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NCCPE REF WORKSHOP, NOVEMBER 10TH

 BRISTOL 
 
At the invitation of the NCCPE, 30 staff from a range of universities and funding bodies 
gathered in Bristol to consider the REF consultation in detail.  The workshop aimed to: 
 

 Allow participants to pool their insights and expertise, to inform their different 
institution’s responses to the REF consultation 

 Analyse, in particular, how to maximise the opportunities afforded by the REF 
proposals for the strategic embedding of public engagement in HEIs. 

 
These notes capture the discussion and outputs from the workshop 
 

1. Warm Up – what is ‘excellent’ research and an ‘excellent’ research 
environment? 
As a warm up exercise, participants were asked to list what they believed constituted ‘excellent 
research’ and an ‘excellent research environment’.  These ideas informed later discussion of 
how the REF is proposing that ‘excellence’ should be assessed.  Importantly, many of the ideas 
generated about excellence factored in the social context and impact of the research: has it 
been informed by need? Has it been shared effectively? etc 
 
Excellent Research? 
 

 World leading 

 Research that makes a difference outside the academy 

 Research that someone other than the researcher cares about 

 Research informed by social need and that is relevant 

 Research that makes a difference to lots of people 

 Influential 

 Outstanding as compared to others 

 Research that addresses community informed questions – and involves community in 
addressing it 

 Blue skies research – that engages people in its aspirations 

 Ground breaking 

 Rigorous 

 University united corporate approach 

 Answers questions/creates knowledge 

 Ordinary and well thought out 

 Focussed, significant 

 A novel question addressed in a rigorous way 

 Outcomes communicated appropriately to relevant people 
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 Original 

 Recognised by other experts as excellent and cutting edge – new, comes up with something 
different 

 Robust and contributing to important debates within the subject area and beyond 

 Original in the questions it asks 

 Creates opportunities to follow up serendipitous discoveries 

 Ends up making a difference in the world 

 Driven by academic research agenda although may be social and environmentally relevant 

 Adds knowledge in an area that is important to society 

 Ground breaking interpretation and /or insight 

 Thorough methodology  

 Research which attracts money 

 Research which makes money 

 Good ideas – but also important to go behind the research and connect to people 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Excellent research environment? 
 

 Somewhere that blends basic and applied and participatory research in one department 

 An environment that brings in experts to help rather than piling everything onto researchers 
and expecting them to deal with it 

 Somewhere that frees researchers to research and teach (not proof-read, write press releases, 
manage events) 

 Somewhere that recognises that research is often a career stage so researchers need other 
skills to be developed 

 Somewhere that joins research up with students and the public rather than isolating staff 

 Gives an individual the ability to follow his/her research interests 

 Relevance – innovative conceptual advance – multi shareholder engagement – interdisciplinary 
– good academic outputs – good outputs 

 A really good coffee machine 

 Supports opportunities for internal discussion 

 Student and community involvement 

 Money for conference attendance 

 Resources to supply research  - eg admin, money for engagement, engagement facilitation etc 

 Support, collaboration and an opportunity to engage others in the work 

 Good support and mentoring from academic ‘stars’ 

 Seminars etc to share ideas 

 Release from teaching, being allowed to keep the money you bring in 

 Money 

 Environment where it’s possible to share ideas and build a bigger shared agenda 

 Good connections to non-academic stakeholders, public sector, media, voluntary sector 

 Senior managers who allow freedom 

 Scholarly brains around and enquiring community minds 

 Well focused research, avoiding jargon (whatever the discipline) – engaging exciting and 
challenging – telling ‘the story’ 

 Good ideas and people collaborating and discussing ideas 

 Communication is key to develop ideas and to work on results 

 Positive minds 

 Supportive and encouraging 
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2. Overview of the REF 
 
A brief presentation was given to provide an overview of the key recommendations in the REF 
consultation (see linked briefing sheet).   
 
In a brief plenary discussion, the REF’s definition of research was broadly supported (particularly the 
emphasis on sharing): 
‘research is a process of investigation that has led to new insights effectively shared’ 
 
It was felt that the proposals lacked a conceptual framework: it was commented that the indicators of 
impact appeared to have been plucked out of thin air.   A suggested framework was one developed by 

Ernest Boyer which has had a huge influence in the US, both with scholars and with institutions 
for promotions criteria.  Boyer proposed the following categories of scholarship: 

 

 scholarship of discovery (basic research, pushing back the frontiers of human knowledge).  

 The scholarship of integration (placing discoveries within a larger context and initiating more 
interdisciplinary conversations leading to a new paradigm of knowledge).  

 The scholarship of sharing knowledge (recognizing the communal nature of scholarship and 
other audiences for scholarship than the scholar's peers).  

 The application of knowledge (as a reflective practice in which theory and practice inform each 
other)1. 

 
In groups, participants then shared reactions to the proposals, grouped as ‘positives’ and ‘concerns’: 
 

 What are the positives about the REF proposals as you see them? In particular, what 
opportunities do you think they offer for the future of public engagement in HEIs? 

 What concerns do you have about the proposals?  In particular, what risks do they pose to the 
future of public engagement in universities?  

  

 

Positives 
 

 15% support for infrastructure for Public Engagement, with PE explicit in this 

 Making research focused and relevant  - really important 

 HEFCE are asking for help – they recognise they can’t do it on their own 

 Opportunities to influence REF so that great examples of PE and community engagement set the 
bar 

 Save HE from massive cuts (shows HE is useful) 

 PE will become more embedded 

 Welcome the definition of research that includes ‘sharing’ 

 We welcome inclusion of impact, but 25% is too low  

 Reward and recognition for PE 

 Will alter promotion criteria for academics 

 Identifies good PE 

 Evidence for impact of PE 

 Challenge to do more PE in environment – recognises and incentivises engagement – challenges 
to do more training – to create culture change 

 Redefines what it is to be a researcher 

 Consultation is opening up debate on impact 

                                                
1 Boyer, Ernest. (1996). The scholarship of engagement. Journal of Public Outreach 1,1,11-20. 

https://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/sites/default/files/REF%20overview.doc
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 Case studies could be used for other purposes 

 Allows more people to do engagement 

 Validates people doing PE 

 Highlights important questions: Who are the users? How will they be involved? 

 Moves away from knowing definition of research – much more radical shift 

 Real life application – more explicit 

 Impact moves away individual university towards a rational approach to economics – more 
connected – sense of common purpose 

 Eroding false boundary – from public and academic – break down of ‘expert/user’ divide 

 Valuing community/university partnerships 

 Valuing ‘other kinds of knowledge’ – validating experienced knowledge 

 Valuing PE 

 Positive that impact is weighted highly – but reservations about how it will be measured – some 
views that impact weighting should be lower until we know how to measure it. 

 Teaching recognised as a defined impact 

 User involvement is right  

 Recognising  the environment builds PE environment for the future 

 Civic engagement possibly distorted by the RAE exercises and changes in 1980’S & 1990’S – REF 
could allow for promoting civic engagement if handled correctly.  

 Considering quality of PE impact  

 PE is there to be done and done well not as an add-on 

 Great that it’s 25% - as this gives it high profile 

 Allows PE to be a team sport  - as expressed through case studies 

 Narrative approach is good 

 PE counts whereas it didn’t under RAE 

 

 

 

Negatives 
 

 Lumping economic and other impacts together – main problem 

 How do you evaluate engagement? 

 Seems ‘outdated’ in its view of impact (of AHRC) 

 Impact should measure process, not outcome as proposed at the moment 

 Nothing explicit about engaging with community groups – examples are business etc – different 
approach 

 No definitions of ‘good engagement’ – could be hijacked by ‘poor’ engagement, eg one way... 

 Box ticking – lowest common denominator  ie ‘do you like this’ 

 25% weighting on untried mechanism – pilot studies don’t report till Oct 2010 

 What is ‘impact’ – extremely blurred – could be defined in unhelpful slightly random ways 

 How can it be measured?  No explanation 

 Could lead to tick box approach – very atomised 

 Is it a real mind shift / change in culture? 

 Could this stifle creativity?  A benchmarking framework could constrain innovation  - does it 
encourage research that is responsive to needs? 

 Could create a ‘backlash’ against public engagement  - rebellion 

 Time it could take – could be very prohibitive 

 Need to factor in ‘long term’ impacts. 

 Need to acknowledge that academics interact with public and 3rd sector as well with private 
sector (narrow view of knowledge transfer) 

 Need for explicit indicators under the ‘other quality of life issues’ – as this could easily disappear 
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if not defined  

 Indicators are scary – too heavy handed 

 Standardisation – impact differs in its mechanisms/ circuits between disciplines 

 Difficulties in demonstrating changes in opinion – values, ways of thinking, policy etc 

 Reinforces old fashioned view of research – reactionary model of research – not co-generated  

 Bureaucratising PE - PE done just for REF 

 Academics may not understand what is meant by impact 

 It is unclear how reporting management of impact will be done/financed 

 Loaded to elite, as focus on ‘groups’ disadvantages new universities with fewer researchers 

 Writing in newspapers / magazines etc should be counted but doesn’t seem to be 
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3. Four challenges were presented for discussion  
 

 The conceptual challenge 

 The measurement challenge 

 The capacity challenge 

 The cultural challenge 

 
In reviewing these four challenges it was noted that cutting across all of these challenges was a 
fifth: the political challenge.  The group were concerned by the level of support for the UCU 
petition to ‘stand up for research’ (currently running at over 11,000 signatories).  Equally, they 
were concerned by how the ‘toxic’ economic climate could impact on the science budget, with 
massive cuts possible, particularly if the sector provide unwilling to engage with the impact 
agenda. 

 Each of the 4 criticisms needs examining from a political lens (what is the political 
context, what are the political implications of different scenarios?) 

 
Participants then broke into groups to explore three of the challenges (with no one volunteering to 
address the capacity challenge).  They were asked to discuss: 

 How significant is the challenge your table is looking at? 

 Can it be addressed constructively – if so how? 
 
 
 

The conceptual challenge: the underpinning rationale for the proposals is deeply flawed  

 ‘The REF proposals are founded on a lack of understanding of how knowledge advances. 
It is often difficult to predict which research will create the greatest practical impact. 
History shows us that in many instances it is curiosity-driven research that has led to 
major scientific and cultural advances’.  

 ‘The proposals offer a simplistic view of what impact is and how it is generated: as 
something that is achieved once research is completed.  Knowledge generation isn’t a 
linear process, research isn’t a ‘magic bullet’.  We should focus more on the dialogue 
between researchers and society, on ‘process’ rather than ‘product’’   

 

 
Plenary discussion 

 Political and economic context is hugely important – the political context is to secure 
funding for research in UK universities. Evidence through the REF could be used to prove 
relevance of HEIs to Treasury (and society).  

 REF is suffering from the negative connotations of a language of ‘economic impacts’ – 
many academics don’t believe that this is meant to capture non-economic (social et al) 
and many don’t align their work with having an economic impact (and don’t want it to – 
academic corruption). Socio-cultural impacts, however, is a different category of impact 
which many academics align with.  

 Working with academics means finding ways to show value, and inclusion, of the socio-
cultural. Language used is vital. 

 Additional challenge is that of ‘change again’; a lot of criticism that this is yet another 
change when change is the only constant, therein hard to buy into. 

 There is a natural resistance/fear of change 
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 Unfortunately the REF has taken an impact indicators angle, which is hard to accept – 
not very consultative, inclusive. Better would be to develop a framework based on key 
themes, allowing for more flexibility in devising context appropriate indicators. A 
thematic approach – of major categories – would provide a tool for opening discussion 
with academics and with publics (not shutting it down, as an indicator approach tends 
to). It would enable academics to map out their own work and determine how to 
evidence impact themselves .  

 The process is vital – researchers / academic staff cannot accept anything which is so 
structured/rigid as to constrain.  

 The process can be as important as the outcomes – ie if an academic has approached 
policy change – and is unsuccessful for reasons other than the quality of their research 
or their engagement – it should still be viewed as a success... 

 An example of a thematic approach/categorisation is that provided by Ernest Boyer  
(referenced above)  

 Suggestion that a REF consultation response by the NCC should propose a broad 
thematic approach 

 It was re-iterated that the definition of research presented at the beginning of the 
consultation was a good one; the latter part of that statement is vital (‘effectively 
shared’). The NCC should be pushing the boundaries, emphasising the implications of 
what this definition entails (can use Boyer as support) 

 
 
 

The measurement challenge: it’s impossible to measure impact in the way they propose 

 ‘Impact is often impossible to pin down through ‘numbers’; the proposed indicators are 
generally so vague as to be meaningless’ 

 ‘The process must be robust to have credibility, and the sector doesn’t yet have 
confidence in the proposals for assessing impact: we should allow more time to pilot’  

 

 
Plenary discussion 

 Important need for definitions to be agreed and shared. The term measurement was 
viewed as helpful to some and not to others who preferred the term assessment. 

 A key challenge is how we define and value PE and impacts 

 Standards for measuring and assessing impacts exist in parallel worlds, such as NGOs, 
BBC, Local authorities, etc) that may have a lot to offer (note: NCVO had a large multi-
year impact project). These should be made use of. 

 (Sharon – Nottingham): Involved in developing a social impact framework – this and 
other tools out there could provide good resources for furthering understanding and 
tools for documenting REF impacts. 

 Research Councils have also been working on ‘impact’, though how each RC talks to its 
communities about impact varies. RCUK is hosting a dialogue with the different RCs re. 
messaging.  

 HEI indicators (performance-focussed) in the REF are currently scaled at the national 
level – but there should be inclusion of indicators also at the local level and at the 
international (global) level; each level has a value. HEIs have a responsibility to 
understand its impacts at all levels, and also how it engages at all levels. 
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 Need to ensure that time lags with impacts are recognised, as well as the steps leading 
to potential future impacts. 

 Assessment: We should be nervous separating quantitative markers from qualitative; 
once these are perceived as very different things, the measurement becomes very 
different as do the conclusions.  

 The public should be involved in debate around HEI impact (but aren’t). Public 
audiences are definitely capable of reflecting on research impacts, even when far off. 
They may also devise more grounded/meaningful measures. 

 Partners should also be involved in determining what should be measured and why – 
many Local Authorities already have indicators that could resonate with work of 
universities as partners. 

 Issue of measuring the ‘wrong things’ in this 1st iteration. 

 We need to be able to modify the appropriate measure over time. Response should 
state that the ability to assess the right impacts is organic/emergent that we need to be 
involved in over time – so the REF needs to recognise this and give room for learning 
and modification over time. HEFCE needs to stand by emergent thinking on measures. 

 The above would help with the current alienation of academics 

 The current proposed categorisation of impacts needs work, particularly the ‘other’ 
category 

 One suggestion is to have a smaller menu – along a thematic line – which allows people 
to then develop their own (comments that this might not satisfy HEFCE measurement 
types) 

 Language: Need to re-frame the language to look for ‘evidence of’ impact, not impact 
itself. What counts as impact? 

 We need stories to demonstrate impact – stories derived from both quantitative and 
qualitative data.  

 Assessment of case studies should not only cover levels of impact but also the processes 
(and assessment) of how this ‘impact’ was achieved 

 A framework approach, as proposed, would mean the REF would need to focus more on 
capacity and process, than the current focus on impact. 

 Engaging communications are needed to devise indicators in a participatory way 

 The NCC is supporting an action research group of academic staff, and this group is 
proposing to HEFCE that they do an action research project, exploring these issues with 
their own communities. 

 There are also micro-studies underway that might support this discussion, and might 
develop useful indicators – but will it feed in in time? 

 Need to detail all types/themes in a framework. And alongside a framework there would 
need to be a HEFCE person to work with HEIs to understand the framework headings, to 
make it real for them. Ditto on the community side.  
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The cultural challenge: the REF appears to be both instrumental and high handed, and 
academics will resist any such attempts to micro-manage their work 

 ‘Academics will subvert the proposals – they always do – and so it will become a cynical 
box-ticking exercise for the majority, and leave the fundamental culture of universities 
un-changed’ 

 ‘We need to find a better way to convince researchers that ‘impact’ matters, which 
aligns more positively with the culture of HEIs’  

 

 
Plenary 

 Issues around language are key; how we frame questions around impact is key 
 Challenge for HEFCE and RCUK to communicate this better.  The funders are on the side of 

academics!  This is about protecting the science budget! We’re all in this together. 

 We must remember that these are exceptional financial circumstances – drastic implications for 

public spending 

 Do need to find a language that works both for the bean counters and for the academic 

community – who resist box ticking  

 A lot of academics do get it but this is an issue of scale – lots of little things going on.  But if the 

reporting is asking for just a handful of ‘big things’ to be reported on then this argues against 

‘bottom up’ activity leading to culture change 

 There are (some) university staff who relish resisting initiatives of this nature (which 
they perceive as impositions and overly managerial) 

 It’s been relatively easy to position this as the latest in a long line of threats to academic 

freedom 

 Academic freedom is a commodity (that’s why people chose to work for less in universities than 

they could earn in commerce) therefore this is a serious danger 

 We need to communicate – not an ‘us’ vs ‘them’; need to take position that the 

suggested changes are not being imposed from above – changes reflect the broader 

financial climate and societal expectations, as well as Treasury. 

 Part of the academic fear is fear that what they do will not count or be justified under 

impact: it doesn’t fit within the framework therefore it’s not valued. 

 How can we frame questions/language appropriately to be better accepted/fit with 
academic cultures? 

o Needs to be framed as a discussion/changes along a continuum, not something 
altogether new 

 With Treasury pushing this, BIS for example, is trying to open a door to the sector to 
encourage it to show how it’s making a difference. The sector must get engaged in this! 

 There is a lot of mis-reading of formal documents by academics; the UCU petition partly 
stems from this. Mis-interpretation of language.  

 Indicators don’t help academics to engage with the agenda. No one wants to think of 
their research not having any impact – but the current paperwork is too constraining 
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 Language clarity: NCC is vital to this – the NCC needs to talk ‘academic’ language as well 
as ‘policy’ speak. The BPEs only speak ‘academic’; very important for NCC to speak both.  

 3 possible levers of change to embed PE:  
(a) education - i.e. if only we explain it ‘better’, then people will understand and 
get on board,  
(b) incentives – if we offer carrots people will start to value PE more,  
(c) penalties – recognising that if you don’t embrace this agenda there are 
consequences eg lack of funding, departments closing.  

 At the individual level, the first 2 are most important.  However, visible monitoring can 
be effective as a potential penalty; the threat of a ‘stick’ is important. By acting when 
people don’t comply (eg by phoning people up) sends a strong message to the rest of 
the people in the institution. Stating there’s monitoring of people’s adherence to 
*whatever+ has people realising they can’t go along under the radar.  

 How might it be framed? 

o Why does your research matter? 

o To whom does it matter? 

o What steps are you taking to make the most of its significance? 

 
 

The capacity challenge: to implement the proposals would require far more resources – from 
university staff, and research ‘users’- than can possibly be afforded 
‘Universities don’t currently have the staff or the systems in place to operate in the way the REF 
is dictating’  
‘The suggested role for users in the assessment process would require a huge amount of time 
from people who are already over-stretched’  
 

 
Though not looked at in detail the following points were made in plenary 

 Big concern for all of this: the demand on ‘users’ – they need to be fully involved in the 

assessment for instance: big capacity challenge 

 The task of effectively measuring impact is very labour intensive 
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4. The workshop ended with an ‘open space’ for ideas to be shared from the 
floor. 
 
The discussion was framed around the following prompts: 

• In the light of the discussions during the workshop, what are the key elements in the 
proposed approach that we can support wholeheartedly, and why? 

• What aspects of the proposals would we like to see tweaked, and how? 
• What are our key issues / concerns? What can we suggest as ways to tackle these 

concerns constructively? 
• What further work needs to be done to inform our responses? 

 

 NCC Research opportunity. If PE is important, do we need research on how to 
demonstrate value/effectiveness of PE? 

o Various feedbacks that such info has been tried to be developed before – and 
that these are available 

 Issue: How to deal with the Union petition?  
o Do we need to put together some of these perspectives and make some public 

statements (re-framing the discourse in a different way)? This would offer 
legitimate alternative perspectives to those which the union is putting out there, 
for example. Do we need to get a list of signatories to other approach? This 
could be a good publicity stunt – but might detract from core purpose – and be 
misconstrued as a wholehearted acceptance of current proposals. 

o Impact agenda is being discussed very ‘instrumentally’ in HEIs – which is why the 
unions have got involved. 

 Need to bring more of the positive aspects of the REF to light; NCC can play a key role 

 RCUK will be making a submission to the REF; Kerry Leslie has been asked to produce 3 
key points in relation to PE to go into this. Would be great to get the backing of this 
group for these 3 points.  

 A clarification document would be really useful, i.e. to outline in basic terms “Where it 
says *x+, it ….”. This would need to be framed in ways which are academically robust as 
well as practical.  

 PM presented the following diagram as a way of representing the range of potential 
‘users’ of research: 
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 It was suggested that the boundary lines needed to demonstrate co-production – 
interactive, porous 

 What about the international dimension? 

 Important to blur the lines around where the public are – for e.g. in Wales, 1% of the 
Welsh population are employed at either Cardiff or Glamorgan Universities – which 
makes internal communications very important (as well as a great asset/opportunity) 

 Need to realise that sometimes ‘political environment’ is critical: the research might be 
excellent, and the effort to document impact might be excellent, but there might not be 
the right political moment for the work to have true impact – and academics should not 
be held responsible for this 

 EPSRC have guidelines on how to write impact statements – would be worth reviewing 
for its value. The REF shouldn’t be seen in isolation. 

 While there is a lot of talk about the REF there is very little about its PE implications. 
We, and the NCC, need to be making/singing the PE story in this.  

o Co-production research issue – not referenced by the REF 
o Research dissemination is seen very ‘old school’ – doesn’t articulate the 2-way 

influence [and 3-way if bringing in a policy influence] 
o Need to draw out, celebrate where possible, the references to PE 

 We need to be thinking through the institutional supports needed to support PE in a 
new REF 

 Needs to be clear that it is engagement in the research – not public/ community 
engagement aside from research. It is a research excellence framework  

 Could measure against key audiences rather that key indicators? 

 Is ‘impact footprint’ a useful way of thinking about it? 
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 3 out of the 5 indicators are linked to world class – ie global has more significance than 
local or national 

 Co-production of knowledge does not really have a place in the REF as it is currently 
framed 

 Rather than dissemination, might we talk about ‘influence’ (ie two way)? 

 Lord Drayson is very keen on PE – so we should celebrate this and help him to support it 
through providing evidence of its value 

 
The discussion closed with reflections on the nature of the NCCPE’s response to the 
consultation: 
 

 In putting together a case, we need to be clear on who the audience is: for this 
consultation a submission needs to go to HEFCE, so that’s the audience.  

 Does a separate doc need producing for academic audience 
o Q: Does NCC have ambitions bigger than a REF response? 
o Should there not be an engaged dialogue with HEFCE rather than just a 

submission of a formal response? 

 The response to HEFCE  
o Should include reference to how knowledge is produced, i.e. note that the model 

of knowledge production in the current REF is linear and inherently flawed. 
Knowledge generation is about developing understandings and this involves 
(various) dialogues. 

o This should have practical explanations – elaborate through the lens of how a 
HEI engages 

o Should contain case studies (outlining good practice of knowledge 
exchange/generation) 

o Could also contain examples of ‘imagined futures’ scenarios – what would it be 
like in 10 years, for e.g. (following through on a particular line of reasoning) 

o Practical evidence (stories/case studies/imagined futures) would have to go 
beyond local/community engagement stories to tackle some of the trickier/less 
obvious types of engaged research. 

o Case studies should flag the value of non-stereotyped cases  
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ACTIONS: 
 
NCCPE 

- Summarise key points from discussion and make available online 
- Set up a JISC mail list for attendees to discuss other approaches to involve wider group 

in consultation and to consider other ways of responding both to the REF consultation 
and beyond 

- NCCPE to consider the suggestion that they should lead a petition to counter the UCU 
one 

 
Attendees 

- Write up a relevant case study using the form from the current REF consultation – and 
exploring what is missing, and what should be included. These case studies to be sent to 
NCCPE for inclusion in HEFCE response 
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Attendees 
 

Angie Hart Brighton University Professor of Child, Family and Community 
Health; academic director of CUPP  

Simon Northmore Brighton University Community University Partnership Programme 

Andrew Emery Cardiff University Community Engagement Officer 

Sharon Clancy Nottingham University Head of community partnerships 

Will Haydock Russell Group Researcher 

Peter Dunn Warwick University Head of Communications  

Lorna Stevenson Oxford University Access officer, physics 

Nicola Buckley Cambridge University Festivals and Outreach Co-ordinator 

Paresh Shah London Higher Research Manager 

Emma McKenna Queen's University Belfast Science Shop, Queen's University Belfast 

Eileen Martin Queen's University Belfast Manager, Science Shop, Queen's University 
Belfast 

   

Beacons   

Bruce Etherington Beacons for Wales, Cardiff 
University 

Director of Beacon for Wales 

Sally Sagar Manchester Beacon, 
University of Manchester 

Assistant Director of Regional and Economic 
Affairs 

Sarah O'Donnell MMU Head of Corporate Development 

Anne-Sofie Lagran Edinburgh University Knowledge Exchange Manager for the College 
of Humanities and Social Sciences 

Steve Cross UCL  Director of UCL Beacon  

   

UWE   

Robin Hambleton UWE Professor of City Leadership 

Ray Raine UWE Community Engagement Project Manager 

Danny Burns UWE Professor of Social and Organisational Learning 

   

UoB   

Phillippa Taylor (end of 
day) 

University of Bristol Centre for Public Engagement 

Maggie Leggett University of Bristol Head of Centre for Public Engagement 

Bill Peterman University of Chicago Visiting Professor 

Mike Fraser University of Bristol Dept of Computer Science 

   

Funders   

Isabel Spence BiS Policy Adviser, Science and Society Unit, BIS 

Kerry Leslie 

RCUK Head of RCUK Public Engagement with 
Research Team 

Chloe Sheppard RCUK Senior Policy Manager, RCUK 

 

  

NCCPE   

Heather Squires NCCPE Learning and Research Manager, NCCPE 

Paul Manners NCCPE Director, NCCPE 

Sophie Duncan  NCCPE Deputy director 
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Eileen Owens NCCPE Administrator 

 

  

 


