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2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14
Actual Estimate Estimate Estimate


Carried forward from previous reserves 309,213 390,525 471,625 520,850


Estimated College Allocation (net of salaries) 97,602 150,000 * 135,000 * 120,000 *
Estimated Iona Allocation 250,000 237,500 * 225,625 * 214,344 *
Dean of Research Contingency Fund (50,000) (50,000) (50,000) (50,000)
Miscellaneous charges (Estimate) (1,737) (5,000) (5,000) (5,000)
Unspent start-up funds (2008/09) 37,765 - - -
Unspent start-up funds (2009/10) 4,081 5,000 - -
No start-up funds awarded 2010/11 - - - -
Budget Available 646,925 728,025 777,250 800,194


Innovation Bursaries
Innovation Bursary - 10 PhD students 30.09.2014 (payments made in advance) (256,400) (256,400) (256,400) -


Funds available for other schemes 390,525 471,625 520,850 800,194


Notes to Projections


* - Assumption that Allocation declines by 5% per year in 2011/12, 2012/13 and 2013/14.


Research Committee Budget Projection to 2013/14
(Including Yearly 5% decline in Iona Allocation & College Allocation)
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Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)


Role of the RC 


 


Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree


1.1 The role and function 
of RC, and its members, 
are well understood.


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


1.2 The RC, as a body, 
has an understanding of 
the College’s values and 
mission.


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


1.3 There is clarity on the 
part of the RC on the role 
of the University Council 
and its relationship to that 
committee.


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


1.4 The RC, as a body, 
has the appropriate skills 
and competencies to fulfil 
its role.


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


 


Any additional comments on role of the RC 


55


66
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Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)


RC meetings 


 


Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree


2.1 There is an 
appropriate number of RC 
meetings in a year, which 
are of appropriate duration 
and are held at 
appropriate times within 
the year.


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


2.2 Agenda and papers 
are received in sufficient 
time to allow adequate 
preparation for meetings.


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


2.3 Section A 
documentation, submitted 
to RC, is well presented 
with clarity as to its 
purpose.


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


2.4 Section A 
documentation, submitted 
to RC, contains sufficient 
detail


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


2.5 Items considered 
under Section B of the 
agenda are of sufficient 
detail and clarity.


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


2.6 Items presented under 
Section C of the agenda 
are of sufficient detail and 
clarity.


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


2.7 Meetings are well 
organised and chaired 
effectively.


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


2.8 Sufficient time is 
allowed for consideration 
and discussion of agenda 
items.


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


2.9 Sufficient 
consideration is given to 
the views of all RC 
members in the course of 
discussions.


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


2.10 Minutes honestly 
reflect the views and 
decisions of the RC.


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


2.11 There is adequate 
monitoring and feed­back 
to RC in relation to its 
decisions.


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


Any additional comments on RC meetings 


55
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66
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Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)


Functions of the RC. 
The RC contributes effectively: 


 


Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree


3.1 To formulate policy on 
all research related 
matters which impact on 
the strategic objectives of 
the College


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


3.2 To consider and make 
recommendations on 
matters of policy relating 
to research including 
matters referred to it by 
Council and other College 
committees


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


3.3 To review and oversee 
the implementation of 
College’s policy on 
research ethics


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


3.4 To monitor the 
relevance and efficacy of 
established policy – 
addressing shortcomings 
and anomalies so as to 
facilitate high quality 
research activities within 
the College structures


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


3.5 To oversee quality 
assurance and 
improvement measures in 
respect of research activity, 
including the efficacy of 
research quality measures


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


3.6 To advise the Dean of 
Research in his role in 
reporting internally and 
externally on research and 
related matters


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


3.7 To review Annual 
Reports relating to 
research matters and to 
make recommendations to 
Council


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


3.8 To approve procedures 
for allocating research 
funds and monitor their 
implementation


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


3.9 To establish Advisory 
Committees and Working 
Groups as required to 
develop and oversee 
policy in respect of 


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
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Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)
research matters


 


Any additional comments on functions of the RC 


55


66
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Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)


Communication 


 


Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree


4.1 There is appropriate 
communication between 
the RC and the College 
community.


nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj


 


Any additional comments on communication 


55


66
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Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)


What is your overall assessment of the performance of the RC? 


 


 


Very effective
 


nmlkj


Effective
 


nmlkj


Satisfactory
 


nmlkj


Needs improvement
 


nmlkj


Are there any other issues you would like to raise in relation to the RC, its performance and/or scope to improve its performance 


55


66
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Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee (RC)


RC status (Please tick appropriate box): 


 


Director of Research
 


nmlkj


In Attendance
 


nmlkj


Other
 


nmlkj


Name (optional) 
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The University of Dublin 
Trinity College 


 
 


  Minutes of Research Committee Meeting, 17th January 2012 


 


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) 
Assistant Professor Clemens Ruthner (Director of Research, School of 
Languages, Literatures & Cultural Studies) 
Professor Frank Barry (Director of Research, School of Business) 
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 Stefano Sanvito (in place of Professor John Boland 
(Director of Research, CRANN) 
Professor Poul Holm (Director of Research, Trinity Long Room Hub) 
Prof. Shane O'Mara (Director of Research, TCIN) 
Professor Veronica Campbell (Dean of Graduate Studies) 







A.1 RS-Jan12Minutes_Draft 


 2 


Dr Erika Doyle (Chair, Trinity Research Staff Association)  
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) 
Ms Deirdre Savage (Research Accounting Manager, Treasurer's Office) 
Dr Camilla Kelly (Research Projects Officer, Trinity Research & 
Innovation and Minute Secretary to the Committee) 
Niamh Brennan (Research Information Systems, Library) for RS/11-
12/32   
Paddy Naughton (Project Manager, FIS) for RS/11-12/35 


 
Apologies: Associate Professor Crawford Gribben (Director of Research, School 


of English) 
Professor John Horne (Director of Research, School of Histories and 
Humanities) 
Professor Louis Brennan (Director of Research, IIIS) 


  Mary O’Connor (President of the Graduate Students’ Union) 
 
 
 
   


Section A   
RS/11-12/26 Introduction  


The DoR welcomed everyone to the meeting.  
 
 
RS/11-12/27 Minutes of 8th Dec 2011 


The minutes of the meeting were approved by the Committee. 
 


 
RS/11-12/28 Matters Arising from the Minutes  


Item RS/11-12/17 (referring to item RS/11-12/11):  Research Ethics 
Policy.  Since the December 2011 meeting, only one more School 
(School of Computer Science and Statistics) has submitted 
information on its ethics committee and ethics processes.  The DoR 
reminded members that it was important that every School 
responded to the call for information. 
 
Action: Directors of Research to remind their Schools to forward 
information on their ethics committees and processes to the 
Research Committee. 
 
Item RS/11-12/19:  Research Funding Diversification.  The DoR noted 
that in relation to staff retention policies, there appears to be a gap 
where high-performing research staff is concerned.  He informed the 
committee that he has started a discussion with the Director of 
Human Resources to devise a scheme to assist such staff whose 
employment contracts do not extend across the duration of a grant 
application.  Committee members were invited to put forward 
further ideas.  
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Action: Directors of Research to forward ideas for helping to retain 
junior research staff to the DoR. 
 
Items RS/11-12/21-22: Associated Staff – Participation in Research 
Working Group & TRI Working Group.  The DoR informed the 
Committee that volunteers were still being sought for these working 
groups. The DoR extended his thanks to those members who have 
already volunteered their time. 


 
Action: Directors of Research interested in joining either the 
Associated Staff or TRI Working Group to contact the DoR. 
 
Item RS/11-12/24: Any Other Urgent Business:   
In relation to the IRCHSS and IRCSET merger, the DoR informed the 
Committee that, to date, progress with the mechanics of the merger 
appears to be slow.  A new research council is expected to be 
appointed in the first quarter of 2012.  Operationally, the two units 
will remain separate in the short term.    
 
The briefing on Horizon 2020 took place on January 13th as planned 
and was very well attended. 
 


 
 


RS/11-12/29 Update on Research Strategy Implementation (DoR) 
The Chair informed the Committee that the first thematic town hall 
meeting (Ageing) took place on 11th January 2012.  The meeting had 
a high level of participation, with ca. 90 people attending and 40 
making presentations.  The DoR noted that many people were 
pleasantly surprised with the level of activity in the area.  A steering 
group for this theme is now being formed.  Two more town hall 
meetings are taking place this week, International Integration and 
Digital Humanities.  Town hall meetings for the Smart and 
Sustainable Cities and Cancer themes are in the pipeline.  


 
 
 


RS/11-12/30  Research Funding Diversification (DoR) 
The Committee noted two documents, circulated in advance of the 
meeting.  The first was a document from Ms Doris Alexander, 
Research Development Officer, Trinity Research & Innovation, 
relating to the deployment of local Research Project Officers (RPOs). 
The second was a summary of a subgroup meeting that took place in 
January of 2011, outlining suggestions on how time might be freed 
up in the Research Office.    
 
The DoR started the discussion by informing the meeting of further 
ideas for funding diversification proposed by Trinity Research & 
Innovation (TR&I), including one-to-one mentoring, workshops 
around particular funding programmes, e.g. FP7, and strategy 
development workshops for Schools, Trinity Research Institutes 
(TRIs), and thematic areas.  Another possibility might be one-to-one 
engagement formally linking TR&I staff to individuals and groups 
around College.  TR&I could also keep libraries of useful templates 
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and boilerplates on file. The idea of dedicated ‘desks’ for U.S. & FP7 
funding opportunities was also mentioned. The DoR invited feedback 
from the Committee on these ideas and suggestions for other 
possibilities.  All ideas and suggestions will be distilled into a single 
document and presented at a future meeting. 
 
Doris Alexander then spoke to the document on local RPOs.  If the 
decision is taken to deploy local research staff, consistency between 
job specifications, title, and grade would be very important.  It 
would also have to be decided whether these posts should be based 
in Schools, TRIs, or Faculties.  It would be necessary to evaluate how 
such posts would add value and complement existing services in 
TR&I. 
 
The Committee welcomed the document, noting that it was vital 
that permission be given to advertise at the appropriate grade; for 
example, one of the TRIs failed to recruit at Admin 3, but was not 
permitted to advertise the post at Admin 1.  Some flexibility up to 
Admin 1 would be appropriate.   Reporting lines might also be an 
issue.  The Committee considered it appropriate that the RPO would 
report to the head of host unit directly and indirectly to TR&I.    
 
The issue of how smaller units or Schools was might be supported 
was addressed, with the DoR noting that smaller Schools might 
consider sharing an RPO for example.   


 
One of the Committee asked whether College would ever consider 
setting up a separate legal entity to provide research services such 
as grant management, so that grant applicants could cost these into 
their proposals e.g. on FP7 applications. Imperial College, for 
example, has taken such an approach.   
 
On the question of funding local RPO posts, the intention would be 
that College would initially underwrite these posts with the view 
that they become self-funding, possibly from grant overheads.   
Ideally Schools would pay back these ‘start-up’ funds, allowing 
College to fund more positions down the line. 
 
It was also suggested that it might be worthwhile to subject the 
document to a review mechanism with people that have already 
gone through this process.   
 
The discussion finished with one of the Committee asking how many 
posts would be funded initially.  The DoR responded by saying the 
intention would be to fund 4-5 posts.  He added that it will not be 
possible to do one per school and perhaps smaller schools could 
share an RPO as discussed. It was noted that preference may be 
given to schools/TRIs that are in a position to cost-share with College 
the funding of such posts. In concluding the discussion, the DoR said 
that he would clarify the source and level of the College element of 
this funding before a call for proposals was made. 
 







A.1 RS-Jan12Minutes_Draft 


 5 


Action: DoR to clarify the source and level of the College element of 
funding to support the deployment of local Research Project 
Officers. 
 
 


RS/11-12/31  Trinity Research News 
 Mindful of the time that it takes TR&I to prepare Trinity Research 


News, the DoR asked the Committee whether it was an activity 
worth continuing.  


 
The Committee agreed that it was important to have a forum for 
publicising research.  However, the intended audience for Trinity 
Research News should be clarified, as should the way we measure its 
value, the cost, and whether there might be a better way of 
publicising our research.  It was pointed out that Trinity Research 
News could have an effect that we cannot measure. 
 
The DoR concluded the discussion by saying that PR is important but 
we need to consider this issue further before publishing Trinity 
Research News again. 
 


  


RS/11-12/32  Research Quality Metrics (RQM) 
  The DoR commenced the discussion by noting to the Committee that 


the new RQM criteria were approved by Council and Board in October 
2010.  Niamh Brennan then proceeded to give an update on the 
current position with RQM.  
 
Currently, according to the ‘old’ RQM criteria, 350 staff were 
deemed research productive.  The new criteria produced a figure of 
369 out of 700 core-funded staff (52%).   
 
Many Schools do not have their Research Support System profiles up 
to date and it is very important that this is done.  The RQM 
administration screen can be used to make exceptions as to who is 
included in the report from each School.  Ms Brennan noted that it 
was important that there is clarification on which staff should be 
included.  


 
In the new criteria, single-author publications count more than 
multi-author ones (1 to 0.5 respectively); to date, this difference 
does not seem to have made a huge amount of difference in the 
metrics. 
 
Many of the Committee voiced extreme concern with this criterion 
(single authorship counting for more than multiple authorship).  For 
one, it does not promote collaboration between researchers.  
 
The Committee also commented that it was bizarre that the issue of 
RQM had not been discussed at the Research Committee since 2009, 
and asked who made the decision to implement the new criteria.  In 
response, the DoR noted that it was a committee on Academic 
Freedom that reported directly to Council.   
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One of the members asked whether there was provision made for 
updating these criteria.  
 
Members of the Committee also asked about the research 
expenditure criterion and also noted that smaller Schools needed a 
longer measurement window; 3 years rather than 2.   
 
Ms Brennan concluded by noting that the Directors of Research have 
power to sign off on final statistics,  and also who is and is not 
regarded as research productive as School level.  Directors of 
Research should act as the ‘quality control’ for RQM data. 
 
The DoR summarized the discussion by noting that the current 
weighting of research publications is not acceptable to the 
Committee.  The current value of 52% research productive staff is 
not acceptable whatever the metrics used, and we should be aiming 
for a much higher figure.    
 


 
RS/11-12/33  Provost’s Award for Research 


The Committee noted a document from Professor Seamus Martin, 
circulated in advance of the meeting.  The document was a proposal 
to institute a Provost’s Research Awards scheme.   
 
Professor Martin began the discussion by informing the committee 
that College has never had an award for research, despite having 
awards in place for teaching and innovation.  The motivational and 
public relation factors associated with such an award, particularly 
given the current economic climate, should not be underestimated.  
It is intended to have a very simple nomination process – a short half 
page CV that would be evaluated by the committee.   
 
One of the committee noted that, in addition to recognising staff 
that are in receipt of a lot of research funding, it would also be good 
to provide support for people that are currently underfunded, and 
also provide support for staff wishing to go on sabbatical.    


 
The notion of two awards, one for junior researchers and one for 
senior researchers, was put forward by another member.  In 
response, Professor Martin   noted that the award should just 
recognise excellence; there was no need to fragment the process.  


 
 In summary, the DoR  proposed that this new award should mirror 


the current Provost’s Teaching Award.   The value of the award 
would then be in the region of €3K and a number of awards would be 
made including an early career stage award based on the use of 
European Research Council criteria for starting investigators.  The 
committee agreed to this proposal. 


 
 


RS/11-12/34  RPAMS Reporting Requirements 
 The ADTRI provided a brief summary of the types of standard reports 


that RPAMs might produce. The Committee was asked to forward to 
Camilla Kelly, details of any other reports that might be required. 
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Action: Directors of Research to forward to Camilla Kelly any 
research funding reporting requirements. 


   
 
 


RS/11-12/35  Financial Information System (FIS) Briefing  
 Paddy Naughton, Project Manager, briefed the committee on the 


new FIS project.      
 
  
  


 


Section B – no items under this section 
 
 


Section C 
 


RS/11-12/37 Items for Discussion at Future Meetings 


(i) Budget Commitments 
 


 
RS/11-12/38 Any Other Business 


The Committee noted two aapplications for new Research Centres 
(Early Modern History & the Centre for Practice and Healthcare 
Innovation) that were circulated in advance of the meeting.   


 
The DoR proposed that the applications be accepted.  The 
Committee agreed.   


 


 
 


 Signed: …………………………. 


 


 Date: …………………………. 








Trinity College Dublin 
 


Update on College Research Strategy 
Dean of Research 


 
23rd February 2012 


 
 


The purpose of this brief report is to highlight a number of recent developments both nationally 
and within College that may have a significant impact on the College’s research activities in the 
future. These developments are considered under four headings as follows: 
 


 Roll out of the College’s research strategy implementation plan; 


 National research policy; 


 Research funding diversification; and 


 Research productivity and participation in funded research. 
 
Roll out of the College’s research strategy implementation plan 
A central element of the College’s research strategy implementation plan has been the 
identification of an evolving set of multi/interdisciplinary areas (so-called “thematic areas”) in 
which significant research strength exists and in which College is well positioned to have significant 
impact internationally, with the goal of fostering further collaborative research within those areas. 
During this semester, this process has been rolled out through an on-going series of town hall 
meetings designed to bring together the communities working in these areas.  At the time of 
writing, four such meetings have taken place 


- Ageing (11th January) , 100 attendees  
- International Integration (18th January), 30 attendees 
- Digital Humanities (10th January), 45 attendees 
- Smart and Sustainable Cities (23rd February), 46 attendees 


A town hall on Cancer is scheduled for late February. Further town halls on Telecommunications, 
International Development, and Sustainable Society have been planned with further areas to be 
rolled out later. Feedback on the process and the individual meetings has been extremely positive. 
In each case a steering committee is being convened to develop a strategy and further 
collaborative activities within the area. 
In parallel, a College delegation of theme champions (or their representatives) visited Brussels on 
the 9th and 10th of February to meet with key individuals within the European Commission and the 
Irish Permanent Representation to the European Union, who are shaping the design of the 
forthcoming Horizon 2020 programme. This event was intended to promote Trinity as a leading 
European research performing organisation, create the connections necessary to allow us to 
influence the design of European programmes, and stimulate the development of strategy for 
research funding in the thematic areas. Of particular note is the positive response that our 
proactive approach and strategy for multi/interdisciplinary research received. 
 
National research policy 
During the last year separate activities addressing research (area) prioritorisation, the funding of 
research centres, and intellectual property management have been ongoing at National level. 
 
The National Research Prioritorisation Exercise has now been completed and a report submitted to 
the Minister for Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation for consideration by the government. To date 
neither the report nor specific recommendations have been published. It is anticipated that the 
report will recommend that the majority of public research funding be focused on 14 priority areas 
(Future Networks and Communications, Data Analytics, Management, Security and Privacy, Digital 
Platforms, Content and Applications, Connected Health & Independent Living, Medical Devices, 
Medical Diagnostics, Therapeutics, Food for Health, Sustainable Food Production and Processing, 
Offshore Marine Renewable Energy, Smart Grids & Smart Cities, Manufacturing Competitiveness, 
Processing Technologies and Novel Materials, Innovation in Services and Business Practices) and 6 
platform areas (Biomedical Science, Nanotechnology, Advanced Materials, Micro-electronics and 
Photonics).  These areas align well with College’s research strengths. Crucially, the report is likely 







to recommend that a minority share of public research funding continues to be made available for 
non-priority research including evidence-based policy research. 
 
While a report on the future of research centres in Ireland is being completed by ACSTI there 
appears to be no cross-agency consensus on support for large integrated (ie spanning the spectrum 
from fundamental to applied/contract research) centres as was proposed in early drafts of the 
ACSTI report. Crucially, Science Foundation Ireland has launched a new research centres 
programme as an evolution of its previous Centres for Science, Engineering and Technology (CSET) 
and Strategic Research Clusters (SRC) programmes.  This programme will support centres with up to 
six years of funding for core activities, including core research, as well as funding for a number of 
targeted projects, each of which will include one or more industry partners. Following a so-called 
‘hub and spoke’ model, centres will have the opportunity to grow in size during their lifetime, by 
adding targeted projects. SFI anticipates offering funding of between €1m and €5m per annum. 
Participation in the programme requires substantial industry cash and in-kind contributions to the 
research.  
 
Recently, the National Intellectual Property Policy Group (IPPG) and Intellectual Property 
Implementation Group (IPIG) have produced a draft national policy on the commercialisation of  
the results arising from public sector research as well as a framework for industry engagement with 
public research. Supported by Forfas, the initiative is described as providing “policies and 
procedures to help industry make good use of Ireland’s public research institutions”.  College is 
supportive of the overall aim of providing clear national policy on industry research collaborations 
with Research Performing Organisations (RPOs) and recognises that it is in our interests to ensure 
that technology may be transferred to industry in a timely and consistent manner across the sector.   
However, together with other RPOs in the state, we have serious concerns with many aspects of the 
draft policy related to issues such as the creation of a National (so-call ‘Central’) Technology 
Transfer Office which “can act as the first port of call” for companies seeking to license IP, the 
situations in which non-exclusive royalty-free (NERF) licenses might be granted (for example, in the 
draft policy, NERF licences are not confined to jointly-created IP and free rights to university 
solely-created IP are permissible), and the possible imposition of “ intellectual property integrity 
assurance processes throughout the public research sector”.  We will continue to engage with 
Forfas as this process continues in order to ensure that our concerns are addressed. 
 
Research funding diversification 
As noted in the Planning Group report to board, the need to develop and invest in robust strategies 
for research funding development and diversification is critical. Work is already underway within 
the College’s Research Development Office to develop a strategy to support diversification of 
research funding with a special emphasis on EU funding sources such as the expected Horizon 2020 
programme and investment in this strategy will need to be considered urgently. The strategy which 
has been considered by the Research Committee on several occasions foresees a number of new 
initiatives including Research Programme Officers being deployed locally in Schools, eventually on a 
self-financing basis but underwritten by the College in the short term, a mentoring programme for 
staff seeking to develop proposals to new sponsors (in collaboration with the Staff Development 
office), and support for buy-out of staff time to develop proposals of scale. Research Programme 
Officers would work with the School’s Director of Research/TRI’s Director to develop and manage 
an implementation plan for the unit’s research funding strategy and particular emphasis should be 
placed on securing non-exchequer research funding especially Horizon 2020 funding . 


Development of a strategy for a more proactive approach to industry liaison is also beginning and, 
in this context, further consideration for whether and how the College should support contract 
research will be required including better support for the management of service contracts. 
 
Research productivity and participation in funded research 
Using the current Research Quality Metric criteria, as of the 7th of February 2012 70.28% of core 
staff are research productive. The percentage varies considerably across individual Schools from 
33% to 100%. While changes to the criteria would certainly influence this figure, it nevertheless 
suggests a lack of research productivity across College. Clearly the percentage of research 
productive staff needs to increase significantly in line with the new academic contract. The 
principles of a College-wide Workload Allocation model are currently being worked on to ensure 
equitable allocation of duties also ensuring that staff have the capacity to engage in research. In 







addition, it is proposed to establish a Provost’s Award for Research to recognise the College’s 
leading researchers. 
 
A recent analysis of open research accounts reveals that 435 Principal Investigators (PIs) have 
active research accounts.  Moreover, in a five-year review of research income 20 PIs (3% of total) 
were responsible for generating 35% of income earned over that period. The 50 PIs (8% of total) 
with the highest research income accounted for 50% of all income earned over that period and 20% 
of PIs (130 in total) accounted for 78% of income. Based on this analysis, losing key staff represents 
a significant risk. However, it also suggests that there is potential to grow participation in funded 
research in the context of the research funding diversification/development strategy. 
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Resulting from a recent review of the research portfolio, I draw the Committee’s attention to the attached 
Appendices, which contain a summary of annual statistical data in relation to the financial year ending 
30th September 2011, in addition to the revised/updated five year research financial projections spanning 
the period 2012 – 2017.  
 
In relation to the summary of annual financial statistics in respect of the year ending 30th September 
2011, please note that: 
 
- Appendix 1 consists of a number of schedules that set out the overall results of TCD’s research 


portfolio for that year, which supplements the ‘Green Book’ previously circulated to members of the 
Committee in January 2012, as follows: 


 
• Appendix 1.1 – Research Income by Funding Source  
• Appendix 1.2 – Research Income by Funding Source by School etc., 
• Appendix 1.3 – Research Income by Source – Exchequer vs Non Exchequer (incl. Irish vs Foreign 


Investment) 
 


- Appendix 2 sets out the updated research projections which were noted by Planning Group on 26th 
January 2012, a summary of which was subsequently reported in the Panning Group Report # 6 to 
Board. I draw the Committee’s attention in particular to the Tables setting out in graph format (a) the 
revised five year projections and (b) possible best, current and worst case scenarios in that timeframe. 


 
An analysis conducted recently in terms of current research activity revealed at that time that 435 
Principal Investigators (PI’s) maintained c 1,300 active research accounts with a total portfolio valued at  
c €418m. Moreover, a five year review of research income results (encompassing c 650 PI’s in that 
timeframe) indicated the following:  
 


• 20 PI’s (3% of total) were responsible for generating 35% of research income generated in that 
timeframe 


• 50 PI’s (8% of total) generating the highest levels of research income, accounted for 50% of all 
income earned in that timeframe 


• 20% of PI’s (130 in total) actually accounted for 78% (c €344m) of total research income 
generated in that timeframe. 


  
I ask the Committee to note the attached, in the context of the delivering the College’s research strategy. 
 
 
 
 
Deirdre Savage, 
Research Accounting Manager  
 
Encl., 
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Appendix 1.2


RESEARCH INCOME BY FUNDING SOURCE - SCHOOL BREAKDOWN FOR YEAR ENDED 30 SEPTEMBER 2011


 EC 
 Ente


Ire
rprise 
land &


 Business 
 Industry 


 Publi
Secto


Bodies


c 
r 
*  HEA  SFI  HRB 


 Wellcome 
Trust  Charities 


 TCD/ 
Research 


Committee  General  Total 
School of Histories & Humanities              -             -          -                 292,       757        -                            -           -        -                  -                  19,134       19,054        330,945        
School of Linguistic, Speech & Communications Sciences              -             -          -                 211,       224        -          547,33       0 (4        ,588) -                  -                  22,335       (8,172)        768,128        
School of Languages, Literature &  Cultural Studies              -             -          -                 7,           643        -                            -           -        -                  -                  -                 12,787        20,430          
School of Drama, Film & Music              -             -          -                 12,         159        -                            -           -        -                  -                  -                 -                  12,159          
School of English ▲              -             -          -                 160,       021        -                            -           -        -                  -                  -                 -                  160,021        
School of Religions, Theology & Ecumenics 161,       541        -          -                 39,         832        -                            -           -        -                  -                  -                 -                  201,373        
School of Social Sciences & Philosophy ▲ 106,       187        -          40,000       223,       527        56,404                   -           -        -                  -                  (14,219)      146,984      558,883        
School of Social Work & Social Policy 462,       122        -          -                 258,       369        -                            - 63        ,114 -                  443,711      (885)           1,366,872  2,593,303     
School of Business ▲              -             -          -                 15,         739        -                            - 22        ,055 -                  -                  (1,735)        -                  36,059          
School of Psychology ▲ 1,419,    997        49,157 -                 201,       337        -          161,03       3 221      ,414 237,094      15,000        17,664       509,798      2,832,494     
School of Law              -             -          -                 (46,        971)        -                            -           -        -                  -                  -                 -                  (46,971)         
School of Education              -             -          -                 359,       307        -                            -           -        -                  -                  -                 -                  359,307        
Centre for Telecommunications Value Chain Drive Research (CTVR) 210,       488        19,151 55,056       40,         305 4     00,279 1,544,79    6           -        -                  -                  -                 -                  2,270,075     
School of Engineering ▲ 1,106,    565 79     4,025 85,687       2,134,    775 3     55,899 1,034,22    5           -        1,705          19,384        (4,521)        6,033          5,533,776     
School of Computer Science & Statistics 1,676,    571 76     3,866 94,235       1,079,    369 4     80,000 4,113,19    4           -        -                  -                  27,801       -                  8,235,037     
School of Mathematics              -             -          -                 111,       182        23,927 258,23       7           -        -                  -                  -                 112,605      505,952        
School of Natural Sciences ▲ 415,       034        900     -                 1,957,    786        56,328 93,70         5           -        118,623      2,475          23,085       190,397      2,858,333     
School of Physics ▲ 966,       446 49     7,230 108,491     495,       149 1     78,511 5,554,25    1           -        -                  -                  23,039       117,161      7,940,278     
School of Chemistry ▲ 495,       742 35     8,393 148,476     707,       603 2     42,228 2,756,31    5 (14      ,581) -                  -                  -                 8,000          4,702,176     
School of Biochemistry & Immunology 2,008,    803 11     6,569 323,904     1,060,    359 1     27,174 5,060,76    8 1,645  ,633 578,994      214,111      22,834       365,892      11,525,042   
School of Genetics & Microbiology ▲ 286,       020        66,783 -                 315,       747        -          6,910,72    2 504      ,387 358,714      248,195      23,085       56,791        8,770,444     
Molecular Medicine Ireland (MMI)              -             -          -                               -     2     39,567                   -           -        -                  -                  -                 -                  239,567        
School of Medicine ▲ 1,656,    726 10     0,394 72,896       4,624,    050 1     51,468 3,609,56    9 6,094  ,796 167,599      1,583,946  28,938       2,579,759  20,670,139   
School of Dental Sciences              -             -          -                               -            -          119,60       7           -        -                  -                  (5,749)        -                  113,858        
School of Nursing & Midwifery              -              2,259 -                 195,       636        -                            - 713      ,775 -                  42,104        (540)           67,974        1,021,209     
School of Pharmacy & Pharmaceutical Sciences ▲              -      30     3,599 27,811       89,         460        -          951,57       7 73        ,900 -                  45,000        (645)           18,725        1,509,427     
Long Room Hub ▲              -              3,493 -                               -     4     10,830                   -           -        -                  -                  22,335       -                  436,657        
Centre for Research on Adaptive Nanostructures & Nanodevices (CRANN) ▲ 141,       948        12,320 103,833     2,           500 3     12,953 3,196,55    1           -        -                  -                  -                 -                  3,770,105     
Trinity College Institute of Neuroscience/National Neuroscience (TCIN) ▲              -             -           2,786,998               -            -                            -           -        -                  -                  -                 12,000        2,798,998     
Institute for International Integration Studies (IIIS) ▲              -             -          -                 496,       123        -                            -           -        -                  -                  -                 -                  496,123        
Non-Academic Research 340,       071        264     -                               -     1     84,184                   -           -        -                  -                  -                 1,500          526,020        
Total 11,454,262 3,088,402 3,847,386 15,044,990 3,2  19,751 35,911,881 9,319,904 1,462,729 2,613,926 201,957   5,584,160 91,749,347   


▲Principal Investigator (PI) led awards housed in Trinity Research Institutes are reported in the host School of the lead PI
* Includes EPA, Dept. of Agriculture, IRCSET, IRCHSS and various other public sector agencies







Appendix 1.3


Foreign Sources*
20%


SFI
55%


Research Income by Source 2010/11 - Exchequer vs Non Exchequer
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Irish Sources -
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* Included within Foreign Sources is the element of the HEA PRTLI IV & V Programmes and the Enterprise Ireland Commercialisation Fund which is cofunded by the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)
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In summary, these projections are consistent with the views expressed by the Director of the IUA Dr. Conor O’Carroll 
recently in an article published in the Irish Times (December 2011), which warned that research investment from 
Exchequer sources would very likely fall to pre 2005 levels.  This is further supported by the recently published “Capital 
Spending Plan” which contains details of the Department of Jobs, Employment & Innovation research allocations to 
2016, and sets out a clear reduction in Exchequer funding from this source in that timeframe. 
 
There are a number of other elements/factors, which should also be taken into consideration. For example, the outcome 
of the National Research Prioritisation Exercise to underpin research and related investment could alter the (past) 
funding strategy of the Government whereby they favour applied research over basic research in the future. 
Additionally, SFI’s changing funding environment, reducing from approximately €168m to €156m over a period of three 
years, with a further reduction to an estimated baseline budget of c €145m over the next five years.  In supporting the 
new ‘SFI Research Centres Programme’, SFI make it clear that their focus on funding strategy is also changing 
significantly (30-40% of their new money is to be ring-fenced for investment in SFI Centres in the future), therefore less 
awards but greater competition for the funding available. Last, but by no means least, the detrimental impact of the 
Employment Control Framework on the recruitment and retention of world class Principal Investigators/researchers, 
disadvantages our researchers compared with their European counterparts.   
 
In Table 2 below, we have attempted to quantify the effect of the elements referred to above, and we set out possible 
“worst case/best case” scenarios where the best case scenario assumes a levelling out of funding available over the 
next five year period (broadly similar to 2010/2011 figures), and the College maintaining its current success rate. The 
worst case scenario is based upon the possibility of a further decline in funding available coupled with the College’s 
inability to maintain its current success rates.  
 
It is important to note however, that all three scenarios result in a decline from the 2008/09 levels reported, even with 
assumed levels of success though the Horizon 2020 Programme as a result of the significant reduction in Exchequer 
funding available and College’s current reliance on it (Exchequer vs Non Exchequer for 2010/11 was: 70:30).  
 
Table 2 


 
 
In conclusion, the reduction in available funding is already manifesting in a noticeable decline in research activity in 
College of €96m to €81m (15%) since 2009 levels. In light of the anticipated continued restriction in public investment, 
the need for the College to continue to focus on diversifying non-Exchequer funding (e.g. Industry Collaboration, EU, 
Philanthropic etc.,) remains paramount if College is to further strengthen its reputation as a University of global 
consequence and maintain its international ranking. 
 
The Research Committee are asked to note the updated Research Funding Projections 2012-2017 as set out and the 
possible impact to the College’s research portfolio.  
 
 
 
 
Professor V. Cahill, 
Dean of Research  
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The University of Dublin 
Trinity College 


 
There will be a meeting of the Research Committee on Tuesday 6th March 2012 at 2.00pm 
in the Large Conference Room, O’Reilly Institute. 
 


A G E N D A 
Section A          Timings 
 
A.1 Minutes         2.00pm 
 Meeting of 17th January 2012 (encl)  
 
A.2 Matters Arising from the Minutes      2.05pm 
 
A.3 Research Projections        2.10pm 
 Memo from Deirdre Savage (Research Accounting Manager) (encl) 
 
A.4 Research Project Officers – Call for Proposals    2.20pm 
 Paper from Doris Alexander (RDO) (encl) 
 
A.5 Innovation Task Force IPIP/IPIG Developments    2.40pm 
 Dr Margaret Woods (Technology Transfer Manager) 
 
A.6 Innovation Activities        2.50pm 
 Dean of Research 
 
A.7 Redundancy – Risks and Issues      3.00pm 
 Director of HR to attend  
 
A.8 Any Other Urgent Business       3.20pm 
 
 
 
Section B 
 
B.1 Research Committee Budget       
 Summary of Budget and Commitments (encl)     
 
B.2 Research Strategy Implementation Update     
 Memo from Dean of Research (encl) 
 
B.3 Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Research Committee   
 Proposed Questionnaire (encl)       
 
 
 
Section C 
 
C.1 Any Other Business 
 Application for new Research Centre: Centre for Innovative Human Systems 
 
C.2 Items for Discussion at Future Meetings 


(i) RQM Update 
 







 
5 March 2012 Dr J Callaghan 
 Secretary to Committee 
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Proposal for the Provision of Locally-based Research Programme Officers 


Ms. Doris Alexander and Prof. Vinny Cahill 


2012-03-06 


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 Research Development Office support at a local-level support 
were presented. 


A further document concentrating on the development of these Locally-based Programme 
officers was presented at the Research Committee meeting of the 17th January 2012.  This 
document builds upon the discussions to date and outlines an intended call for proposals for 
a number of such posts.  


Draft Call for Applications for Locally-based Research Project 
Officers with post specification as outlined below 


 


School(s)/TRIs are invited, either singly or in groupings to apply for a locally based Research 
Programme Officer, whose post specification is as indicated below. 


Post Specification 


 
Post Title: Research Programme Officer 


Post Status: Full Time for 36 months 


School(s)/TRI: 
For cost code 
purposes please 
designate a primary 
unit: 


 Please fill in 


Location: Please fill in 


Salary: Administrative 2 Grade 


Closing Date: To be specified 


 
Job Title 
The proposed title for the new role, as indicated above, is Research Programme officer 
(RPO). 


Post Summary 
The Research Programme Officer (RPO) will be a Research Development Office resource 
positioned locally who will work with the School’s Director of Research/TRI’s Director to 
develop and manage an implementation plan for the unit’s research strategy.  Particular 
emphasis should be placed on securing non-exchequer research funding especially Horizon 
2020 funding . 
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The RPO will also work closely with the Trinity Foundation in supporting Philanthropic fund 
raising initiatives liaising, where necessary, with colleagues in the Research Development 
Office. In carrying out their duties, the officer will also liaise with other College Central 
Service providers (e.g. Contracts Office, Technology Transfer etc.) to ensure that all Central 
College procedures are adhered to in interactions with research sponsors, the  EU 
Commission and Philanthropic funders. 


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 researchers within the School(s)/TRI where 
they are positioned, helping them to devise their career development plans (linking into 
mentoring systems as and when they are developed).  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.  


 
Background to the Post 
This is a new role intended to initiate and develop and respond to funding opportunities. 


Standard duties of the Post 


 In conjunction with Research Director(s), define and implement the School(s)/TRI 
strategy for participation in research grant funding initiatives and in particular EU 
research program grants.  


 In conjunction with the Trinity Foundation, develop initiatives for Philanthropic fund 
raising.  


 Identify EU and other funding calls complementary to the School(s)/TRI’s strategic 
research objectives and promote these internally with researchers.  


 Identify opportunities for researchers to coordinate projects and help establish the best 
partners for the consortia. 


 Maximise the linkage of researchers to networks (eg COST) in order to help establish 
partnerships for proposals.   


 Provide local advice on budgets and proposal structure and liaise with colleagues in the 
RDO, to ensure both consistency of advice and that College procedures are followed. 


 Oversee and contribute to the writing of the non-scientific elements of applications being 
submitted from the school and maintain 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. 


 Ensure feed-in to the development of work programmes for sponsors (where relevant) to 
ensure that opportunities for participation for their unit are maximised.  


 Organise unit-specific information sessions (with participation from the RDO) and 
represent their school(s)/TRI at external networking events. 


 Be involved in the delivery of centrally organised information sessions and support the 
central delivery of services, where required. 


 Aid researchers in their School(s)/TRI to become more research active in line with the 
unit’s strategy 


 Manage relations with Ireland National contact points for all EU activity and appropriate 
Irish agencies in relation to projects it wishes to see established within the 
School(s)/units.  


 Liaise with relevant College’s central service providers, understand the College’s policies 
and requirements for involvement in research funding schemes, and ensure such 
procedures as detailed by the College are adhered to in a timely manner.  
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 Maintain a detailed understanding of all aspects of EU and national programs relevant to 
the remit of researchers in the School(s)/TRI.  


 Provide support to researchers from a School(s)/TRI from research application up to and 
including contract signature. 


 Develop a European profile of the School(s)/TRI and its activities.  


 Aid in the development and writing of research related publicity material for the 
School(s)/TRI including press releases, website materials, newsletters, outreach 
materials and annual reports. 


 Be a member of the School(s)/TRI research committee  


 Feedback information to the central RDO about particular sponsor related issues with 
their unit(s) so that the Central RDO can put together a College position if necessary and 
lobby the sponsor for change 


 Carry out any other research development related duties as outlined by the Director of 
Research 


 
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 RDO resources based 
centrally from the pre award stage in proposal structuring up to and including the contract 
signature stage.  


It is not envisaged that RPOs would have a role in supporting the implementation phase 
(post award management stage of report writing and claims) of a given project. It is not 
within the remit of this post to carry out duties related to the educational remit of a 
School(s)/TRI (eg. Erasmus programme).  It is intended that the role relates directly to the 
development of such proposals that would, if successful, be set up as research accounts in 
the College. 


 
Funding Information: 
The role is a fixed term contract for a period of 36 months. It is intended that College will 
provide co-funding for the salary costs for an initial period of 36 months.  School(s)/TRIs 
making an application for such a post should indicate what level of matched funding they 
intend to provide. Preference will be given to applications which will fund some of the salary 
costs but in all instances the School(s)/TRI must be in a position to cover non pay costs 
(including but more limited to post set up and running costs, travel costs, workshop 
development costs etc) over the period of 36 months.  After this period of time, it is expected 
that, subject to Key Performance Indicators being met, the posts should become self 
sustaining within the School(s)/TRI hosting the RPO. The Director(s) of Research is 
expected at the outset to ensure that the School’s research implementation plan contains a 
budgetary plan to try to facilitate this. 
 
Job Grade: 


Administrative Grade 2: €46,204 €48,221 €50,304 €52,343 €54,466 


 The cost to College would be the Gross plus PRSI plus 20% pension – (so could range 
from €60,412, starting point admin 2 to €71214 for top of the admin 2 scale).  
Administrative 2 grade is not considered to be a new entrant scale and the scale above 
is the correct scale to be referenced.  20% pension contribution is required for non-core 
funded posts,  
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Recruitment Process 
The recruitment of the RPO will be carried out with the joint involvement of the RDO and the 
School(s)/TRI to which the RPO will be assigned. 


 
Person Specification 
 
 
Knowledge & Experience  
 


 At least three years’ relevant experience in work related to EU programmes, research 
programmes, especially those related to the fields of remit for the School(s)/TRI making 
the application.  


 Demonstrated track record of success in grant preparation in above fields. 


 A degree in a relevant discipline with an advanced degree preferred and preferably 
either research or research administration experience.     


 Exceptional communication and presentation skills – both verbal and written. Written 
skills are of the highest priority for this post as the successful candidate will be expected 
to contribute to research proposal development. 


 Experience in developing and managing budgets.  


 A good understanding of the academic and industrial landscape in Ireland.  


 A good understanding of the research funding environment in Ireland, Europe and further 
afield. 


 Excellent organisational and task management skills together with the ability to work on 
a number of tasks simultaneously.  


 Other skills to be agreed with the School(s)/TRI hosting the RPO. 
 


Where will the Locally-based Research Project Officers be based? 


The Locally based PROs will be primarily based in schools and/or TRIs (in a phased basis 
starting with a limited number of officers) with a proportion of their time also spent in the 
RDO. (Likely divide 80:20% although this may vary at the outset whilst new RPOs learn the 
processes/procedures of the RDO to avoid duplication of activity and maximise efficiency) 


Reporting 


The PRO will report in the first instance to the relevant Director(s) of Research and through 
the Director of Research to the Head of School(s) and in the second instance (dotted line) to 
the manager of the central RDO. PMDS, probation reports etc should be done by the 
Director of Research with the inclusion of the manager of the RDO. 


Key Perfomance Indicators (KPIs) 


It is expected that each School(s)/TRI will develop particular KPIs for the proposed post with 
cognisance that delivery of same must be within 3 years of the start of the post. The RPO is 
charged to work with the Director of Research to produce an implementation strategy (with 
deliverables) and measurement of performance should be aligned to those agreed 
deliverables. 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 
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sponsors and their remits which may or may not adversely affect the ability to deliver the 
implementation strategy. 
 
RPOs will be able to 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. 
  


Application Process – can put this into a template- Arial 11 font (or equivalent) 


1. Name of School(s)/TRI(s) applying for a RPO: 


2. Level of Funding that the School(s)/TRI(s) can provide to the salary funding of this post 
per year. 


3. Application is made on the basis that School(s)/TRI must be in a position to cover all non 
pay costs (including but not limited to post set up and running costs, travel costs, workshop 
development costs etc) over the period of 36 months. Please confirm the level on non pay 
that the School(s)/TRI will be able to make available for this post per year.  


4. Outline your School(s)/TRI(s) Research Strategy in brief and indicate where you see the 
RPO adding value in the further refinement and implementation of the plan (with the Director 
of Research). Indicate in particular any FP7/Horizon 2020 targets already set. (Max 1/2 
page) 


5. In order to measure the impact of such a role in your school(s), a set of Key performance 
indicators will be developed.  For the purposes of this application, please outline at least 5 
such potential KPIs that might be used in this regard.  Should your School(s)/TRIs be 
awarded such a post, definitive KPIs will be developed between the School(s)/TRIs and the 
RDO within the first 3 months of the successful candidate taking office.  Cognisance should 
be taken that delivery of same must be within 3 years of the start of the post. In all 
applications indicate what strategies the School(s)/TRI intends to employ to ensure that 
researchers in the School ‘buy in’ to the research implementation plan and hence to the 
deliverables. (Max 1/2 page) 
 
6. Where more than one School/TRI is requested to host a RPO, please outline the reason 
for the clustering of School(s)/TRI and indicate what mechanism will be put in place to deal 
with the division of time across the various units. (Max ½ page)  
In all applications please outline what internal management structure will be put in place to 
bed the RPO into the units staffing structure. (Max ½ page) 
 
7. Please outline where the RPO will be physically located 
 
8. Please indicate why it would not be possible for the School(s)/TRIs to fund such a position 
independently of this call for applications.(max ½ page) 
 
9. Outline whether or how the 3 year post might become self sustaining after the initial 3 year 
period of seed funding from the College.  (Max 1/2 page) 
 
Signatures: 
By providing your signature below, you are confirming that should your application 
for a RPO be positively reviewed that: 
-  The matched funding indicated above will be made available by the School(s)/TRI for this 
post and that 
-  You accept that the job specification of the RPO will be as outlined above 
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-  You can host the RPO in the location as outlined above 
- The relevant Director of Research(s)* will work with the RPO and will act as their direct line 
manager in the manager outlined in the application 
 
* where a TRI does not have a Director of Research then the Director of the TRI will 
determine the most appropriate person to whom the RPO will report in the first instance 
 
Signature of Director of Research (if more than one school involved, please provide 
signatures of all Directors of Research). Electronic signature(s) please 
 
 
 
Signature of Head of School (if more than one school involved, please provide signatures of 
all Heads of Schools). Electronic Signature(s) please 
 
Date:  
 
  


Evaluation Criteria and Review Process 


Closing Date: 


All applications should be sent to  


Dean.of.reseach@tcd.ie by close of business on ??? 


For this call an application will only be considered eligible if it meets all of the following 
conditions: 


1. It is received by the Dean of Research’s office before the deadline as outlined above. 


2. The application is complete and has all required signatures present. 


Only eligible applications will be reviewed by the review panel. 


A panel consisting of the Dean of Research, Manager of the RDO, Associate Director of 
TR&I and the 3 Deans of Faculty and a member of HR will meet to review the applications 
and rank them.  It is envisaged that 3-4 positions will be supported but the exact number 
depends on the level of matched funding made available by School(s)/TRI.   


Evaluation Criteria 


Evaluation scores will be awarded for each of the three criteria as outlined below (which link 
directly from the application form) 


1. The Level of matched funding to be made available by the School(s)/TRI and possible 
sustainability of post (feed-in from Question 2, 3 and 9) – 5 marks max 


2. The expected impact that an RPO post would make within the School(s)/TRI (feed-in from 
Question 4, 5 and 8) -10 marks max 


3. The appropriateness of the management Structure (feed-in from Question 6) - 5 marks 
max 


The Dean of Research’s office, on behalf of the panel will convey the panel results to the 
head of school(s) associated with an application. The panel’s verdict will be final. 



mailto:Dean.of.reseach@tcd.ie
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School of Psychology  
Trinity College Dublin 
 


• Contact Person: Nick McDonald 
• Email: nick.mcdonald@tcd.ie 
• Phone: 01 896 1471 


Why? 
Organisations of all kinds are facing extraordinary demands for innovation and change 
to improve their performance and need to understand and manage the risks this 
involves. Transport, manufacturing and services are changing not only because of 
relentless commercial and budgetary pressures but also because the deployment of new 
technologies creates unprecedented opportunities to reorganize. New business models 
and new regulation call for leaner processes, system integration, joined-up management 
systems, system performance measurement, managing system change – in order to 
develop resilient, adaptable socio-technical systems.  
 
Research and development in process innovation and the application of new 
technologies are esential to transforming productivity and competitiveness in both 
public and private sectors. Design for future operations, managing people in changing 
organisations,  creating new standards of practice, implementing regulatory systems 
that actually work – all of these bring human systems to the centre of a smart, 
competitive economy in which safety, quality, cost and environmental impact are 
reconciled. 


What will it do? 
The Centre for Innovative Human Systems brings together a critical multidisciplinary 
RTD capability in process innovation, development and application of new technologies, 
and managing risk and organisational change. It comprises a multidisciplinary capability 
including Psychology, Business and  Organisation, Engineering and Computer Science, 
and Health Sciences. It offers knowledge and technology transfer through research, 
education and training, information technology development, consulting, evaluation.  


How will it do it? 
Overcoming the barriers to innovation requires a new research and development 
partnership with industry and services. Building on a strong track record of action-
oriented collaborative industrial research (national, European, global), the Centre will 
foster research-led innovation to help organisations improve their performance, 
manage their risks and implement change. It will foster long term strategic links with the 
organisations it partners. It will develop a new Masters program in Innovation in Human 
Systems, which will be a vehicle for translating knowledge into innovation and change. 
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Staff 
• Director or Academic Champion: Nick McDonald (pro tem) 
• Principal researchers: Sam Cromie, Mac Maclachlan, Tim Trimble, Michael Gormley 
(School of Psychology), Elizabeth Curtis (School of Nursing), Martin Fellenz (School of 
Business Studies) 
• Further associated researchers. Siobhan Corrigan 
• Current Postgraduates and/or Postdoctorates: Chiara Leva, Michael Cooke, Joan Cahill, 
Paul Liston, Daniele Baranzini, Rabea Morrison, Alison Kay, Derek Ross 
• Emeritus staff 
Administrative and technical staff: Gerry Reynolds (Financial manager); Brian O’Flanagan 
(Administrator); Fabio Mattei (Programmer) 
 


Financial viability 
 
The core financial infrastructure will be built around the Aerospace Psychology Research 
Group (APRG)’s programme of funded research. This will be extended to include the 
research contracts of other Principle Investigators in the centre, as appropriate. Forming 
a centre will provide an important opportunity to seek core funding from external 
sources. Nevertheless it is expected that the great majority of its ongoing funding will 
come from ongoing research contracts.  
  
The APRG have a long track record of financially sustainable research, development and 
knowledge transfer. Its research program has been developed though ten European 
framework projects (from FP4 to FP7), many co-ordinated by TCD, including HILAS (a 
large IP with 40 partners) tasked to develop a new framework for Human Factors in 
aviation. This research has spawned a network of collaboration of over 100 industrial 
partners, across Europe and globally (including China). Nationally, the APRG are a 
partner in the EI funded Irish Centre for Manufacturing Research. Overall this represents 
an investment in R&D of around 200 million euro, about 7% of which was spent in 
Ireland. The APRG’s research income and expenditure over the last five years has been 
approximately five million euro. This has provided provided the basis for developing a 
strong project management team, including a dedicated financial manager.  
 
The new centre will build on this track record and create a larger and growing research 
income, based on a core management team and group of PIs and senior researchers 
capable of sustaining a continuing programme of funded research and related activities. 
 


Governance 
The Governance structure of the Centre will have the following components: 
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A Board, responsible for policy and oversight of the Centre’s management, comprising 


 Independent Chairperson – Jim Lawler (formerly Enterprise Ireland) (to be 
confirmed) 


 External representatives (to be appointed) 


 Representatives of School (Head of School) and College (as appropriate) 


 Representatives of the Principle Investigator members of the Centre 


 Representatives of the research staff of the centre 


 The Director, Deputy Director, Financial Manager and Administrator will be in 
attendance a Board meetings 


Director of the Centre, appointed by and reporting to the Board 
Deputy Director, appointed by the Board 
Executive Committee, comprising Director, Deputy Director, Management Team, a PI 
representative, a research staff representative. 
Management Team, comprising in the first instance Financial Manager and 
Administrative Officer.  
 
The Director will submit a report to the Dean of Research, before 12 July each year. 
 


The Centre and the School of Psychology 
 
The School of Psychology has agreed to host the research accounts for this new Centre 
within the School of Psychology cost centre.   All overhead income transferred to the 
School arising from the research activities of the Centre will be made available to cover 
the support costs of the new Centre.  Any costs incurred by the School as a result of 
hosting the Centre (including costs such as administrative/technical assistance and 
consumables) will be charged by the School to the Centre’s overhead income.   The 
Director of the Centre will be required to make regular reports to the Head of School 
and School Executive in relation to the financial position of the Centre.  The Director of 
the Centre will be responsible for ensuring that the research accounts of the Centre are 
managed within the budgets which have been set and will also be responsible for 
completing a financial plan for the intended use of the projected overhead income. 
  
With regard to space for the new Centre, the School of Psychology is willing to permit 
the new Centre to continue to occupy the space currently allocated to the Aerospace 
Psychology Research Group.  However, given the current constraints on space, the 
School is not in a position to expand the space allocation for the new Centre.  If more 
space will eventually be required to accommodate the new Centre, a request for 
additional space would be made at College level, through the Faculty Dean. 
 





