2.2 That Heads of School discuss if they wish to be involved in a sign off process at all at the 


application stage.  A possibility could be that Heads of School could recommend that  that they 


do not need to sign off of budgets less than 20K (unless there is a particular issue that the RDO 


draw to their attention, unless there is cofunding involved or unless the external sponsor 


actually requires it)and heads of school could devolve sign off to Director of Research. 


2.3 That the RDO make it clear that in many instances the internal sign off process does not 


prohibit the applicant from continuing to work on the application whilst they check the budget 


and other terms and conditions. 


 


3. It was suggested that we should also think about how we interact with the major 


funding programmes.  Do we influence the agendas of something like the Framework 


Programmes, or do we merely react?  Should we have a joined-up and co-ordinated 


approach to how we share the knowledge about the various programmes? 


In terms of joined up thinking or a coordinated approach, this needs to be encouraged from 


both central and school level. The RDO is part of a another subcommittee of the Research 


Committee, the FP7WG which has both academics and administrators  as members and has 


lobbied successfully in the past for rule change in FP7 (e.g. Marie Curie Fees) and will continue 


to do so for FP8. Whilst, the RDO is best placed to ensure that the legal terms and conditions set 


by the EC are as beneficial as possible, as was correctly pointed out topics and the inclusion of 


scientific areas etc needs the engagement of researchers. We can, as was suggested, connect 


applicants with each other and are happy to do so and this is a good idea.  In other words what 


came across at the meeting was the view that we all need to be thinking a little bit more 


collegially for the College strategy to be implemented.   


Recommendation: 


3.1 That the RDO continue to lobby the EC in relation to beneficial legal terms and conditions 


and work programme development of FP7 and FP8 


3.2 That the Research Community be encouraged by both RDO and School level to feed into the 


technical development of programmes for FP7 and 8. 


4. It was recognised that the relationship between the RDO and Schools and TRIs was very 


important.   It was suggested that experts from the RDO should be invited to visit the 


various School Research Committees and advise on different items.  Rather than use 


words like ‘inactive’ when discussing researchers (even when quoting from other 







reports), the emphasis should be on turning active researchers into ‘active intense’ 


researchers, and helping those with difficulties researching into becoming active.  


As indicated in number 1, we would be happy to do so but as also indicated an engagement by 


Schools in relation to individuals to be helped/encouraged by BOTH the RDO and Schools needs 


to occur.    


Recommendation 


4.1 That the various School Research Committees invite members of the RDO to their meetings 


to discuss their strategic plan or particular specified points of interest. 


5. There is some confusion about the various stages of the application process (for 


example, the move from the RDO to the Contracts Office to the Treasurer’s Office).  This 


means that much time is wasted on trying to identify the correct person to contact.  It 


was suggested that a diagram and brief explanatory document might be produced to 


assist people in understanding the various stages and how things are done. 


 


Recommendation: 


5.1 That a diagram outlining the remits of the RDO, Contracts and Treasurer’s Office be 


included on the TR&I website.   


 


6. A general point was that sometimes procedures were too complex, intimidating people 


and turning them off making grant applications.  For some there was a perception that 


the RDO was an obstacle rather than an aid and it was felt that this perception needed to 


be corrected.  Relating to this were specific suggestions about how important it was to 


check budgets, especially as they would have to be rewritten if successful anyway.   Was 


time spent on unnecessary paperwork across the board, thus wasting time that could be 


spent on other related things?  Could it be said that the bureaucratic system helped or 


hindered applications?  


Links to comment on point 2 above and does need more consideration.  The problem for the 


RDO is being sandwiched between conducting adequate risk minimisation (not necessarily seen 


to be added value to a proposal) which, if not conducted properly,  just pushes  problems down 


the line to contracts to deal with, versus development on a more rounded proposal view point. 


Many applications are now cofunded ones and hence it is more important that it was to check 


what ‘input’ College is expected to provide and whether it is feasible or not. 


 


Recommendation: 


6.1 as per 2.3 above 


 


6.2 That the development of RPAMS be continued to be supported a College level.  The 


requirements capture for RPAMS is under way and the guiding principles of RPAMS is to have 


processes and systems aligned, streamlined and standardised, allowing improved access to 


information when it is needed and to allow TR&I staff and the research community to better self 


serve as well as having reduced paper based administration.   


 


7. There was a discussion over the use of the word ‘filter’ in the document circulated and 


whether that was the appropriate word. 







As indicated at the meeting we cannot work both with thematic champions and with the 


complete breadth of individual researchers and have to find ways to concentrate our effort 


otherwise we remain in reactive mode.  We need to think about which groups of individuals we 


are prioritising – the already excellent who should be going for grants such as the ERC and/or 


those who need help and support as identified by Schools.  If not this cohort of researchers, 


then whom and how will they be identified to the RDO? There has to be engagement by Schools 


in identifying and perhaps even mentoring of these individuals 


Recommendation: 


As per 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 above 


 


8. There was a recommendation that the discussion of the RDO should take place in the 


context of a wider debate about Trinity Research and Innovation.  Without this 


problems might be viewed in a distorted way. 


 


Recommendation: 


8.1 That discussion of proposed changes occur with other units in TR&I.  RPAMs is being 


developed in a holistic manner in which streamlined processes will have buy in from all units in 


TR&I. 


 


9. It was suggested that a survey might be done of PIs to identify the problems they feel 


need to be addressed, and get feedback on what parts of the system work very well. 


The down side to this is the question as to who is going to carry out the survey.  In the past when 


we have asked for input very little response was forthcoming.  It may be better to have 


discussions in the contexts of visits to School Research Committee meetings. 


 


Recommendation: 


9.1 That staff from the RDO be invited to the School Research Committees- as per 4.1 


 


 


Other things to emerge from the RDO meetings: 


The need for access to an Executive Officer would enable some time to be freed up. 


 


At present current Executive Officer for all of TR&I is spending some time aiding the 


Contracts Office but it is recognised that allocating time to support other units in TR&I is 


required.  Several tasks could then be carried out by the Executive Officer which would 


enable some time of RDO staff to become available.  


 


The question as to whether the RDO should continue to take Research Committee minutes 


was raised – At the present time this is difficult as there are no alternative personnel to take 


on this task.  


 


Things that the RDO should not add to its remit: 


Non Research Applications 


HEA capital related queries/surveys 


 







Summary of Recommendations –renumbered in running order for the Research 


Committee: 


1. That, within the level of existing resources, Schools and TRIs would engage more with the RDO. 


2. That Schools look at what strategic planning they can carry out themselves (e.g. encouraging 


staff to be evaluators or to act on expert groups, to target candidates for the ERC, asking emeritus 


staff to help mentoring etc). 


3. That the RDO will provide more topic specific workshops and engage with the Schools and TRIs 


via such forums as the Schools Research Committees. 


4. That the concept of Self Financing Research Support Teams be given consideration. 


5. That RDO accept hard copy, electronic signature or e-mail confirmation of sight of budget 


(with attached budget) from Heads of School but that it would be up to a school to decide 


whether to avail of this or not.    


6. That Heads of School discuss if they wish to be involved in a sign off process at all at the 


application stage.  A possibility could be that Heads of School could recommend that they do not 


need to sign off of budgets less than 20K (unless there is a particular issue that the RDO draw to 


their attention, unless there is co-funding involved or unless the external sponsor actually 


requires it) and heads of school could devolve sign off to Director of Research. 


7. That the RDO make it clear that in many instances the internal sign off process does not 


prohibit the applicant from continuing to work on the application whilst they check the budget 


and other terms and conditions. 


8. That the RDO continue to lobby the EC in relation to beneficial legal terms and conditions and 


workprogramme development of FP7 and FP8. 


9. That the Research Community be encouraged by both RDO and School/TRI level to feed into 


the technical development of programmes for FP7 and 8. 


10. That the various School Research Committees invite members of the RDO to their meetings 


to discuss their strategic plan or particular specified points of interest. 


11. That a diagram outlining the remits of the RDO, Contracts and Treasurer’s Office be 


included on the TR&I website.  


 


12. That the development of RPAMS be continued to be supported at College level.  The 


requirements capture for RPAMS is under way and the guiding principles of RPAMS is to have 


processes and systems aligned, streamlined and standardised, allowing improved access to 


information when it is needed and to allow TR&I staff and the research community to better self 


serve as well as having reduced paper based administration.   


 


13. That discussion of proposed changes occur with other units in TR&I.  RPAMs is being 


developed in a holistic manner in which streamlined processes will have buy in from all units in 


TR&I. 








The University of Dublin 
Trinity College 


 
There will be a meeting of the Research Committee on Tuesday 17th January 2012 at 
11.00am in the Large Conference Room, O’Reilly Institute. 
 


A G E N D A 
Section A          Timing 
 
A.1 Minutes         11.00 
 Meeting of 8th December 2011 (encl)  
 
A.2 Matters Arising from the Minutes      11.05 
 
A.3 Update on Research Strategy Implementation    11.10 
 
A.4 Research Funding Diversification      11.15 


(i) Proposal re local Research Officers (to follow) 
(ii) Research Committee subgroup meeting to free up time in RDO 


 
A.5 Trinity Research News       11.35 
 
A.6 RQM          11.40 


 
A.7 Provost’s Award for Research      12.00 


Proposal from Prof. Seamus Martin (encl) 
 
A.8 RPAMS Reporting Requirements      12.10 
 
A.9 Financial Information System (FIS) Briefing    12.15 
 
A.10 Any Other Urgent Business       12.30 
 
 
 
Section B – no items under this section 
 
 
Section C 
 
C.1 Items for Discussion at Future Meetings 


(i) Budget Commitments 


 
C.2 Any Other Business 


 


 
10 Jan 2012 Dr J Callaghan 
 Secretary to Committee 








Provost’s Research Awards 
 


Dear Dean,  


I would like to suggest that some or all of the 200K fund that was previously 
mentioned at a DoR meeting could be used to institute a Provost’s Research 
Awards scheme. 


I think it would be highly appropriate for the College to recognize, on an annual 
basis, 5-10 individuals that are setting a very high standard of excellence and 
productivity in their research.   


Such awards would be immensely valuable for formally recognizing and 
motivating individuals with exceptional research achievements. Given the 
tremendously important role that research excellence plays in building and 
maintaining the reputation of a University, it would seem highly appropriate to 
recognize excellence in research in this way. 


The research awards could also be used as an occasion to showcase Trinity’s 
research strengths, with appropriate media coverage, possibly forming the basis 
for a Trinity Research day when all award recipients would present an open 
(layperson/media friendly) lecture on their research. 


As a basis for further discussion, I would suggest that each award recipient could 
receive a 5-10K unrestricted research award (to fund travel, small items of 
equipment, etc) along with the usual dust collector (vase/bowl/plaque/medal); 
and of course, the warm glow of appreciation that actually matters a great deal. 


This scheme would be effectively cost neutral, because the individuals receiving 
these awards are also likely to be those generating considerable research revenue 
and associated overheads for College at a time when these are shrinking at an 
alarming rate. 


I would estimate that 80% of our citations (or any other measures of research 
esteem) are generated by <20% of our academic population.  At present, I feel that 
high performing individuals are quite neglected in our Institution—possibly to 
avoid upsetting those who are not—and are largely left to their own devices to 
maintain (or generate) their own enthusiasm and commitment to research.    


We may be close to overdrawing on the reserves of self-motivation of the high 
achievers at present and it may be prudent to recognize their efforts in this way.  
Even the most highly motivated individuals need to be given a pat on the back on 
occasion (to paraphrase Kissinger, we care so much because the rewards are so 
small).  But this is especially true when the research climate has become 
increasingly arduous and we all begin to wonder whether our efforts are truly 
appreciated (here) and might not be more appreciated (elsewhere).  


 


Best wishes, 


Seamus Martin 
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The University of Dublin 
Trinity College 


 
 


  Minutes of Research Committee Meeting, 8th December 2011 


 


Present:  Professor Vinny Cahill (Dean of Research, DOR, and Chair) 
Professor Kevin Rockett (Director of Research, School of Drama, Film 
& Music) 
Assistant Professor Aidan Seery (Director of Research, School of 
Education) 
Professor John Horne (Director of Research, School of Histories and 
Humanities) 
Assistant Professor Clemens Ruthner (Director of Research, School of 
Languages, Literatures & Cultural Studies) 
Assistant Professor Caoimhin MacMaolain (Director of Research, 
School of Law) 
Professor Ailbhe Ni Chasaide (Director of Research, School of 
Linguistic, Speech and Communication Sciences) 
Professor Malcolm MacLachlan (Director of Research, School of 
Psychology) 
Assistant Professor Gaia Narciso (Director of Research, School of 
Social Sciences and Philosophy) 
Associate Professor Suzanne Cahill (Director of Research, School of 
Social Work and Social Policy) 
Assistant Professor Iain Atack deputising for Norbert Hintersteiner 
(Director of Research, School of Religions, Theology and Ecumenics) 
Assistant Professor Ed Lavelle (Director of Research, School of 
Biochemistry and Immunology) 
Professor Georg Duesberg (Director of Research, School of 
Chemistry)  
Associate Professor Carl Vogel (Director of Research, School of 
Computer Science and Statistics) 
Associate Professor Anthony Quinn (Director of Research, School of 
Engineering 
Professor Seamus Martin (Director of Research, School of Genetics 
and Microbiology 
Associate Professor Sinead Ryan (Director of Research, School of 
Mathematics) 
Assistant Professor Andrew Jackson (Director of Research, School of 
Natural Sciences) 
Professor Martin Hegner (Director of Research, School of Physics) 
Professor Derek Sullivan (Director of Research, School of Dental 
Science) 
Professor Padraic Fallon (Director of Research, School of Medicine) 
Professor Catherine Comiskey (Director of Research, School of 
Nursing and Midwifery)  
Associate Professor Carsten Ehrhardt (Director of Research, School of 
Pharmacy and Pharmaceutical Sciences) 
Professor John Boland (Director of Research, CRANN) 
Prof. Shane O'Mara (Director of Research, TCIN) 
Mary O‟Connor (President of the Graduate Students’ Union) 
Dr Erika Doyle (Chair, Trinity Research Staff Association)  
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Dr James Callaghan (Associate Director of Trinity Research & 
Innovation, ADTRI, and Secretary) 


 
In attendance: Ms Doris Alexander (Research Development Officer, 
Trinity Research & Innovation) 
Dr Geoffrey Bradley (CSG Manager, ISS) 
Dr Camilla Kelly (Research Projects Officer, Trinity Research & 
Innovation and Minute Secretary to the Committee) 


 
Apologies: Professor Frank Barry (Director of Research, School of Business) 


Associate Professor Eve Patten (Director of Research, School of 
English) 
Professor Louis Brennan (Director of Research, IIIS) 
Professor Poul Holm (Director of Research, Trinity Long Room Hub) 
Professor Veronica Campbell (Dean of Graduate Studies) 
Ms Deirdre Savage (Research Accounting Manager, Treasurer's Office) 


 
 
   


Section A   
RS/11-12/15 Introduction  


The Chair welcomed new members to the Committee: Assistant 
Professor Gaia Narciso (Director of Research, School of Social 
Sciences and Philosophy); Associate Professor Sinead Ryan (Director 
of Research, School of Mathematics); and Dr Geoffrey Bradley (CSG 
Manager, ISS).   


 
 
RS/11-12/16 Minutes of 20th October 2011 


The minutes of the meeting were approved and signed subject to the 
following amendments: 


 
Item RS/11-12/02: Deirdre Savage, Research Accounting Manager, 
Treasurer‟s Office requested that the wording  
“RS/10-11/57  - The Treasurer‟s nominee requested that the action 
be removed from the minutes. It was not possible to provide the 
projections of research funding by School taking into account the 
assumptions used in the calculations and lack of detail currently held 
by the Treasurer‟s Office on Schools‟ projections.”  
be replaced with 
“RS/10-11/57 - Should the Committee wish the Research Projections 
to be prepared by School, it could be done, but would require input 
by Schools across the board, with each School applying similar 
assumptions in calculating their projections. Currently, the 
Projections are prepared centrally on an Institutional basis.” 
 


This was agreed by members. 
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RS/11-12/17 Matters Arising from the Minutes  
Item RS/11-12/02 (referring to item RS/10-11/57):  It was agreed 
that these School-based research projections would not be carried 
out.   
 
Item RS/11-12/03 (referring to item RS/10-11/49):  The Chair 
revisited the subject of Garda Clearance.  The main problem that 
staff encounter when trying to obtain Garda Clearance is the time 
delay.   TCD is authorized to request Garda Clearance for both staff 
and students.  Gillian Maxwell is the HR person who deals with Garda 
Clearances.  Since 15th June of this year, HR has processed 15 
applications from staff.  HR expects to process these applications 
within a working day to have them sent to the Central Vetting Unit 
of An Garda Siochana.  The processing time within An Gardai can 
alter between 15-50 days.  It is expected that the vetting process 
will be put on a statutory basis with the legislation being currently 
worked on; when this is enacted it may lead to a more timely 
process through the allocation of resources within An Gardai.   
 
Item RS/11-12/04: Institutional Review.  No further feedback has 
been received from Committee members. 
 
Item RS/11-12/05: College Research Strategy. This item is on the 
agenda for this meeting. 


 
Item RS/11-12/06: Research Funding Diversification. This item is on 
the agenda for this meeting. 


 
Item RS/11-12/07: IP Policy and Campus Company Formation. The 
Chair informed the Committee that the policy was approved by the 
Finance Committee on 2nd November 2011, subject to one minor 
change – that signoff should also be sought from the Dean of 
Research. 


 
Item RS/11-12/10: ISS is now represented on the Committee by Dr 
Geoffrey Bradley. 
 
Item RS/11-12/11: Research Ethics Policy. This item is on the agenda 
for this meeting. To date, only five schools have provided 
information on ethics committees and ethics approvals processes.   


Action: Directors of Research to encourage a response to the REPG 
request for information on ethics committees and ethical approval 
processes. 


 
 


RS/11-12/18 Update on Research Strategy Implementation (DoR) 
The Chair informed the Committee that 18 Thematic Areas are now 
being rolled out in phases, with the first five having been launched. 
It is expected that the first set of town-hall meetings will commence 
before Christmas.  A video will be produced for the College web site 
to illustrate College achievements in each of the Thematic Areas.  It 
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was agreed that roll out of the remainder of the themes would 
follow on a phased basis later in the year.   
 
The issue of key performance indicators (KPIs) for the themes was 
once again raised.  KPIs for these types of activities will be hard to 
identify.  The Chair welcomed suggestions for KPIs and also asked for 
ideas for creating and promoting the thematic areas. One suggestion 
from the floor was that the theme champions could identify their 
own metrics in the first instance. 
 
One of Committee noted that it was important that each area show 
outputs and asked whether the themes are linked to areas where we 
are garnering citations?  The Committee agreed that it was important 
that we are proactive in promoting areas where we have strengths.   


 
 


RS/11-12/19  Research Funding Diversification (discussion led by DoR) 
The Committee noted 2 documents, circulated in advance of the 
meeting.  The first document provided some outline details of 
Horizon 2020, the European Commission‟s upcoming (2014) 
framework programme for research and innovation. The second 
document was a draft document from Ms Doris Alexander, Research 
Development Officer, Trinity Research & Innovation, proposing some 
strategies that might be put in place to support College‟s efforts to 
diversify its research funding base.    
 
The Chair started the discussion by informing the Committee that 
College currently has a large dependency on Irish exchequer sources 
(ca. 77%).  Given the current economic climate, the availability of 
these funds is in decline, and College needs to seriously examine 
alternative sources of funding.    
 
Referring to the Horizon 2020 document circulated to the members, 
the Chair described how Horizon 2020 is expected to provide some 80 
billion euro in funding over the lifetime of the programme (2014-
2020).  The programme will cover all disciplines and is likely to 
become the principal source of funding for College.   The programme 
does not commence until 2014, giving College some time to develop 
a mature strategy.  There is also time for College to influence 
funding mechanisms and indirect cost rates etc. as these are still not 
finally decided by the Commission.   
 
The Chair then invited Ms Alexander to speak to the second 
document. 
 
Ms Alexander started by reminding the Committee that the document 
is in draft format, and is intended to stimulate discussion and 
other/further suggestions from the Committee. 
    
It was put to the Committee that it was important that the 
Faculties/Schools/Thematic Areas should have their own Strategic 
Plans for research in place in order to guide the strategies that the 
Research office might put in place in support of these plans.  
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In the absence of any plans, the document puts forward some 
suggestions for supports.  It also discusses the structure of these 
supports i.e. centralized versus decentralized structures.  Some of 
the suggestions include mentoring for inexperienced staff and 
providing buy-out of time for researchers to put large-scale grant 
applications together.   


 
The floor was invited to comment on the document.  Some of the 
Committee pointed out that a major issue for Schools in developing 
& maintaining a research portfolio was retention of world-class staff.    
It was agreed that the document was very thought provoking; 
however, the problem of staff retention should be a priority.  The 
Chair responded by noting that he hoped a strategic staffing & staff 
retention program would be put in place in the near future.   


 
The suggestion of a “US Funding Desk” was received favourably. The 
DoR commented that internationalization beyond Europe is a good 
idea. 
 
One of the Committee noted that the quality of researchers was very 
important and that College needs to encourage its best people to 
apply for funds.  One idea might be to free up time to allow them to 
apply for grants. The Chair noted that Schools themselves would 
need to identify such people. 
 
Other suggestions included providing supports for writing the 
administrative side of grant applications – on some proposals up to 
60% of the application is not about the science.  It was suggested 
that as part of this it would be useful to have workshops to ensure 
that such „dispersed‟ knowledge is aggregated and shared. Similarly, 
having an „FP7 desk‟/dedicated support would keep related 
knowledge together. 
 
It was also suggested that being able to view previous FP7 
applications would be useful. However, it was noted that some 
people tend to be very „sensitive‟ in relation to the content of their 
applications. 
 
It was suggested that providing local research support officers to 
support the development of research proposals would be useful. It 
was noted that such research officers already exist in some 
Schools/TRIs and could significantly lessen the overhead of proposal 
preparation for researchers and could potentially be provided on a 
self-financing basis. 
 
The Chair concluded the discussion by thanking the Committee for 
their contributions.   


 


Action: Chair to provide a second draft of the Research Funding 
Diversification document 
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RS/11-12/20  Trinity Research Institutes (Working Group) 
 The Committee noted and approved the Terms of Reference from 


the Chair, circulated in advance of the meeting.   
 
 Action: The Committee to nominate members for the Working 
Group. 
 


  


RS/11-12/21  Associated Staff – Participation in Research (Working Group) 
 The Committee noted and approved the Terms of Reference from 


the Chair, circulated in advance of the meeting subject to 
suggestions from the Director of Human of Human resources notified 
to the DoR by email. .  One of the Committee noted that the Working 
Group should ensure that it liaises with the Senior Promotions 
Committee, given its role in approving adjunct/visiting 
appointments.   


 
Action: The DoR to revise the terms of reference as above. 
 
Action: The Committee to nominate members for the Working 
Group. 
 


 


RS/11-12/22  Ethics (Working Group) 
 The Chair informed the meeting that there was a need to 


reconstitute the Ethics committee and he will call on existing 
members to see if they wish to serve. He added that he was also 
seeking volunteers to sit on the Working Group.  


  
Action: The DoR to contact the existing members of the REWG. 


 
 


RS/11-12/23  Research Metrics for Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences  
(Working Group) 


 The Committee noted the Terms of Reference from the Chair, 
circulated in advance of the meeting.    The Committee commented 
that it would be difficult to establish a single set of metrics on a 
Faculty basis; different Schools need different metrics. Several 
Directors of Research from AHSS commented that the Faculty has 
already established a set of metrics, which were over a year in 
development, and that there was therefore no need to establish a 
further working group. This was agreed by the committee. 


 
  


RS/11-12/24  Any Other Urgent Business 


 The Chair informed the Committee that plans have recently been 
announced to merge IRCHSS and IRCSET into one body, to create a 
new Irish Research Council under the aegis of the Higher Education 
Authority.  


  
The Committee approved a request from the Board of TCIN for its 
minutes to be sent to Research Committee for noting.  
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 Doris Alexander (Research Development Officer, Trinity Research & 
Innovation), invited the Committee to attend an upcoming workshop 
on Horizon 2020 that is taking place on 13th January 2012. 


  
 


Section B – no items under this section 
 


Section C 
 


RS/11-12/25 Items for Discussion at Future Meetings 


(i) Research Committee subgroup meeting to free up time 
in RDO 


(ii) RQM 
(iii) Budget Commitments 


 
 


 
 Signed: …………………………. 


 Date: …………………………. 





























December 2011 


Application to become a Trinity Research Centre 


 


 


Identification Information 


Name of proposed centre: Centre for Practice and Healthcare Innovation 


Contact name: Professor Catherine Comiskey 


Email: catherine.comiskey@tcd.ie 


Extension: 2776 


School with administrative and financial responsibility: School of Nursing and 


Midwifery 


Head of School: Professor Agnes Higgins (Formerly Professor Mary McCarron) 


 


Initial Staff 


Director: Professor Catherine Comiskey 


Principal Researchers: Professor Mary McCarron, Professor Cecily Begley, 


Professor Agnes Higgins, Professor Imelda Coyne, Prof C Comiskey Dr Gabriele 


McKee. These are based on the School of Nursing and Midwifery research matrix, 


Other Associated Researchers (internal): Dr Patricia Cronin, Dr. Fiona Timmons, Ms 


Sylvia Huntley Moore, Dr Catherine McCabe, Dr Anne-Marie Brady, Dr Fintan 


Sheerin, Dr H Nicholl; Dr Aileen Lynch; Dr Jan De Vries, Dr L Curtis; and additional  


staff as the Centre develops. 


Other associated researchers (external): Professor Philip McCallion, Albany, New 


York University; Professor Gary Rolfe, Swansea University, Wales; Dr David 


Prendergast, European Social Science & Design Lead for the Digital Health group at 


Intel Corporation and Principal Investigator in the Technology Research for 


Independent Living (TRIL) Centre; Dr Geralyn Hynes RCSI, Ms Carrie Jackson, 


England Centre for Practice Innovation, Canterbury University, England. 


Appointed member of the Centre for Health Informatics 


Two Directors of Nursing or similar from our Health Service Providers,  


Emeritus staff: To be decided. 


 


The Proposed Centre 


The Centre for Practice and Healthcare Innovation will be a partnership between 


Trinity College Dublin (TCD) and our allied health services  


 


Mission Statement: 



mailto:catherine.comiskey@tcd.ie





The School of Nursing and Midwifery at Trinity College Dublin (TCD) and its allied 


health services have a long history of working together to improve nursing and 


midwifery practice through research. It is proposed to merge expertise by bringing 


together clinical practice staff, academic staff, industry and the academic strength of 


the university in a symbiotic partnership of equals to form a Centre for Practice and 


Healthcare Innovation (CPHI). This new initiative will formalise our commitment to a 


long term and ongoing working relationship between the School of Nursing and 


Midwifery at TCD and our associated health services and will place us leaders in 


fostering innovative and sustainable methods of enhancing healthcare, through 


research and innovation  in Ireland.   


 


Aims and objectives: 


Primary Aim 


1. To enhance health outcomes for people and quality of care by enhancing 


innovations in  research, research education, and evidence based practice 


2. To develop an extensive national network of Practice Innovation Units that 


work together to share ideas and resources for mutual benefit and for the 


common good of research development in nursing, midwifery  and healthcare. 


Objectives      


1. Foster links with industry and practice to enhance research evidence, 


translation and implementation in health and practice. 


2.  Through practice and industrial collaborations foster innovative development 


and entrepreneurship in general and initially within the e health arena.  


3. To develop in collaboration with services a Professional Doctorate in 


Healthcare. 


4. Further establish a structured career pathway for professional and clinical 


staff in the area of research 


5. To provide identified support mechanisms to enhance research activity 


among clinical staff.   


6. To provide an infrastructure that will develop and facilitate the use of 


resources across teams  


7. To identify and form teams and collaborative links between clinical staff, 


academic staff and industry for the purpose of conducting collaborative 


research  


8. To enhance professional nursing practice and healthcare by promoting quality 


research projects, related to clinical practice, implementation and industry 







9. Through these collaborative links  identify and develop research opportunities 


within nursing,  health care, e health  and  nurse- led inter-disciplinary 


research  


10. Through these collaborative links source funding to conduct research projects 


from academic, clinical, innovation and non standard funding sources   


11. Through these various collaborations enhance the impact of the research on 


health and services  


12.  To develop an extensive national network of Practice Innovation Units that 


work together to share ideas and resources for mutual benefit and for the 


common good of research development in nursing, midwifery  and healthcare 


 


Measurable added value to College:  


The School of Nursing and Midwifery’s proposed research quality metrics emphasise 


not only excellence in academic scholarship, writing and research but place a 


particular emphasis on innovative translational research with our national and 


international healthcare providers and partners. The establishment of the Centre for 


Practice and Healthcare Innovation will provide a focal point for this innovative 


translational research and will in the longer term attract additional post graduate 


students and new and established researchers and projects through its proposed 


Professional Doctorate in Healthcare. In addition the proposed centre specifically 


address recommendation 13 of the School of Nursing and Midwifery‘s external 


quality review which stressed the importance of establishing a structured career 


pathway for professional and clinical staff.  


The proposed Centre also clearly addresses and adds a practice research focus to 


the College research theme of translational research. 


 


Activities 


The Centre for Practice and Healthcare Innovation will be involved in research, 


research education, and practice innovation 


 


Research 


The Centre will coordinate and initiate practice-based research (that is, generating 


knowledge from practice and or implementing evidence based practices and 


innovations into practice) practitioner research (that is, research into one’s own 


practice) and action research approaches including co-operative inquiry (involving 


service users as research partners). This will be achieved by: 







 Forming a practice innovation network across our allied healthcare and 


service providers 


 Initiating and supporting research projects in practice settings 


 Initiating and supporting projects within the academic and industrial teams 


through the sharing of resources, expertise and administration  


 Encouraging and supporting small scale practitioners inquiries into their own 


practice and that of their immediate team 


 Supporting organisationally driven initiatives including organisational 


development and cross disciplinary research and practice development  


 Initiating, coordinating and supporting joint bids for external research  funding 


 Encouraging and supporting practitioners to disseminate their work through 


writing for publication and presenting papers and posters at national and 


international conferences 


 


The Centre will also provide an opportunity and framework for joint advanced 


practitioner/lecturer roles to enhance practice research development and practice-


based research.  


 


Research Education  


The Centre will establish lifelong learning communities in which learning and 


scholarship is valued for its own sake and for the purpose of enhancing and 


developing practice research. The Centre will: 


 offer work-based research learning opportunities to all health care staff, 


including courses at all levels up to MSc and Professional Doctorate 


 offer opportunities for research learning through clinical supervision and/or 


action learning sets to groups and individuals 


 encourage individuals to share and disseminate their research outputs with 


students, patients, practitioners, educationalists and managers through 


presentations, seminars and workshops 


 further develop the research skills of academic staff  to equip them with 


knowhow  for research innovations 


 develop the research skills of specialist staff including managers, clinical 


nurse specialists, advanced nurse practitioners and nurse prescribers 


 


Research Consultancy and Service Provision 







The Centre will actively seek through the tender and other processes opportunities to 


provide research consultancy services to the healthcare profession across the range 


of expertise of its members. 


 


Governance Structure 


The Centre for Practice and Healthcare Innovation will have its own internal and 


external governance structure consisting of an internal executive which will be 


responsible for the day to day running of the Centre. This will be chaired in the first 


instance by the Director of Research and shall have as members, the Director of 


Research, two Principal Investigator (PI) representatives and two additonal members 


with relevant experience.  The executive will report to the Centres Governing Body 


through the Director. The Governing body will consist of the Centre Director, The 


Head of School, The Chair of Nursing and Midwifery, two Directors from our linked 


health service providers and a representative from the Minister for Health and 


Children. This external board, which will be chaired by the Head of School will act as 


an oversight committee and will advise and assist the Director in the running of the 


Centre.  


 


In the first instance the Director of the Centre will be for a period of two years and 


procedures for the choosing of a new Director and for changing the representation on 


the internal and external boards will be established by the inaugural board. 


 


The Director will submit an annual report to the Dean of Research each year before 


12th July. 


 


Relationship between the School and the Centre 


The proposed Centre specifically addresses Goals 3, 4 and 5 of the Schools strategic 


plan for research. These are: 


Goal 3: Support and develop the research strengths by improving clinical 


collaboration and entrepreneurship  


Goal 4: Position School research within the College, national and international 


nursing, midwifery and healthcare research priorities 


Goal 5: Increase user involvement in research 


 


 


Letter of support from the former Head of School now Dean of the Faculty of Health 


Sciences including relation to research strategy and financial support (attached) 







 


Resources and Finances 


 


Short-term Goals (2011 – 2013) 


 


1. Post-doctoral research fellow to be employed to  


 continue to scope the education and research support needs of practitioners 


 assist the Director in the preparation a draft strategic plan for the first three 


years 


 commence and support practice-based research activity 


 assist in developing the Centres web page and profile 


This goal has been initiated and funding for a research fellow for a period of one year 


has been sought and granted from the Nursing Practice Development Unit at the 


HSE. 


 


2. Visiting Professors (Prof Gary Rolfe of Swansea University and Dr. David 


Prendergast, Intel Ireland) to be employed for an initial 2-year period until a full Chair 


position can be filled, to supervise and advise the post-doctoral fellow and additional 


lecturers and practitioners. 


This goal has been initiated and Professor Rolfe and Dr Prendergast have been 


appointed for an initial period of two years. 


 


3. Continue to seek funding for a Chair of Nursing be jointly appointed by TCD , 


AMNCH and St James Hospital 


This is an essential goal of the Centre as a joint Chair will take a leading role in 


research and will enable the sustainability of the practice and healthcare research 


innovation in the future. 


 


4. Continue to seek a suitable building to house the new initiative. This space would 


provide offices for staff, patient/client consulting rooms and a meeting/seminar room. 


 This goal has been initiated and a request for a Centre office based at the 


AMNCH in Tallaght has been sent to the Dean of the Faculty of Health 


Sciences. The School of Nursing and Midwifery via the Dean of the Faculty of 


Health Sciences, Prof Mary McCarron are currently seeking office space to host this 


initiative at the AMNCH site. 


 







 


5. Administrative support for the Centre to be available from the SNM from exisitng 


resources in proportion with the work of the research within the Centre 


This gaol has been initiated and inital approval for support has been obtained from 


the School of Nursing and Midiwfery Executive 


 


Medium-long term Goals (2013 onwards) 


 


1. Extend the membership and affiliated organisations to ensure the ongoing 


sustainability of the Centre 


 


Note Further details on  key medium and longer term goals with dates and outcomes 


will be decided by the Centre’s Executive with input form the external Governing 


body, the SNM Executive and key stakeholders  within the first strategic plan upon 


Centre setup. 


 


Financial success to date 


To date two successful joint funding projects of €26,000 in 2010/2011 and €40,000 in 


2011/2012 between TCD School of Nursing and Midwifery and St James Hospital, 


Directorate of Nursing has been awarded from the Nursing Practice Development 


Unit (NPDU) at the HSE for the part time employment of a post doctoral fellow to 


support this initiative.  


In addition a further €70,000 has been awarded from Genio (Atlantic Philanthropies) 


in partnership with our mental health services to evaluate a clinician and peer 


information programme. 


 


A further fund of €20,000 has been awarded by Intel Ireland to support a short term 


post doctoral position in healthcare and technology 


 


It is the intention of the Centre to build upon the success to date and to seek further 


funds to develop and sustain the Centre moving forward 


 


 


Visibility 


The Centre for Healthcare Innovation is committed to dissemination and visibility of 


its research outputs. To fulfil College requirements the Centre will maintain an 


accurate and updated website of activities. 







To ensure national and international dissemination the Centre will as part of its initial 


strategic plan establish a research communications strategy with tangible milestones 


and outcomes. 


To promote and develop the Centre internationally, links will be established with 


other research  Centres and relevant networks of excellence.  


Some success has been achieved to date in this regard. Prof Comiskey and Dr 


McKee have been invited to speak at the forthcoming 1st Practice Innovation 


Conference in Nursing and Allied Health and Social Care at Swansea University. 


This is part of the Welsh Centre for Practice Innovation (WCPI) 


 








The University of Dublin 
Trinity College 


 
There will be a meeting of the Research Committee on Tuesday 17th January 2012 at 
11.00am in the Large Conference Room, O’Reilly Institute. 
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Section A          Timing 
 
A.1 Minutes         11.00 
 Meeting of 8th December 2011  
 
A.2 Matters Arising from the Minutes      11.05 
 
A.3 Update on Research Strategy Implementation    11.10 
 
A.4 Research Funding Diversification      11.15 


(i) Proposal re local Research Officers  
(ii) Research Committee subgroup meeting to free up time in RDO 


 
A.5 Trinity Research News       11.35 
 
A.6 RQM          11.40 


 
A.7 Provost’s Award for Research      12.00 


Proposal from Prof. Seamus Martin  
 
A.8 RPAMS Reporting Requirements      12.10 
 
A.9 Financial Information System (FIS) Briefing    12.15 
 
A.10 Any Other Urgent Business       12.30 
 
 
 
Section B – no items under this section 
 
 
Section C 
 
C.1 Items for Discussion at Future Meetings 


(i) Budget Commitments 
 
C.2 Any Other Business 
 Applications for new Research Centres   


(i) Early Modern History  
(ii) Centre for Practice and Healthcare Innovation  


 


 
10 Jan 2012 Dr J Callaghan 
 Secretary to Committee 








Proposal for the Provision of Locally‐based Research Programme Officers 


Ms. Doris Alexander and Prof. Vinny Cahill 


2012‐01‐16 


1. Introduction 


At the Research Committee of Thursday the 8th of December 2011, a document on research funding 
diversification was presented and discussed. As part of that document possible mechanisms for 
expanding local‐level support for research development were presented. 


This document is intended to build upon that discussion by outlining a proposal to develop a team of 
locally‐based research programme officers. 


2. Where will the Locally‐based Research Project Officers be based? 


Computer Science and Statistics, Medicine, CRANN and TCIN all currently have local research 
officers.  It is important to ensure that the likely continued deployment of such officers is not rolled 
out in an ad hoc manner, that there is no duplication of service between central and local supports 
and that there is consistency of advice and approach in relation to implementation of both College 
and sponsor policies whilst also having sufficient staff to deal with more in‐depth interaction with 
and support for researchers, strategic sponsor intelligence gathering and coordination of large 
College bids.   


Going forward, it is proposed that the College supports the coherent development of locally‐based 
research programme officers to be based in schools and/or TRIs (in a phased basis starting with a 
limited number of officers). As an alternative the committee may wish to consider deploying 
research officers in support of thematic areas as this might provide access to their services to a 
greater number of academic staff and allow greater specialisation and network building than 
associating them with individual Schools alone.  The advice of the committee is requested in this 
regard. 


In any case, this is not to preclude other centres/units in College establishing such positions but they 
are not under consideration in this proposal.  Whilst a benchmarking exercise looking at the 
structures in other universities will hopefully provide valuable feed‐in to the effective delivery of 
research development supports in the College, many of the top‐ranked universities employ the use 
of a hybrid research development office system with some support staff positioned locally in schools 
or centres while others are positioned centrally – all working together as a team. What is being 
proposed here is a coherent development of such a hybrid system in a way that ensures consistency 
across College and hopefully maximum impact in terms of development and realisation of our 
research funding diversification strategy. 


3. Job Title, Specification and Grade  


In particular, the consistency indicated above should pertain also to the job title, specification and 
grade for research officers. There is not consistency at present in terms of job title as some of the 
existing local posts were designed to focus on the development of EU funding or projects rather than 
funding across a range of possible sponsors and in some cases to undertake other duties.   


3.1 Job Title 


The proposed title for the new role is Research Programme officer (RPO).  A common job 
specification will be developed outlining clearly the remit of the job and the relationship with the 
centrally‐based RDO and the expectations in terms of task delivery.  This would ensure added value 







for the researcher and lack of duplication with services provided centrally.  In line with this, a 
common job grade system should be employed to ensure fairness and equity in the system at the 
outset.   


3.2 Job Specification 


A School/TRI‐based RPO will work with the School’s Director of Research/TRI’s Director to develop 
an implementation plan for the unit’s research strategy and to ensure the implementation plan is 
managed.  Particular emphasis should be placed on securing more non‐exchequer research funding 
especially Horizon 2020 funding and, in particular, to identify opportunities for researchers to 
coordinate projects and help establish the best partners for the consortia. The RPO will maximise the 
linkage of researchers to networks (eg COST) in order to help establish partnerships for proposals.  
The RPO will have cognizance of the College’s research strategy and ensure linkages from the unit to 
the relevant thematic areas as they develop in College. The RPO will promote the funding 
opportunities advertised centrally with locally‐based researchers helping them to devise their career 
development plans (link to a possible mentoring system) as well as contributing to the 
implementation of the unit’s strategy.   The RPO will be available to provide advice on budgets and 
proposal structure but the central RDO will continue to be the central authorised officer on behalf of 
the College. The RPO will oversee and contribute to the writing of the non‐scientific elements of 
applications being submitted from the school (Central RDO will continue to provide College‐based 
information and broader generic templates for this purpose but the local RPO should have unit‐
based information on facilities that could be made available and a knowledge of national and EU 
policies relevant to proposal areas from their unit as well as access to previous successful proposals). 
They will also try to ensure feed‐in to the development of work programmes for sponsors (where 
relevant) to ensure that opportunities for participation for their unit are maximised.  The RPO will be 
expected to organise unit‐specific information sessions (with participation from central RDO) and 
represent their school at external networking events (eg FET ICT info session in Brussels) particularly 
at events where there is no central RDO presence. RPOs will also be involved in the delivery of 
centrally delivered information sessions. In general, it is expected that the RPO will be active in 
opportunity identification, consortium building and networking activities and will provide a resource 
for the unit’s staff in writing and submitting proposals. 
 
RPOs will utilise RPAMS to see how their unit is performing in relation to the research 
implementation plan and can work with the Director of Research/Director to support corrective 
action where necessary. 
 
The RPO should have a background relevant to the unit’s portfolio with a postgraduate degree and 
preferably either research or research administration experience.  The RPO will also work closely 
with the Trinity Foundation in supporting Philanthropic fund raising initiatives for research for the 
school. The RPO will be considered to be part of the College’s RDO function thereby attending team 
meetings and helping to organise and deliver College research objectives and integrating with other 
service providers in TR&I (Contracts Office and Technology Transfer etc.) to ensure that all Central 
College procedures are adhered to in interactions with sponsors. This is expected to have an 
additional benefit of freeing up the time of centrally‐based staff to provide additional services to 
units that do not (yet) have a RPO. 


At present within TR&I, the RDO and contracts sections are working more closely together through 
the development of sponsor‐based multi‐skilled teams therefore maintaining sponsor relationship 
and sponsor intelligence as well as providing more in‐depth sponsor support.  The RPOs are intended 
to complement and add value to those supports on a local level and in particular to aid researchers 
to become more research active in line with the unit strategy, providing more individual in‐depth 







support than is possible from central services from the pre award stage in proposal structuring up to 
and including the contract signature stage.  


RPOs are not specific project managers supporting the implementation phase of a given project.  
Post award management is a separate issue than that under discussion and is not part of the 
proposal outlined here. It is not anticipated that the RPO will be involved in the post award 
management stage of report writing and claims.   


3.3 Job Grade 


It should be noted that many of the current locally‐based RPOs have a great level of commonality of 
job specification and grading and can be used to build this common job specification and grading for 
the RPOs. Most of the current locally‐based supports were advertised as grade 2‐3 with the ability to 
recruit at grade 2 for exceptional candidates.   


This means that the Gross pay could vary as follows: 


Administrative 2 €46,204 €48,221 €50,304 €52,343 €54,466 
Administrative 3 €35,985 €37,879 €39,777 €41,308 €42,872 €44,416 €45,935 


The cost to College would be the Gross plus PRSI plus 20% pension – (so could range from €47050, 
starting point admin 3 to €71214 for top of the admin 2 scale)  


However, in additional a level of non pay will be required for each post. Given that the College is 
underwriting the pay costs associated from these posts, it is to be expected that units would 
contribute to the non pay costs associated with the establishment and maintenance of such posts 
(PC, travel, consumables etc)  


4. How will they be funded? 


It is proposed that College underwrites the costs of establishing these posts in the first instance with 
the anticipation of their becoming self sustaining from the unit’s overheads after a period of 2 ‐3 
years.  


Such positions would therefore be of a fixed‐term contract in the first instance and thereafter linked 
to the availability of funding (in a similar way as those positions funded through the OIP) and the 
performance of the RPO in supporting the achievement of unit‐specific performance indicators.  


It is envisaged that seed funding for these posts would come from a Research Development Fund to 
be provided by the College perhaps drawing on the Research Committee budget, overhead income, 
or core funding. Greater leverage of this funding is possible if units are willing to co‐fund the initial 
recruitment of a team of RPOs.  


5. Performance Review 


The issue of measuring performance is important but will require further discussion.  The reason for 
this is that performance is aligned to the implementation strategy of a unit.  The RPO is charged to 
work with the Director of Research/Director to produce an implementation strategy (with 
deliverables) and can help delivery of same which become the key performance indicators.  
However, there are three modifying factors to be taken into account. Even with an implementation 
strategy in place, unless individual researchers buy into the implementation strategy the delivery of 
same will prove impossible.  Secondly, the delivery of a strategy takes time and it may be difficult to 
judge results at the point in which these posts are meant to become self sustaining.  Thirdly, there 
are likely to be changes in relation to sponsors and their remits which may or may not adversely 
affect the ability to deliver the implementation strategy.It is expected that as the College is 







underwriting these posts in the first instance and that they are seen as a development of the 
Research Development Office function in the College, that the first reporting line will be to the 
central Research Development office and inclusion as such in TR&I and a dotted line to the School.  
This will assist with training, awareness of College and sponsor policies and continued development 
of the College’s research strategy. 


7. Next Steps 


In parallel with the identification of a funding stream to support the roll out of this programme, is 
proposed to develop a call for proposals for RPOs to be targeted at Schools/TRIs for the allocation of 
support for such RPOs. Among the criteria to be used to assess such proposals would be the level of 
local support already available for research development, the willingness of the unit to contribute to 
the support of RPOs, and the existence of a local research development strategy. Ideally, successful 
units would commit to taking over the costs of their RPOs as soon as possible once their operation 
begins to result in an enhanced flow of research income. 


 


 





