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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 
Our culture change journey commenced amidst an opportune backdrop of institutional level 
work on Engagement (broadly conceived), spearheaded by our Strategic Framework 2020. 
The Catalyst Seed Fund (CSF) and Research Councils UK (RCUK) continued commitment to 
the Public Engagement with Research (PER) agenda has enabled us to make the case for PER 
to be identified as a specific strand of activity. This has fed into major developments 
including the purchase of a new city-centre space (3 Centenary Square) designed with 
engagement in mind. Learning from our CSF journey and the outcome of our upcoming 
Engage Watermark assessment will lay the blueprints for an evermore engaged future. 
 
The foundations of our approach were laid with the support of our research community and 
the National Coordinating Centre for Public Engagement (NCCPE), analysing our institutional 
PER position and co-developing a PER Strategy underpinned by support, reward and 
recognition and interdisciplinarity. Over the past year, the CSF funding has enabled us to 
forge significant progress in relation to these high-level aims. Specifically: 
 

• Securing sustainability of PER support over the next 5 years. By 2018 we anticipate 4 
dedicated PER posts (with operational budget) will be in place. This translates to an 
estimated £800k of investment over the next 5 years. 

• Regular reporting to Research Committee chaired by the Pro-Vice Chancellor for Research 
& Knowledge Transfer (PVC R&KT, also CSF Principal Investigator), has resulted in greater 
awareness of PER activities amongst key academic and Professional Services influencers. 
This has allowed the CSF team to be change agents taking forward higher-level discussion 
around reward and recognition for PER and PER-derived Impact. Our work has highlighted 
wider issues beyond PER (e.g. workloads) and there is now recognition that such issues 
can only be resolved by the collective patronage, evidence-based decision-making and 
unified messaging of research leadership.   

• Our PER Officer has worked closely on building mutually beneficial internal and external 
partnerships, bringing together complementary teams to progress an Engagement 
Training Programme and co-run successful Interdisciplinary PER activity (e.g. Worlds 
Collide), with our research community’s needs at the heart of this work. PER is no longer 
considered solely the CSF team’s responsibility, but is part of a broad interconnected 
web of activities undertaken by complementary teams across Professional Services. 
 

Evaluation work has led to the identification of key learning points, which we will 
consolidate to continue the legacy of the CSF:  
 

• Cultivating a greater sense of PER community at all career stages, through tapping into 
local processes and providing additional forums for dialogue and networking, better 
allows us to target opportunities and track activity across a large, complex institution. 

• Targeted training (i.e. aimed at developing specific skills, or at a particular group of staff) 
is more successful than generic training, but ultimately people learn through doing PER.  
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CONTEXT:  
 

The University of Birmingham (UoB) is predominantly a single-site campus, with a small number of 
satellite sites such as The Shakespeare Institute (Stratford-Upon-Avon) and the Dental School (within 
Birmingham Dental Hospital). UoB is composed of five colleges: Medical and Dental Sciences, 
Engineering and Physical Sciences, Life and Environmental Sciences, Social Sciences and Arts and 
Law. There is therefore a broad portfolio of research strengths (evidenced by Research Excellence 
Framework 2014 returns and grant income) ranging from Science (including medicine), Technology, 
Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) through to Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences.  
 

UoB Context 

Research Income (2016-17) 
 

£124 m 

Academic Staff numbers* 3171.6 
(2524.8 have research as part of their role) 

Professional Services 
numbers * 

3475.0 
(1433.4 on academic-related contracts) 

Postgraduate numbers† 11849 
(2783 are postgraduate researchers) 

*Higher Education Statistics Agency Returns 2016/17 in FTE     † Student figures correct Nov 2017 

 
In 2012, Alice Roberts (clinical anatomist, author and TV broadcaster) was appointed as our first 
Professor of Public Engagement in Science, and the Public Engagement Working Group was 
established. This informal group was co-chaired by Professor Roberts and Professor Ian Grosvenor 
(then Deputy Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Culture) with voluntary membership across a mix of academic 
and Professional Services staff with a history of participating in/supporting PER. With the exception 
of Professor Roberts (Full Time Equivalent: 0.5), no members had PER as a core responsibility within 
their roles and there was no senior management responsibility for PER within the institution. While 
PER was briefly referenced in our previous Strategic Framework 2015, and UoB was an early 
signatory of the Concordat for Engaging the Public with Research, there was no institutional PER 
Strategy or reporting mechanism.  
 
Without central UoB funding for individual PER activities, funding from external sources such as the 
Wellcome Trust Institutional Strategic Support Fund (ISSF) and Engineering and Physical Sciences 
Research Council Impact Acceleration Account was allocated to run specific projects, participate in 
key events, and to offer modest funding for individual PER activities. UoB financial support is 
provided for an annual Arts & Science Festival (managed by Cultural Engagement), and a two-yearly 
Community Day (run by External Relations), although neither event has an exclusive PER focus. The 
Festival supports a blend of public engagement, together with a portfolio of links with UoB’s cultural 
assets, collections and cultural partners. Community Day welcomes the local community onto 
campus and offers opportunities for researchers to showcase their research.  
 
While there was no coordinated cross-campus training programme for PER, individual training such 
as a media training course via External Relations and a standalone ‘Introduction to Impact and 
Engagement’ session offered some opportunities. Our University Graduate School has also offered 
since 2013 a 10-credit ‘Introduction to Public Engagement for Postgraduate Researchers’ 
transferable skills module on its Postgraduate Certificate in Advanced Research Methods and Skills 
(PGCARMS) course1.  

                                                            
1 PGCARMS is a 60 credit postgraduate certificate (PG-Cert) available to specific postgraduate researchers, 
mostly Economic & Social Research Council and Biotechnology & Biological Sciences Research 
Council students. 
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At the beginning of September 2015, a PER Officer (Dr Caroline Gillett) was recruited full-time on a 
fixed-term 12-month contract (Grade 7) to lead on the operational aspects of the CSF project. Thus 
there was one full-time post dedicated to the CSF project; however this role was also simultaneously 
responsible for the majority of other operational public engagement activity driven by the Public 
Engagement Working Group, as there was no other central capacity at the time the CSF project 
began. For example, running the Graduate School’s PGCARMS public engagement module was also 
part of the PER Officer’s duties. This new post was strategically situated within the Research 
Planning Team, line-managed by Dr Elizabeth Westlake, Deputy Director, Research Planning (also 
CSF Project Manager). Research Planning is well-networked centrally with other Professional 
Services departments, allowing for an overview of University-wide activity. The team also leads on 
Research Excellence Framework impact development, a key leveraging point for the academic 
community. This positioned PER as a credible pathway to impact, and more generally as a viable 
mechanism for improving the visibility and quality of research. In-kind contribution came from UoB 
financial commitment into ‘Engagement for Impact’, establishing four new impact posts in Research 
Planning. These permanent roles are also lined-managed by Dr Westlake. A key change in senior 
staffing since onset of the CSF has been Professor Tim Softley’s appointment as Pro-Vice-Chancellor 
for Research and Knowledge Transfer, taking responsibility as Principle Investigator on the grant.  
 
Following renewal of the CSF award, the PER Officer was contracted for a further 12-month period 
and, separately, Professor Roberts’ contract was renewed. As a result of CSF activities in year one, 
the Public Engagement Working Group developed in to the Public Engagement with Research 
Committee (PERC) with membership and reporting reviewed. Changes to PERC structure are still 
evolving: while a clearer reporting mechanism through the University’s Research Committee has 
been established, updating the academic membership is contingent on the recent inclusion of the 
Leading to Engage (L2E) cohort of academic champions (established over the course of year one CSF 
activity), which combined with the quarterly frequency of PERC meetings has meant that the 
transition is only now being embedded.  The PER Strategy has also now been approved by the 
University’s Research Committee. 
 

Beyond the CSF, our Vice Chancellor committed to funding two PER posts (one as part of the recent 
Wellcome Trust ISSF award). Feedback on the ISSF renewal bid from Wellcome specifically praised 
the inclusion of a significant public engagement activity stream. These posts were advertised in July 
2017 and both posts will be filled by early 2018.  
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DISTINCTIVENESS OF THE PROJECT 
 

 

Our aim for year two was to build on first year success in developing leadership, buy-in and an 
agreed strategic approach to PER, with a more operational focus in year two. Working within the 
wider context of distinct but complementary types of institutional “Engagement” activities, we 
decided to use CSF funding to support delivery of the PER Strategy through a focus on i) Reward & 
Recognition, ii) Support and iii) Interdisciplinarity.  
 

Recognition & Reward: “To inspire researchers to explore and demonstrate the social 

relevance of their research” (PER Strategy Aim 1). We planned to work to create an 
environment in which PER was visible and promoted within the institution (for example, 
built into Workload Allocation Models (WAMs)) so that researchers will feel their PER efforts 
are more valued, and guidance will be developed (although not necessarily adopted within 
the CSF timeframe) on what good PER looks like for use in standard HR processes.   

 
Support: “To provide researchers with resources to support high quality public 

engagement” (PER Strategy Aim 2). We planned to ensure that researchers would know 
where to turn if they wish to undertake PER; to identify their resource needs (both physical 
resources & training) and to map where these could currently be met and where new 
provision was required. We planned to work with our People and Organisational 
Development Unit and other engagement teams at the University to find ways of making 
training and support sustainable. 
 

Interdisciplinary PER: “To encourage researchers to develop interdisciplinary links with 

internal and external partners” (PER Strategy Aim 3). We planned to build links within and 
outwith the institution to facilitate the delivery of innovative, interdisciplinary public 
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engagement which linked different fields of research with different engagement skills, tools 
and venues.  

 
CSF funding over the past two years has improved PERC’s portfolio of activity and visibility, helping 
demonstrate the value of PER in advancing the ‘Influence: Engagement for Impact’ Strategic 
Framework 2020 agenda. However, with 2020’s focus on quantitative key performance indicators as 
measures of success, we realised that crafting a PER ‘business case’ would be critical to the long-
term sustainability of UoB PER support. In year two we continued to work with senior staff to 
understand how best to tackle the challenge of evaluating “influence” as applied to PER. 
Furthermore, after year one we specifically acknowledged that movement across our three 
objectives might need to take a back seat to broader conversations which had to be drawn out into 
the open first. The CSF team has thus played both a catalyst and liaison role in year two, bringing 
groups together to open up higher-level conversations about what ‘success’ and ‘quality’ looks like 
in overall research endeavour.  
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OUTPUTS, OUTCOMES & IMPACT AND LESSONS LEARNED 
 

Our ability to progress against specific key performance indicators has been challenging, as many of our outputs required us to work with other teams who 
are not operating to the CSF timeframe. We have made good progress in bringing together these teams to advance mutually beneficial sustainable strands 
of activity, exemplified by our work on the Engaged Training Programme which is now taking real shape, as well as specific programmes of activities with 
partners who can see the benefits of PER activity for their own work e.g. Cultural Engagement and their Arts & Science Festival programming. Similarly, as 
significant opportunities have cropped up, we have had to be ready to seize these and lead on them. This illustrates the tension in carrying out CSF activity 
within a small operational team (effectively 1 FTE in our case), whilst also being tasked with responsibility for wider support-based activities that strengthen 
the PER provision offered to our research community and also help engender culture change, but which were not perhaps envisioned within original activities 
outlined in the CSF business case put forward. The table concentrates on CSF activity, as opposed to this other work though there is occasional crossover.  We 
will continue to take forward the strands of work initiated in year two as part of our ongoing PER work, with a focus on the key performance indicators we 
developed for the year two CSF business case. Consequently, we still consider ourselves to be between ‘Developing’ and ‘Gripping’ stages of the EDGE Tool. 
Our Appendix features a table reviewing key performance indicators in more detail.  
 
 

CSF  
Project 
Objectives taken 
from business case 

Link to 
RCUK 
CSF 
Objective 

Rationale and Key Activities  Outputs 
Numbered and mapped to Outcomes 

Outcomes and Impacts/Legacy 
Numbered and mapped to Outputs 

Learning/Things you would 
approach differently in 
future 

YEAR TWO ACTIVITY 
September 2016 - August 2017 

 

RECOGNITION & REWARD 

“To inspire researchers to explore and demonstrate the social relevance of their research” (Aim 1 of the PER Strategy) 

 
Work to create an 
environment in 
which PER is visible 
and promoted within 
the institution (for 
example, built into 
Workload Allocation 
Models (WAMs) and 
shared as practical 
case studies of 
activities/achieveme
nts and also to create 
a framework to 

 
 
 
 
 
2, 4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Key activities taken from year 
two business case: 
 
 
1. Develop and publicise case 
studies which demonstrate the 
value of PER to high quality 
research and/or impact, whilst 
also emphasising their role in 
researcher development and 
satisfaction. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
1. As part of year two activity the CSF team 
have completed a short 15-minute film about 
PER, featuring 6 Leading to Engage (L2E) 
academic champions, as well as several other 
researchers, postgraduates and external 
collaborators. The film emphasizes the 
benefits of PER to researcher development and 
academic enrichment. Furthermore 8 short 
written case studies have been added to the 

 
 
 
 
 
1. We hope to screen this film at the annual PER day 
planned for Spring 2018. If appropriate, we would be 
keen to include it in researcher induction processes. 
We are opting to hold off release in our 
newsletter/blog until the new PER team is fully in 
place beginning January 2018. We hope to maximize 
internal communications at this time to introduce the 
new team as well as the film and case studies. PERC 
will also now require that those receiving PER funding 

 
 
 
 
 
1. Our new internal funding 
scheme will include a 
reporting phase to review the 
status of funded applications 
to ensure outcomes/impacts 
are being addressed 
alongside outputs. This was 
never built in formally 
previously and gathering case 
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CSF  
Project 
Objectives taken 
from business case 

Link to 
RCUK 
CSF 
Objective 

Rationale and Key Activities  Outputs 
Numbered and mapped to Outcomes 

Outcomes and Impacts/Legacy 
Numbered and mapped to Outputs 

Learning/Things you would 
approach differently in 
future 

enable recognised 
high-quality PER to 
be rewarded within 
promotion processes 
as well as awards, 
competitions etc.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
2, 5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Promote PER through a range 
of institutional mechanisms such 
as public-facing PER pages on the 
institutional website, blogs, 
newsletters. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

blog, drawn from biannual PER award winners 
and other activity supported through Public 
Engagement with Research Committee (PERC). 
 
 
 
2 (a). In January 2017 the PER Officer updated 
and overhauled content on the WordPress 
blog. Later in the year a “UoB Community” 
profile page was added to the blog in direct 
response to feedback from researchers at the 
first College of Life & Environmental Sciences 
‘Public Engagement Forum’. CSF team and 
Leading to Engage (L2E) academic champion 
leads have been encouraged to write blog 
posts and live tweet about any 
training/awareness/inspiring events they have 
attended which touch on public engagement 
issues. CSF team, L2E and guest posts sit in the 
‘PERspectives’ area of the site and the PER 
Officer regularly composes blogs summarizing 
learning from events or reporting on key 
sector developments (approx. 1 piece per 
month, with 11 current active PERspectives 
posts). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 (b). Web development: The CSF Project 
Manager has discussed web development of 
public facing PER pages on the University 
website with the Head of Marketing & 
Communications (MarComms). A project 
group is being established to review and revise 
the Research section of the University’s 
website, which will be driven by MarComms, 
so timing is outwith the CSF team’s control. 
 
 

from the Committee contribute to future case studies. 
This will be embedded into the new funding scheme 
beginning in the new academic year. 
 
 
 
2 (a). The termly PER newsletter was established 
towards the end of year one and, as of August 2017, 
there are 600+ on the mailing list [comprising people 
who have engaged with/contacted PERC in some way]. 
This exceeded our target of 400 for year two and has 
allowed us to reach out to interested researchers 
much more effectively when promoting events. The 
PER Officer has also provided social media cover 
(growing Twitter to 2000+ followers) and curates the 
blog which acts a resource hub showcasing PER case 
studies, funding and upcoming opportunities. The 
“UoB Community” page will begin to profile 
researchers who are active and interested in public 
engagement. It is hoped that this will help researchers 
link up with other like-minded colleagues for future 
PER collaborations and peer-to-peer advice. We hope 
to promote this networking resource to others in 
coming months to build up a community of engaged 
researchers. We have already begun to collect 
submissions organically through direct approaches 
(approx. 15 new researcher profiles); however, we will 
begin to actively promote the page to coincide with 
the introduction of our new PER team in 2018.  
 
 
2 (b). The CSF team has been invited to contribute to 
suggestions/planning for the content of the new look 
Research site pages, alongside impact-focused 
colleagues in Research Planning.  We wish to take this 
work forward in the context of understanding how 
best to communicate with different audiences. 
 
 
 
 
 

studies retrospectively has 
been challenging due to 
people changing roles or 
moving on etc. 
 
 
2(a). We need to avoid 
preaching only to ‘the 
converted’ and continue to 
think of new communications 
channels / methods to bring 
on board others who may 
also be interested but who 
have not yet connected with 
us. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 (b). We need to do further 
work to identify the different 
audiences who engage with 
our web content and for what 
purpose. 
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CSF  
Project 
Objectives taken 
from business case 

Link to 
RCUK 
CSF 
Objective 

Rationale and Key Activities  Outputs 
Numbered and mapped to Outcomes 

Outcomes and Impacts/Legacy 
Numbered and mapped to Outputs 

Learning/Things you would 
approach differently in 
future 

1, 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2, 3, 4 
 

3. Record PER activity on Pure 
(our institutional Current 
Research Information System) 
and work with College Directors 
of Research. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Work with MarComms to 
develop advice and guidance for 
MarComms professionals on 
how best to distinguish and 
support researcher-led PER 
activities where there can be a 
proactive dialogue with external 
audiences. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Support the development of 
College level PER fora and/or 

3. The CSF team has had 2 meetings with the 
Pure Manager and other engagement teams 
(Policy, Business etc.) to understand how best 
to populate the ‘Activities’ template in Pure to 
enable the central capture of PER activity. This 
will provide more accurate information on PER 
activity through centrally held data on 
engagement activities across the University 
using an existing system that researchers are 
already familiar with and required to use. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. The Director of MarComms has now 
established a Research Communications 
Strategy Group which is supported by an 
Operational Working Group. The CSF Project 
Manager attends the former; the latter have 
asked to work with the PER team to better 
understand PER. This operational group will 
now supersede the STEM communications 
working group originally established during the 
CSF time period. This previously met every 6 
weeks and included members of the Research 
Planning (PER Officer), College based 
Marketing & Communications teams from 
across the three STEM-focused Colleges, as 
well as Press Office and Policy Engagement 
leads.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5 (a). The PER Officer and Research Planning 
Officer for the School of Engineering & Physical 

3. The group plan on developing guidelines for the 
research community to enable the capture of 
engagement activity in useable form. This will require 
significant culture change as currently there is no 
incentive for academics to report via this mechanism. 
We will make reporting in Pure a requirement of our 
future funding scheme to encourage use of the 
system. Training or step-by-step guidance will 
eventually be co-developed and rolled out across the 
Pure user community.  We were awaiting a specific 
version of Pure with the updated Activities module in 
to take this piece of work forward, but that this was 
delayed for technical reasons beyond our control.  
These have now been resolved and we will pick this 
piece of work up in 2018. 
 
 
4. The new groups are still in the process of being 
embedded, however we hope it will allow synergies 
across the research portfolio to be better explored 
through collective communications strategies. 
Research communications are being increasingly 
written in to existing remits within College 
communications teams and we are aware of at least 2 
dedicated research communications posts in place. 
This is helping to broaden communications beyond 
outreach/recruitment. Communications teams are 
increasingly seeing the communications side of PER as 
part of their responsibility and some have begun to 
develop and deliver specific events which promote 
two-way communication for their College e.g. the ‘Life 
Sciences in Six’ event hosted in the city centre by the 
College of Medicine & Dental Sciences. The PER Officer 
has met with the team involved in this event to 
provide guidance on evaluation, event marketing etc. 
MarComms are helping with cross-promotion of PER 
events/training and in future, we hope to skills-share 
through jointly run workshops or training days. 
 
 
5 (a). The PER Officer successfully contributed to 
developing a case for more resources to support PER 
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CSF  
Project 
Objectives taken 
from business case 

Link to 
RCUK 
CSF 
Objective 

Rationale and Key Activities  Outputs 
Numbered and mapped to Outcomes 

Outcomes and Impacts/Legacy 
Numbered and mapped to Outputs 

Learning/Things you would 
approach differently in 
future 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Committees, where this would 
be valuable. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sciences have established a working group (of 
approximately 12 academic and professional 
services staff) from across 3 Schools within this 
College. The intention is for this group to start 
to think more collectively about strategic 
priorities and opportunities, as well as how 
best to pool resources and identify gaps in 
provision. This group has met 6 times so far.  
 
 
5 (b). In addition, the PER Officer has now 
joined an existing impact working group within 
the College of Arts & Law as well as a cross-
College Public and Patient Involvement group 
comprising academics within the Medical & 
Dental School as well as the College of Social 
Sciences. 
 
 
5 (c). College of Life & Environmental Science 
(LES) Public Engagement Forum: This was the 
first pilot public engagement forum. 
Approximately 25 people were in attendance. 
Dr Carl Stevenson, one of the L2E champions 
discussed his role and highlighted a number of 
upcoming opportunities relevant to the 
College. The College Impact lead was also 
present lending support to the notion that 
good quality PER can lead to impact. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

focused around these three Schools. This should result 
in a further 2 PER-related posts and/or external 
consultancy. We have no doubt this would not have 
happened without CSF involvement. The CSF Project 
Manager has been tasked with drafting the job 
descriptions with input from the researchers this post 
would support.  
 
 
 
5 (b). Being involved in the College-focused groups has 
increased the PER Officers understanding of the 
impact strategy and protocols within the different 
Colleges. We have also been able to share our 
strategies and networks with others who have been 
drafting their own complementary strategies e.g. 
Public & Patient Involvement Strategy. 
 
 
5 (c). LES Forum: Often attendees suggested there was 
not information available on support and the L2E lead 
was able to show where information sat on the blog 
live in the session. Issues with internal 
communications around PER events were highlighted, 
as some had only found out about the event at the last 
minute or through colleagues, despite information 
being sent out via normal channels. The group were 
asked for solutions to this problem and it was 
suggested that a ‘Community Profile’ (see point 2) 
page be created with short profiles of all those 
interested in PER. It was hoped this would help 
researchers interested in PER to link up with one 
another more easily. The PER Officer has subsequently 
created the page and also put in place a procedure for 
collecting profiles. The group agreed 2-3 meetings per 
year would work well and allow the forum to feed into 
PERC meetings. The next meeting is November 2017. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5 (b). Different Colleges have 
different cultures and so 
different mechanisms and 
entry points are needed.  
 
 
 
 
 
5 (c). We might opt to embed 
leadership of College PER fora 
into a future L2E programme 
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CSF  
Project 
Objectives taken 
from business case 

Link to 
RCUK 
CSF 
Objective 

Rationale and Key Activities  Outputs 
Numbered and mapped to Outcomes 

Outcomes and Impacts/Legacy 
Numbered and mapped to Outputs 

Learning/Things you would 
approach differently in 
future 

5, 7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6. Support Colleges in developing 
event plans. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6. We are not ready to develop mechanisms 
for College level support of events. This is 
primarily because Colleges are still developing 
their strategic approaches and our capacity is 
limited. To date we have supported individual 
initiatives aimed at improving PER within 
Colleges, outlined below: 
 
 
6 (a). CSF team have delivered 5 “A Bigger 
Picture” events across each of the different 
Colleges. See Case Studies. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6 (b). Green Heart Project: Approximately 5 
meetings have taken place to look at how the 
University’s campus redevelopment project 
might incorporate elements of PER 
underpinned by researcher activities in the 
different Colleges. Researchers were asked to 
contribute proposals for PER activity. 
 
 
 
 
6 (c). CSF team were instrumental to 
instigating plans and leveraging central funding 
for a pilot citizen science project between 
University School, Institute of Research in 
Schools (IRIS) and researchers in the College of 
Life & Environmental Sciences (LES) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6 (a). Over 180 attendees have taken part in the A 
Bigger Picture series this past academic year. Events 
focused on raising PERC’s profile, demonstrating 
senior support for PER and providing a forum for 
discussion around key barriers. Feedback has been 
positive and the intention is to repeat this series next 
year with another set of senior researcher leadership, 
such as Directors of Research. See Case Studies. 
 
 
6 (b). A number of proposals were received and these 
are now being refined. The next meeting (November 
2017) will examine the viability of these plans and look 
to coordinate a coherent project proposal which draws 
on interested parties. The PER Officer has been asked 
to help on a possible external grant bid related to this 
project. The hope is that the space will open up public 
visitor numbers and provide ready-made platform 
opportunities for PER from all Colleges to take place 
on campus. 
 
 
6 (c). The PER Officer was involved in approaching IRIS 
and setting up an internal callout for proposals. Once 
funding was awarded (sourced by the CSF PI), she also 
organized the first two meetings between IRIS, 
University School and researcher teams to kick-off 
face-to-face project discussions. At the request of the 
Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Social Sciences the pilot 
project has now been handed over to School-
University Partnership Manager for ownership and 
delivery. A successful outcome might enable funding 
for this activity to be mainstreamed annually for 

6. PER Strategy needs further 
embedding at College level to 
aid Colleges to think through 
local vision for PER over the 
next few years 
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CSF  
Project 
Objectives taken 
from business case 

Link to 
RCUK 
CSF 
Objective 

Rationale and Key Activities  Outputs 
Numbered and mapped to Outcomes 

Outcomes and Impacts/Legacy 
Numbered and mapped to Outputs 

Learning/Things you would 
approach differently in 
future 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7. Hold another institutional PER 
day in December, including a 
further round of the Storytelling 
Researcher competition. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
6 (d). The PER Officer continues to support 
Colleges and individuals on a more ad-hoc 
basis in addition to running training which has 
included sessions as part of: 
 
- The Marie Curie Association Day 
- Fellowship Training Day for Life 
Sciences  
- Pint of Science Birmingham Training 
- PhD / Early Career Researcher 
Training Sessions organized through the 
Graduate School and/or individual Schools. 
 
 
7 (a). A third institutional PER day was run in 
Dec 2016 with RCUK, Wellcome Trust and Arts 
Council representatives present as guest 
speakers, alongside two Pro-Vice-Chancellors. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7 (b). We have piloted modest bi-annual 
awards for PER with modest cash prizes. 
Following 14 entries (year one), we had 9 
entries in year two and 5 winners were 
announced in mid-December at our annual 
event. We also ran a second iteration of our 
video competition and received three 
successful entries in year two. PERC members 
have helped rank entries though we plan to 

different citizen-science based projects. £10K of 
funding was leveraged for this pilot project. 
 
 
6 (d) In total the PER Officer who is currently the only 
dedicated PER trainer has trained approximately 80 
researchers this past year in response to specific ad 
hoc requests mentioned, with other scheduled training 
(e.g. Arts & Science Training, PGCARMS, PER Day) not 
included in this count. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7 (a). 85 attended, 35 others were registered to 
attend. Feedback (see Appendix) in general was 
positive, however we note that a significant number of 
attendees were not researchers and thus feedback 
was often coded as ‘non-applicable’. There was 
suggestion that the event was pitched at the wrong 
level i.e. some did not know what PER was. However, 
it is the CSF team’s belief that basic understanding of 
PER is better served through introductory workshops 
held throughout the year and the annual event should 
showcase more specialized sessions/themes. To 
attract more researchers, we will aim to programme 
the next event around more practical skills 
development and feature less talks. 
 
 
7 (b). Whilst modest awards have been appreciated by 
winners and given us case study and video content, 
the CSF team have highlighted to University Research 
Committee the need for more visible/prestigious 
recognition in line with peer universities, especially to 
justify the effort of completing an application which 
can put people off nominating. The awards offered 
were unsustainable (funded through CSF funds) and 
the PER Officer will now gather examples of award 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7 (a). Consider running 
parallel sessions pitched for 
different levels of experience. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7 (b). Where possible awards 
should be built in to existing 
university-level award 
schemes to give the same 
level of prestige to PER.  
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future 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2, 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3, 8 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Work with research leaders 
within the institution to 
characterise high quality PER 
activity, developing guidance for 
use during standard HR 
processes (promotions, 
probation etc.) so that reviewers 
feel confident considering this 
aspect of an individual’s 
portfolio.  
 
 
9. Encourage Colleges to build 
time for PER into their WAMs 
(which we consider to be 
particularly important as time is 
consistently identified both 
anecdotally and via the Factors 
Affecting Public Engagement by 
Researchers survey to be biggest 
barrier against delivering PER). 
 
 
 
 
 

review and develop more formal criteria as we 
develop a richer understanding of what 
“quality” PER looks like based on institutional 
steer. These awards have provided a modest 
level of recognition for PER to date, and we 
will now consider how best to take forward 
award processes. 
 
 
8. & 9. (a) The CSF team approached the 
NCCPE in year two to facilitate a workshop 
session on PER “quality” with researcher 
leaders. The purpose was to open up dialogue 
around a shared institutional understanding of 
“quality” engagement as it applies to the full 
range of PER activity. The session also aimed to 
facilitate discussions around the value, 
purpose and role of PER as well as 
conversations around more explicit PER 
inclusion in Workload Allocation 
Models/Promotions criteria so as to stimulate 
an environment where PER is appropriately 
rewarded, recognized and supported. 
Currently there is no shared understanding of 
what quality looks like at UoB, meaning that 
PER has not been consistently rewarded and 
recognised with respect to promotions/WAM. 
The knock-on effect is that it remains difficult 
for the PER team to advise on good use of 
researcher’s time, as it is still unclear what will 
be rewarded or recognized formally. The 
NCCPE-led a half-day workshop with senior 
management in July 2017 and involved 16 
attendees including the Pro-Vice-Chancellor 
for Research, a Head of College and other 
senior research leaders; with all Colleges 
represented. 
 
 
8 & 9 (b). In Spring-Summer 2017, the CSF 
team were heavily occupied in gathering and 
drafting documentation for an application to 

schemes at other universities and present this to the 
Committee for consideration within a future report. 
The application process will also be reviewed and 
made more ‘light touch’ to encourage submissions. 
 
 
 
 
 
8 & 9 (a). Notes from these discussions were compiled 
and will be used to inform future steps. We were 
delayed by the reconfiguration of the team 
(September 2017), but intend to pick this piece of 
work up in the new annual year. There is a need for 
clear understanding amongst different parties 
including Human Resources (HR) to think about what 
PER means for different disciplines and to define 
quality in a straightforward and succinct way. With 
progress made so far, we can start to scope this out 
with HR & Colleges, and hopefully with continued 
support from NCCPE. This has also fed into our Engage 
Watermark submission. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8 & 9 (b). We will not hear the outcome before 
January 2018. However, we anticipate that the 
learning from our involvement in the process will help 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8 & 9 (a). The discussion at 
the NCCPE workshop ended 
up focusing on what PER is as 
much as anything else, so 
there is value in broadening 
the PER discussion to 
colleagues not previously 
involved.  
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the NCCPE Engage Watermark scheme. 
Approval to take part was granted directly 
from Vice Chancellor. Keen to pioneer 
engagement with this process, we will be 
amongst the first batch of Universities to take 
part in the assessment. The CSF team have 
also been involved in programming the 
assessment visit, arranging interviews 
throughout the day with academics, students, 
external partners and professional services.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8 & 9 (c). We have identified examples of good 
practice in relation to WAM, particularly 
amongst our most active L2E members, but 
this is not consistent across the research 
community. Discussions from the NCCPE-led 
workshop with senior managements indicated 
that a one size all approach cannot work, as 
Colleges differ in teaching loads and some PER 
activity is naturally more embedded in 
particular research fields than other etc. 
 
 

the University reflect on current practice and allow 
benchmarking against other higher education 
institutes (HEIs) in future. We hope that the 
Watermark result and NCCPE feedback will provide a 
framework for us to take further action to embed PER 
and work towards an embedded PER culture. Already, 
the CSF team believe that the application process itself 
has reinforced how we work collectively across many 
different teams to deliver engaged research. The 
NCCPE have met directly with Human Resources to 
discuss their thinking around PER and WAM, so the 
conversation is being taken forwards and a clearer 
picture of how to characterise and appropriately 
support high quality PER at an institutional level will 
hopefully start to emerge. 
 
 
8 & 9 (c). Where L2E have been allocated WAM points, 
these individuals have been amongst the most active 
members of the cohort. This suggests we should work 
to pre-agree a WAM allocation for the future iteration 
of L2E, in order to not risk disenfranchisement 
amongst those not allocated such time.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8 & 9 (c). More generally, the 
challenges around supporting 
academic time wisely make it 
beneficial to work with teams 
who are also affected by the 
same culture change 
challenges (e.g. Impact team), 
to amplify your collective 
message. 
 
 

   
Rationale for activities: 
 
Our aim for these activities was to maintain and improve communications and visibility of PER within the research community, using content aimed at recognizing PER as a 
worthwhile activity. To be better able to showcase these examples, we need to better capture activity across the Colleges (e.g. through encouraging use of Pure, our current 
research information system, and closer working with other College-based groups), as well as incentivize researchers to see the benefits of coming forward to share their PER 
learning and stories with others. This in turn we hope will feed into discussions around support/time needed and allow the CSF team to lobby on behalf of the research 
community for workloads recognition whilst simultaneously mediating expectations, based on a clearer understanding of the institutional agreement on what can be rewarded 
and recognized through internal processes. Work with teams in aligned areas (e.g. Communications, Research Planning) is fundamental to a sustainable approach and should 
also enhance opportunities to capitalize on natural synergies and mutually beneficial cross-working opportunities in the longer term e.g. training and networking. 
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SUPPORT  

“To provide researchers with resources to support high quality public engagement” (Aim 2 of the PER Strategy) 

Ensure that 
researchers know 
where to turn if they 
wish to undertake 
PER; identify their 
resource needs (both 
physical resources & 
training) and map 
where these can 
currently be met and 
where new provision 
is required. We will 
work with our People 
and Organisational 
Development Unit 
(POD) and other 
engagement teams at 
the University to find 
ways of making 
training and support 
sustainable. 
 

 
 
 
5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1, 3, 6 
 
 

Key activities taken from year 
two business case: 
 
10. Map and publicise support 
already available in the context 
of the delivery plan for the PER 
Strategy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11. Identify ways of training, 
reflection and idea development 
through setting this within the 
context of actual delivery of PER. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12. Explore any specific needs of 
the STEM community, and 

 
 
 
10 (a). A PER Directory was created mapping 
support (including funding opportunities) for 
PER. This sits alongside the PER Strategy and is 
visible on the overhauled blog.  
 
 
10 (b). We have continued “Breakfast 
Brainstorms”, our monthly drop-in coffee 
mornings [11 events over year two]. We also 
ran a “Special ‘Bring a Friend’ Edition” of 
Breakfast Brainstorm (May 2017), resulting in 9 
altogether new attendees. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11. See ‘Arts & Science Training Programme’ in 
the ‘Case Studies’ section of this report & the 
INTERDISCIPLINARITY section of the table 
below (Point 18). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12 (a). Feedback from year one and our year 
two survey (Dec 2016) suggested that STEM 
researchers could benefit from more support 

 
 
 
10 (a). The Directory provides the key engagement 
contacts across the University and physical copies are 
now available to take away at our training sessions to 
encourage follow-up with support personnel. 
 
 
10 (b). “Breakfast Brainstorm” has provided an 
informal mechanism for networking, face-to-face 
support and signposting towards upcoming 
opportunities. Approximately 30 unique people have 
attended, including occasional external visitors e.g. 
Thinktank Science Museum. Average drop-in numbers 
are 4-5 people per session and we are exploring ways 
of increasing our visibility going forwards through pop-
up banners and promotional material. Regular 
attendees are effectively evolving into an informal 
‘community of practice’. 
 
 
11. See Point 18 below 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12 (a). See Point 16 below 
 
 

 
 
 
10 (a). We cannot readily 
check uptake / downloads of 
Directory on the blog, 
however we will develop 
alternative ways of tracking 
usage via our colleagues who 
disseminate information for 
us. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11. Offering training followed 
by ‘guaranteed’ PER 
opportunities is not 
straightforward. Coordination 
across the different UoB 
event programmes is 
challenging because of 
conflicting priorities, but we 
have made progress with 
platforms offered by Cultural 
Engagement in year two. We 
need to think further about 
training opportunities 
designed to feed in to 
external PER opportunities. 
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5, 6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

whether cross-discipline 
mentoring might be viable. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
13. Explore ways of refreshing 
the existing PGR PER training 
provision (inherited by the PER 
Officer in 2015) with our 
Graduate School. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

to explore creative/arts-based PER 
approaches. A meeting with 5 key 
representatives from the Postdoctoral and 
Early Career Development & Training (PERCAT) 
and the Graduate School teams went ahead to 
discuss the format for an event focused on 
establishing support needs for STEM 
researchers. A decision was taken to begin 
work with a researcher focus group. 
 
 
12 (b). The PER Officer has continued to attend 
relevant events/training with an engagement 
focus, especially within the STEM space. This 
has included an internal ‘STEM Media 
Engagement’ day workshop and a visit to the 
Joint Research Council for a ‘Science intro 
Policy’ workshop where public engagement 
and science communication were specifically 
highlighted as core skills needed for STEM 
researchers to impact on policy change.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
13. After completion of the Graduate School’s 
2016-17 PER module, the Graduate School 
compiled feedback from the 13 students 
enrolled. This was shared with the PER Officer 
who, together with the Postgraduate 
Development Officer, sketched out a 
suggested restructure of the module over the 
course of 5 meetings. This was further 
informed by a postgraduate researchers 
(PGRs) and early career researchers (ECRs) 
focus group, described below in Point 16. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12 (b). Learning from these events has been cascaded 
to the wider research community and professional 
services team. For example, the PER Officer has 
written blog posts with guidance / learning from 
events attended, shared in the newsletter & on the 
blog. Learning from these events has also fed in to the 
Engaged Training Programme being developed 
alongside the University’s policy engagement team. 
Specifically, the PER-policy angle will focus on 
supporting STEM researchers to craft ‘elevator pitches’ 
and narrative that makes use of emotive storytelling, 
drawing on techniques more common in the arts and 
humanities. A workshop on this PER-policy crossover is 
under joint development. 
 
 
13. The revised module will focus on practical hands-
on training delivered through workshops, rather than 
the current labour-intensive marking of weekly online 
written exercises. Content reflects recurring themes 
identified as key support needs through stakeholder 
consultation work. A combination of the turnover of 
staff in the Graduate School and the re-configuration 
of the PER team have delayed re-developing, however 
a proposal for module restructure is now under 
preparation by the PER Officer and pending approval 
by the Graduate School board we will re-commence 
training in 2018-2019. This should see module content 
open to all interested postgraduates (vastly increasing 
capacity) through incorporating the workshops into a 
wider tiered Engaged Training structure. 
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3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
14. Develop guidance on how to 
build PER costings into 
applications for funding. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
14 (a). To encourage researchers to see PER as 
a core part of the research process and to 
improve the sustainability of PER, we aimed to 
produce guidance and example PER costings, 
specifically for Pathways to Impact (PTI) 
alongside the support of the Research Support 
Services (RSS) team.  In fact, this coincided 
with a project to review Pathways to Impact 
guidance more generally led by a Research 
Support Services team member. This resulted 
in 1 workshop (November 2016) between 
Research Support & Research Planning 
(including CSF team), involving 15 members of 
staff. Outcomes of these discussions were 
shared ahead of a second follow-up workshop 
which took place in October 2017 with 
approximately 20 staff.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
14 (b) In summer 2017 the PER Officer worked 
collaboratively with academics to devise, draft 
and submit a successful public engagement 
funding bid to NERC as part of their capacity 
building ‘Engaging Environments’ callout. The 
PER Officer was involved in coordinating a 
series of conversations to bring together a 
coherent proposal lead by Dr Carl Stevenson. 
The academic led the bid writing for the 
ENCOMPASS project with the PER Officer’s 
support. The bid includes interdisciplinary 
collaboration between researchers across two 

 
 
14 (a). Through ongoing discussions with Research 
Support Services, the CSF team now has a greater 
understanding of the pre-award grant application 
process. The PER Officer has also been added to a 
mailing list which notifies colleagues of the outcome of 
research funding applications. Whilst this does not 
indicate which applications have a strong PER-focus, it 
does provide a mechanism to follow up relevant 
opportunities. As a result of the notifications received, 
we hope to be better able to trace the outcomes of 
applications we’ve supported and follow up with 
support or opportunities. Effectiveness rests on us 
ideally already being in contact with the researchers 
prior to submission, as it might not be appropriate to 
“cold call” successfully funded researchers otherwise. 
As a result of the second PTI workshop, the PER Officer 
is now part of three separate task-and-finish groups 
alongside other colleagues to: i) produce written 
support materials (e.g. cribsheet of expertise, on-line 
resources for costing), ii) devise/provide training for 
PER inclusion in Pathways to Impact and iii) pilot an 
event to facilitate sharing across case study leads, 
beginning with a mental health research theme in the 
first instance. These groups will start work in summer 
2018, following a restructure of the Research Support 
Services team. 
 
 
14 (b). Approx. £90k of funding was awarded in Sept 
2017 and the PER Officer (now employed as Research 
Engagement Officer, REO) will continue to work on the 
project as a core team member as part of a Phase 2 
consortium bid in late 2018. The success of the bid 
provides evidence of the effectiveness of the L2E 
cohort when employed strategically and when given 
the support and time to carry out PER work from 
senior colleagues. However, more to the point the 
feedback obtained from NERC in the review process 
will also inform the wider work around supporting bid 
writing and PER costings, as we begin to compile a 

 
 
14 (a). Where researchers are 
willing to share documents / 
extracts, we will use real-life 
unsuccessful/successful 
examples of PER funding 
applications to inform future 
training and guidance. 
However, understandably 
there is still some reluctance 
in sharing applications which 
we must seek to address 
through encouragement and 
support. 
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3, 6 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
15. Identify ways in which gaps 
in provision can be filled, 
working to make this sustainable 
via POD and through colleagues 
in the Research Planning Team 
and other specific Engagement 
teams (e.g. Culture, Business, 
Policy). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Colleges as well as two key external partners. 
Approval of submission was sought from the 
Head of School (Geology, Environmental & 
Earth Sciences) and Director of Researcher for 
the College of Life & Environmental Sciences, 
who both provided their support to put 
forward the bid. 
 
 
15 (a). The CSF team have met with POD and 
other engagement teams to discuss how to 
take forward an interdisciplinary Engaged 
Training Programme (Point 16). 
 
 
15 (b). The core CSF team participate in weekly 
meetings with fellow Research Planning 
colleagues to co-ordinate activity and co-work 
as appropriate. 
 
 

portfolio of applications and more formally track 
outomes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
15 (a). See Point 16 
 
 
 
 
 
15 (b). Meetings are ongoing, resulting in the inclusion 
of a PER session within the University’s first Research 
Conference as well as the production of shared 
promotional materials and PER content on the Impact 
blog/intranet. Approximately 30 people signed up to 
the PER session and we hope to continue to raise the 
visibility of PER through wider programmes of work we 
can plug into. 

   
Rationale for activities:  
 
Activity centred on aiding researchers to know what resources the institution has, what they can bid for and what training is available. This was in conjunction with carrying out 
work to elucidate gaps in provision to better enable the CSF team to demonstrate what will be needed for support to be sufficient and sustainable in the future. Feedback 
previously suggested that STEM researchers at UoB feel comparatively less equipped to deliver PER and so the opportunity to learn by doing and/or to be trained with delivery 
of PER in mind was something we wanted to explore in year two. Furthermore, as postgraduate training capacity is currently limited we needed to determine a more 
sustainable option longer term, with capacity to open training to all postgraduates. We hoped to also undertake work to facilitate the inclusion of PER in future grant 
applications so that over time (beyond CSF) the overreliance on institutional PER funds should be reduced so that internal funds can be focused around strategic initiatives 
rather than supporting smaller-scale individual researcher projects. However, the CSF team cannot be solely responsible for PER, as it touches on many other areas of 
impact/engagement work which is why is has been important for us to work collaboratively with other teams towards longer term change and embedding. 
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INTERDISCIPLINARITY 

“To encourage researchers to develop interdisciplinary links with internal and external partners” (Aim 3 of the PER Strategy)  

Build links within and 
outwith the 
institution to 
facilitate the delivery 
of innovative, 
interdisciplinary 
public engagement 
which links different 
fields of research 
with different 
engagement skills, 
tools and venues. 

 
 
 
 
1, 6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Key activities taken from year 
two business case: 
 
16. Examine in particular the 
needs of our STEM researchers, 
whose survey feedback suggests 
they currently feel less able to 
with the arts/cultural sector. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
16 (a). Two focus groups were set up to 
explore STEM researcher support needs. The 
first involved 16 postgraduate researchers 
(PGR) and early-career researchers (ECR) (see 
Appendix for discussion notes) and the second 
involved a subset of 5 STEM-focused members 
of the Leading to Engage champions scheme. 
Feedback and suggestions from these focus 
groups directly fed into plans for a new three-
tier Engagement Training Programme, 
originally drafted by the PER Officer following 
discussing with the wider CSF team and key 
PERC members. The tiered structure reflects 
the level of PER experience of participants 
rather than their career stage. The original 
proposal was later circulated for feedback to 
all other teams with an engagement focus 
(Cultural, Policy, Business, Alumni Relations, 
Research Support etc.). These teams were also 
asked to assess their interest in further 
developing the framework and the CSF team 
requested they put forward suggestions for 
how they might contribute towards the 
content and delivery if so. We were keen to 
ensure a collaborative effort because 
researchers often requested training support 
in areas ‘owned’ by other teams e.g. media 
training, policy.  
 
 
 16 (b). Another specific output of the PGR/ECR 
focus group was around “what one first 
practical step PERC could take” to support 

 
 
 
 
16 (a). Other engagement teams have bought in to the 
approach and we are suggesting that the integrated 
training package be centrally advertised through the 
existing People & Organizational Development (POD) 
structure, making it easier for researchers to find all 
training in one place. A working group comprising 
members of each engagement team and POD are 
currently gathering information on what training each 
team can put forward at each tier, as well as what 
level of commitment they can offer (e.g. session 
frequency). The CSF Project Manager will then take 
forward a conversation on resourcing the package. The 
CSF team has already begun to make plans for some 
tier 1 & 2 activity which we will also supersede the 
current graduate school course offered, changing it 
from an online course with assessments to more 
practical hands-on content feeding into opportunities 
for PER delivery. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
16 (b). Accordingly, with the permission of the 
Graduate School we opened out the PER module 
assessment day to all. This day consisted of 
presentations from 13 students enrolled on the PER 

 
 
 
 
16 (a). Success has rested on 
identifying common interests 
and benefits (a desire to 
enhance capacity to 
undertake engaged research). 
Publicising training and 
activity collectively will also 
prevent duplication and make 
it easier for researchers to 
see what support is available 
and how to access it. 
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2, 5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
17. Work with our Cultural 
Engagement team to develop 
internal and external networks 
to support the delivery of 
Interdisciplinary PER. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
18. Test out models of 
Interdisciplinary PER and foster 
new interactions through pilot 
events and collaboration 
between our L2E cohort. 
 

researchers to undertake creative PER. A case 
study ‘showcase’ event was suggested. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
17. The CSF team have worked more closely 
with the Cultural Engagement team in year 
two. This has led to several changes and pilot 
collaborations. For example, the PER Officer 
has joined the Cultural Programming Working 
Group which meets quarterly. This brings 
together curators and programmers from 
across the University’s cultural collections, 
venues and museums. The CSF team are now 
much more plugged into upcoming activity 
across the University’s cultural assets which 
should enable teams to maximise 
opportunities to activity where mutually 
beneficial.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
18 (a). Alongside Cultural Engagement we have 
jointly devised a pilot ‘Arts & Science Training 
Programme’ (see Case Studies) with sessions 
facilitated in partnership with 2 external 
creative practitioners. As a result of the 
Programme, 3 Arts & Science Festival 

course who each presented on a PER activity they had 
planned, delivered and evaluated. An additional 14 
people signed up to watch these presentations. We 
believe this number would have been bigger but we 
only had one week lead time following the focus 
group. However, it is our intention to keep this event 
open to other researchers and public from now on, 
which should provide others with an annual 
opportunity to hear about case studies developed by 
those enrolled on the programme. It will also provide 
those enrolled with a more realistic experience of 
delivering talks, not only to a panel and fellow course 
mates, but to a wider audience.    
 
 
17. To build on interdisciplinary links within and 
outwith the University, the PER Officer raised the 
possibility of programming a “Lapworth Lates” series 
in association with the University’s Lapworth Museum 
of Geology. The ‘Lates’ events would be aimed at 
bringing in a new audience profile to the museum (e.g. 
young professionals) whilst also providing a unique 
‘delivery’ opportunity for researchers to carry out PER 
within a museum setting as part of a creative 
programme. It will also involve creative arts partners 
/practitioners from within the city. Following initial 
discussions with the museum Director and Cultural 
Engagement, the PER Officer applied for Alumni 
Funding to pilot the first event. Funding of £2K was 
awarded to fund two external artist commissions as 
well as pull together an interdisciplinary postgraduate 
team who will lead on programming the event’s PER 
content as part of their personal development. This 
outcome is also relevant to Point 18. 
 
 
18 (a). Feedback obtained from both researchers & 
creative practitioners was positive, with practitioners 
indicating they would be keen to be involved again and 
all researchers stating they would recommend the 
scheme to others. The pilot provided a successful 
framework with structured support for enabling the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
17. Programming content 
within museum / gallery 
spaces needs to take place 
often years ahead of time, 
therefore it is important to 
start these conversations as 
early as possible. As the 
Lapworth was under 
redevelopment and only re-
opened last year, we did not 
have a chance to start these 
conversations earlier as 
activity had already been 
programmed for the year one 
re-launch of the space. 
External organizations are 
likely to have even longer 
lead-in periods which we 
must bear in mind. 
 
 
18 (a). The artist-researcher 
coaching is fairly one-to-one 
which limits our capacity to 
scale up enrolment. Having 
multiple workshop sessions 
also makes it more difficult 
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workshop events were delivered by 4 
researchers enrolled on the pilot scheme and 
in total over 40 members of the public 
participated in their public events. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
18 (b). Worlds Collide II (see Case Studies) was 
run which brought together artists and 
researchers to explore shared interests 
through facilitated networking. By running the 
second iteration of the event alongside 
Cultural Engagement we were able to use their 
existing networks to secure increased 
participation from artists/cultural 
organizations, improving our capacity to 
promote the event externally through their 
channels. 

design & delivery of more research-focused content as 
part of the annual public-facing Arts & Science Festival. 
The outcome of this was a decision to re-run the 
scheme in the next academic year, expanding numbers 
to take on up to 8-10 projects, with an emphasis on 
STEM researchers interested in exploring PER in a 
more creative arts space. Those enrolled have gone on 
to spontaneously seek out new PER opportunities 
and/or share their learning with their peers as 
informal PER ambassadors. Examples of this include: 
 

• One student won the PGCARMS 2016 - 
2017 Alice Roberts’ Award for ‘Best Public Engagement 
Activity’ (May 2017) and has set up a PGR PER network 
run with the support of the Graduate School (see 
Stories of Change). 
 

• A second student helped programme a 
Marie Curie Association Training Day (June 2017) 
where she showcased her PER activity to 
approximately 20 other Marie Curie Fellows working at 
UoB. 
 

• A third student approached us for a 
reference whilst applying to The Crafts Council ‘Make 
Your Future’ initiative aimed at engaging 
schoolchildren on contemporary issues through craft-
making.  
 
 
 
18 (b). The number of attendees more than doubled 
compared to the previous event so that in total 48 
attended on the day, of which approximately 20 were 
externals. This event also showcased 2 PER 
collaborations that had resulted from the previous 
event. The success and feedback of the event has 
convinced us to keep the format going and we are 
planning two events for 2018 to coincide with our 
revised internal funding scheme. Points arising from 
the discussion session were also collated and will feed 

for researchers to commit to 
the full programme. 
Therefore, we will consider 
how best to limit drop-outs 
and increase numbers 
enrolled whilst maintaining 
the integrity of the training. 
For example, we may 
consider asking researchers 
to work together on themed 
activity drawing on multiple 
research strands, rather than 
working on individual 
projects linked only to their 
specific research. Creative 
practitioners also required 
some training around what 
PER is and why linking activity 
to specific research (as 
opposed to generic subject 
areas) was important. This 
clarification ultimately 
resulted in practitioners 
giving much more 
constructive input and 
challenge around the 
‘uniqueness’ of each 
researcher’s subject area. 
 
 
 
18 (b). We will explore 
options to encourage 
attendance from researchers 
at PostDoc level or above as 
this was the group we most 
struggled to attract. One 
suggestion for how to do this 
is to allow researchers to 
dictate/vote on themes for 
the event.  
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18 (c). To further support STEM researchers to 
undertake PER, we enrolled two of our most 
active academic STEM PER champions, Cristina 
Lazzeroni (L2E) and Melissa Grant (BOM 
Fellow) in the Engage Academy 2017-2018 
using CSF funds. These academics were chosen 
because of their strong PER track record and 
commitment to sharing good practice with 
others. It is hoped that their involvement in 
the programme will translate to PERC being 
better able to support STEM researchers 
through drawing on opportunities to involve 
these academic in future activity where 
academic to academic support / mentorship 
may be especially useful.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

into future work to develop a Process Map for 
collaborative PER. We are also in discussion with an 
external artist interested in facilitating the next 
session, which we hope will help to even out power 
dynamics in the delivery aspect of the event. 
 
18 (c). The PER Officer has debriefed with the 
champions on their experience and learning to date, 
testimonials are located in the Appendix. The 
academics will continue to share learning from the 
course with others through their College champion 
roles and through aiding the PER team directly with 
training/events where feasible. Lazzeroni has since set 
up a PER working group which she chairs within her 
School (comprising approximately 10 academic and 
professional services members) and she was also 
recently involved in the organizing committee for 
‘Interact 2017: An Engagement Symposium for the 
Physical Sciences’, alongside the PER Officer. This 
event, funded primarily through STFC aimed at sharing 
best practice nationally. CSF PI (PVC Research), Head 
of College of Engineering & Physical Sciences (EPS) and 
Professor Alice Roberts, all contributed to different 
sections of the programme, ensuring UoB played a key 
role in the success of the day. Furthermore, Lazzeroni 
and PER Officer contributed to writing the Interact 
2017 Evaluation Report, a publically available resource 
document. Meanwhile, Grant has been involved in 
successfully applying for Alumni funding to open a 
PER-focused art gallery called ‘Open Wide’ within the 
Birmingham Dental Hospital. This is already featuring 
the work of colleagues within her School and has fed 
into Arts & Science festival activities. Grant has also 
recently set up a working group of 20 
members/advisors within Dentistry to discuss plans for 
a future project with an associated external PER grant 
application. To build on this positive work, we are 
enrolling L2E champion Carl Stevenson in the 2018-19 
academic year to build on this positive momentum 
created by these opportunities. As part of our internal 
funding scheme, we are also contributing some partial 
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3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
19. Identify specific external 
advisors to join PERC.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20. Align CSF activity with our 
future Wellcome Trust ISSF 
activity, focusing on specific 
brokerage support to lower the 
barriers to creative engagement 
and activity development within 
this space. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
19. PERC members were invited to provide 
suggestions for external representatives to join 
the Committee. These suggestions were 
discussed at the January 2017 PERC meeting. 
At this point the Committee took a decision to 
invite 2-3 external partners to present at 
alternate meetings (i.e. twice per year) rather 
than having a single static adviser. It is hoped 
this will provide an overview of upcoming 
activity across the city and promote 
opportunities for future collaboration.  
 
 
20 (a). Our Wellcome Trust ISSF activity is 
centered on partnerships work. We have 
begun scoping and discussions with a set of 
key partners including science-art-tech hub 
BOM, with whom we have begun to co-
develop plans for a body of work drawing on 
UoB research. We have initiated regular 
meetings between the CSF / PERC team and 
BOM’s Director and Head of Programme 
[approximately every 6 weeks]. In addition, we 
have met with Curious Directive, a Norwich 
based theatre company who have previous 
experience of partnering with STEM 
researchers for PER activities.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

match funding towards a further academic taking part 
from the College of Arts & Law. 
 
 
19. PERC’s Terms of Reference will be updated to 
reflect this change. The first wave of invitees is being 
approached and they will be invited to join PERC at the 
first meeting of the new academic year (December 
2017). We begin to track the outcomes of these 
external contributions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20 (a). Our discussions with BOM over the CSF period 
led to our inclusion in their application for Arts Council 
England National Portfolio Organization (ACE NPO) 
funding [2018 – 2022] and further work The British 
Council in Indonesia. In June 2017 BOM found out 
their ACE NPO application was successful (see Stories 
of Change). The Research Engagement Officer formally 
employed by the CSF as PER Officer will begin working 
with BOM in the new academic year and joint 
programme activity / external grant applications will 
ensue. This will begin with work to develop a ‘Process 
Map’ for PER activity. This will provide researchers and 
external collaborators an idea of what contact time 
and commitment they should expect to put aside 
before embarking on collaboration. Past case studies 
will be reverse engineered as exemplars. The purpose 
of this map is to give all parties a more realistic idea of 
what they can expect and what the outcomes are 
likely to be. Once produced, these should be useful for 
any form of interdisciplinary PER collaboration. This 
will also be informed by a research & development 
training week which we are designing in collaboration 
with Curious Directive due to take place in 2018. This 
will involve approximately 10 STEM researchers 
aligned to specific themes, still under discussion. We 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20 (a). Wellcome ISSF has 
longer timescales than the 
CSF so activities are ongoing 
rather than completed. The 
differences in financial year 
end and the timing of major 
grant applications (e.g. 
Curious Directive & BOM 
were both busy preparing 
ACE applications in Summer 
2017) can affect a HEI’s ability 
to collaborate effectively 
within CSF timescales. It is 
important to start this work 
early and to map out pinch 
points in advance.  
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20 (b). We have organized and hosted the first 
regional meeting of Wellcome Trust ISSF-
funded institutions theme around culture 
change and sustainability (30 May 2017). This 
Midlands network includes Birmingham, 
Warwick, Leicester, Nottingham and 
Cambridge.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20 (c). The CSF team met with procurement to 
take forward a discussion about a fit-for-
purpose payment approach for 
freelancers/individuals/patients, as currently 
payment can only be made post-delivery which 
is problematic for many of these groups. 
Cultural Engagement was also consulted as 
part of this process. 
 
 

hope these partnerships will provide a template and 
test-bed for future PER work.  
 
 
20 (b). The regional ISSF meeting provided a useful 
forum for discussion around culture changes 
challenges and opportunities. It was apparent that the 
HEIs involved were all at very different levels of 
‘embedding’, however, the regional focus of the 
discussion allowed the group to think beyond 
individual institutions to explore what we could do 
collectively to further PER culture change and 
sustainability within the region. Plans to work together 
on a co-developed training-focused initiative were 
discussed. As many of the HEIs were still in a 
recruitment phase it will take some time to drive any 
coordinated activity forwards. The group plans to 
meet twice per year and it is likely that the network 
will be opened up beyond ISSF institutions to carry 
forward CSF culture change learning more broadly and 
provide a mechanism of ongoing support mimicking 
that of the quarterly CSF meetings. 
 
 
20 (c). The procurement team indicated that several 
finance protocols were set to change in September 
2017. This would impact on how all payments to 
externals would be processed in future, however they 
were confident suitable ways forward were possible. 
Procurement suggested we hold off co-developing any 
guidance until new procedures were embedded. We 
still intend on working together to produce easy-to-
follow guidance to lower the barriers to engagement, 
with worked examples using our past activities as case 
studies. We plan to do this in conjunction with Cultural 
Engagement. Guidance on paying 
patients/carers/controls will be handled by the PPI 
Committee, however we will be sharing our work in 
this area with them and if appropriate we are open to 
producing a merged guidance document covering PPI 
scenarios 
 



 

26 
 

CSF  
Project 
Objectives taken 
from business case 

Link to 
RCUK 
CSF 
Objective 

Rationale and Key Activities  Outputs 
Numbered and mapped to Outcomes 

Outcomes and Impacts/Legacy 
Numbered and mapped to Outputs 

Learning/Things you would 
approach differently in 
future 

 
 

  
Rationale for activities:  
 
Interdisciplinarity is one of the three key aims of our institutional PER Strategy as the University believes that interdisciplinarity can enable researchers to innovate and see the 
relevance of their work from other perspectives, drawing inspiration and learning from collaborators and different world-views. It was therefore a core feature of our CSF in 
year two, but is also common to our future Wellcome Trust ISSF PER plans that will build on CSF work to continue to embed PER. Furthermore, a PER Survey of all academic 
staff was conducted in December 2016 and feedback indicated researchers wanted greater support to make cross-specialism connections and to carry out PER within a 
cultural/arts context, hence our decision to work more closely with Cultural Engagement to do this as they already manage a portfolio of links with cultural partners. Finally, we 
also decided to investigate the possibility of involving external advisors from the cultural sector to provide guidance, challenge and perspective on future PER actions. 
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SUSTAINABILITY PLANS  
 
The second year of CSF funding was used to consolidate success from year one, working to support 
the delivery of the three key areas of our new PER Strategy: 
 

• Reward & Recognition  

• Support 

• Interdisciplinarity 
 
The emphasis was on securing sustainability and our overarching aim was to take a “whole life 
approach” (Postgraduate to Professor), to understand and respond to the needs of researchers at all 
career stages. 
 
Progress on Support and Reward & Recognition built on scoping work done during year one e.g. the 
Pay-it-Forward cohort (a train the trainer type scheme) and Leading to Engage academic champions. 
Alongside an updated NCCPE ‘EDGE’ Tool evaluation and internally re-run Factors Affecting Public 
Engagement by Researchers survey (December 2016), we have gathered a more fine-tuned 
understanding of the issues facing researchers, capturing a baseline for the CSF period. Work on 
Interdisciplinary PER built on pilot activity last year (e.g. Worlds Collide), as well as on ideas for joined-
up activity with complementary teams and external partners. For example, internally we are working 
with other engagement teams on a coordinated Engagement Training Programme underwritten over 
future years in part through newly-leveraged central PER funds. Meanwhile externally, we have 
worked with Birmingham Open Media (BOM), with whom we are forging a more formal partnership 
aligned to our Wellcome Trust ISSF (supporting PER centred around external brokerage) and their 
National Portfolio Organization award which listed UoB as a collaborator and match funder (see 
Stories of Change). 
 
University Research Committee is now regularly updated on PER progress, ensuring that PER remains 
part of the ongoing conversation about research at UoB. We have also begun work with senior staff 
to understand how best to apply success measures to PER. We hope this will help create more 
effective mutually-agreed metrics that can be used to evaluate quality PER. In turn this will aid the CSF 
team to advise on good use of academics’ time. Specifically, it will allow us to be clearer about what 
can be rewarded and recognized at an institutional level, better equipping our team to mediate 
expectations. This work is still in its infancy, but there is now recognition that the work is necessary.  

 
Longer-Term Sustainability: Wider Engagement and Staffing 
In addition to continuation of the PER Officer post (focused on internal culture change, as outlined in 
the letter of support from our Vice-Chancellor for the year two business case), UoB has committed 
to another 5-year ‘Research Engagement Officer’ post leading on internal and external PER 
partnerships. These two posts were externally advertised in July 2017 and both will be filled by early 
2018. Work carried out by the wider Research Planning team in conjunction with the CSF team has 
been instrumental in leveraging resources for impact-related activity, including two further PER-
aligned posts. Our new strategy was a notable part of this conversation, championed by the CSF 
Principle Investigator and Project Manager. 
 
We continue to work on internal relationship-building with our colleagues in other areas of the 
university, especially those whose remit encompasses engagement e.g. policy or cultural 
engagement, Research Support Services etc. This has taken the form of shared representation on 
working groups, attending each other’s events and most recently, an inaugural collaborative 
University Research Conference (September 2017). The CSF team contributed a successful PER 
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workshop session on interdisciplinary public engagement as part of this University-wide event and 
external partners BOM were involved in the co-delivery of this. 
 
A major game-changing development has been the University’s purchase of a city-centre space, 3 
Centenary Square. The CSF team has successfully positioned itself as a part of conversations 
surrounding future use of this space, effectively arguing (with the unanimous backing of Directors of 
Research across all Colleges) the case for this space to feature a strong public engagement focus. A 
previous plan to establish a Research Gallery on the campus a few years ago had faltered in part 
because of a lack of clear leadership and strategy around public engagement at senior executive 
level, providing evidence of how far we have come in such a short space of time. The renovation of 
the building is likely to take several years; however, we believe this city space will form the backdrop 
to longer-term PER sustainability and impact, particularly around external partnerships and 
community engagement. 
 
Another culture change accelerant this past year has been the University’s participation in the first 
cohort of universities to undergo the NCCPE’s Engage Watermark assessment. We believe this 
external benchmarking process will aid our research community to understand areas of strength and 
weakness with respect to PER. The outcome should enable us to take appropriate action and review 
progress again within the five-year period, to evidence the value and difference our new posts have 
made. We entered into the process acknowledging that its value was as much about raising the 
profile of PER internally as it was about the outcome, though we do believe the assessment will 
provide us with a useful expertly-informed steer. We have also been pleased to see how the 
application has galvanized disparate groups to speak to the PER agenda, contributing input where 
relevant. 
 
Ultimately sustainability rests on our biggest ally of all, RCUK itself. We urge RCUK to continue not 
only to say it cares about PER, but also to demonstrate it does. Whilst culture change projects such 
as the CSF are welcome and valuable, equally important is more fundamental work such as unified 
messaging around PER which we anticipate the formation of UK Research and Innovation will 
facilitate. Including, for example, specific guidance for researchers around the inclusion of PER in 
Pathways to Impact and clear evidence of feedback and push-back on funding applications featuring 
poor quality PER activity which is not grounded on genuine meaningful two-way engagement with 
relevant publics.  
 
To summarise, the legacy and sustainability of our work may be described under a number of 
headings: 
 

(i) Embedding of responsibilities – at an individual level both the Pro-Vice-Chancellor for 
Research and Knowledge Transfer and the Deputy Director, Research Planning now 
include PER amongst their responsibilities, whilst at a Committee level, with the 
instigation of PERC formally reporting to University Research Committee, PER has a 
visible and appropriate academic and procedural “home”.  This is in addition to the new 
posts described elsewhere. 
 

(ii) Embedding of activities – embedding of training is ongoing, working with our colleagues 
across Professional Services; other activities effectively instigated as part of the CSF 
process (e.g. ‘Breakfast Brainstorm’ one-to-one support clinics, Worlds Collide 
interdisciplinary networking events, PER-specific training programmes such as Leading to 
Engage and the Arts & Science Training Programme, PER awards etc.] are being 
delivered by the new posts described above, through the modest working budget 
ascribed to the team (£30k per annum), of which approximately £15k is set aside 
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annually as internal funds allocated to pump-priming successful academic-led PER 
activity proposals reviewed by PERC quarterly. This ensures academic staff are being 
supported and encouraged to do PER, albeit as yet still at a relatively modest level.  

 
(iii) Embedding of culture – this is more difficult to evidence but might best be described by 

the way that PER is now becoming “part of the conversation” as a matter of routine.  
This is exemplified by the way PER is integral to the vision and work programme for 3 
Centenary Square, which is a multi-million pound city centre investment by the 
University. Public and Cultural Engagement forms one of four strands of work underway 
to prepare programming for the building, and is closely aligned with a second strand of 
Engaged Research. All the PER staff are involved in the development work for this Public 
and Cultural Engagement strand, which is being led by the Pro-Vice-Chancellor for 
Research and Knowledge Transfer. We do not claim to have fully embedded PER at UoB 
as yet, and other activities remain ongoing as described in this document, for example 
work on reward and recognition. 
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CASE STUDIES AND STORIES OF CHANGE 
 
Case studies 
 

Alice Roberts* 

Case Study 1:  A Bigger Picture 
Key areas targeted: Support, Reward and Recognition 
 
What was the activity trying to achieve and why? 
“A Bigger Picture” events were marketed as “lunchtime talks and discussion about discovering new 
perspectives on research, forming new collaborations, and communicating with wider audiences.” 

The aims of these events were to raise the internal profile of the Public Engagement with Research 
Committee and its chair Alice Roberts (as Professor of Public Engagement with Science), and to 
introduce the core aims of the new PER Strategy. They also served as an excellent vehicle for 
demonstrating high-level support for PER through speaker participation of the Heads of College. 
Finally, they offered a forum for frank discussion, where queries would be answered/debated there 
and then by relevant senior management.  

Who was involved? 
Talks were led by Professor Alice Roberts with the participation of each respective Head of College. 

Leading to Engage (L2E) colleagues (i.e. academic public engagement champions) and the PER 
Officer were also present. Talks were open to all researchers, postgraduate students and 
Professional Services staff.  
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How was the activity run? 
Each 1-hour event was hosted in a different College (five Colleges in total, covering all research areas 
at UoB) and began with Alice giving an overview of PERC and the UoB PER Strategy, as well as providing 
a brief summary of the benefits of PER to individuals, wider society, University and researchers. L2E 
representatives from the College then typically introduced themselves, presenting a few slides on 
their PER experience ahead of a short speech from the respective Head of College outlining their 
support for PER within their College. The last 20 minutes were left open for questions. 

 
What were the outcomes? 

In total approximately 180 people attended the talks. Of these, approximately 96 were ‘new’ to 
PERC, that is, not yet on PERC’s mailing list [They have since been added]. Even though cross-
College attendance was welcome, typically attendees joined the event hosted in their own 
College. 
 
The events helped raise PERC’s profile with researchers, many of which had never heard of PERC 
before. Both currently available resources and the PER Strategy were highlighted. Discussions opened 
up debate around key concerns for PERC / Heads of College to examine further, particularly around 
competing priorities and lack of recognition or practical support aligned to delivery or evaluation. 
Specifically, academics wanted to know what “good use of time” looked like and many questions in 
this vein were directed at Alice and the Heads of College, asking them how researchers should 
prioritise their time given that PER activities do not currently sit within workloads in a robust or 
uniform fashion. These questions fed into a later workshop focused around what ‘quality’ PER looks 
like from an institutional perspective and how future PER roles might best support researcher needs. 
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Worlds Collide II 

 
 

Case Study 2: Worlds Collide II 
Key areas targeted:  Interdisciplinarity, Support 
 
What was the activity trying to achieve and why? 
Following on from the year one ‘Worlds Collide’ interdisciplinary mixer pilot, we decided to run 
another event on campus. By moving the event on to campus, we hoped to attract more researchers 
unable to take out time to travel off-site during work hours, and other creatives who might have felt 
the previous event (hosted at arts organization ‘BOM’) was limited to those artists resident with the 
organization only, when in fact this was not the case. The Cultural Partnership Manager was 
approached as a collaborator to help with cross-promotion, event planning and delivery. 
 
The format was changed slightly to reflect previous feedback (e.g. extended networking time) and to 
showcase specific collaborations that had arisen from the previous event. A discussion session led by 
the PER Officer was also built-in to promote understanding of the challenges and opportunities of 
interdisciplinary PER. The overall atmosphere was intended to be informal with a focus on facilitated 
networking, bringing people together to make new contacts and to explore how the passions, 
hobbies or expertise of others working across different specialisms might be combined for effective 
interdisciplinary PER.  
 
The event also had a longer-term goal, to encourage the forging of partnerships which might result 
in future external PER funding applications. However, less emphasis was placed on this relative to 
the pilot in the previous year, because the application process for pump-priming on offer last year 
was under review due to budgetary changes.  
 
 
WORLDS COLLIDE II aimed to: 
 

• Promote understanding of what PER is and catalyse interdisciplinary PER explicitly linked to 
current UoB research. 

• ‘Collide’ participants to unearth synergies and common interests which might feed in to 
future PER projects. 

• Deepen understanding of the barriers to collaboration, to help potential collaborators think 
through ground rules and guidance for developing mutually beneficial PER projects which 
are mindful of the constraints and requirements of all participants. 

 
Who was involved? 
The session was led by the PER Officer and the Cultural Partnerships Manager. The event was open 
to: 

• All UoB researchers. 
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• Artists, creative practitioners, and cultural organisations working outside the University. 
 
 
How was the activity run? 

The networking day ran as follows: 
 

• Context Setting: Overview of PER and its role at UoB, briefly presented by PER Officer  

• Collision Showcase: 2 case studies of PER ‘collisions’ resulting from last year’s pilot, presented 
by artists and researchers in collaboration 

• Speed-Dating: 4 rotations, facilitated using key words submitted during registration  

• Discussion Tables: Table-top discussions and collective feedback 

• Free Networking: Networking over complimentary lunch  
 
In the discussion section, the PER Officer asked attendees to split into groups to discuss: 
 

• What makes mutually beneficial collaboration 

• What we need to know about each other before embarking on PER together 

• Collaboration challenges  
 

Each table nominated a rapporteur and notes were produced after the session (see Appendix). 
 
A display board was also set up in the room with attendee names and key-words displayed so that 
attendees could, over lunch, learn about and locate others whom they had not yet met but whose key 
words interested them. 
 
What were the outcomes? 
 
61 people registered and 48 people attended.  We took the decision to increase ticket sales (from 
40) as demand was very high, especially from externals and postgraduates.  
 
Ticket types were capped to ensure the balance of participants was appropriate for networking, as 
face-to-face interactions with researchers are what externals typically report as most useful when 
they want to engage with research at UoB. Our External, Postgraduate Researcher and Professional 
Services categories sold out very quickly. We therefore only had to actively push ticket sales to more 
senior academics.  
 
8 feedback cards were obtained on the day and a further 5 completed a post-event survey. In addition, 
the PER Officer received some other positive feedback via email, see Appendix. Most indicated the 
event had been enjoyable and had encouraged them to consider new ideas for interdisciplinary PER 
through providing a useful way to meet new contacts and collaborators. The most useful parts of the 
day seemed to be the case studies (which many felt were motivational) and the facilitated networking, 
although many provided feedback on how this could be further improved which we will take on board 
for future events. 
 
The facilitated networking was organized using key words ahead of the event to produce each 
attendee an ‘itinerary of dates’. The process was laborious and in retrospect overly-complicated. In 
future we would look to simplify the matching process. Overall there was a buzz in the room and we 
believe the event was very successful and worth repeating 1-2 times per year. Despite our efforts to 
encourage feedback, we only captured a snapshot of those in the room and therefore more effort will 
be placed on making evaluation fun, by building it into the discussion session or networking activities 
next time.  
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Elegantly Wasted workshop – Arts & Science Festival* 

 
Case Study 3:  Arts & Science Training Programme 
Key areas this project targets:  Interdisciplinarity, Support 
 
What was the activity trying to achieve and why? 
Feedback on PER support needs from early-career and postgraduate researcher focus groups had 
indicated they would like more hands-on help with planning and creating engaging activities. They 
also wanted more opportunities to put ideas into action. The mismatch between opportunities on 
offer and the perceived lack of opportunity resulted in a series of workshops in partnership with 
Cultural Engagement to help young researchers design and deliver an event as part of the Arts & 
Science Festival in March 2017. The Arts & Science Festival is a week-long celebration of ideas, 
research and collaboration across campus. Closer collaboration with cultural engagement was also a 
strategic priority for the second year of the CSF. 

Who was involved? 
In September 2016, a callout invited expressions of interest from PhD students and ECRs who were 
seeking a professional development opportunity in practical training and support for the delivery of 
a PER activity connected to their research. As the programme was a pilot and the turnaround was 
tight, we selected a very limited cohort, and we especially encouraged applications from STEM 
researchers. 

In total 6 candidates were recruited (2 working on a joint activity), however 2 dropped out when it 
became clear they could not commit to attending all the workshops in the series, a requirement of 
the scheme. Thus, in the end we had 4 researchers working on 3 projects including Elegantly 
Wasted, pictured. 
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Others involved included a theatre producer and a multi-modal artist, who worked as facilitator 
leads for the key artist workshop session. A member of PERC who was also enrolled as a practitioner 
at arts organization ‘BOM’ also took part in delivering training elements alongside the PER Officer for 
the other sessions. 

How was the activity run? 
Stage 1: Workshops (October – November 2016)  
 
Workshop 1: Introduction to PER and logic model planning. 
Homework: Complete a logic model, which was passed on to our creatives ahead of their session.  
 
Workshop 2: Creative Activity Design (led by creative practitioners). 
Homework: Amend activity plans to be more creative and prepare to present final plans in a peer-to-
peer presentation at the next session.  
 
Workshop 3: Presentations & Event Marketing  
Homework: Complete event brochure copy and make arrangements to run activity. Minor requests 
for funding (e.g. consumables) were considered at this point.  
 
Other Support: Available via our casual monthly ‘Breakfast Brainstorms’ drop-in sessions.   
 
Stage 2: Festival (March 2017)  
 
The cohort contributed their events to the Arts & Science Festival 2017 programme, delivering 
activity between 13-19 March, 2017. One duo working together ran their event during British 
Science Week 10-19 March 2017.  
 
What were the outcomes? 
We believe the structure of the programme worked well and feedback from those who participated 
(including the artists) was very positive. In particular, the opportunity to work with artists was felt to 
have improved creativity, whilst the support offered in translating ideas into actual activity 
considerably improved the participants’ PER confidence. The opportunity to be trained and 
supported alongside peers and the strong focus on friendly peer-to-peer critique and discussion 
were also seen as very valuable (see Appendix). 
 
There are a couple of major limitations of the format. Firstly, the need to attend all sessions became 
problematic as participants were not always able to prioritize programme activity, resulting in drop-
outs early on. Secondly the almost one-on-one nature of the artist-researcher interactions (which 
was seen as a positive thing) means the programme has limited scalability, as a lot of artist input 
would be needed to ensure the same level of individual mentorship. One way around this might be 
to have groups working on a number of smaller projects, but this might present a trade-off in terms 
of the overall feeling of ownership, as projects would not necessarily be based around an individual’s 
specific research area, which was the case this time. We did find it necessary to brief artists on why 
it was important to link back to the specifics of the research, but they were quickly brought up to 
speed. Indeed, we found they were pivotal in ensuring researchers retained a link to what was 
‘uniquely’ theirs. 
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Stories of Change 
 
Stories of change: Catalyst team – Dr Elizabeth Westlake (RCUK CSF Project Manager) & Dr 
Caroline Gillett (RCUK CSF-funded PER Officer)  
 
At this point in the story last year we reflected on the serious challenges of tasking a small team with 
demonstrable culture change delivery within the space of a year. Whilst we did see significant 
changes internally, both within the reporting structures as well as within the overall leadership and 
awareness of PER in our research community, it was not until this second year that we really felt 
institutional shift in attitude to PER at a strategic level. Undoubtedly, significant changes in 
landscape outside the institution have served to amplify our internal voice, adding weight to the CSF 
reports between our team and research leadership. From Michael Gove’s comment about people 
having “had enough of experts” through to Recommendation 7 in Lord Stern’s REF report, the 
function and need for PER has perhaps never been more apparent and we have been able to 
capitalize on this. However, winning people over will ultimately rest on each individual’s recognition 
of the value of PER. 
 
We have become more realistic through our journey too: culture change is a long-game. We have 
attempted to increase transparency around PERC’s decision-making. We hope this and the 
opportunities for dialogue with us have helped our research community feel more listened to. Direct 
involvement with University Research Committee has enabled us to really drive change, pushing for 
greater resourcing and practical support for PER which is already materializing. We have in particular 
prompted research leadership to consider collectively articulating its vision for PER, especially in 
relation to quality and success. This work is by no means complete, but we have opened up dialogue 
in the right direction and we are confident that our new Deputy-PVC for Research Impact will make 
this a priority issue to resolve working alongside Professor Softley. Our PI’s patronage to date has 
been vital in moving things along, evidenced most obviously by our participation in the NCCPE 
Engage Watermark this year. 
 
CSF work has also been instrumental in instigating the beginnings of a coordinated Engagement 
Training Programme involving complementary teams. We hope such an offering will avoid 
duplication and make engagement support as convenient, easy to find and accessible as possible.  
  
The CSF has required a balance between juggling short/medium term culture change activity (easier 
to get going), with a more high-level approach (requiring multiple inputs from across the institution).  
The former activities keep the team and community motivated, allowing piloting of new ideas, whilst 
the latter serves to embed PER in the policies, procedures and practices of an institution. We are 
increasingly confident that the CSF work we have begun will continue to yield fruit. However, for PER 
to fully thrive we must continue to bridge the gap between bottom-up and top-down enthusiasts, 
reaching out to the unconvinced, who typically reside somewhere in between. In doing this, we 
believe many of the recurring issues around reward and recognition should be improved, especially 
if advocates such as the RCUK visibly remain in our corner. Finally, we are excited at the prospect of 
contributing to 3 Centenary Square, with its strong focus on engagement and external partnerships. 
Now that the team is on a firmer footing, we have the freedom to plan to a more realistic timeframe 
and build on invaluable CSF learning to date, as well as our Watermark outcome. 
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In Future Forests* and Genecraft (being filmed for our PER video) – UoB collaborations with BOM 

 
Stories of change: Karen Newman, Founder / Director of Birmingham Open Media (BOM)  
 
Our relationship with UoB has blossomed over the last two years, as BOM (and our Fellows – 
creative practitioners working across art, technology and science) have developed closer 
relationships with research at the University through a diverse range of creative projects. Access to 
world-class research at the University continually inspires us, challenges us and gives our ideas far 
greater criticality and credibility within an emerging field of new media art and bioart. In this way, 
UoB is actively contributing to cutting edge practice development at the intersection of art, 
technology and science, which is recognised globally.  

Notable collaborations between our creative practitioners and UoB researchers over the last two 
years include:  

• Ingenious and Fearless Companions (2016), an exhibition with UoB Scientist and BOM Fellow 
Dr. Melissa Grant, creatively exploring microscopic life at the edge of space, which toured 
from BOM to the V&A Museum in London; 

• In Future Forests (2016), a collaboration between BOM artist in residence Robin Price and Dr 
Francis Pope creatively visualising and sonifying environmental data;  
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• Genecraft: Art in the Biogenetic Age, including biologically crafted sculptures by BOM Fellow 
Laurie Ramsell responding to Professor Ferenc Muller’s studies of zebrafish embryo 
genomes;  

• The Chemistry of Biology, an Alchemy of DNA collaboration between BOM artist in residence 
Anna Dumitriu and Dr Rob Neely, exploring the chemical nature of DNA. 

• 2016 Space Biohack and 2017 Genecraft Biohacks, which brought together artists, scientists 
and technologists to present breakthroughs in scientific research alongside DIY hacks with 
emerging creative media; 

Events such as Worlds Collide have provided huge inspiration and co-collaboration opportunities for 
our Fellows, resulting in a number of outputs including artist Leon Trimble’s collaboration with 
Gravitational Waves researchers, leading to live digital immersive performances as part of 
Birmingham Weekender, and sound artist Justin Wiggan prototyping a new, sonic digital toothbrush 
with Dr Melissa Grant. 

The last two years have provided vital opportunities to test new ways of engaging with cutting edge 
research. The University are truly remarkable in their openness to experimenting with radically 
experimental ideas and trying un-tested approaches to public engagement. Our partnership 
supports risky new work unearthing hugely topical discussions, which would otherwise not be 
possible without their support.  

Aside from having huge impact on individual practitioners’ work, our partnership with the University 
has given us agency when negotiating external partnerships and funding. This includes investment 
from Arts Council England (£200,000 from 2015 – 2017) and future funding (£540,000 for 2018 - 
2022) which features key artistic programmes we’re looking forward to delivering with the 
University of Birmingham. 
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James’ ‘In the Chemist’s Kitchen’ workshop – Arts & Science Festival 

 
Stories of change: James Walker, Post-Graduate PhD student (School of Chemical Engineering) and 
participant in our Arts & Science Programme  
 
I had not previously been involved in outreach or public engagement activities before starting my PhD 
at the University of Birmingham. Having now taken part in and organised a range of such activities, 
however, I can attest to the positive impact that such work has had on my personal and professional 
development.  In two years I have gone from tentatively and shyly helping children with out-of-the-
box science outreach exercises to arranging and hosting a lab-based public workshop, talking about 
my research on BBC radio and confidently delivering a talk on the role that chemistry could play in 
improving my local environment to an audience of media professionals and experienced science 
communicators at a Royal Society of Chemistry competition. I could not have envisaged doing these 
things, nor realised the associated development in my communication skills and confidence, were it 
not for the University’s Public Engagement with Research Committee (PERC) activities. I have been 
mentored and received formal training through a credit-bearing taught module on PER and taken part 
in a scheme aimed at guiding early career researchers in planning and delivering their own PE 
activities, which resulted in me hosting the workshop mentioned above at the University’s Arts and 
Science Festival. Since completing this scheme, I have been part of a small team of early career 
researchers who have established a network which aims to encourage peers at our career stage to get 
involved in PE, and to facilitate inter-disciplinary activity by breaking down department/college 
boundaries. This work has been supported by PERC and the University Graduate School. Indeed, I think 
one of PERC’s strengths is that it has targeted activities, projects and development programmes at 
researchers at all career stages and across all academic disciplines. 
  
Across the same two-year period described above, I have observed a change in attitude towards PE, 
and in particular toward my participation in such activities. Rather than having to justify time spent 
on PE to my supervisors, I am encouraged and supported in doing so as the benefits of these activities 
– for me, for our group and for the public – are better recognised than they perhaps were previously. 
Among my peers and throughout my department I see a shift in perception and a growing awareness 
of the distinction between ‘outreach’ work, and true public engagement with research, and an 
increased understanding of the importance and merits of the latter. While this awareness grows, I feel 
empowered by my work with PERC to assist in facilitating further PE activities within my own research 
group, within my department and among other researchers at my career stage, as outlined above.    
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CONCLUSIONS 
 

 

Recommendations for HEIs who wish to embed PER  
Capacity and positioning  
We would recommend that those starting a PER culture change journey focus their efforts on securing 
high-level support early on, as it may take significant time to see results. Finding allies within senior 
academic and professional services management has been key for us. Whilst we know that grassroots 
support for PER exists, this alone cannot bring about culture change, particularly around issues such 
as time (workload) and recognition, which require changes to major HEI policies. It is also critical to 
continually invest time in maintaining a network of allies, as staff turnover is a significant issue in any 
large organization.  
 
HEIs should also carefully consider where PER focused posts sit. If you need to establish senior backing 
for PER, you should be mindful to position any CSF change agent roles within areas of the institution 
where this type of contact is feasible. Our Project Manager was well-placed to make the case for PER 
to be seen as a credible pathway to Impact and she was also able to readily engage with other key 
influencers with whom she meets regularly. 

Root out the shared problem 

Finally, there are issues which will impede your ability to progress and the sooner you link up with 
other teams/individuals that are equally effected, the sooner you will be able to collectively back each 
other up to amplify your message. This was exemplified through our joint work with the wider 
Research Planning Team to identify impact resource needs and the sharing of our PER Strategy and 
other documentation with teams who were preparing their own strategies, for example Cultural 
Engagement. 



 

41 
 

Recommendations for funders  
CSF Meetings and Reporting 
The frequency of reporting, whilst useful and necessary, did take its toll on our small team. We were 
at one point simultaneously writing the business case for year two whilst drafting the interim report 
for year one, hampering practical hands-on delivery of CSF activity. We would recommend care is 
taking to ensure overlap of this kind is avoided, especially where timescales for delivery are short. That 
said, we recognize the value of the reports, both for monitoring along the way, as well as providing an 
historical document to remind ourselves of the work achieved. We have greatly enjoyed getting to 
know our colleagues in fellow CSFs who are allies in this culture change movement, which goes beyond 
any one institution. Collectively, as part of our regular meetings, we have raised and pushed the NCCPE 
and RCUK on external issues which still present challenges to all PER teams, for example making 
Pathways to Impact really count. It is no longer sufficient to say PER counts, it must be visibly shown 
to count. This paradigm-shift will allow PER teams to concentrate on pushing the boundaries of PER 
to innovate and increase ambition across the higher education sector. Through our most recent 
interactions with funders we do feel these messages from the practitioner (and researcher) space are 
beginning to be heard and acted upon, and we have a few small positive examples of this at UoB. We 
would welcome RCUK’s involvement in keeping the network of CSFs alive through orchestrating yearly 
catch-ups or some other appropriate mechanism. 

 
Flexibility  
We wish to reiterate the importance of a flexible approach to delivery of the content and outcomes 
described within PER business cases, as good ideas may crop up midway through a project and some 
initial ideas will simply not fly after being tested. The ability for culture change teams to work 
responsively, rather than rigidly, should be welcomed, especially where these changes reflect the 
interests and needs of researchers on the ground and the strategic goals of the institution itself, which 
can shift dramatically in response to external opportunities and challenges. 
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NCCPE-led ‘Quality’ PER workshop – ‘What must PER do?’ 

 

Final Conclusions 
 
The past year has been a ‘Damascene’ moment for PER at UoB. There has been genuine 
acknowledgement of the need to recognize the distinctiveness of PER and to take it seriously within 
our research environment. This was in part due to external factors which have seen the concepts of 
science communication, transparency, accountability and trust raised nationally. 
 
We are seeing the beginnings of a discrete public engagement team form at UoB, with two full-time 
five-year posts recently recruited and an additional two PER-related job descriptions being drafted. 
We are looking forward to having the chance to map out activity at a scale and with a lead-period 
that was impossible before, ensuring the CSF legacy will live on. One of these forthcoming posts will 
assume an administrative role, helping free up others to carry out more strategic activity. The 
purchase of 3 Centenary Square also opens up an enormously exciting and unique opportunity for 
UoB, which our expanded team will play a significant part in developing. 
 
Whilst the CSF has enabled us to make significant progress, there remain barriers which have drawn 
the project team into broader discussions, which are challenging to resolve within the CSF 
timeframe, and which our team cannot resolve alone. Most simply these are issues around time, to 
which recognition and reward are intrinsically linked. With so many competing pressures on 
academics, lessening this burden through increased practical support will be critical to PER thriving 
longer term. We will also continue to use our direct involvement in University Research Committee 
to collectively enhance messaging around PER and to consider how best to take forward the 
institutional discussions already begun around reward and recognition appropriate to “quality” PER.  
 
Finally, we wish to thank RCUK for the tremendous level of support and commitment they have shown 
PER, not just with the CSF projects, but also with the Beacons and Catalysts from whose journeys we 
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continue to learn. The credibility of the RCUK brand has been and will continue to be a critical 
leveraging point for conversations with key influencers at UoB, specifically around the need for 
institutional commitment to the sustainability of PER, which with RCUK’s help we are better able to 
argue will not go away. RCUK has iterated their vision to see PER embedded as part of standard 
research practice and they have backed this up the projects they have chosen to support and with 
their close association with the NCCPE, who again have been an invaluable ally in our culture change 
process. Whilst each CSF has been on its own journey, starting at very different stages, the CSF scheme 
has been fruitful in pulling together a cohort of HEIs who can learn from each other but whose business 
cases are context sensitive. We wish to acknowledge the good will and friendships of our fellow culture 
change colleagues across the CSFs, with whom we hope to work in the future. 
 

 

*Image Credits: Greg Milner Photography (all other images Caroline Gillett, PER Officer) 
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Appendices:  
 

• Story of Change (CSF PI) 

• Summary of activities for the period  

• KPI Table 

• Evaluation Reports  

• Additional Outputs 
 

 
Story of Change (CSF PI) 
Stories of change: Pro-Vice Chancellor for Research & Knowledge Exchange, Professor Tim Softley 
(RCUK CSF PI) 
 
I came into the role of PVC R&KT at Birmingham in September 2015 with a track record of public 
engagement leadership, and I am delighted with the initial progress we have made in raising the 
level of recognition of PER within the institution.  This progress results from the structural initiatives 
we have taken to embed public engagement as a core part of our day-to-day research business, and 
of the University’s decision-making processes.  Soon after my arrival at UoB, it became clear to me – 
after a certain amount of digging around - that there was a lot of excellent public engagement 
activity already happening here; enthusiastic bottom-up individual and local initiatives, as well as 
high profile media work such as demonstrated by Alice Roberts and others. There was also a degree 
of co-ordination and support for these activities.  However, the profile of public engagement within 
the institution was low, with a sense that this was something that just happened in the hands of 
those who were keen to do it. A previous plan to establish a Research Gallery on the campus had 
faltered in part because of a lack of clear leadership and strategy around public engagement at 
senior executive level.  Bringing public engagement under the remit of the University Research 
Committee – a body that I chair and which reports directly to the University Senate – was an 
important step forward to raise awareness of public engagement and to allow a strong link to our 
overall University strategy.  The training and appointment of public engagement champions in the 
five academic colleges of the university was also crucial in making PER a part of the natural 
mechanisms and rhythms of university prioritisation and planning, and bringing momentum to PER 
at grass roots level.  The higher profile of PER within the University has led to some important 
decisions, including the purchase of a city centre building that will provide new opportunities for 
engagement and investment in new public engagement posts.  
 
The key lesson for me is simply that, as PVC (R&KT), I need to take a strong and visible leadership 
and personal ownership for public engagement activities in this university and to be pro-active in 
promoting and recognising its importance within the institution through the University’s established 
and recognised mechanism of governance.   I also need to ensure that we stretch the planning 
horizon for PER well beyond an annual basis, and set targets against which we can measure the 
effectiveness of the strategy. There is much work still to be done, but our progress in this direction is 
already significant and I will continue to work with University’s Executive Board and Research 
Committee, with the College Directors of Research, and the Public Engagement for Research 
Committee to ensure the long-term sustainability of our developing programmes.   
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Summary of activities for the period  
 
September – December 2016 

• Breakfast Brainstorm – monthly drop-in support sessions (monthly, ongoing) 
• Social media / blog presence – revamp (Dec) and maintenance of accounts (Sept – ongoing) 
• Pathways to Impact workshop with Research Support Services (Nov)  
• RCUK CSF Meeting – Oxford (Dec) 
• Annual PER Day 2016 (Dec) 
• Bi-annual PER awards (June – Dec period) 
• Arts & Science Training Workshop Programme Phase 1 (Oct – Dec) 
• Storytelling Researcher Video Competition 2016 (Sept – Dec) 
• UoB PER Survey preparation and distribution (Factors Affecting PER by Researchers) (Dec) 
• Cultural Partnerships: Discussions with Birmingham Open Media & Creative Directive 

(approximately every 6 weeks, ongoing) 
 

 
January – April 2017 

• Review of UoB PER Survey results (Factors Affecting PER by Researchers) (Jan) 
• Arts & Science Training Workshop Programme Phase 2 (March) 
• RCUK CSF Meeting – Liverpool (April) 
• PER Workshops [UoB Marie Curie Fellows Annual Meeting, Life Sciences Fellowship Day etc.]  
• NCCPE What next for the REF workshop attendance 
• ECR/PGR Training Focus Group 
• L2E Training Focus Group 
• PER Training for Pint of Science Volunteers 
• Creation of Leading to Engage PER Film 
• Drafting job descriptions for PER posts 
• Green Heart – working group established 
• STEM Communications – working group established 

 
May – August 2017 

• Worlds Collide – interdisciplinary PER networking event  
• Engage Academy Training for two academic champions 
• NCCPE Workshop on “Quality” PER 
• PER Officer development ‘Policy into Science’  
• NERC bid preparation 
• University Research Conference PER session preparation 
• NCCPE Engage Watermark assessment preparation 
• RCUK CSF Meeting ) – Cambridge (July)  
• Recruitment of PER posts 
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*Underspend was a result of action which should have taken place with Leading to Engage. This was beyond our 
control: Funds were reserved at the beginning of 2017 towards an external media trainer arranged via our 
External Relations team. Dates were in the diary twice but were continually pushed back at the last minute. This, 
combined with sourcing dates that could work with the L2E cohort resulted in extensive delays. The activity was 
re-arranged a third time to go ahead at the very end of the CSF period, however unfortunately once again we 
were informed that the trainer could no longer commit to our previously agreed dates. There was no feasible 
way of spending the funds through an alternative mechanism at that point. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

47 
 

 

KPI Table 
 

Approach and Activities KPIs Progress so far 

Support 1. Establishing of the Grant Applications Guidance by April 2017 
and dissemination by the five College Research Support 
Offices in their discussions with research grant applicants by 
May 2017.   

2. Number of individuals accessing the guidance 
3. Numbers of grant applications with a significant PER element 

submitted per College; we are aiming for between 5-10 per 
College, up to 50 in total). The PER officer will work with the 
College Research Support Offices to support and monitor this 
activity, and we would anticipate the development, testing 
and review of guidelines to take place iteratively alongside the 
development of such applications. 

4. Number of support events (workshops) to roll out guidelines 
to Colleges (aim will be at least one per College) 
 

 

5. Availability of an inventory of resources and map of PER 
support by July 2017, with a clear distribution plan in place to 
disseminate this information using a range of media and other 
opportunities (formal and informal meetings etc). Usage will 
be monitored and documents will be reviewed and updated 
annually.  Discussions will take place with PERC and Research 
Committee to establish whether the resources and support 
available are sufficient, and if not, what options there might 
be to supplement them. 

6. Number of individuals accessing the new inventory  
 

7. Availability of course materials for PER training and 
arrangements for delivery, and a sustainability option 
appraisal completed by July 2017 

8. Number of individuals or units using course materials. 

1 - 4: IN PROGRESS: This action was combined with a broader piece 

of work run by the Research Planning Team and Research Support 

Services to enhance the support provided to academics for 

Pathways to Impact, which is still in progress. 

Revised guidance is in development. 

See Point 14 in Outputs, Outcomes & Impact and Lessons Learned 

Table 

 

 

 

5, 6: COMPLETED: Map of PER support prepared and distributed.  

It has not proved possible to monitor downloads from website. 

 

See Point 10 in Outputs, Outcomes & Impact and Lessons Learned 

Table 

 

7, 8.  IN PROGRESS.  Work underway for the development of the 

Engaged Training Programme. This involves input from the Cultural 

Engagement and Public Affairs teams as well as Public 

Engagement. Delivery is planned to commence Easter 2018.  
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9. Completion of PGR PER module development by Aug 2017. 
The PGR PER module is “owned” by the University’s Graduate 
School and the new version will be in place by the next 
academic year. 

10. Number of registrations for new PGR PER module. 

Sustainability for PER elements assured through University 

investment.  Attendee numbers will be monitored and the 

programme reviewed periodically in the light of feedback. 

See in particular Point 16 in Outputs, Outcomes & Impact and 

Lessons Learned Table 

9, 10.  IN PROGRESS: Development of the PGR PER module is hand 

with the intention of re-opening the module in March 2018. 

Registrations not yet open. 

See Point 13 in Outputs, Outcomes & Impact and Lessons Learned 

Table 

Recognition and Reward 1. Number of new records created on Pure with a public 
engagement element (as of September 2016 there are 2420 
records in the activities module, of which 100-150 are clearly 
PER related).  We will pilot our approach within one or two 
Colleges, but would aim to double this number over the 
period of the award. 
 

 

 

 

2. Numbers of staff/students attending PER events, with an aim 
to increase reach beyond that achieved in 2015 (approx. 300 
staff) up to around 400. 
 

 

 

3. Circulation numbers for newsletter, with an aim to increase 
beyond the existing circulation list (n=320).  We will 
investigate the feasibility of making this an all-staff circulation.   

 

1: TO COMMENCE: technical issues with implementing the version 

of Pure including the new activities module have delayed progress.  

Work will commence in 2018. 

 

See Point 3 in Outputs, Outcomes & Impact and Lessons Learned 

Table 

 

2: DELIVERED: Over 350 staff/students have attended events such 

as the annual PER Day, A Bigger Picture or ad hoc training events 

(not including Worlds Collide II & LES Forum numbers detailed 

below) 

3: DELIVERED: As of August 2017, there are 600+ on the mailing list 

[comprising people who have engaged with/contacted PERC in 

some way]. Twitter Followers exceeds 2000+. Our reach has been 

further extended through cross-promotion of PER items via the 



 

49 
 

 

 

 

4. Where College fora are established (this will depend upon 
local circumstances), numbers attending will be recorded and 
reviewed periodically to determine whether reach is 
satisfactory.  We would aim to ensure attendance from each 
School/Institute in each College where a forum is established 

‘Brace for Impact’ newsletter and Impact blog owned by the 

Research Planning Team. 

4: IN PROGRESS: College Forum piloted in LES; others to follow if 

appropriate, with other mechanisms also being trialled. 25 staff in 

attendance at first event.  

See Point 5 in Outputs, Outcomes & Impact and Lessons Learned 

Table 

Interdisciplinarity 1. Numbers of university staff/students involved in pilot events 
(the aim is around 50)  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Numbers of external organisations involved in pilot events 
(the aim is 5-10) 

 

 

 

1: IN PROGRESS: Successful second round of Worlds Collide; this 

event will be run periodically throughout the year in future. 

Approximately 26 staff/students attended Worlds Collide II, 

however this number was capped to facilitate networking with 

externals appropriately. We exceeded target for PhD/Professional 

Services involvement in Worlds Collide II. 4 students were also 

involved in the Arts & Science Training pilot and 14 staff/students 

(in addition to the 13 students on the course) attended the first 

PGCARMS showcase and networking event. Our target of 50 

staff/students was therefore met. 

See Point 18 in Outputs, Outcomes & Impact and Lessons Learned 

Table 

2: IN PROGRESS: 4 external organizations were involved in Worlds 

Collide II and many other freelancers attended. In total 

approximately 20 external representatives were present. 
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3. Numbers of collaborative applications to external PER funding 
schemes (the aim is 5-10) 
 

3:  IN PROGRESS:  We are seeing a slow but steady build-up of 

applications, and will continue to monitor progress in succeeding 

years. We have been directly involved in helping write and/or offer 

face-to-face feedback to support approximately 4 PER-specific 

external bids (Royal Academy of Engineering Ingenious Awards, 

NERC Engaging Environments, Wellcome). In addition, we regularly 

support non-PER specific funding applications (approx. 15 in year 

two) e.g. through Pathways to Impact, public engagement sections 

of Wellcome Trust Investigator Awards etc.  
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Evaluation reports  
 

Arts & Science Training Programme 
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Activities delivered as a result of the Arts & Science Training programme 

 

 
An additional activity was run as part of the British Science Week  
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Programme feedback from Arts & Science Training Programme participants: 

 

All participants were either ‘definitely’ or ‘highly’ likely to recommend the programme to other 

researchers, with all indicating that they felt much more confident about doing public engagement 

compared to when they started the training programme. Participants also indicated that the 

programme had either ‘definitely’ or ‘somewhat’ made them think more creatively about how to do 

public engagement around their own research. All agreed that involvement in the workshops and 

carrying out their event had led them to consider doing more public engagement in future. When 

asked about the most useful part of the programme, respondents replied: 

“Connecting with other researchers at the university from different departments” and “Feedback. It’s 

an overused word but I found the input from everybody involved genuinely very helpful. The process 

was very constructive” 

Suggested improvements which we will take on board for future iterations of the scheme included: 

“A taster event to promote the festival beforehand” (presumably so participants can experience 

what a similar festival is like ahead of running their own activity) and also “Perhaps some on hands 

training in the first session would be a good way to kick things off – a workshop with a particularly 

creative PE practitioner, for example. This would help set the scene and inspire creative thinking from 

the outset” (suggesting more than one session with the artist facilitators would be valuable). 

Participants were also questioned around the value of being part of a group of peers who were 

getting training and support together as a cohort. This was seen as “Highly valuable and inspiring to 

see different approaches” and “Also very helpful. The peer-support aspect encouraged reflection and 

widened the range of perspectives available”. Finally, one respondent left the following in the ‘any 

other comments you’d like to make’ section: “Simply thank you to everyone involved – the 

programme was truly very inspiring.” 

In addition to participants, both artist practitioners expressed an interest in being involved in future 

iterations of the scheme. 
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Worlds Collide II Event Feedback 

Post-event survey (n=5) 

 
80% of respondents were from UoB (20% student researchers; 20% Professional Services; 40% 
researchers). The overall rating for the event was 4 out of 5 (i.e. “very good”) for usefulness and 
enjoyment. All participants were “likely” (40%) or “very likely” (60%) to recommend the event to 
others and/or to return to future events themselves. 
 
When asked to indicate what aspect of the event worked well and what they most enjoyed and why, 
the following responses were given: 
 

“Networking! And hearing the stories of collaborators in the presentations” 
 
“Interesting presentations, good networking chance” 
 
“The ‘speed networking’ session I personally found the most useful. Met some interesting 
people who I will follow up with. Catering was great, and start/end times worked well for me. 
Nice variety of people in attendance.” 
 
“I enjoyed the different case studies, very useful to see what quality PE looks like.” 
 
“I quite liked the speed-dating style to break the ice between people initially on a one-to-one 
basis. It can be quite daunting when people are in their own groups already, which puts you 
off interrupting them awkwardly.” 

 
When asked about what aspects of the event could be improved in the future and what else they 
would like to see, the following responses were given: 
 

“The speed dating aspect could have been better organised (and allowed for the inevitable 
no-shows)” 
 
“The pairings: perhaps start with an ice-breaker to introduce everyone, and then split into 
groups so we can talk to more people (and it doesn’t matter if some people don’t show up)?” 
 
 “Ideally to circulate the attendee list in advance, so know who to make a ‘beeline’ for. Could 
have the contact name, their role and one line about their area of interest, plus the words. 
The networking matching up looked tricky due to drop outs on the day – perhaps use 
coloured dots for different types of attendees (e.g. students, researchers, artists…) so can 
find someone with a certain coloured dot on the day. May make it easier to manage! Liked 
the case studies – may be specifically ask for info on time and money involved in the projects. 
Perhaps a ‘shameless promotion’ board where people could stick up flyers, invites to 
forthcoming events etc!” 

 
“I know you had technical issues with the screen and projector for replacement was fine, but 
I had issues hearing sound from videos and I was in the second row. The networking didn’t 
work very well. The pairing up process was confusing and again difficult to hear your name 
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being called out. That said once you’d found a partner it was great to meet people and share 
ideas. So I’d like to see it in future event but just organised in a different way.” 
 
“I think if people had their names written on a board to show who their next partner was to 
chat to, instead of waiting to hear their names be called out, it would’ve saved more time 
and there probably could have been a chance to meet more people. I’m not sure if the event 
was advertised that well, so maybe there could be more done to promote the event for a 
more diverse range of people to attend. Also, I was a bit detached from a lot of the 
presentation topics (as a creative person), so at times I thought “Is this event for me?”, but 
the networking exercises and chats were quite good which made it worthwhile.” 
 

Finally, participants were asked if they had made any useful/interesting contacts on the day. 80% 
indicated “Yes & I will follow up”, however 20% answered “No, not really”. However, no one 
responded with “No, not at all” or “Yes & I might follow up”, suggesting that either people found 
someone they could connect with further or when not the case the networking experience was still 
not altogether a waste of time. 

 

Comment cards returned on the day (n=8). Participants were asked to think comment on what 

worked well about the day and what didn’t: 

 

“Great day thanks! Learnt loads. Met lots of relevant people! I think a better (maybe?) way 
to start would be to have introduced everyone at the start. Round Robin i.e. 2 mins 1 slide, 
“Hi I’m…” then we could have gauged who to meet/talk with after? Nethertheless a great 
day. Thank you!” 

 
“Have you thought about using Padlet for networking events? Maybe different colour 
stickers for different disciplines for ease of spotting from a distance.” 

 
“Good, lots of time to talk. Great case study. A little confusing?” 

  
“Great networking opportunities. Really good motivational case studies.” 
 
“This has been the most useful event I have been to so far. Meeting people & making 
collaborations is very valuable & useful.” 
 
“Larger badges – perhaps coloured to identify artists, researchers etc. Is there any way to 
introduce “everyone” via a “30 second elevator pitch” to help facilitate later discussions? If 
people are very brief even a very large group could be got though quickly (maybe). This is an 
excellent idea! Keep it going!” 

 
“Meeting a wide range of people. Arts meets science. Sharing research information and 
engagement tools/methods. Gained good info on my research topic from another Reader. 
Thank you.” 

 
“Meeting a wide range of disciplines. Opportunity to share my research. Opportunity to talk 
about some of my personal (non-research) interests. Telling people what citizen science was.  
Include more STEM engineers, technologists, maths (not just assuming included in science). 
Include arts links with citizen science e.g. motivation, social, health benefits. Circulate a list of 
all attending participants with affiliation (after event). Ask for ‘theme’ of interest before the 
meeting.” 
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“Not put small print on badges. Use first names and surname letter.” 
 

Feedback via email (edited to redact any identifying information): 

 

“Thanks so much for the event today! I found it extremely useful and may have two further 

collaborations that come out of the event. I think the impressive attendance was testament to what 

you're trying to achieve and the event was well received. Congratulations to you and thank you for 

including us, look forward to working with you in future.” 

 “… I wanted to share my thanks with you for setting this up. I am one year in on a six year part time 

PhD. I have been trying for ages to find this community but so far have only managed to meet up 

with one person who was very encouraging. I am already in email contact with another person who is 

going to put me in touch with his wife, she is doing similar research to me in Southampton it seems. 

As a trade-off yet another person has been looking for ages for someone with a spinal implant to 

help with her work, and I have one. So I have agreed to meet up with her. The linkages that were 

emerging in the room were amazing. Would you consider a Facebook Group for us maybe? And how 

about a digital café once a month? I’d be very willing to contribute a little of my time helping with 

admin (I am sure others would to) to support regular informal networking opportunities for digital 

researchers. Well done for yesterday, super day!” 

 

Notes from Worlds Collide II Discussion Exercise 

 

Participants were asked to consider: 

➢ What makes for good collaboration 

➢ What each party needs to know about each other before embarking on public 

engagement together 

➢ Challenges to be aware of 

These notes were captured and typed up from the eight discussions tables (20 minutes): 

Table 1 

• Communication is key – 
speak the same 
language 

• Preconceptions about 
what artists/scientists 
do are a hindrance 

• Don’t give tasks to your 
partner – collaborate! 

• Authenticity is essential 
– not box ticking  

• Mutual benefit to 
practice 

• External validation 
catalytic 

• Line-management 
support necessary 

• We need permission to 
take risks! 

Table 2 

What makes for good 

collaboration? 

• Shared visions and values  

• Complementary skills 

• Mutual respect and support 

• Have fun 

• Be convenient – common 
location, virtual 

• Complementary resources 

• Clear timescales, SMART 
targets 

• Open minded and flexible 

• Clarity about goals 

• Good communication  

• Willing to challenge (each 
other) 

• Clear roles and 
responsibilities  

Table 3 

• Awareness of people’s 
skillsets 

• Outputs should have 
tangible benefits for all 
parties 

• Funding and time 
constraints (need 
awareness of) 

• Find a common language 
– avoid jargon 

• Clear end goals 

• Personalities 

• Be clear on the audience 
you are trying to reach 

• Time lags – set out from 
the start how often you 
can realistically meet 
etc. 

Table 4 

What makes for good 

collaboration? 

• “Cool people, with 
passion!” – open minds, 
lateral 

• Skills sets,  variation  

• Overlapping interests: 
“The beer rule” – could 
you have a beer with 
this person regularly 
and still have things to 
talk about? 

• Time 

• Serendipity – initial 
meeting of the right 
people through 
networking like this 
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• Collaboration should 
reflect historic 
interdisciplinary 
collaboration in 
Birmingham – The 
Lunar Society 

 

• Understand your audience 
 

What do people need to know 

about you? 

• Vision and values 

• Skills 

• Methodology 

• Time and availability 

• Likes and dislikes 

• Points in calendar year / 
pinch points  

• Financial years are different 

• What’s the bigger picture? 

• Motivation 

• Level of commitment 

• Experience 
 

Challenges 

• Change of circumstances 

• Money, time, resources 

• Success criteria 

• Change of project partners 

• Taking the work to the 
audience (visibility) 

• Personality clashes 

• Boundaries/growth 

• Learning lesson 

• Accessing the public 

• Buy-in, cooperation 

• Support from management 

• Freelancers – need to 
ensure payments come 
through in time 

• Costs – achievable 
(discernible targets) 

• Finding and engaging 
you audience – want to 
make sure you move 
beyond preaching to 
converted (getting the 
right platform) 

• Legacy – thinking about 
continuation and 
sustainability, ensure 
specialist skills and 
project knowledge are 
transferred 

• Artists – can be quite 
insular process / activity 
– public engagement 
with researchers can 
offer up new 
opportunities to find 
new audiences and 
collaborate 

 

• Money – for proof of 
concept 

• Vision 

• Communication, regular 
meeting 

 

 

Table 5 

Good collaboration 

• Openness 

• Mutual interest – point 
of connection 

• Complementary skills – 
need to add to each 
other 

• Enthusiasm! Time! 

• Money (often) 

• Clear outcome and 
scope (which is shared) 

• Shared ambition 

• Culture: need to get on 
and respect each other 
 

Ingredients 

• Be flexible and open to 
change 

• Researcher - doesn’t 
have to be the entirety 
of your research or 
current 

• Needs to be something 
for everyone to do 

• Understand each other 
skills – can they do what 
they think they can? 

• Don’t oversell or 
undersell 

Table 6  

• Money (funding 
applications) 

• Time 

• Recognition that it’s 
worthwhile in the eyes of 
the University 

• Outcomes (clear goals, 
justification, what will we 
end up with?) - Artists work 
differently 

• Level of impact – what is 
expected? 

• Competition – what are 
others doing? 

• Justification of investment 

• Common language and 
approach needed – 
appreciation of different 
processes and endpoints 

• Need of a 
negotiator/facilitator/broker 
– glues project together, 
gets right people involved 
from the start 

• Some tension good – drives 
creative and innovative 
projects – out of comfort 
zone 

 

Table 7 

• Silos 

• Time 

• Personality 

• Finding right institution 

• Clearing house for 
projects/ideas 

• Funding  

• Academic culture 

• Finding the right people 

•  Understanding of 2 way 
engagement and 
participation 

• Technology 

• Shared interest and 
thinking  

• Complementary but 
different competencies – 
thinking/perspectives 

• Facilitate meeting of 
minds 

• Shared goal/aim/vision 

• Flexibility/open to 
change 

• Understanding of each 
person’s role 

•  Sustainability 

• Senior support 

• Understanding of who 
audience is 

 

Table 8 

• Respect for both sides 
of the collaboration  

• Discussions are really 
important outcomes, 
perhaps more so than 
physical outcomes 

• Chatting – 
communication 

• Letting people get on 
with stuff – run with it  
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• You don’t need to be a 
global expert 

• Be aware of your 
language 

• Don’t put yourself in a 
box, you are more than 
your job title  
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L2E Programme Feedback  

Feedback was gathered from the L2E cohort. We summarize the main points below, however the 

survey responses are available in full upon request. 

What were the most useful and enjoyable aspects of the L2E programme? 

• Meeting colleagues from across the university who also value and have an interest in public 

engagement  

• Learning more about public engagement methods and practice in an interactive and 

supportive environment 

• Having the opportunity to organize and deliver new public engagement 

What suggestion do you have for improving the programme going forwards? 

• More practical training around linking public engagement to impact 

• A longer lead time to spend funds and carry out high quality cross-disciplinary activity, 

maximising opportunities for engaging with non-traditional audiences 

• Having take-home exercises or ‘homework’ 

• More case studies of people who have done interesting public engagement from within the 

University and other universities 

• More feedback on projects delivered 

• More involvement from those ‘higher up’ at the university to encourage greater recognition 

of PER 

Do you feel you benefited from taking part? 

All respondents said “Yes”, with some additional comments indicating that the programme had 

helped some participants better organize their PER events, increase their PER ambitions and even 

help towards external PER grant capture. 

Would you like to stay involved in future? 

All respondents said “Yes” except one who said “Maybe”.  An additional comment from one 

participant indicated they would “love to share good practice” with a future L2E cohort. 

Can you comment on the good/bad aspects of the cohort itself i.e. the size of the cohort, the 

variety of candidates, internal networking opportunity etc. 

• The size and mix of the cohort worked well and the programme hit the right notes 

• Cross-College networking was a highlight and more opportunities for this would be 

welcome, including non-UoB guests to maximise new PER developments 

• Some people were more active in delivery than others  

Any other comments or reflections you would like to make? 
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• General thanks to the PER team involved 

• Very good start, but momentum tended to drift in some members after projects were 

completed, so more thought on how to keep future cohorts engaged is needed  

• More flexibility on use of the project money and the ability to work cross-College (not 

just with those from your own College). 

• More training for the most active members of the existing cohort, rather than training 

up a new cohort who are “only curious but will potentially do very little” 
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NCCPE Engage Academy Testimonials 

As part of the second year of the CSF, two of our most active academic STEM PER champions were 

given the opportunity to take up further training as part of the NCCPE Engage Academy. This was a 

strategic move to further enhance their learning and awareness of the PER landscape, whilst also 

equipping them with more tools and networks to support wider sharing of best practice within their 

own STEM Colleges, as well as the wider research community at UoB.  Below are testimonials from 

our academic PER/impact champions: 

 
“The opportunity to attend the 2017-18 Engage Academy has been a fantastic way to meet public 
engagement brokers across the higher education sector. Joining this network of like-minded 
individuals was one of the key reasons for my application, along with a desire to gain more skills and 
knowledge in public engagement. As a public engagement enthusiast and champion in my school, 
the Academy has provided me with insights and tools in to the challenges and changes required to 
create a favourable environment and opportunities for public engagement centred around our 
research. Practical and thought provoking exercises and discussions have increased my awareness of 
my skills, influencing others, opportunities, and leading public engagement activities and strategies 
in my college.  As I look forward, these new knowledge and skills will assist in the running of the 
projects in the School of Dentistry and help in the application for more funding to support and 
develop new endeavours.” – Dr Melissa Grant, Impact Lead for The College of Medical & Dental 
Sciences. 
 
“It has been a privilege to be able to participate to the Engage Academy. It gave me the opportunity 
to meet a variety of people with the common passion for public engagement and to see and learn 
about the diverse approaches of various institutions to PER, and also to meet key players in this 
field. The Academy allowed me to have a protected time to reflect on fundamental ideas related to 
PER and form opinions and strategies to take home and implement. I particularly valued the 
interactive sessions and the workshops where hands-on activities enhanced my learning experience.  
Finally the amount of resources of various kind made available to us is excellent, and I am now 
sharing them with my colleagues here, since I'm sure they will be very useful to inform our PER 
activities for the School of Physics and Astronomy.”- Professor Cristina Lazzeroni, Impact Lead for 
The College of Engineering & Physical Sciences. 
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Annual PER Day  

Post-event survey (n=13) 

Just over half of respondents were academics, whilst the rest were administrative/support staff. One 

response also came from an external engagement professional. 

Almost two thirds had heard of the Public Engagement with Research Committee prior to the event 

and most had found out about the event through a College or PER team newsletter. In addition, 

around 15% found out through word of mouth.   

All thought the event should be re-run, annually (92%) or even more often than this (8%). 

Over three quarters ‘mostly agreed’ or ‘definitely agreed’ that the content was pitched at the right 

level, whilst around 15% ‘mostly disagreed’.   

Over three quarters also ‘mostly agreed’ or ‘definitely agreed’ that it was beneficial to see examples 

of public engagement from other researchers, however approximately 15% ‘mostly disagreed’ with 

this. 

Over a third ‘mostly agreed’ or ‘definitely agreed’ that the day had given them ideas for their own 

public engagement, although a similar number were ‘neutral’ and the remainder either ‘mostly 

disagreed’ or ‘definitely disagreed’. One person answered ‘not applicable’.  

When asked whether they’d spoken to other researchers they could potentially collaborate with in 

future, almost half ‘mostly agreed’, the rest were ‘neutral’ or ‘mostly disagreed’ 

Hearing from public engagement funders was seen as ‘mostly’ or ‘definitely’ beneficial by over 60% 

of respondents. The rest were either ‘neutral’ or ‘not applicable’ and only one person answered 

‘mostly disagree’. 

Just under half stated the day had encouraged them to consider applying for public engagement 

funding, 30% were ‘neutral’, 15% not applicable’ and 7.7% ‘mostly disagreed’. 

Over half ‘mostly agreed’ or ‘definitely agreed’ that they better understood the importance of 

communicating their research to ensure maximum impact. The rest answered ‘neutral’ or ‘not 

applicable’ (23.1% each). 

Almost 40% ‘mostly agreed’ or ‘definitely agreed’ that meeting public engagement champions from 

their college was useful and that they would connect with them in future if needed. Just shy of a 

third were neutral, whereas two people ‘mostly disagreed’ and a further two stated this was ‘not 

applicable’. 

Two thirds ‘mostly agreed’ or ‘definitely agreed’, that they had a better idea of what public 

engagement opportunities are going on across the University, whilst the rest answered ‘neutral’/’not 

applicable’. 
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Approximately one third ‘mostly agreed’ or ‘definitely agreed’, that the afternoon workshop session 

had been useful, whilst the rest answered ‘neutral’ (15.4%)/’not applicable’ (53.8%). 

Over three quarters ‘mostly agreed’ or ‘definitely agreed’ that the day had been enjoyable and 

beneficial, and only one person ‘mostly disagreed’. The rest were neutral. 

In summary: The event was largely seen as useful and informative, with generally positive feedback 

regarding the inclusion of public engagement case studies, external funders and champions. It also 

seemed to help inspire people to consider future public engagement activity and funding 

opportunities. However, there were also several ‘not applicable’ responses and suggestions that the 

content was not pitched at the right level. Reviewing the feedback obtained in more in depth we 

believe this is largely down to the overrepresentation of administrative/support staff at the event 

which was in fact targeted at researchers. Going forwards we will make this clearer through the 

ticketing system, whilst considering how best to support these other interested groups through 

more suitable training or workshop opportunities. 

Qualitative feedback from the event is summarized below. 

Please give us three words to describe the event 

 

Wordle with larger sized words representing increased word frequency 

Overall what did you enjoy most about the day? 

• Greater awareness of the variety of public engagement taking place across UoB 

• Discussions and workshops 

• Networking and meeting other like-minded people 

• Finding out about UoB support for public engagement 

• Well organized with good catering 

Overall what did you enjoy least about the day? 
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• Public engagement champions session was ‘self-promotion’ 

• Drop off in numbers over the afternoon 

• Not enough advance details on champions in the programme 

• Too formal, more networking needed 

• Challenge to attend full day due to other commitments 

Is there anything we did not cover that you would have found useful? 

• More on what exactly public engagement is 

• More structured networking and opportunities for interdisciplinary working 

• Outstanding external examples of public engagement 

• Advice on developing a public engagement career 

• Highlight and celebrate prize winners more formally 

• Less self-congratulation and more critical discussion around challenges and solutions to 

overcome them 

• Discussion on the ethics of engagement and notion of researchers as public experts 

• More input from cultural partners interested in working with academics, including 

opportunities to ‘set out a stall’ 

• Public voices and experiences of public engagement in the room 

What public engagement support would you like to receive in the future? 

• More School/College support including workload recognition 

• Practical guidance for organizing events and reaching publics 

• Ways to record what public engagement I do, for the University to see this  

• More strategic direction, admin support and help with evaluation beyond questionnaires 

• More events like this 

• Novel means of communicating technical research 

Additional comments included: 

• More needs to be done to change negative academic attitudes towards public engagement 

• Thanks to PER team for organizing event 

• More examples of best practice public engagement and more funding/resourcing if we want 

to think big  

• Evaluation - especially for funders - should be challenged as this puts pressure on reporting 

only on success and value. More honest open conversation about issues and limitations is also 

important for learning and development. 
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Bigger Picture Feedback (from the College of Life & Environmental Sciences) 

Post event survey 

 

Approximately one third of attendees had not heard of the Public Engagement with Research 

Committee prior to the event. All indicated they’d learned something new about public engagement 

through attending and all similarly found the event either ‘somewhat’ or ‘very’ useful and/or 

informative. Especially useful was the information presented on who is involved in public 

engagement within the College (e.g. champions) and the support available at the University level via 

PERC.  

Suggestions for what could be improved for future events included more networking time and more 

practical examples of public engagement including what went well/not so well to inspire and learn 

from others. One person also suggested the format could be changed to relaxed roundtable 

discussions to further promote networking. 

With the exception of one respondent, all thought this style of event was a good place to network 

with others interested in public engagement. Two-thirds wanted to do more public engagement, 

whilt the remaing third suggested they did enough public engagement already. 

Awareness for other PERC initiatives and training opportunities was patchy, however around just 

under 20% had heard of Leading to Engage, Worlds Collide and the video competitions run 

previously, suggesting more can be done to internally promote our offer and increase vsibility of the 

team’s activities. 

 

 



 

66 
 

Other outputs 

Job descriptions 
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ENCOMPASS project details: 

The CSF team also supported the drafting of a successful bid for the NERC Engaging Environments 

call-out, led by Leading to Engage champion, Dr Carl Stevenson. This included helping to convene an 

interdisciplinary mix of research groups and external organizations together around public 

engagement as part of the development of the ENCOMPASS project proposal.  

 

Project Press Release: 

 

'ENCOMPASS' project launched as part of sector-changing public 

engagement programme funded by NERC 

The University of Birmingham is pleased to have been awarded funding for a project 
that will enhance public engagement with environmental research across the UK. 

 

As part of the NERC Engaging Environments programme, the University 
will be leading one of the six projects that aim to change the way the sector 
thinks about and practices public engagement.  

Community focused public engagement is a powerful way to bring research 
closer to the community that it serves. The ENCOMPASS (Engaging 
Communities, Publics and Society) project aims to build on this concept by 
seeking to equip and enable communities to take ownership and drive 
change.  

By introducing environmental science researchers to community 
organising, ENCOMPASS will provide communities with the tools to 
articulate environmental issues that resonate with them and therefore 
enable greater shared ownership of the research agenda. This shared 
ownership will then lead to greater, more directed impact and open up new 
networks and creative possibilities for researchers. The ENCOMPASS 
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scheme will also enable researchers to identify and reach 
underrepresented groups and equip both parties with the understanding 
and tools to co-develop activities, initiatives and actions that have mutual 
benefits. 

“With a focus primarily on what the benefits are to the community that 
research purports to serve, we hope to change the way researchers think 
about public engagement and encourage them to consider it as a part of 
the research process from an early stage.” 

ENCONPASS Principal Investigator, Dr Carl Stevenson  
 
“The link with Citizens UK and environmental research represents a 
genuinely novel partnership and builds on an already very strong link 
between Citizens UK and the University of Birmingham, College of Social 
Sciences. Engaged scholarship requires common understanding and trust 
to be built and to do this public engagement as the delivery of a research 
product needs to be reconsidered.” 

Professor Monder Ram, Director of the Centre for Research in Ethnic 
Minorities Entrepreneurship (CREME), Co-Convenor of the College of 
Social Sciences: Citizens UK group and Co-Investigator on the 
ENCOMPASS project  
 

ENCOMPASS team  

• Dr Carl Stevenson, University of Birmingham (Principal Investigator) 

• Professor Monder Ram, University of Birmingham 

• Professor Alice Roberts, University of Birmingham 

• Dr Caroline Gillett, University of Birmingham 

• Derren Cresswell, University of Birmingham (project PDRA) 

• Becca Kirkpatrick and Saeed Haque, Citizens UK: Birmingham 

• Toos van Noordwijk, Earthwatch Institute 

• BIFoR (The Birmingham Institute of Forest Research)  

• Lapworth Museum of Geology  

 
ENCOMPASS will work with a number of community groups and partner 
organisations to develop a framework for community focused public 
engagement.  

https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/schools/psychology/our-students/undergraduate/katie-lee.aspx
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/schools/psychology/our-students/undergraduate/katie-lee.aspx
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/schools/psychology/our-students/undergraduate/katie-lee.aspx
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/schools/psychology/our-students/undergraduate/katie-lee.aspx
https://thinkpe.wordpress.com/about-us/leading-to-engage-champions/dr-carl-stevenson/
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/staff/profiles/business/monder-ram.aspx
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/staff/profiles/biosciences/roberts-alice.aspx
https://thinkpe.wordpress.com/about-us/perc/dr-caroline-gillet/
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/schools/gees/people/dr-students/cresswell-derren.aspx
http://www.citizensuk.org/Birmingham
http://eu.earthwatch.org/News-Media/earthwatch-partner-projects-to-share-in63500000-fund
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/research/activity/bifor/index.aspx
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/facilities/lapworth-museum/index.aspx
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PER Directory 

 

PER Directory 

Directory of support 

Public engagement with research can take multiple forms, and there is a wide range of 
assistance and information available to support you locally with whatever approach you wish to 
take. 

An online directory of information, opportunities, case studies and contacts can be found on 
our blog at: 
https://thinkpe.wordpress.com/ 
Our cohort of public engagement champions within each College can provide advice and 
personal reflections on developing activities: https://thinkpe.wordpress.com/leading-to-engage-
champions/. You can also contact Alice Roberts, our Professor of Public Engagement with 
Science. 
For support and information on training and networking opportunities available, our RCUK-
funded Public Engagement with Research Officer [now Research Engagement Officer] can 
help: Caroline Gillett (0121 4147007) 
If you want to work with the media (including The Conversation) – you can speak to our 
Communications team, led by Deborah Walker (0121 414 6681). For other advice on internal 
publicity or College support you can talk to your local College Marketing & Communications 
team. 
If you are interested in engaging with policy and public affairs, there is support available 
through Ed Thomas (07837 337585) 
For expert external advice on developing radio and television engagement strategies as part of 
your research plans, speak to The Academic Ideas Lab 
If you want support developing new films and high-quality media, you can contact the 
University’s Media Centre via Mark Ray (0121 414 2536) 
If you want to Tweet or blog about your work, you can find more information and help 
from Matthew Collins (0121 414 3312) 
If you want to work with schools, you can speak to our Outreach team (0121 414 6722), or get 
in touch with the local STEMNET programme on birminghamambassadors@entrust-ed.co.uk 
If you are interested in finding out more on how you can work with our cultural partners such as 
museums, galleries and artists, visit our Culture and Collections pages or contact Laura Milner 
(0121 414 2225) 
For advice on how to engage and work with our alumni, you can speak to Jo Clark (0121 414 
5249) 
To find out more about how to develop impact from public engagement work, and plan 
effective evaluation programmes, speak to the Planning Team 
College of Arts & Law/College of Social Sciences: Katharina Freise (0121 414 6292) or Lorna 
Hards (0121 414 2040) 
College of Engineering & Physical Sciences: Gavin McNee (0121 414 3633) 
College of Medical & Dental Sciences/College of Life & Environmental Sciences: Ronni 
Littlewood (0121 414 8192) or Joanne Croudace (0121 414 8191) 

https://thinkpe.wordpress.com/
https://thinkpe.wordpress.com/leading-to-engage-champions/
https://thinkpe.wordpress.com/leading-to-engage-champions/
mailto:RoberAMY@bham.ac.uk
mailto:c.d.t.gillett@bham.ac.uk
http://theconversation.com/uk
mailto:d.s.walker.1@bham.ac.uk
mailto:e.thomas@bham.ac.uk
http://www.academicideaslab.co.uk/
https://intranet.birmingham.ac.uk/external/creative-media/media-centre/The-Media-Centre.aspx
mailto:m.ray@bham.ac.uk
mailto:m.collins@bham.ac.uk
mailto:outreach@contacts.bham.ac.uk
http://www.stemnet.org.uk/regions/
mailto:birminghamambassadors@entrust-ed.co.uk
http://www.birmingham.ac.uk/culture/index.aspx
mailto:l.c.milner@bham.ac.uk
mailto:j.clark@bham.ac.uk
mailto:K.Freise@bham.ac.uk
mailto:L.C.Hards@bham.ac.uk
mailto:L.C.Hards@bham.ac.uk
mailto:G.McNee@bham.ac.uk
mailto:V.R.Littlewood@bham.ac.uk
mailto:V.R.Littlewood@bham.ac.uk
mailto:J.E.Croudace@bham.ac.uk
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To develop and appropriately cost public engagement plans as part of your research proposals, 
speak to your local College Research Support Offices while planning your application – the full 
list of contacts for each area is available on the Research & Innovation Services contacts guide. 
We are working hard to expand these resources, and will keep this directory regularly updated. 
If the above information doesn’t cover your specific needs, if you would like to highlight any 
general gaps, or even if you want offer your own services for advice and support to be featured 
on these pages, please get in touch with us at engage@contacts.bham.ac.uk 

https://intranet.birmingham.ac.uk/finance/ris/documents/public/RIS-Staff-Roles.pdf
mailto:engage@contacts.bham.ac.uk
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Notes from ECR/PGR focus groups 

The four groups first discussed what training should look like & what the barriers to training are: 

Group 1 

 

What should training look like? 

• Range of formats 

• 2-4 hours upto full day 

• spread across the year 

• 10ish start for mornings 

• range of locations on campus 

• lead time to related events – 
suitable amount 

• Lecture/discussion combination 

• A Bigger Picture events 

• Showcase of case studies 

• PE Champions > learning 
objectives/word of mouth 

 

Barriers  

• Perceptions - self, peers, 
supervisors 

• Priorities for research – time 

• Supervisors – selling the 
importance of training to them 

 

 

Group 2 

 

What should training look like? 

• Mixture of online & face to 
face – panopto? 

• Mixture of time length > sort 
2 hours e.g. introduction to 
PE / whole day to gain depth 
and value 

• Quarterly – repeated so can 
get to it 

• User communicate the blogs 
better 

• We like the PER day in 
December 

• Hearing peoples PE 
experiences > 
networking/formal settings 
 

Barriers 

• Time 

• Parking costs 

• PG Students work from 
home 

• Supervisors – tolerate but 
don’t encourage 

• Culture  

• Communications skills – 
talking to lay audience 

• Money > to do event which 
can limit impact 

• Lack of visibility for people 

• Communication of events 

• Put off by bigger projects 
making you feel your smaller 
project is not of value 

• Confidence 

• Lack of support/mentoring 

• Guilt for not working on 
research 

 

Group 3 

 

What should training look 

like? 

• Fun 

• Finding our style/niche 

• More than a 
brainstorming session > 
practice/tools 

• “Science touch” – in 
areas outside the field 

• Hack Weekend 
(weekdays) 

• Good practice – guided 
engagement 

• Stage training 

• 2 days/week > 3 
months/afternoons 

 

Barriers  

• Time 

• Supervisor 

• Language 

• Local customs/habits 

• Cultural barriers 

• Power/authoritative 
issues 

• “How to blend’ 

• How to manage presence 

• PDI (Power Distance 
Index) 

• Reflexivity 

• Boundaries/practice 
considerations  

 

 

Group 4 

 

What should training look 

like? 

• More science 
opportunities not just 
arts 

• Get it into mailing lists; 
graduate schools, 
website, twitter, 
induction, supervisor, PE 
notice board, in 
Westmere, in each 
department 

• Student reps – verbal 
recommendation > who 
is it / make them be part 
of PE & strategy 

• Awards > for PE projects 
PhD/case studies – 
presented in person 

• TEDx Birmingham Uni – 
start it up again? 
(perhaps online?) 

• Jam session 

• If we want to 
communicate events to 
PhDs who do we 
contact? 

 

 

The four groups next discussed what skills they wanted training to develop and what else might help them carry out public 

engagement especially within an interdisciplinary space: 
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Group 1 

 

Skills 

• Opportunities to do actual PE 

• PE 
Champions/signposting/support 

• Reflective options – chances to 
think back and improve > 
opportunities to discuss 

• Training > activity > reflection 
(cycle) 

• Creative activity planning & 
design 

• Community building 

• TEDx Uni Birmingham 

• Interdisciplinary Training 

• Thinking beyond you as a 
researcher 

• Groups formed around broad 
topics 

• PE champions/peer 
support/mentoring/sharing 
experiences & successes 

• Art & Science workshop with 
interdisciplinary themes 

 

Group 2 

 

Skills 

• Different ways of engaging 
publics 

• Using case studies from the 
real world > debate 
advantages vs 
disadvantages 

• Identifying where to 
engage publics 

• More formal mentoring > 
sharing experiences 

• Platforms – finding place > 
resource 

• Communication skills > 
(media?) PE 

• Social media training for PE 
> guidance, use in 
professional way 

• Presentation skills for lay 
audience > for constructive 
critique 

• Wider professional 
networks 

• Training with built in PE 

• Being able to relate 

• Empathy training 

• “Make people do it” > 
learn by doing, 
introduction 

• Writing for lay audiences > 
different PE in different 
countries 

• Confidence > Fast track 
 

 

Group 3 

 

Skills 

• Animation/graphics > 
problem solving 
workshops 

• What does high quality 
PE look like? 

• How to use online tools > 
webinars, podcasts, 
technical/practical advice 

• Training to write, and 
speak, for public 
audiences > blogs, social 
media 

• Confidence to do PE 
when “just a student” 

• How to manage my PhD 
supervisor regarding PE 

• Network of 
interdisciplinary PE 
practitioners > post doc 
lead? 

• REF – impact case studies 

• Mentors 

• Awards/grants 

• Platforms 

• Visibility and 
conversations about 
engagement 

• Join ‘expert list’ 

• Write for the 
conversation 

• Brum Sci Con 

• Buddying 

• Breakfasts > safer place, 
exchange ideas, learn 
from each other 

Group 4 

 

Skills  

• Local knowledge to 
target themes 

• Video editing and 
podcasting 

• Building a network 
(networking skills) 

• Social media – effective 
use of > media, with 
stakeholders, with 
community 

• Stakeholder 
identification > identify 
audience/target 
characteristics > social 
media activity patterns 

• Local artist networks 

• Interdisciplinary 
networking 

• Develop a research 
expertise profile (niche) 

• Creative writing 

• Public (language) not 
academic 

• Buddy system 

• Communication skills  

• Grants > UG, PG, PGR & 
Professor Grants  

• Work with playwrights, 
story tellers, artists, film 
makers, novelists, 
musicians 

• Local radio shorts > cross 
school, PE, Competiton 
with prizes 

• Internships > 
engagement boot camp 

 
 

 

Summary and recurring themes 

• Format of training: Postgraduates and early career researchers wanted a mix of formats 

from short 2 hour workshops to more in-depth learning opportunities e.g. all day 

masterclasses. They also felt that the delivery of training needed to be repeated throughout 

the year (e.g. termly) to aid accessibility and to feed into platform activity, especially for 

part-time students. The visibility of the training offer was also seen as key.  

• Barriers to training: These seemed to centre around the need for training to be recognized 

and approved by supervisors, to justify the time commitment. Lack of confidence and 

opportunities to take part in public engagement after training were seen as other barriers, 

alongside funding. 

• Training content: An element of showcasing best practice and case studies was welcomed, 

as were training opportunities that fed into real-world opportunities to carry out public 

engagement either solo or through a buddying or mentoring system. Training also needed to 
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provide a safe place to practice communication skill and develop and discuss new public 

engagement idea, particularly in an interdisciplinary space. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


