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UCC RESEARCH QUALITY REVIEW

Introduction

As part of the University’s Quality Assurance/Quality
Improvement process, the University Management
Team proposed, and the Quality Promotion Com-
mittee and Governing Body of UCC approved, the
conduct of an institutional Research Quality Review
during 2008/09.

Appropriate metrics under which the review was
conducted emerged following significant engage-
ment and consultation across the institution, overseen
by the Academic Council Research Committee. A
Research Review Implementation Group was estab-
lished which, informed by an examination of research
assessment processes in other jurisdictions, developed
the detailed review process adopted by UCC.

This document outlines the objectives of the review,
a brief overview, the key criteria used for assessment
and the general outcomes.

Objectives of the Research Quality Review

To provide an objective assessment of the quality
and level of research activity at UCC at Department/
School/Research Institute level, benchmarked on a
disciplinary basis

To allow for assessment of areas of specialisation
within the academic units

To provide an overview of the status of research on
a broad disciplinary-based level across the Univer-
sity, facilitating an assessment of strengths and weak-
nesses, and to generate recommendations for future
development

To inform strategic planning in UCC
Brief Overview of the Process

The Academic Council, on 7th March 2008, endorsed
the proposal from the University Management Team
to conduct a quality review of all research activity in
UCC, following extensive consultation and discus-
sion with the academic community led by the AC

Research Committee. The structure of the review,

detailed guidelines and templates were developed
by the Research Review Implementation Group and
approved by the Quality Promotion Committee and
the Governing Body.

Each academic unit was assigned to a disciplinary
panel, following consultation and on the recom-
mendation of the Research Review Implementation
Group (see Appendix A for details). A template for
the submissions to the review panels was developed
and agreed. The information requested from each
unit included:

* Publications portfolio for last 5 years for all aca-
demic and research staff of the academic unit

* Research grants and awards over the last 5 years

*  Unit research portfolio (to include short summa-
ries of staff research, research strategy and research
environment of the unit)

* Description of how research is organised within
the unit (e.g. research groups, clusters, etc.)

* Postgraduate research activity (numbers gradu-
ated over last 5 years and currently registered)

* Scholarly activity of staff over last 5 years

* Detailed complete research and scholarly CV cov-
ering full career (as per template or in equivalent
format) for all academic and research staff.

The review was based on the establishment of fifteen
international Peer Review Panels, involving some 115
external experts drawn from top-ranking universi-
ties and institutes from Europe, Asia and USA, and
chaired by senior academics with significant research
review experience. A pilot review was conducted in
October 2008 of two of the panels (one humanities
and one science). Following the successful comple-
tion of the pilot, the University proceeded with the
review of the research of all the remaining academic
units in UCC, including research institutes and cen-
tres. Given that the motivation of the review was to
have a deep and long-term evaluation of research per-
formance across all disciplines in the University, this
required visits by panels to UCC to view facilities and
meet with staff, students and officers of the Univer-
sity. 'The constraints on the appointment of expert
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reviewers to panels required that panels would evaluate
more than one specialism and thus not all specialisms
within a discipline would have been evaluated by an
expert in that specialism

Submissions were prepared by the academic units,
including research outputs from all academic staff and
researchers of the units, and made available to review
panels on-line on a secure web site, along with the
guidelines and the criteria for assessment. During the
three-and-a-half day site visit the review panels received
presentation from academic units on research activ-
ity; held meetings with staff and graduate students;
held meetings with relevant Officers of the University
including the President; conducted visits to the facili-
ties of the relevant academic units; reviewed research
outputs; and commenced drafting the review report
according to guidelines provided by UCC and using
the criteria for assessment determined by Academic
Council.

Criteria for assessment:

Research performance was evaluated, with a separate
assessment for each department/school/research centre,
under the following criteria:

(i)  Published output
(ii) Research related activities
(iii)

(iv) Peer esteem

Funding

An overall assessment was given to each department/
school/research centre. Individual staff assessment did
not form part of the review process. Comments were
also made on postgraduate training and the quality of
the research environment.

The University Research Review Implementation
Group developed a scoring system with descriptors
for the above criteria to assist the reviewers in mak-
ing judgements. Details may be found in Appendix B.
The overall score is not simply a summary of informa-
tion contained in detailed scores, but is also informed
by the judgment by the panels of overall quality in the
research efforts of the units. Conversely, detailed scores,

such as the quality profile of published output, contain
important information not present in the overall score.

General Outcomes

1.  Research Review Reports

The Review Report from each Review Panel was com-
pleted for each academic unit. Units were asked to
respond to the findings and recommendations and
to develop a quality improvement plan, along with
an amended research strategic plan for the unit. The
College(s) in which the unit is located was also required
to develop a revised research strategic plan informed by
the individual reports and quality improvement plans
of the relevant units. In addition recommendations
from the Panels to the University are being examined
and acted on. Following the successful completion of
this exercise UCC will revise its research strategic plan.

2. Overall assessment

Overall the review has been very successful, with many
recommendations for improvement made to both the
University and to the individual academic units. Fol-
lowing completion of the review and consideration of
the panels’ scoring across all criteria, the Academic
Council Research Committee concluded that:

* The review has provided a deep and broad inde-
pendent overview of the state of research through-
out the university, which will be invaluable in future
strategic planning.

* In addition, the very significant body of data gath-
ered in the process will be of considerable assistance

in developing improved research information sys-
tems at UCC.

* The range of different aspects of research scored
gives robustness to the evaluations provided in the
review. Analysis of available scores gives no indica-
tion that panels differed in their rating tendencies
and use of rating scales.

¢ The numerical scores and the detailed commentar-
ies and advice of the panels will provide an extremely




valuable resource in strategic planning of research
at all levels in the university (from school to Uni-
versity Strategic Planning) and in the allocation of
resources, including capital investment, appoint-
ment of new staff and annual resourcing of units.

3.  Qverview

Much of the research being conducted was judged by
the Panels to be of international standards and stand-
ing. One of the very encouraging aspects of the review
has been the independent evaluation and validation
that many parts of the University are performing at
the highest level, a significant number of units at a
very good level, but some improvement is required
in other areas. Among the strong positive messages
is the outstanding conclusion that approximately
10% of the UCC research output reviewed was rated
as “world-leading” by our international peers, with
almost 40% of the research output being judged to be
“excellent” or better.

The life-time research records of all UCC academic
and research staff was assessed, with a particular
focus on research activity in the five years before
the review took place, Because of this approach the
Research Quality Review provides, perhaps uniquely,
a comprehensive, non-selective, profile of the quality
of research effort and achievement across the institu-
tion. Three quality levels are focussed upon particu-
larly in the overview below:

Outstanding: Quality that is of world-leading stand-
ard; the research work or activity will be outstanding,
displaying a very high level of originality, significance
to the discipline and rigour; it will be innovative and
potentially agenda-setting in research and/or policy

fields.

Excellent: Quality that is of excellent standard in
terms of originality, significance and rigour; the
research work or activity has had or is likely to have a
significant impact on research and/or policy agendas.

Good: Quality that demonstrates significance to the
discipline and rigour to a very good standard; the

research work has had or is likely to have a significant
impact on research and/or policy agendas.

Research at UCC is carried out in dedicated Research
Institutes (i.e. Alimentary Pharmabiotic Centre,
Analytical & Biological Chemistry Research Facil-
ity, Boole Centre for Research in Informatics, Envi-
ronmental Research Institute and National Tyndall
Research Institute) and Academic Units which, in
addition to fulfilling their research role, are heavily
involved in undergraduate and postgraduate teach-
ing. Because many individual academics engage in
research in both Research Institutes and Academic
Units, the quality of UCC’s research activity is best
understood by considering Research Institutes and
Academic Units separately. Where there was clear
overlap between the academic disciplines in Research
Institutes and Academic Units, the same visiting Pan-
els assessed research activity in both.

the

research achievements of some 300 academic staff

Research Institutes: Four Panels assessed
and research staff and over 3,400 journal papers,
books, conference presentations, patents etc., aris-
ing from their research activity over the previous
five years. Some 18% of this Research Output was
considered to be ousstanding, with a further 36%
regarded as being of excellent standard in terms of
originality, significance and rigour. A further 22% of
UCC’s Academic Unit Research Output was consid-
ered to be of a very good standard, likely to have a
significant impact on research and/or policy agendas.
The Research Esteem of the contributing academic
and research staff was also assessed by Panels. Some
43% of staff were considered to have had outstanding
reputations, 23% were judged to have had excellent
impact and recognition, while the impact and recog-
nition of further 17% was considered “good”.

Panels also assessed the four Research Institutes in
terms of success in generating Research Funding
and Research Related Activities of staff, and in each
case were considered outstanding or excellent.

In short, over half of the research output from UCC’s
Research Institutes in the past five years was of ous-
standing or excellent, international quality, while

4
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almost two-thirds of the staff had excellent or bet-
ter research reputations. The Research Institutes were
themselves considered ousstanding or excellent overall.

Academic Units: The academic records of almost 1,100
academic staff and research staff, working in sixty-one
different academic units, and some 13,500 journal
papers, books, conference presentations, patents etc.,
produced over the previous five years, were considered
by fifteen different Panels. Some 9% of this Research
Output was considered owusstanding, to be of world-
leading standard, with a further 27% regarded as being
of excellent standard in terms of originality, significance
and rigour. A further 31% of UCC’s Academic Unit
Research Output was considered to be of a very good
standard, likely to have a significant impact on research
and/or policy agendas. Research Esteem was judged
in terms of the contribution of academic and research
staff to scholarship, policy and practice, as well as the
contributions made to the sustainability of scholarly
academic activity, and to the appropriate research and
policy communities were also assessed. Some 10% were
considered to have had outstanding impact and recogni-
tion, a further 26% were considered to have had excel-

lent impact and recognition. The impact and recogni-
tion of another 31% of staff was considered “good”.

The visiting Panels also assessed Academic Units in
terms of other indicators of research quality. Approxi-
mately half of all of UCC’s sixty-one academic units
were considered outstanding or excellent in terms of suc-
cess in generating Research Funding, and Research
Related Activities of staff. In overall terms, one aca-
demic unit was considered to be outstanding and half
of the remaining units were considered excellent. About
one-third of the staft were outstanding or excellent in
terms of Research Esteem, in the opinion of interna-
tional peers. In overall terms, in half of the groups
assessed, at least some, and in some cases the majority,
of the research activity considered to be of an excellent
standard of scholarship and virtually all other research
activity is of a good standard of scholarship. In almost
90% of the academic units assessed, the majority of the
research activity represented a good or better standard
of scholarship and virtually all other research activity is
of a good or fair standard of scholarship.




Appendix A

UCC Units of Assessment

Discipline/Department/School/Research centre

Discipline/Department/School/Research centre

Panel A
Alimentary Pharmabiotic Centre
School of Medicine, incorporating the following units

* Medicine (including Radiology & the Centre for
Research in Vascular Biology)

* Medical Education Unit

*  Obstetrics & Gynaecology

¢ DPaediatrics & Child Health

* Pathology(including Medical Microbiology)
* Dsychiatry

* Surgery (including Anaesthesia)

Panel E

Chemistry

Environmental Research Institute

¢ Coastal & Marine Resources Centre (CMRC)

Geology
Physics
Tyndall National Institute

Zoology, Ecology & Plant Science

Panel B
Epidemiology & Public Health

General Practice

Oral Health Services Research Centre

Panel F

Boole Centre for Research in Informatics
Computer Science

School of Mathematical Sciences (incorporating
Mathematics, Applied Mathematics and Statistics)

Panel C
Clinical Therapies

* Department of Occupational Science and Occupa-
tional Therapy

* Speech & Hearing Sciences
School of Dentistry

Panel G

Process & Chemical Engineering
Civil & Environmental Engineering
Electrical & Electronic Engineering
Microelectronic Engineering

Tyndall National Institute

Panel H
Nursing & Midwifery
Archaeology
Pharmacy
Cork Centre for Architectural Education
Panel D
Geography
ABCRF Panel I
Anatomy
. . Accounting & Finance & Business Information
Biochemistry

Food & Nutritional Sciences
Microbiology

Pharmacology & Therapeutics
Physiology

Systems

Centre for Policy Studies
Economics

Food Business & Development

Management & Marketing

@
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Discipline/Department/School/Research centre

Panel J
Applied Social Studies

Government
Law

Sociology

Panel K

Applied Psychology
Education (including Sports Studies)
Early Childhood Studies

Panel L

Early and Medieval Irish
English

Modern Irish

Panel M

Chinese Studies
French

German
Hispanic Studies

Italian

Panel N

Béaloideas: Folklore & Ethnology

Classics

History (including European Integration Studies)
Philosophy

Study of Religions

History of Art

Panel O

Drama & Theatre Studies
Music

@



Appendix B

Quality Assessment Levels and Definitions

Introduction

Panels are asked to provide a quality assessment
profile which will cover each of the four assessment
criteria

() Published output
(i)
(iif)
(iv)

Research related activities
Funding

Peer esteem

Panels are also asked to provide an overall research
assessment based on the unit which will be derived
from an integrated overall assessment of research
activity of the unit as a whole.

Quality Profile for individual assessment criteria

Panels recognise the diverse range of disciplines
represented by the units of assessment assigned to
them. Set out below are the broad parameters for the
assessment of the quality of research for each of the
six individual assessment criteria within which indi-
vidual panels my exercise a degree of variation. The
quality levels refer to quality standards of scholarship
that are the norm within the international academic
community.

Quality Level | Definition

Level 5 quality that is of world-leading
standard; the research work or
activity will be outstanding,
displaying a very high level of
originality, significance to the
discipline and rigour; it will be
innovative, potentially agenda-
setting in research and/or policy

fields

Level 4 quality that is of excellent
standard in terms of original-
ity, significance and rigour; the
research work or activity has had
or is likely to have a significant

impact on research and/or policy

agendas

Level 3 quality that demonstrates
significance to the discipline and
rigour to a very good standard;
the research work has had or

is likely to have a significant
impact on research and/or policy

agendas

Level 2 quality that demonstrates
significance to the discipline and
rigour to an adequate standard;
the research work or activity has
only had or is likely to have a
marginal impact upon existing
paradigms and agendas within
the discipline.

Level 1 quality that falls below the
adequate standard of recognised
work within the discipline; the
research work or activity has
had no impact nor is it likely to
have an impact upon existing

paradigms and agendas within

the discipline.

The activity or standing of each member of the depart-
ment/unit will be rated in terms of originality, signifi-
cance and rigour for the purposes of determining the
overall department/unit rating. Contribution to the-
ory or practice, the value of the research in terms of
capacity building, and its impact in economic, social
or cultural terms, will form components of this rat-
ing where appropriate. Basic, applied and practice-
based work will be assessed against the same crite-
ria in terms of standards within their field. Where
there is disagreement about a grading, an additional
reader will be asked to arbitrate. Where appropriate,
a panel may call for specialist advice or cross-referral
to another panel.

‘World-leading’ quality denotes an absolute standard
of quality in each unit of assessment.

‘World leading’, ‘excellent’, very good’ and ‘adequate’
in this context refer to quality standards. They do not
refer to the nature or geographical scope of particular

13
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subjects, nor to the locus of research nor its place of
dissemination.

Each panel is asked to rate each submission under four
major headings and based on the requirements laid
down by the university for the submission.

Published output

The panel is asked to indicate the percentage of research
outputs produced by the unit which would be catego-
rised according to the scale of quality levels provided in
paragraph 2 above. Cognisance should be taken both
of the quality and quantity of research output and all
outputs will be judged according to the criteria of origi-
nality, significance and rigour.

Quality Level
5 4 3 2 1
% of
pub-
lished
output
of unit

Peer esteem

In measuring the quality of esteem indicators and
defining a profile, each panel will make a judgement
about the level of impact and recognition of the mem-
bers of the department/academic unit on research,
scholarship, policy and practice; and the contributions
made to the sustainability of scholarly academic activ-
ity, and of the appropriate research and policy commu-
nities. This assessment will be based on a statement in
the submission describing the esteem within which the
department as a whole is held, and on a listing for all
academic and research staff of all their significant indi-
cators of esteem presented in their CVs. These criteria
will lead to the definition of an agreed profile based
on the following quality level descriptors. The panel is
asked to indicate the percentage of staff whose overall
research performance based on the submitted CVs in
Appendix A of the Submission Form) is judged to be at
each of the five quality levels:

Quality level | Descriptor
5 outstanding impact
and recognition
4 excellent impact and recognition
3 good impact and recognition
2 recognition of an ade-
quate contribution
1 lack of evidence of an ade-
quate contribution or impact
in terms of esteem indicators
Quality Level
5 4 3 2 1
% of staff
whose peer
esteem rating
lies in each
category

Research-related activities

The panel is asked to give a single quality level for the
collective research-related activities of the unit based
on the professional judgement of the peer reviewers and
based on the following quality level descriptors:

Quality level | Descriptor

5 evidence of an outstanding perform-
ance in research-related activities

4 evidence of an excellent perform-
ance in research-related activities

3 evidence of a good performance
in research-related activities

2 evidence of an adequate perform-
ance in research-related activities

1 lack of evidence of an ade-
quate performance in
research-related activities




Research income

The panel is asked to give a single quality level for the
collective activities related to postgraduate training of
the unit based on the professional judgement of the
peer reviewers and based on the following quality level

descriptors:
Quality level | Descriptor

5 evidence of outstanding perform-
ance in research income generation

4 evidence of excellent performance
in research income generation

3 evidence of good performance in
research income generation

2 evidence of an adequate perform-
ance in performance in research
income generation

1 lack of evidence of an adequate
performance in performance in
research income generation

Overall Assessment of the unit

The panel is asked to give a single quality score for all
the collective research activities of the unit based on
the professional judgement of the peer reviewers.

Quality Score | Definition

The majority of research activity as
assessed under the various criteria is
of an excellent standard of scholar-
ship and virtually all other research
activity is of a good standard of

scholarship.

Category 5:

Some of the research activity as
assessed under the various criteria is
of an excellent standard of scholar-
ship and virtually all other research
is of a good standard of scholarship.

Category 4:

The majority of research activity as
assessed under the various criteria
is of a good standard of scholarship
and virtually all other research
activity is of a fair standard of
scholarship.

Category 3:

The majority of research activity as
assessed under the various criteria is
of a fair standard of scholarship.

Category 2:

Some of the research activity is of a
fair standard of scholarship.

Category 1:

Quality Score | Definition

Unclassified:

None or virtually none of the
research activity is of a fair stand-

ard of scholarship.

Excellent standard of scholarship: research which
is recognised as world-leading, excellent, innovative,
potentially agenda-setting in the research and/or policy
field, displaying a high level of originality, significance
and rigour and which has attracted or is likely to attract
serious interest within academic communities.

Good standard of scholarship: research of undis-
puted relevance for academic communities, signifi-
cantly advancing research and/or policy agendas and
which is widely recognised in terms of its originality,
significance and rigour.

Fair standard of scholarship: research of possible rele-
vance for academic communities, contributing to exist-
ing paradigms and research and/or policy agendas and
which is recognised in terms of its originality, signifi-
cance and rigour.

Panels are also asked to comment on overall research
activity and performance in the context of the research
environment that the unit is working under.
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Panel A

Alimentary Pharmabiotic Centre

* Dsychiatry

School of Medicine

* Medical Education Unit

* Department of Medicine (inc. Radiology)

* Department of Surgery (inc. Anaesthesia)

* Department of Paediatrics & Child Health

* Department of Obstetrics & Gynaecology

* Department of Pathology (inc. Medical Microbiology)

‘®



Panel Members

* Professor Shaun Brennecke, Department of
Obstetrics & Gynaecology, University of Mel-
bourne, Australia

* Professor Stephen Cooper, Division of Psychiatry,
Queen’s University Belfast, Northern Ireland

e Professor Pierre Cornelis, Institute for Molecu-
lar Biology and Biotechnology, Vrije Universiteit
Brussels, Belgium

* Professor Adrian Dixon (CHAIR), Department of
Radiology, University of Cambridge, UK

* Professor Eugen Faist, Department of Sur-

gery, Ludwig-Maximilians University, Munich,
Germany

* Professor Manuel Galinanes, Department of Car-
diovascular Sciences, University of Leicester, UK

* Professor David A. Levison, Division of Pathology
& Neuroscience, University of Dundee, Scotland

¢ Dr. Jane Lucas, Division of Infection, Inflamma-
tion and Repair: Child Health Group, University
of Southampton, UK

Site visit

The site visit was conducted over 3.5 days from 10
— 13 February 2009 and included visits to institute,
departmental and library facilities in UCC and meet-
ings with:

* Professor Paul Giller, Registrar & Senior Vice-
President Academic

¢ Mr. Diarmuid Collins, Bursar

* Professor Peter Kennedy, Vice-President for
Research Policy & Support

* Professor Michael Berndt, Head, College of Medi-
cine & Health

* Mr. Brendan Cremen, Office of Technology
Transfer

* Professor Stephen Fahy, Chair, Academic Council
Research Committee

* Mr. John Fitzgerald, Librarian

* Professor Alan Kelly, Dean, Graduate Studies

¢ Ms. Michelle Nelson, Head, Graduate Studies
Office

* Mr. Mark Poland, Director, Office of Buildings
and Estates

* Dr. Norma Ryan, Director, Quality Promotion
Unit

¢ Professor David Kerins, Head of School and staff
of School of Medicine

* Professor Fergus Shanahan, Head of Institute and
staff of Alimentary Pharmabiotic Centre

An exit presentation of the principal findings of the
Panel was made to the heads of the Institute and
School in the afternoon of the fourth day.

Introduction: Scope and context of this review

The Panel appreciates the efforts made by the organ-
izers who prepared for the visit and the helpful con-
tributions from staff members making presentations.
It is appreciated that such visits can be stressful for
all but the Panel hope that the recommendations will
prove constructive.

The Panel was mindful of the inevitable geographi-
cal and political constraints consequent on a medi-
cal school based in a city of only c180,000 and in a
country with 6 medical schools for a population of ¢5
million. Some members of the panel come from cities
with local populations well over 1 million.

The Panel members were also aware of the qual-
ity review conducted seven years earlier. Indeed one
panel member had been on that review which pro-
vided some continuity. Apart from the individual
Departmental submissions, the Panel was made
aware of the long term 20072011 UCC Strategy for

Research.

@
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Mission statement:

To provide doctors of the future with a world class, stu-
dent-centered education, based on current knowledge,
informed by research and with an awareness of societal
needs.

The Alimentary Pharmabiotic Centre (APC) is subdi-
vided into 6 Core themes:

* Core 1: Microbe-microbe interactions. The group
accomplishments include the discovery of thuricin,
a peptide with an antibiotic activity against the
gut pathogen Clostridium difficile. Other activi-
ties include the production of salivaricin peptides as
bacteriocins with probiotic activities. Other bacte-
riocins are screened for. The publication record is
excellent with 38 publications since 2007 including
some in prestigious journals such as PloS pathogens
Molecular Microbiology and ISME journal. Fund-
ing is impressive with a €22,000,000 grant from the
National Functional Food Research Centre.

* Core 2: Host Response. This is a large group

with 11 post-doctoral scientists. The major accom-
plishment is the discovery of the involvement of
Treg cells in transfer of inflammatory suppression
induced by bifidobacterial feeding. More than 30
publications can be recorded since 2007, including
in PloS pathogens, Environmental Microbiology,
Gut, and Current Opinion in Gastroenterology.
There is an important grant coming from GSK.

* Core 3: Pathogenicity. This group is looking at

the importance of horizontal gene transfer between
pathogens and commensal microorganisms in the
gut. They discovered the importance of the Bile salt
Hydrolase gene for the survival of gut bacteria. This
has led to the interesting concept of patho-biology
whereby genes allowing survival of pathogens such
as Listeria can be used to construct probiotic strains
with better chances of survival. Different tech-
niques have been developed such as IVET, and tools
for Listeria genetics. Pathways leading to inflamma-
tion are also being investigated as well as the role of
isoprenoids in immunity via gamma/delta T-cells.
Publication record is excellent with 17 papers
including two in PNAS and one in Infection and
Immunity. Funding is good.

* Core 4: Genomics and bioinformatics. This group

has been busy with the sequencing of genomes
from different Bifidobacter. They have also devel-
oped microarrays to study the 2007 influence of gut
conditions in vitro on gene expression in Lactoba-
cillus salivarius and Bifidobacter breve. They also
managed to generate knock out libraries. 18 pub-
lications have been produced by the group since
2003, including a recent review in Nature Review
in Microbiology, one PNAS, and one Molecular
Microbiology. Funding is impressive with more
than 5 million euro.

* Core 5: Metabolism and metagenomics. The

group investigates the effect of probiotics on bifi-
dobacteria (infant trials). Another study concerns
animal trials for the effect of linoleic acid on Bifi-
dobacterium breve, the antibacterial effect of con-
jugated fatty acids on MRSA and E. Coli, and bile
salt hydrolase metagenome (see Core 1). There are
22 publications since 2007. Funding is excellent
(more than 5 million euro).

* Core 6: Neurogastroenterology. This group is

interested in proinflammatory biomarkers, and the
products of Tryptophan metabolism in the devel-
opment and in relation to IBS. The group has a
very good publication record with 40 publications
including one in Lancet. Links with neuro-endo-
crine responses are being established from human
and novel animal models. The group has very good
funding with more than 3 million euro acquired.

APC has also developed powerful and up-to-date Tech-
nical platforms which can be useful for other Depart-
ments as well.

Postgraduate Training

They could manage to train more PhD students if
funding permitted.

Funding

Outstanding. The Centre has several very large indus-
trial grants and single large resources.
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Peer Esteem this relationship and clearly identify the lines of
responsibility.

No individual CVs were returned for scoring apart

from the Centre Director and thus this aspect cannot  Recommendations

be assessed further.
It is reccommended that consideration be given to:

Overall Research Activity and Performance I . .
1. Diversification of resources- not relying on single

Despite asking as many people as possible, members large grants

of the panel were still unclear, at the end of the review, 2. Training of more PhD students
about the exact relationship between the Alimentary 3
Pharmabiotic Centre and the Department of Medi-
cine, University College Cork,. There are clearly over-

. Increased synergy with Medical School
Departments

lapping roles and multi-disciplinary research is very  Qverall Conclusion

much to be encouraged. Nevertheless it is thought

possible that there might be some conflict of interest ~ An outstanding centre with much research of interna-
in the future, especially if personnel or roles change  tional quality.

in the future. The University is advised to consider

ALIMENTARY PHARMABIOTIC CENTRE

Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL
1. [Published Output | % of published | % of published output ranked 3 and above
output ranked 4
and above
75% 95%
2. | Research Related 5
Activities
Funding 5
4. | Peer Esteem 5 overall
Peer Esteem % of staff % of staff whose peer esteem is ranked at 3
whose peer and above
esteem is
ranked at 4 and
above
Could not be determined in the absence of staff CVs

Overall Assessment: Level 5
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DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHIATRY

L ¢

The Department of Psychiatry is very small but highly
productive and has an international reputation in the

field of biology of mood disorders.
Current work is focussed on:

understanding the pathophysiology of IBS and how
brain-gut pathways might contribute to understanding
the causes of IBS as well as the psychiatric co-morbid-
ities; and

the potential links between GI disturbances and mood
disorders, again looking in both directions. This work
is in collaboration with the APC and has resulted in a
very good stream of grant income as well as high qual-
ity publications. A translational programme of research
has been established linking good animal models with
parallel clinical studies.

There are also appropriate links with Pharmacology.
This is an area where the combination of the APC’s
breadth of research with such psychiatric expertise is
most unusual worldwide. The general theme of bio-
logical research in mood disorders is one where devel-
opment could occur without significant competition
elsewhere in Ireland.

There is also interest in a specialised area of psychoa-
nalysis with some reasonable publications, but this is
unlikely to be an area where significant expansion or
development can occur.

Research Environment

The unit has good facilities for research and a reason-
able space allocation.

The unit maintains appropriate collaborations within

UCC.
Issues

It is difficult to provide overall scores as there are only
two staff members who have very different areas of
expertise.

Recommendations

1. The College of Medicine & Health indicates
that ‘Neuroscience, Mental Health and Pain’ is one a
number of ‘Focus Areas’ for research. The website for

the ‘Cork Neuroscience Group’ indicates around 40
basic science and clinical research staff, across three
Schools, with research in this particular Focus Area.
This encompasses diverse areas of work, including bio-
logical psychiatry/psychopharmacology, neurophysiol-
ogy, neurological disorders, mental health services and
pain. Within the Panel ‘A’ remit, biological psychia-
try and neurophysiology were clearly successful. The
Panel recommends development of a clear, focussed
research strategy for Neuroscience, building on exist-
ing strengths, if the College of Medicine and Health is

to develop Neuroscience research.

2. Biological psychiatry/psychopharmacology, for
example, has developed over four years to around 20
externally funded research staff with active collabora-
tions between Psychiatry, Pharmacy/Pharmacology
and Anatomy and investment in further tenured aca-
demic staff in this area would seem appropriate.

3. 'The collaboration between Psychiatry and the
APC has been mutually beneficial and should be fos-
tered given the unique opportunity provided for under-
standing brain/gut interactions.

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHIATRY

Quality Profile
METRIC |LEVEL
Published | % of published | % of pub-
Output output ranked 4 | lished output
and above ranked 3 and
above
40% 75%
Research 3
Related
Activities
Funding 5
Peer Esteem | % of staff whose | % of staff
peer esteem is whose peer
ranked at 4 and | esteem is
above ranked at 3
and above
50% 100%

Overall Assessment: Level 4




DEPARTMENT OF MEDICAL EDUCATION

The Medical Education Unit was only recently estab-
lished in 2005. Many staff are relatively junior and the
majority have only arrived since 2006. A strategy for
their education related research has been outlined but
it is too early to properly evaluate how effectively this is
being addressed. It was felt it would be inappropriate
to try to allocate a score until there is a clear core of rel-
evant publications and extramural funding. Neverthe-
less their activities in this area seem to be well regarded
by their peers within Ireland and senior members of
staff have been invited to give lectures at Institutions
across Ireland. There appears to be very good potential
for development of publishable work of practical utility
and it seems clear that all staff are actively promoting
good educational approaches in the Medical School.

4

One difficulty in evaluating this Unit is that a signifi-
cant number of staff conduct their research in relation
to other research areas/groupings, particularly Paedi-
The Panel has evaluated these
research outputs in relation to those Units where they

atrics and Medicine.

are, in the main, of high quality. Some staff have con-
tributed to good quality publications in areas relat-
ing to aspects of Psychology and Ethics that do not fit
neatly into existing research structures in Panel A but
which have considerable relevance to the day-to-day
practice of medicine.

@
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DEPARTMENT OF MEDICINE (INCLUDING RADIOLOGY)

L ¢

Quality Profile

The submission provided was essentially a list of staff
research profiles without any over-arching strategy for
this Department which surprised the panel members.
However, the presentation later in the afternoon from
the Head of the School of Medicine put things into
perspective and the Panel was later presented with the
contents of that presentation which illustrated the main
themes of research. It is noticeable that several impor-
tant areas were not well represented in the School’s
strategy, namely Oncology, Neurosciences and Muscu-
loskeletal - presumably by design.

The individual personal submissions are mainly of
high quality with many extremely strong internation-
ally regarded clinical scientists within this group, many
of whom have only recently moved to Cork. Thus,
one newish recruit has made significant impact in the
research of various aspects of platelet activity (a lot of
this work was done in Australia); this will no doubt
provide major impetus in haematological research.

The recent arrival of an expert on the interface between
cardiology/physiology/pathology and the introduction
of new imaging facilities should produce interesting
pre-clinical and ultimately clinical work on the inter-
action between blood vessels cardiac tissue and repair.
There has obviously been some good work performed
in nutrition regarding vitamin D and sodium interac-
tion. There is interesting animal work on hypertension
and the vascular effects of angiotensin II receptors in
preparation.

The recent arrival of a Professor of Radiology should
provide important support for other workers in this
campus. It was pleasing to see his close interaction with
many groups on site, some of which have already led to
some imaging publications in international journals.
In common with the need for Pathology resources, it
is essential that the University and the hospital author-
ities work together to create adequate imaging infra-
structure from what could be termed ‘Service Depart-
ments. For example the access to modern CT and MR
facilities is woefully behind what is needed for modern

medical research and clinical practice (e.g. only 4 slice
CT available in 2009).

Within clinical pharmacology, there is some interest-
ing work on polypharmacy and the effects of various
agents on the normal and aging on endothelium and
vascular function. A senior member of the department
has extensive experience in relationship of bone mar-
row derived vascular progenitor cells and is using this
to develop genetic tools to track mobilisation. There
are good links with the APC with many workers hav-
ing a high international profile.

Topics under review included:

* Alimentary Pharmabiotic Centre (see previous sec-
tion - assessed separately)

* Centre of Research in Vascular Biology.

* 'This group is looking at progenitor cells in athero-
sclerosis, restenosis and pulmonary vascular disease,
Platelet-progenitor biology Immunophenotyping,
and chemokine signalling pathways. Workers are
also investigating the vessel wall, next generation
stents and tissue engineered cardiovascular devices.
The panel members did not see the animal facili-
ties but they were impressed by the new laboratory
space which had recently been opened in the Bio-
Sciences Institute (BSI).

* The work of the Molecular Virology Diagnostic
& Research Laboratory is focused on Hepatitis C,
Human Immunodeficiency Virus, Hepatitis B and
Human Papilloma virus.

* Everyone looks forward eagerly to the new Clini-
cal Research Facility (CRF) - Planned €11 million
investment in CRF at Cork University Hospital
(CUH) funded by HRB. This will allow expan-
sion of research space to accommodate expansion
of existing programmes, to allow the initiation of
new programmes and to permit recruitment of new
researchers and their programmes.

* The Department is proud of its continued participa-
tion in a national network for the promotion of clin-
ical research and the training of clinician scientists.




Issues

Despite asking as many people as possible, mem-
bers of the Panel were still unclear, at the end of the
review, about the exact relationship between the
Alimentary Pharmabiotic Centre and the Depart-
ment of Medicine at University College Cork. There
are clearly overlapping roles and multi-disciplinary
research is very much to be encouraged. Nevertheless
it is thought possible that there might be some con-
flict of interest in the future, especially if personnel or
roles change in the future. The University is advised
to consider this relationship and clearly identify the
lines of responsibility.

Recommendations

* Provide adequate support for the several outstand-
ing new recruits.

* Ensure there is adequate clinical research space to
translate basic science to bedside.

* Consolidate the corporate cohesion of Medi-
cine across the campus (Grand Rounds, Research
Away Days, etc.).

* Increase the coherence of Oncological Research
across all sites

DEPARTMENT OF MEDICINE (INCLUDING RADIOLOGY)

Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL
1. [Published Output | % of published % of published output ranked 3 and above

output ranked 4 and

above
70% 90%
2. [Research Related |5
Activities
3. |Funding 4

4. | DPeer Esteem % of staff whose peer

% of staff whose peer esteem is ranked at 4

esteem is ranked at 4 | and above
and above
70% 90%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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DEPARTMENT OF SURGERY (INCLUDING ANAESTHESIA)

L ¢

Quality Profile

The excellent research of this Department is in a very
narrow but topical field related to post operative sepsis,
septic shock, healing and aspects of inflammation, with
links to molecular medicine. This is very important to
all branches of surgery and other fields of medicine but
some might say that much of this work could be per-
formed in a Department of Immunology. It is amazing
that such work has been possible in such poor labora-
tory facilities.

The Panel was disappointed that there was no presen-
tation from the Surgical Department. Furthermore
there was no real opportunity for discussion. It was
noticeable that the tour of the limited research facili-
ties was hosted by an enthusiastic MD student and a

technician.
Research Environment

The laboratory infrastructure is assessed as very poor,
but, despite this, the overall academic environment
seems to produce enthusiastic young research workers

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The Department produces good work in this relatively
narrow surgical field.

Issues

Critical Care — Little research seems to be being pur-
sued in this area — acute care is a crucial area of mod-
ern medicine/surgery. This seems surprising in view
of the interest in inflammation. Further development
in this area would generate even greater scientific col-
laboration and output and attract grant giving bodies
funding/support.

Space - There are major issues related to laboratory
space for surgery.
Recommendations

1. Itis recommended that consideration be given to
further consolidation of links with APC.

2. To promote involvement of research supervision
among a broader range of Departmental staff.

3. To facilitate more clinical research trials in main
stream surgical therapeutic topics (as opposed to
immunological or basic science).

4. To update their website entry!
Overall Conclusion

The University should consider whether this field of
surgery is where its major research endeavours in sur-
gery should lie. The relative lack of current funding and
reduced recent publications is a cause for concern.

DEPARTMENT OF SURGERY
(INCLUDING ANAESTHESIA)

Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL
1. [Published % of % of pub-
Output published [ lished output
output ranked 3 and
ranked 4 above
and above
60% 90%
2. |[Research 4
Related Activi-
ties
3. | Funding 2
4. [DPeer Esteem % of staff | % of staff
whose peer | whose peer
esteem is esteem is
ranked at 4 | ranked at 3
and above | and above
65% 85%

Overall Assessment: Level 4




DEPARTMENT OF PAEDIATRICS AND CHILD HEALTH

Quality Profile

The Department of Paediatrics & Child Health is
small, but has shown significant growth since the
appointment of a new professor in 2005, and includ-
ing the appointment of two new Senior Lecturers.
The increase in academic staff has been accompanied
by success in high quality publications, attraction of
external funding (including international) and devel-
opment of postgraduate research training.

The research activity has primarily focused within
Paediatric Allergy and Neonatal Brain Research. Col-
laborations to investigate nutrition and probiotics in
premature infants are in place. The Allergy Group
has a major focus on quality of life. They are act-
ing as leaders within an international collaboration
to develop disease specific research tools for use in
The Neonatal Brain

Research group have identified a clinically important

children and their families.

area for research, and have been successful at attract-
ing funding. They have developed interdisciplinary
collaborations within the University, resulting in suc-
cessful outputs. The development of an Irish Birth
cohort (BASELINE study) with a neonatal biobank
is potentially valuable; the researchers will need to
define hypotheses to ensure data and samples are col-
lected at appropriate time points.

New Neonatal facilities have improved the work-
ing environment of the Neonatal Neurophysiology
Group. The research accommodation is otherwise
inadequate. Healthy volunteer children are currently
investigated in clinical areas. The group has no for-
malised access to laboratory space or equipment. The
allergy group is currently concentrating research in
areas that limit the need for laboratory or paediatric
Clinical Research Facilities. Their internationally rec-
ognised expertise in allergen thresholds and charac-
terising allergic phenotypes cannot be met unless the
accommodation deficits are addressed.

The postgraduate students have been successful in
publishing data from their studies in good quality
specialist journals. Some have subsequently become
Lecturers within the department where they are per-
forming independently locally and internationally.

Funding

There was no external funding in the early years of
the review. More recently there has been an excellent
spread of research income from national and interna-
tional sources.

Research Environment

The laboratory and clinical research space is totally
inadequate but the overall academic environment
produces good quality research.

Recommendations

1. Although the Department of Paediatrics & Child
Health is small in size, it has demonstrated an abil-
ity to grow both in size and internationally-recog-
nised academic standing. It should be encouraged
to continue to lobby for increased accommodation
for clinical and laboratory research, to allow con-
tinued expansion. Consideration should be given
to some appropriate temporary sharing of labora-
tory space with Obstetrics.

2. The Department has recently generated grant
income from national and international sources.
It should continue to seek further funding from
diverse sources. ‘This will enable development
of its PhD programme and postdoctoral science

base.

3. The Department has identified major areas of
strength within UCC with which the research
interests of the Department can be meshed (e.g.
APC and Food & Nutritional Sciences). The
Department should be encouraged to develop
these collaborations within UCC, for academic
stimulation and to develop access to equipment
for investigation of immune function, genotyping
proteomics, etc.

4
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DEPARTMENT OF PAEDIATRICS AND CHILD HEALTH

Quality Profile

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked 4

and above

% of published output ranked 3

and above

40% 80%
2. | Research Related Activities 4
3. | Funding 4

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

60%

80%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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DEPARTMENT OF OBSTETRICS AND GYNAECOLOGY

Quality Profile

Over the 5 year review period, members of the
Department have invested much time and effort in
important policy development initiatives, amalga-
mating three small Maternity Departments into a
single large facility and developing an associated
research centre in that new hospital (it is worthy of
note that various members of the Department have
contributed to the funding of this centre).

The Anu Research Centre is now poised to become a
world standard Perinatal and Reproductive Medicine
research facility.

The Department is to be congratulated on its efforts
during the review period. It is poised now to reap
very substantial academic returns from these efforts.

Published Output

Minimal publications in the early years of the review
period because efforts were directed at capacity build-
ing, but there has been a marked improvement in the
last 1-2 years in association with increasing staffing
levels.

Postgraduate Training

Limited training facilities and supervisory staff were
evident in the early years of the review. There are
now excellent facilities (e.g. outstanding surgical sim-
ulation and laboratory facilities) and sufficient super-
visory staff to ensure a substantial increase in trainee
enrolment and completions over the next 5 years.

Research Related Activities

Excellent efforts are evident in establishing an
environment to optimise clinical care quality and
research capacity at local and national levels. The
Anu Research Centre is the envy of all researchers
in Cork. The NPEC should produce audit data to
improve the quality of perinatal care at a national
level and be useful for international comparators.

Funding

The assessment reflects limited funding in the early
years of the period of the review, but improved fund-
ing is now occurring as staff levels increase.

Research Environment

World class facilities are now in place. Dynamic and
visionary leadership is present. Critical mass of qual-
ity staff is now recruited.

Opverall Research Activity and Performance

The Department now holds huge promise for a bright
future.

Issues

The potential of the NPEC will only be fully achieved
if ALL units throughout the country participate.
Apparently not all units do as yet. There must also be
an electronic data capture and management system to
optimise the NPEC’s research productivity.

Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

1. Full utilisation of the available research space as
soon as possible including collaboration with
other UCC Departments less well endowed with
research space.

2. Assuming the national lead in targeted research
endeavours such as biomarker and genomic
research.

3. Noting that NPEC will generate mainly audit
data and that the SCOPE initiative is primarily
a sample collection endeavour, more hypothesis
driven research is required.

Overall Conclusion

Outstanding facilities and opportunities have been
created, and staff now have to deliver on the research
front.

4
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DEPARTMENT OF OBSTETRICS AND GYNAECOLOGY

Quality Profile

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked 4

and above

% of published output ranked 3

and above

45% 85%
2. | Research Related Activities 5
3. |Funding 3

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

38%

88%

Overall Assessment: Level 3

@




DEPARTMENT OF PATHOLOGY (including MEDICAL MICROBIOLOGY)

Quality Profile

Since 2003 a new Professor of Medical Microbiology
has been appointed. Some new equipment has been
and is being installed, including Class 3 facilities. 7
Academic profiles were submitted staff (5 full-time, 2
part-time) but 3 are not research active. Indeed there
has been a gradual decline in research output over the
recent years. Furthermore the panel was surprised that
there was not more collaborative research with other
units with interest in closely related areas. One excep-
tion is a developing link between microbiology and
the APC. The areas of interest could usefully be more
closely aligned with the strategic aims of the School.
Tissue banking facilities do not appear to have been
developed. The recent appointment of a lecturer with
immunological skills provides an opportunity for col-
laborative work in inflammatory bowel disease.

There is some interest in the development of collab-
orative research in relation to genetics of neurologi-
cal disorders and the panel noted the development of
collaborative activities in this area with other units
including CUH Neurology and UCC/CUH Anaes-
thetics, but this does not yet seem to have generated a
critical mass of associated publications or grant activ-
ity. This should perhaps be considered within the
Panel’s suggested strategic review of the Neuroscience
area as outlined in Recommendation No.1 in the Psy-
chiatry section of this report.

Postgraduate Training

Because of the limited research now being carried out,
there is only minor opportunity for research training.

Research Related Activities

Apart from a small number of invited lectures there
does not appear to be much activity. This is perhaps
not surprising in view of the heavy clinical load and
the high teaching duties.

Research Environment

Apart from the new Class 3 facilities, there is little of
international class.

Recommendations

1. Human genetics: the expertise on genomic
research in the Department provides opportuni-
ties for collaborative research with other depart-
ments which could be mutually beneficial.

2. Toll-like receptors research: this recently initiated
research is promising and the panel recommends
close collaboration with APC in the area of innate
immunity and inflammation.

3. Medical Microbiology: the panel recommends a
clear definition of the future research strategy in
relation to the needs of the Hospital and taking
into account the research being pursued in other

UCC Microbiology departments and at the APC.

4. The Department should be encouraged to set up
a tissue bank to help support and collaborate with
research strengths in the School.

Overall Conclusion

It is hoped that the new Class 3 facilities will stimu-
late new areas of research and encourage more collab-
orative research. In view of the strategic importance
of pathology to the entire campus, strengthening
this area would appear to be a matter of key strategic
importance.

4
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DEPARTMENT OF PATHOLOGY (INCLUDING MEDICAL MICROBIOLOGY)

Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL
1. | Published Output % of published output | % of published output ranked 3
ranked 4 and above and above
30% 80%
2. | Research Related Activities | 2
3. | Funding 3

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer
esteem is ranked at 4
and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

40%

80%

Overall Assessment: Level 2
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OVERALL CONCLUSION

4

Executive Recommendations to the College and 6. Despite asking as many people as possible, mem-

University

1.

The Panel was surprised that there was an apparent
mismatch between the UCC 5 year strategic plan
(2007-11) and the way in which Panel A was organ-
ised and the way in which the research work was
presented. In particular, there appeared to be a lack
of strategic direction in the following:

Oncology: The absence of a Professor of Oncology
and a city wide research endeavour was considered
to be a glaring omission. The Panel was informed
that there are several independent foci of activity in
this area led by enthusiastic individuals. It is con-
sidered that an integrated facility is essential if the
University is serious about Oncological Research
and if the Health Service is serious about providing
optimal care for their patients.

Imaging and Pathology: Again the University and
the Hospital Authorities need to work together to
supply first class diagnostic facilities. No modern
healthcare facility can function, or indeed pursue
leading edge research without ready access to mod-
ern diagnostics.

Neurosciences: Here again there seemed little over-
all strategy with no obvious co-ordination between
neurology, neurosurgery, psychiatry, neuroradiol-
ogy, etc., even though substantial bodies of good
work are occurring within Cork as referred to in
the reports of both the Psychiatry and Paediatric
Departments.

The Panel was

surprised that the process of clinical governance

Clinical Research Governance:

was not more robust. The forthcoming Clinical
Research Centre offers great potential for improved
site. wide facilities and enhanced supervision of
Research. However, before then, there needs to be
much greater clarity in terms of policing and audit-
ing Good Clinical Research Practice. The concept
of sponsors and guarantors for research projects and
publications is now required by grant giving agen-
cies and journals. It seems a high priority to bring
this aspect up to the level now found in many major
Clinical Academic Centres (e.g. Southampton).

bers of the panel were still unclear, at the end of
the review, about the exact relationship between the
Alimentary Pharmabiotic Centre and the Depart-
ment of Medicine at University College Cork,.
There are clearly overlapping roles and multi-dis-
ciplinary research is very much to be encouraged.
Nevertheless it is thought possible that there might
be some conflict of interest in the future, especially
if personnel or roles change in the future. The Uni-
versity is advised to consider this relationship and
clearly identify the lines of responsibility.

UCC Regulations: The Panel heard on several
occasions that the current university regulations
with regards to promotion and recruitment are too
inflexible and have not kept pace with contempo-
rary medical academic competition. The need for
quick strategic decisions is essential if UCC wishes
to remain at the forefront of what is now a highly
competitive market.

Space: The Panel was concerned that space con-
straints were limiting research potential with
noticeable disparities between what was available
for different Departments. The Panel recommend
a flexible approach to space allocation with ongoing
review of requirements.
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Panel B

Department of Epidemiology & Public Health
Department of General Practice

Oral Health Services Research Centre

‘@



Panel Members

* Professor Peter Allebeck CHAIR, Department of
Social Medicine, Karolinska Institutet, Sweden

¢ Professor Martin Downer, Consultant in Dental
Public Health Eastman, Dental Institute for Oral
Health Care Sciences, London, UK

* Professor David Fitzmaurice, Division of Primary
Care, Public and Occupational Health University
of Birmingham, UK

* Professor Jill Morrison, Head, Undergraduate
Medical School, University of Glasgow, Scotland

e Professor Richard Thomson, The Institute of
Health and Society, Newcastle University, UK

Site visit

The site visit was conducted over 3.5 days from 5 — 8
May 2009 and included visits to departmental and
library facilities in UCC and meetings with:

* Professor Paul Giller, Registrar & Senior Vice-
President Academic

* Professor Peter Kennedy, Vice-President for
Research Policy & Support

* Professor Michael Berndt, Head, College of Medi-
cine & Health

* Mr. Brendan Cremen, Office of Technology
Transfer

* Professor Stephen Fahy, Chair, Academic Council
Research Committee

* Mr. John Fitzgerald, Librarian
* Professor Alan Kelly, Dean, Graduate Studies

¢ Ms. Michelle Nelson, Head, Graduate Studies
Office

* Mr. Mark Poland, Director, Office of Buildings
and Estates

* Dr. Norma Ryan, Director, Quality Promotion
Unit

* Professor Colin Bradley, Head of Department,
and staff of Department of General Practice

* Professor Ivan Perry, Head of Department, and
staff of Department of Epidemiology & Public
Health

¢ Professor Helen Whelton, Director, and staff of
Oral Health Services Research Centre

An exit presentation of the principal findings of the
Panel was made to Heads of the departments and
Centre in the afternoon of the fourth day.

Introduction: Scope and context of this review

The Panel members are honoured to be appointed
as reviewers on the Research Quality Assessment
of University College Cork, and would like to con-
gratulate the University on this impressive undertak-
ing. The members of the Panel are also grateful for
the hospitality and the excellent support before and
during the time of the review, particularly from the
Quality Promotion Unit.

Members of the Panel have reviewed the submissions
and conducted site visits and meetings with staff in
the above three departments. The Panel has been
exposed to three very different types of departments
in terms of size, staffing, funding and research out-
put. The Panel hopes that its views and recommen-
dations will be helpful to the University in its future
strategic planning.

O
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DEPARTMENT OF EPIDEMIOLOGY AND PUBLIC HEALTH

L ¢

Quality Profile
Published Output

The publication record for a department only insti-
gated in 1997 with one senior appointment has been
impressive and has also shown a continuing upward
trend in both quality and quantity. The department
has managed a good balance between publication in
high impact international journals and in local (Irish)
national journals to influence national policy as appro-
priate. The latest high quality senior appointments and
the upward grant income should see continuance of the
rising quantity and quality of publication. The Panel
would also commend the peer reviewed publication
from large nationally commissioned research as well as
influential reports to funders such as HSE. It is clear
that the research outputs have had considerable impact
in both national health policy, but also internationally,
for example the evaluation of the work place smoking
ban which has been influential upon other countries’
policies.

The Panel recommends that the department should
continue with targeting at international high impact
journals.

Postgraduate Training

The Panel was impressed by the considerable develop-
ment of teaching in both masters and undergraduate
programme. The MPH and Masters in Occupational
Health have good student numbers. PhD numbers have
been increasing although to date mostly supervised by
Professor Perry. The success in the HSR PhD Scholar
Programme in HSR will further support doctoral stu-
dents. The new senior appointments will also provide
additional supervisory potential, for PhD students.

The Panel recommends that the new senior appoint-
ments take on PhD students as a priority.

The Panel recommends that the increasing wealth of
large datasets (SLAN, cancer registry, etc.) within EPH
be increasingly used as a platform for masters and doc-
toral degree projects.

Research Related Activities

The Panel notes that some members of the Department
have a high profile in research related activities and peer
esteem. For example, it is impressive that the depart-
ment took on the organisation of a successful Society
for Social Medicine and International Epidemiological
Association Conference. Furthermore, the Department
has managed to contribute to, and influence, national
research and health care policy (through HRB and
HSE). Staff of the Department contribute to national
review panels and advisory boards. There are good col-
laborative links with the National Cancer Registry and
the National Suicide Research Foundation that have
translated into productive research outputs. Our sense
is that there is some excellent performance in research,
and further development of research related activity
within the department will occur through additional
new appointments.

Funding

Funding, given the size and short history of the
Department, has been very impressive and rising rap-
idly. The HSRI application may well further boost this,
if successful.

Peer Esteem

Peer esteem is good and appropriate to the level of the
staff within the department, with some staff with very
high esteem.

Research Environment

The environment is good, with evidence of strong lead-
ership, good team working and collaboration, and a
supportive academic culture that promotes good prac-
tice and personal development. The split site staffing,
partly reflecting the successful growth of the depart-
ment, causes some problems, as does the lack of co-
siting with cognate disciplines and groups.

Overall Assessment

The Department, which was formed in 1997 with
one senior appointment, has grown rapidly and shows
excellent standard of scholarship and research, deliv-




ered alongside the development of an impressive array
of teaching at undergraduate and post-graduate level.
There is considerable potential for further develop-
ment, growth and expanding international recogni-
tion and status. It clearly has evident and effective

leadership.
Overall Research Activity and Performance

This is excellent with more to come if appropriately
supported and resourced.

Issues

There are space constraints, with split site working,
as well as a heavy undergraduate and postgraduate
teaching load.

Recommendations

The Panel recommends that

* The Department should continue with targeting
at international high impact journals.

* The new senior appointments take on PhD stu-
dents as a priority.

* The increasing wealth of large datasets (SLAN,
cancer registry etc.) within EPH be increasingly
used as a platform for masters and doctoral degree
projects.

* The Department should continue to focus on its
clear strengths in research (e.g. diet and health,
cardiovascular disease) and consider, if successful
with the bid for PRTLI5 Health Services Research
Institute, how to further bridge present strengths
into the new proposal.

* As the work programme matures further, consid-
eration should be given to development and evalu-
ation of public health interventions in the areas
of strength e.g. to address the obesity epidemic or
cardiovascular risk factor reduction.

The Department has considerable potential to build
on a very successful first decade. This would be
enhanced by:

* A move to higher quality accommodation on a
single site (e.g. Western Gateway building) co-
located with other cognate disciplines such as
computing, statistics, primary care, behavioural
sciences and oral health services research.

* Further investment in senior posts.

* DPursuit of grants from international sources such

as Wellcome Trust and NIH.

* Building on very successful within Ireland collab-
orations and by developing collaboration interna-

tionally with the UK and Europe.
Overall Conclusion

The Panel was impressed by the development and per-
formance of the Department under its effective lead-
ership within only 10 years of its foundation within
the Medical School. The Panel congratulates the
Department on its considerable progress and com-
mends it to the University for priority support.

DEPARTMENT OF EPIDEMIOLOGY

4

AND PUBLIC HEALTH
Quality Profile
METRICS |LEVEL
Published | % of pub- % of pub-
Output lished output | lished output
ranked 4 and | ranked 3 and
above above
26% 62%
Research 4
Related
Activities
Funding 4 (close to 9)
Peer % of staff % of staff
Esteem whose peer whose peer
esteem is esteem is
ranked at 4 ranked at 3
and above and above
10% 31%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL PRACTICE
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Quality Profile
Published Output

The published output for the Department of General
Practice overall is generally poor but obvious difficul-
ties exist in terms of time availability, with clinical
and teaching commitments dominating. This should
improve with recent grants obtained, and the develop-
ment of the diabetes interest group. There are few pub-
lications from the lecturers. Research in general, and
especially publications from grants, does not appear to
have been prioritised.

Postgraduate Training

There is a poor record over the census period, and it
is difficult to see this improving without expansion of
staff. There are also barriers to engaging general practi-
tioners so the department may need to explore oppor-
tunities to supervise doctoral students from other
disciplines.

Research Related Activities

There is evidence of reasonable engagement by some
staff, with reasonable engagement at national level.
Again it is difficult to see this improving without an
increase in staff. Relationship with ICGP is obviously
important but may be reducing time available for devel-
oping grant applications.

Funding

Good grant income is evident recently, and this should
be a trigger to expand research staff. Given the time
pressures involved the grant income recently is very
good and if it had been sustained over the whole period
would have led to a better level of assessment.

Peer Esteem

This is reasonable considering the obstacles. Editorship
of EJGP is obviously evidence of esteem for the mem-
ber of staff involved.

Research Environment

This is difficult in terms of lack of critical mass and split
across different sites. There is a need to consider col-
laborating both across the College and with other pri-

mary care departments. The Department would benefit
from closer collaboration and a possible merger with
the Department of Epidemiology & Public Health and
other cognate disciplines.

Overall Assessment

There is too much clinical and teaching commitment
to provide reasonable opportunity for research develop-
ment. Growing interest in diabetes may prove fruitful
in the future. The Department will need investment in
senior staff to develop further.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

This is generally poor but is improving in terms of
funding. This needs to convert to publications.

Issues

e Lack of critical mass

¢ Too much clinical commitment

* Too much teaching commitment.

Recommendations

1. Development of collaborations and possibly merger
with other College departments.

2. Development of collaborations with other Univer-
sity departments of General Practice.

3. Need to increase staff numbers.

4. Need to provide co-location of all staff, possibly also
with other cognate disciplines.

5. Explore postgraduate collaboration with other cog-
nate disciplines.

Overall Conclusion

Nothing has really changed since the 2002/3 quality
review. However, despite huge obstacles, the depart-
ment has managed to attract significant funding over
the past two years. There is an obvious need to join
forces with other University departments, especially
Epidemiology & Public Health and the Oral Health

Services Research Centre.
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DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL PRACTICE

Quality Profile
METRICS LEVEL
1. | Published Output % of published output ranked | % of published output
4 and above ranked 3 and above
0% 60%
2. | Research Related Activities 2
3. |Funding 2

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem
is ranked at 3 and above

0%

25%

Overall Assessment: Level 1
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ORAL HEALTH SERVICES RESEARCH CENTRE

Quality Profile
Published Output

The level of peer reviewed journal publications seems
to have reduced in the last two years on the list pro-
vided, although the Panel was reassured that a number
of papers were currently in preparation, submitted or
accepted for publication. Over the period of the review,
it appears that a lot of time and effort has gone into
the commissioned reports on the national and north-
south surveys rather than peer reviewed publications.
Much effort has gone into industry commissioned
research, from which scientific publishing has not been
prioritised.

The Panel recommends that staff try to produce peer
reviewed journal papers from all of their research activ-
ities especially the large national surveys as these are
more likely to make an impact at an international level
than reports. They might also consider achieving publi-
cations from their commercial research where possible.
They should also encourage students to publish from
their Masters’ projects and PhDs. The Panel strongly
supports the Centre’s plan to encourage publication
during, and not after, completion of PhDs.

Postgraduate Training

Despite a lack of senior supervisor capacity, there is an
increasing number of PhD students registered and the
Panel is strongly supportive of collaboration/co-super-
vision within the University, with Public Health as well
as other disciplines, in order to increase supervision
capacity, and also to attract new PhD students.

The Panel recommends that the Centre should review
the MDPH program to determine if it is viable in
the long term as numbers have been low and it is not
offered every year. It is suggested that the Centre con-
siders further strategies to increase the recruitment of
international students (non EU) onto this course.

Research Related Activities

The Panel was impressed by the international con-
sultancy initiatives developed by the Centre e.g. with
Canada, USA, WHO, London, and Malaysia, but rec-

ognised that these are heavily dependent on a small
number of senior staff.

The Panel recommends that junior researchers should
be encouraged to become more involved in peer review-
ing journals, contributing to writing grants and related
activities.

Funding

The level of funding is good considering the small
number of senior staff available to write grants and gen-
erate other funding. The level of funding is increas-
ing. The Panel strongly supports the PRTLI5: HSRI
bid with Public Health among other collaborators and
we support continued collaborations of this type.

The Panel would recommend that the Centre reduces
its reliance on industry funding, for example by creat-
ing at least one more senior post that would generate
more substantive grant funding, as well as contribut-
ing to PhD supervision. The Panel also recommends
that the Centre considers applying for more substantial
international funding e.g. NIH, Wellcome, perhaps in
collaboration with other collaborators at the university.

Peer Esteem

This is strong for the two senior members of the group,
but the remaining research staff are at a relatively early
stage of their research careers.

The Panel recommends that staff at an early stage of
their career are given guidance about appropriate peer
esteem activities from more senior staff who would be
able to gradually pass relevant responsibilities over to
these staff.

Research Environment

The Centre is currently sited next to the Dental School
in purpose built premises with good facilities including
laboratory and examination areas. The Centre would,
however, like to be co-located with Public Health in
the new Western Gateway building. This would have
clear advantages in terms of providing critical mass and
encouraging more joint research projects. However it
would be advantageous to maintain a foothold in the
Dental School.




The Panel recommends careful consideration of this
issue so that the advantages of co-location with Pub-
lic Health are not diminished by losing contact with

the Dental School.
Overall Research Activity and Performance

This is a dynamic research group under impressive
leadership with a good level of research activity and
performance during the period of the review.

Issues

The rate limiting factor for further improvement and
expansion is the small number of senior level staff
available to supervise and support PhD students and
write grants.

ORAL HEALTH SERVICES RESEARCH CENTRE

Quality Profile

The group is also constrained by its need to attract
funding from commercial companies to retain
staff and meet mortgage payments on their current
building.

Recommendations

* Create at least one post at senior level.

* Consider physical location of group within overall
strategic planning.

* Review viability of MDPH programme.
Overall Conclusion

This has been a dynamic and productive research
group that should continue to improve its perform-
ance with additional support.

METRICS LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

% of published output ranked 3

4 and above and above
7% 47%

2. | Research Related Activities 3

3. | Funding 3

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

28%

28%

Overall Assessment: Level 3
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Panel C

School of Clinical Therapies
School of Dentistry
School of Nursing & Midwifery

School of Pharmacy
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Panel Members

* Professor Claire Ballinger, School of Health and
Social Care, Glasgow Caledonian University,
Scotland

* Professor Christine Bond, Department of General
Practice & Primary Care, University of Aberdeen,
Scotland

* Professor lain Chapple, The School of Dentistry,
University of Birmingham, UK

¢ Professor James Law, Director, Centre for Inte-
grated Healthcare Research Programme, Queen
Margaret Edinburgh,

Scotland

¢ Professor Brendan McCormack (CHAIR), Profes-
sor/Director Nursing Research & Practice Devel-

University

College,

opment, University of Ulster, Northern Ireland

* Professor Peter Mossey, Unit of Dental and Oral
Health, Dundee Dental Hospital, University of
Dundee, Scotland

* Professor Nicholas Singewald, Head of Neurop-
harmacology Unit, Universitit Innsbruck, Austria

* Professor Ann Whall, School of Nursing, Univer-
sity of Michigan, USA

Site visit

The site visit was conducted over 3.5 days from 2 —
5 February 2009 and included visits to School and
library facilities in UCC and meetings with:

* Professor Paul Giller, Registrar & Senior Vice-
President Academic

¢ Mr. Diarmuid Collins, Bursar

* DProfessor Peter Kennedy, Vice-President for
Research Policy & Support

* Professor Michael Berndt, Head, College of Medi-
cine & Health

* Mr. Brendan Cremen, Office of Technology
Transfer

* Professor Stephen Fahy, Chair, Academic Council
Research Committee

* Mr. John Fitzgerald, Librarian

* Professor Patrick Fitzpatrick, Head, College of
Science, Engineering & Food Science

* DProfessor Alan Kelly, Dean, Graduate Studies

* Mr. Mark Poland, Director, Office of Buildings
and Estates

* Dr. Norma Ryan, Director, Quality Promotion
Unit

¢ Professor Finbarr Allen, Head of School, and staff
of School of Dentistry

¢ Professor Gill Chard, Head of School, and staff of
School of Clinical Therapies

* DProfessor Geraldine McCarthy, Head of School,
and staff of School of Nursing & Midwifery

¢ Professor Caitriona O’Driscoll, Head of School,
and staff of School of Pharmacy

An exit presentation of the principal findings of the
Panel was made to Heads of the schools in the after-
noon of the fourth day.

Background

The eight-member panel met over three days, follow-
ing a programme designed by UCC’s Quality Promo-
tion Unit. The activities engaged in to inform the
review included:

* meetings with university senior management
team,

¢ visits to the individual schools/centres,

* meeting with managers and staff in the individual
schools and centres,

* review of documentation submitted by schools/
centres,

* reading of published research outputs,

* subject specialist and whole review team
discussions.
Working Principles

* In establishing its ways of working, the review
team developed the following principles and
methods:

4

@



42

Familiarisation with the review structures and proc-
esses and agreeing shared understandings of each
component.

Open discussion as a team and identifying key ques-
tions to be asked as the review progressed through
each stage.

Clarification of assumptions through discussion
and challenge.

Consideration of the stage of development of the
different units of assessment/specialities and the
impact of this on research activity.

Balance of expectations on individual schools/cen-
tres with expectations of the university as a whole
and also against the background of external pres-
sures (e.g. clinical service delivery).

Establishment of agreed definitions pertaining to
different standards of research (e.g. world leader,
international, etc.) based on those put forward by
the Quality Promotion Unit.

Agreement regarding the meaning of ‘research
active’.  Through discussion the Panel agreed three
‘levels™

* Research Active: a staff member who has
three publications in international peer-
reviewed journals in the review period

(2003-September 2008).

* FEarly Career Researcher: a staff member
who has two publications in peer reviewed

journals that are national or international in
the review period (2003-September 2008).

* Non-Research Active: a staff member who
has less than two publications in national or

international peer-reviewed journals in the
review period (2003-September 2008)

Report Structure

Given the heterogeneity of the different schools, the
Panel decided to produce individual reports for each
school. In addition, it was decided to identify themes
that were common to all schools and to produce
these as ‘overarching issues and recommendations’ to
be considered by the University, College and Schools

collectively.

Therefore the report is structured around the individual
reports with a final set of overarching recommendations.




SCHOOL OF CLINICAL THERAPIES

Quality Profile
Published Output

The submission demonstrated a developing research
profile with some strengths but with a number of
publications which were not possible to include either
because they were conference abstracts or because
they would not technically be classified as research.
As with other disciplines considered by the Panel,
there seemed to be a lack of clarity in terms of the
publications selected by some individuals and the
Panel needed to review those submitted in the light
of individuals’ CVs. The Panel had a discussion about
the relationship between Irish “national” and UK
“national” publications. While the Panel recognises
the value of publishing in the former as far as clinical
readership is concerned, the Panel would stress the
need to become engaged with a wider audience. There
is an opportunity for the mentorship of the develop-
ing researchers by raising expectations about where
they publish and in terms of the department’s publi-
cation strategy.

Postgraduate Training

The Panel agreed to focus on MRES and PhD level
postgraduate training under this heading. Although
a number of staff have received their PhDs relatively
recently there was only one PhD conferred within the
School during the timeframe of the review. Whilst the
Panel recognises that it is difficult for small depart-
ments/units to sustain PhD programmes, this would
be possible across a graduate school either within the
College/University or with other AHP departments
across Ireland. The Panel would encourage the School
to seek full external funding for PhDs, perhaps with
an increased focus on attracting international stu-
dents. The Speech and Hearing element of the School
is generally stronger in terms of its capacity to super-
vise PhD students.

Research Related Activities

The Panel looked for evidence of international con-
ferences and visits, hosting visiting academics of
international repute and involvement with editorial
bodies. Both staff groups have clear international rep-

resentation and this is reflected in some of the activ-
ity. The Panel feels that there are now clear opportu-
nities to capitalise on existing links and develop new
connections which would have the potential to foster
international collaborations. There is a strong local
(Irish) emphasis in much of the research related activ-
ity which is fine as a starting point but should not be
seen as an end in itself.

Funding

There was one substantive externally funded grant
(SFI) and a number of small institutional or pump
priming grants which is commendable. It is impor-
tant that such grants start linking into research pro-
files/programmes and publications in order to develop
specific research themes. Care needs to be taken that
the School develops a funding strategy identifying
and supporting individuals who have the capacity to
draw in research income, and topics which have the
potential to be funded from a number of sources. It
would be very helpful for staff to continue to form
strategic collaborations with more experienced grant
writers in other departments.

One type of funding which the school might use-
fully consider is Knowledge Transfer or Knowledge
Exchange funding in collaboration with businesses or
public sector organisations. In some cases this may
simply be a matter of re-badging existing consultancy
activity but it could also be an opportunity to develop
mutually beneficial collaborations with government
departments and local service providers in health,
education and social work. It might be possible for
the income generated to support some small research
initiatives.

Peer Esteem

The Panel focused on invitations to present at a
national and international level and involvement in
national and international policy. The Panel acknowl-
edged the widespread contribution made to Irish
meetings/conferences and gave particular credit for
those who organised such meetings or who had been
invited to contribute. The Panel also gave credit for
the development of disciplinary/professional theory
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related to practice and education at a national or inter-
national level. This need not be research as such but it
does feed into peer esteem which is relevant to a clini-
cally focused department. The Panel concluded that
the school was strong at a local level but now needs to
focus on raising the level of esteem beyond Ireland and
at international level.

Research Environment

The physical environment has been developed to
include shared clinical/research space. This is well
appointed although it may be that potential opportuni-
ties are being missed in researching the detail of clini-
cal experience. For example, audio and video record-
ing is not routinely available in the way that it is in
the nursing clinical facilities. It may be that there are
potential synergies across schools which could be fur-
ther exploited. The Speech and Hearing Department
has a good developing instrumentation facility ideal for
use with students and research staff. The Occupational
Therapy Department also has excellent dedicated clini-
cal facilities although this may be less of an issue for
them given the nature of much of their research. There
are obviously opportunities for expanding facilities in
future, both through research grant funding and infra-
structure support from the university.

It is clear that the School has responded to the Univer-
sity’s drive to increase PhD numbers and it currently
has nine PhDs registered. The supervision of these stu-
dents needs to be carefully monitored at the School
level and through the graduate school to ensure that
the ratio of supervisors to PhD students remains real-
istic. To a certain extent this is a developmental matter
but needs to be watched if the School is to avoid down-
stream log jams. It would also be useful to instigate a
cross school research seminar programme to foster col-
laborative research if this does not already exist.

Even with the increase in numbers of postgraduate stu-
dents there is still a question about the training and
experience of these individuals (and those that fol-
low them) in terms of the research culture across the
College of Medicine and Health. It would be advan-
tageous if the different Schools within the College
worked together on this, for example through shared
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supervision across disciplines. Indeed The Panel dis-
cussed the possibility of mandating cross collaborative
supervision.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

This is a relatively new School with a small staff group,
and recent change in Head. Most research/scholarship
activity falls within national or local level, but there is
an evident enthusiasm for research, and willingness to
explore possible collaborations across the two subject
areas and more widely. The staff group is also com-
paratively young and this is reflected in the level of
publications. However, a significant number are now
registered for PhD studies. Within the paperwork and
presentation seen by the Panel, both groups discussed
discipline specific research themes, and the Panel rec-
ommends, as an initial step, that these are refined and
focused to identify commonalities which become the
basis for a new cross School research strategy which
would then link to the College research strategy.

In comparison to some of the other Schools considered
by the Panel, Clinical Therapies is relatively fortunate
in terms of staff/student ratio. This is an opportunity
for staff to focus more activity on research, through
effective use of the Annual Performance Review proc-
ess (for example in terms of target number of publica-
tions, sabbatical planning, etc.). The Panel recognises
that, in a small department, the division of teaching
and research responsibilities can be difficult, but feels
that consideration of this process would be beneficial to
ensure that research is prioritised for the most produc-
tive individuals. An aspect of this is how teaching and
scholarship is recognised in terms of promotion and
whilst such decisions are unlikely to be made at School
level, the Panel believes it would be helpful for staff to
be cognisant of the issues. This, in turn, might facili-
tate directing staff to their strengths in terms of both
teaching and research.

With respect to research grant applications and publi-
cations, consideration needs to be given to the fostering
of strategic partnerships with staff out with the School,
especially those with a stronger track record of success-
ful submissions at an international level. This would
serve a number of functions including: the potential




for mentoring; support for writing for high impact
journals; becoming more focused in terms of research
themes/programmes; writing for and considering
research benefits for multiple audiences (e.g. clini-
cian, service user and academic audiences).

The focus of the department to date has been the
development of teaching programmes and staff exper-
tise to deliver these. There is now an opportunity
for the department to start becoming more engaged
with the external landscape, within Ireland, the UK,
Europe and internationally. For example, the new
Therapy Research document (Department of Health
and Children 2008) was referred to in the documen-
tation received, and it would be helpful if the depart-
mental strategy mapped directly onto this document

There are likely

to be other documents about national priorities (for

(for example timescales, themes).

example in fields of stroke, long term conditions,
mental health and wellbeing, dementia, children and
young people) which could inform the development
of research and scholarship.

Recommendations

1. To develop a single research strategy across the
School including both a funding and a publica-
tion strategy linking the aims of the School to
those of the College and University and against
external drivers in the wider Irish context more
generally.

2. To focus research, integrating themes across the
two Departments and, where possible, with those
of other schools in the College.

3. To further develop research collaborations across

the College.

4. To manage the balance between internal and
external PhD candidates, building capacity with-
out overwhelming supervisors.

5. To make the division of research and teaching
responsibilities transparent, with an expectation
of scholarship activity for all staff but to focus
research support on the most research active
members of staff.

6. To use Annual Performance Review as a process
to manage and direct the research and scholarship
activity of staff.

7. To engage with the rest of the College to optimise
support for postgraduate students through the
new College Graduate School.

8. To consider pump priming embryonic research
groupings to support the emergence of coherent
research themes.

Overall Conclusion

The School has made great progress since its incep-
tion in 2004. The initial phase has understandably
seen a focus on the setting up of the key under-
graduate programmes. The research profile has also
started developing but has, to date, been bottom up
i.e. concentrating on the interests of the individual
researcher. This is an ideal time to consolidate exist-
ing activity and provide focus to take the school into
its next phase.

SCHOOL OF CLINICAL THERAPIES

Quality Profile
METRICS |LEVEL
Published | % of pub- % of pub-
Output lished output | lished output
ranked 4 and | ranked 3 and
above above
25% 67%
Research 2
Related
Activities
Funding 2
Peer Esteem | % of staff % of staff
whose peer whose peer
esteem is esteem is
ranked at 4 ranked at 3
and above and above
0% 24%
Overall Assessment: Level 2
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SCHOOL OF DENTISTRY

Quality Profile

Published Output

The evolution of Clinical Dentistry as a research inten-

sive discipline is a relatively recent event and is signif-

icantly inhibited by the clinical and teaching contact
loads of staff. The latter vary between 80-100%, which
is atypical, even for Clinical Dentistry, where student-

staff ratios in teaching areas are by necessity high due

to the invasive nature of student procedures.

The Panel classified 33% of existing staff as research
active, but recognised that 4 current staff members
are studying for PhDs vocationally and one is due
to embark upon a PhD. This also has to be ana-
lysed within the context of only 9 of the existing
21.0 FTE academic staff having PhDs. Of staff with
PhDs 67% are research active.

One of the early career grade lecturers (currently
studying for a PhD), was classified as research active
according to this Panel’s criteria of 2 internationally
peer reviewed research publications.

The research active staff are performing at a level of
excellence and rigour that is comparable with the
best units in the UK and Europe, with 75% of them
making contributions of international excellence
that are likely to impact significantly upon research
and policy agendas.

Particular current strengths are the Oral Health
Services Research Centre (OHSRC), oral health
quality of life and dentofacial development areas.
The two former areas could build upon each others
strengths through increased collaboration and the
latter needs to maintain momentum.

Transparently absent is research in basic biologi-
cal and pathological processes of oral diseases, but
there is potential here (see below).

New areas with great potential include studies into
oral and systemic disease links, collaborating with
Biochemistry within Cork and also externally.
This particular area would be strengthened by the
appointment of a Chair in Oral Biology, which is a
key strategic objective in the Dental School strategic
plan, and one the Panel fully supports.

* 'There was a perceived lack of understanding about

what constituted a world leading or internation-
ally excellent research output across the School and
the Panel was unable to include some substantial,
robust and important outputs that clearly inform
public policy in Ireland. This was a particular fea-
ture of the OHSRC, where the nature of much of
the excellent work is such that it does not immedi-
ately lend itself to publication in international peer
reviewed journals and is in danger of understating
its impact and value due to the traditional nature of
outputs from such a discipline.

There was also an inevitable degree of joint publish-
ing amongst staff, which limited the abilities of staff
to identify independent outputs. This is always a
problem in research teams and one that the School
needs to consider for future strategic reviews.

A small number of staff are producing some excel-
lent work, which is truly collaborative and high
impact. Those collaborations are outwith national
collaborators and include UK, Europe and the USA.

Care needs to be exercised in future to ensure the
outputs have a truly international applicability and
are generalisable in their impact, rather than focus-
ing solely upon Irish populations.

Recommendations

1. It is strategically unwise to attempt to achieve

research activity from all staff in orphan disci-
plines like Dentistry and the Panel recommends a
model be developed whereby those with established
research track records and those with potential are
afforded protected research time and those who are
not research active, provide a higher commitment
to teaching.

2. The University needs to urgently develop a career

pathway that recognises excellence in teaching and
“world leading” teaching staff as equivalent in aca-
demic scholarship to world leading research staff
and this needs embedding within the establish-
ment’s culture.

. Given current teaching and clinical loads some

financial investment against an agreed strate-
gic research plan is necessary. The Dental School
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research strategy, which is currently in place, is
excellent and forward looking, but in the absence
of substantial financial investment by the Univer-
sity Centre it is overambitious and undeliverable.

4. The Panel recommends that the School focuses
on two research theme areas initially, where criti-
cal mass can develop further on existing levels of
international research excellence.

5. The Panel fully supports the positive ethos of
encouraging new career researchers to collabo-
rate within and outwith the University and rec-
ommends that such key staff, who are the future
researchers of the Dental School, be afforded pro-
tected research time, with a view to one or two
new themes emerging from their activities in the
future.

6. The Panel supports very strongly the appointment
of a Chair in Oral Biology, which if necessary
could be a joint appointment with Biochemis-
try/Biosciences to help grow inter-school col-
laborations, but this post should be based within
the Dental School. In order to attract high cali-
bre applicants a laboratory infrastructure should
be established (wet labs) and some pump prime
funding for technical support also provided.

7. The OHSRC is an internationally excellent cen-
tre and the Panel encourages greater collaboration
with Dentistry and the cross-transfer of expertise
and facilities for clinical trials.

Postgraduate Training

There has been a long track record of clinical and
taught postgraduate training programs, consistent
with a Dental School substantially funded for teach-
ing rather than research, and with very heavy clini-
cal commitments. Since 2007 there has been a very
impressive increase in research student numbers to
21 PhDs; 11 within the Dental School and 10 within
the Oral Health Services Research Centre (OHSRQ).
This represents an impressive and considerable com-
mitment by existing staff, but given teaching and
clinical loads is unlikely to be sustainable without a
negative impact upon teaching quality or high fail-

ure rates amongst PhD students. The Panel applauds
the positive manner in which the existing staft has
embraced this initiative, fully aware of the limited
time they have to deliver on the strategy and the lim-
ited central support currently in place to assist them.
‘The motivation and commitment of those staff is rec-
ognised by the review Panel.

The 10 PhD students within the OHSRC however
should perhaps not be considered under this panel as
well as under a Public Health panel and were unclear
why the OHSRC was being split in its submission.
This sends out an undesirable external message about
conflicts in focus and priorities, yet the Director of the
OHSRC and School of Dentistry have an extremely
positive, healthy and productive working relation-
ship, which is crucial to the future of both centres.

The 21 PhD students are currently being supervised
by a staff cohort of only 9 staff with PhDs and for 8
of those 9 staff, clinical teaching and service occupy
90% of their time. This is not sustainable without
adverse consequence for the students and the staff.

The College and University need to consider lobby-
ing health services for funds to support substantive
health service appointments in key areas, as has hap-
pened in Orthodontics.

The Panel strongly applauds the appointment of the
Director of the OHSRC as Research Director for the
Dental School, since this will lead to the develop-
ment of clear strategic research goals, governance sys-
tems, and provide a more structured training for early
career research staff.  This will be complementary
to the excellent research strategy now in place and
is essential to enable the conversion of this research
vision into reality.

In addition to the PhD students there are 6
DClinDent students. The latter represents a highly
innovative program which the Panel commends as
very forward looking and prestigious; it will however
place further burden on already over-committed staff.

The majority of the PhD students are new in 2008
and therefore it is not possible to assess conversion
rates to a completed thesis.
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All students have personal PC, internet and library
access and the facilities within the OHSRC are excep-
tional. Several students have a single supervisor, which
can be limiting and indeed dangerous from a pastoral
as well as professional development stand point.

The Panel was very concerned by a lack of functional
strategic support, guidance and policy within the Uni-
versity to underpin such a huge increase in PhD stu-
dent numbers. This seems to have been a reactive initia-
tive and one that has created vulnerability.

The Graduate School is currently “virtual” and likely to
remain so and the dissemination of existing guidelines,
such as the Code of Practice for Research Supervision
is vital, yet appears not to be happening down to school
level.

Recommendations

1. There is an urgent need to develop a fully functional
and proactive staff and student support service for
postgraduate PhD programs, which includes core
structured aspects of education in research meth-
odology, supervisor and mentor training, student
progress committees and procedures for managing
student complaints and concerns and for identify-
ing failing students.

2. Much of the above is planned, but should have been
in place before the drive to increase PhD student
numbers from 20% to 30% of student registrations.

3. The Panel recommends a move towards dual super-
vision, ideally involving co-supervisors from within
the College and wider University to encourage
cross-discipline collaboration and innovation as
well as a cross-discipline appreciation of the oppor-
tunities and challenges faced by individual schools.

4. There may be a need to reduce current PhD student
numbers, at least until younger staff have completed
their own PhDs and to ensure that a quality doc-
toral training is protected and staff have sufficient
time to spend with their PhD students.

Research Related Activities

There is a small cohort of staff who are not engaging
in research related activities consistent with their aca-
demic appointments. A small number are performing
at a world leading and internationally leading level
and the majority are delivering an impressive amount
of international and national activity. This profile is
entirely expected given:

* The apparent reliance of the health service entirely
upon academic staff for specialist care delivery, both
secondary and tertiary. Only two staff appear to be
funded from health services monies and they do
not appear on the UCC Dentistry FTE list and are
within the Orthodontic unit. There appears to be a
worryingly narrow view of Oral and Dental Health
within the government, that is not compatible with
a modern western healthcare economy, whereby
health service investment appears focused towards
Orthodontic services, apparently ignoring the high
prevalence rates of organic oral/dental diseases, such
as caries, periodontal diseases and tooth surface/
tooth loss.

* The existence of the Royal College of Surgeons of
Ireland supported by only two Irish Dental Schools.
The substantial portfolio of RCSI educational activ-
ities (surrounding national and international edu-
cation programs, examining and administration)
represents a considerable drain upon staff time and
resource.

The Panel were frankly astonished at the apparent reli-
ance of the national healthcare services upon UCC
staff to deliver specialist healthcare services to South-
ern Ireland. The University is therefore subsidising sub-
stantially the delivery of specialist oral health care and
this places unreasonable clinical loads on most clinical
academic staff. The only area exempt from this is the
OHSRC, and it is thus unsurprising that the OHSRC
is the major deliverer of research of international stand-
ing. There are clear lessons here.

The Panel also deduced that there was a significant
mis-match in health service funding between Dub-
lin and Cork Dental Schools/Hospitals and this is no




longer justifiable on historical grounds. The govern-
ment needs to address this issue urgently through
a transparent resource allocation model, or UCC
will struggle to move forward on the government’s
research agenda for a 4th level Ireland in Oral and
Dental Health. The latter are fundamental to general
health and wellbeing and the evidence base for this is
irrefutable.

Recommendations

1. The Panel strongly encourages UCC to urgently
engage in dialogue with national health service
funding agencies to establish a common resource
allocation model for southern Ireland, which is
equitable between the two national schools. Simi-
lar discussions also need to take place for educa-
tion funding, which the Panel gleaned from staff
may also be allocated in a historical rather than
formulaic model. This will release staff time in
Cork to engage in focused and productive research
programs.

2. The Panel advises staff to review the balance of
their research related activities and focus what
time they have towards delivering research out-
puts of high quality in international peer reviewed
journals.

3. The Panel encourages the staff of the School of
Dentistry to review the balance of their clinical,
teaching and research activities and to support the
Head of School in developing greater flexibility in
timetabling their activities, such that those pro-
ductive in research are released to work to their
strengths and those less focused on research, sup-
port research indirectly by delivering more sub-
stantial amounts of teaching and clinical service.

Funding

Research income generation is currently being gener-
ated by a few staff only and of those staff only one
or two are consistently performing as PIs. Over the
review period approximately €4.6 million has been
generated, which is a very respectable figure for Oral
and Dental Research. The majority of this income
(€4.0M) has been generated by the OHSRC and rep-

resents, in the view of the Panel, an exceptional per-

formance. There is an over reliance however on HRB
funding, which limits outputs to those more nation-
ally focused, rather than of international significance.
The recent move towards acquisition of funding
from non-Exchequer sources, such as NIH is to be
applauded.

Recommendations

1. The Dental School need to develop a culture of
external funding for their research. There are signs
that this is already in process, but it must continue
to evolve and this will necessitate collaborative
applications with other schools within UCC.

2. The OHSRC could help to develop a culture of
research income generation within the Dental
School and to guide and mentor staff in devel-
oping a funding portfolio. This should start with
smaller grant applications to develop pilot and
proof of principle data that may underpin large
grant applications.

3. The average research income generation per
research active staff member in the UK RAE
2008, was approximately £34K per annum, there-
fore staff should not be discouraged from seek-
ing external funding on the assumption that
large sums are necessarily required to fund their
work. Similarly, it is only necessary for one or two
staff to start generating regular research income
streams, to produce a signiﬁcant improvement in
R&D income generation.

4. The Panel encourages staff to talk to industry
about common areas of research and development
interest. In this regard they need to focus on their
key research strengths and be more opportunistic
in their approaches to industrial partners.

5. 'The Panel also supports the move by the OHSRC
to diversify their funding away from HRB fund-
ing towards European grants and those from
international sources such as NIH.

6. The international collaborations being developed
are a positive move and should evolve towards
joint PI applications for non-Exchequer funding
with collaborators.
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Peer Esteem

Levels of peer esteem are high and the Dental School
have been particularly successful in influencing inter-
national research agenda’s through appointments to
International Association for Dental Research (IADR)
Research Groups and also Irish Divisional activities
within the IADR. The latter is a unique opportunity
and the Panel encourages greater exploitation of such
international links in the development of international
research partnerships.

The Royal College of Surgeon’s activities are also ben-
eficial to the Dental School in terms of international
links, opportunities and reputation, but the staff
involved should ensure their large time commitments
taken up by such activities are focused as much as pos-
sible towards taking forward their research agenda.

Recommendations

1. Staff should reflect carefully on how peer esteem
is translating into research outputs and research
inputs (income generation) and should rationalise
their commitments to maximise tangible benefits in
terms of their research rather than their professional
reputations.

2. Staff should utilise their unique links into the JADR
to develop international collaborations as exempli-
fied by the publications on water line decontami-
nation, where European and international funding
and collaborative research outputs can provide a

tangible benefit.
Research Environment

There has been a demonstrable paradigm shift in the
research ethos of the School of Dentistry over the last
few years and the Panel congratulates the former and
in particular the current Head of School in managing
to move forward the research agenda without disengag-
ing staff. This achievement should not be underesti-
mated, and has been skillfully managed in a difficult
environment. The Panel detected a genuine research
culture developing amongst staff who have tradition-
ally not been research focused. The Panel congratulates
the staff on their positive engagement, their efforts to
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start moving outside their comfort zone and the sup-
port (through their positive actions) that they have
given the new Head of School in implementing such
positive changes.

There is a chronic shortage of wet laboratory space and
some degree of capital investment is needed to provide
a basic laboratory infrastructure, perhaps associated
with a new appointment in Oral Biology.

The materials science facility has improved but space is
modest and will severely limit further development in
this area. The enthusiasm of the former Head of School
after ten years of administration is impressive and
the Panel compliments this and the sabbatical period
afforded by UCC to help re-invigorate this area of tra-
ditional strength. However, there is a need to urgently
engage and train younger staff in this area, from both
Restorative Dentistry and Orthodontics, to try and
develop critical mass and succession planning. The aca-
demic Materials Scientist is key to these developments.

Recommendations

1. The Panel recommends that the former Head of
School consider developing further the collabora-
tions within UCC such that younger career staff
may benefit from materials science resources out
with the Dental School, to allow the continued
development of this area following the retirement
of the current leaders in this field within the Dental
School.

2. The development of a collaboration between an
early career research lecturer and the department of
Biochemistry is strategically astute and highly com-
mended. This has provided access to research facili-
ties and expertise outwith the Dental School and
is an excellent initiative. The Panel implores UCC
to positively encourage departments/research insti-
tutes (whose primary focus is research) to facilitate
dental academics and to support them in develop-
ing such collaborations, which are essential for the
future. Whilst the immediate benefits of such col-
laborations may take time to emerge and develop,
experience in Europe and North America supports
the positive outcomes of such basic-clinical science
partnerships as benefiting both parties.




3. UCC needs to seriously consider resourcing the
Dental School to achieve their strategic research
objectives, because a very modest investment
in this area will deliver disproportionately large
improvements in research outputs and thus rep-
resent excellent value for money. This is evidenced
by the demonstrable rapid rise in research qual-
ity in the UK in Schools where the University
Centres have invested in dental research and the
stasis/decline in Dental Schools where there has
been no such investment. Current teaching and
clinical loads will not enable the Dental School to
sustain its improved performance and the positive
changes seen in their research ethos and environ-
ment in recent years. In excess of 700 hours teach-
ing contact time in Dentistry per year and up to
560 hours spent on clinical service are not a recipe
for growing research, yet the potential is substan-
tial and the desire amongst staff is clearly evident.
The benefits of reduced teaching and clinical loads
in dental research are evident from the success of

the OHSRC model.
Overall Assessment
Overall Research Activity and Performance

The overall assessment is that the majority of research
activity is of a good standard of scholarship and vir-
tually all other research activity is of a fair standard of
scholarship. However, there is a small but significant
amount of activity that is of an excellent standard.
There is a need to increase the number of research
active staff, but this will require investment pump
priming to reduce teaching and clinical loads. The
attitude of the staff is extremely positive and there
has been an impressive shift in ethos towards a more
research focused atmosphere in recent years.

Issues

The major issues the Panel identified related to inhibi-
tory teaching and clinical loads, a need for cross-
college and University collaboration with centres of
excellence, such as Biochemistry, Food and Nutri-
tional Sciences and the Tyndall National Institute,
and a need to develop agreed work balance models
that allow research active staff more time for research

and which protect early career lecturer’s research
time. The health service funders must look towards
ways in which they can fund the services they receive
from academic UCC employed staff, and the Uni-
versity must urgently develop the Graduate School
support networks and encourage dual supervision of

PhD students.
Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to the
following issues:

1. The School of Dentistry should try not to develop
too many research theme areas, but focus critical
mass into two areas presently and allow future
areas to evolve in a supportive and collaborative

manner.

2. The development of a work distribution model
that maximises the strengths and interests of indi-
vidual staff in either research or teaching.

3. Collaborative opportunities within UCC for
grant funding/research involving Dentistry are
significant, in areas such as Biochemistry, Food
& Nutritional Sciences and the Tyndall National
Institute.

4. Joint supervision of PhD students cross-specialty.
Dentistry should avail themselves of the systems
and support processes being developed currently
by the Graduate School, in particular with respect
to structured courses, mentoring and supervision,
progress review boards etc.

5. 'Those staff more prolific in their publishing should
focus on quality, even if this is at the expense of
quantity.

6. Early career researchers should have protected
research time.

7. Clinical service commitments should be reduced
for staff active in research and early career
researchers.

8. Staff should explore non-exchequer funding
streams. Even modest sums of grant income will
provide pilot data to build capacity and underpin
applications for larger grants.
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SCHOOL OF DENTISTRY

Quality Profile

METRICS

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

4 and above

% of published output ranked 3

and above

30%

75%

2. | Research Related Activities

b

Funding

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

20%

39%

Overall Assessment: Level 3/4




CATHERINE McCAULEY SCHOOL OF NURSING AND MIDWIFERY

Quality Profile
Published Output

Of the 46 staff submitted, 15 (32%) were determined
as ‘research active’; 9 (20%) as ‘early career research-
ers’ and 22 (48%) as ‘not research active’. The Panel
believes this to be a typical profile of schools of nursing
internationally. For a relatively new school the Panel
believes that the research outputs in general demon-
strate a significant contribution to the discipline and
are of a very good standard of rigour. 63.5% of pub-
lications are of an international standard. There were
63 published outputs from 46 staff submitted' in the
review period. Of these 15 staff (30%) (designated as
research active) produced 45 of these outputs (71%).
The outputs have had or are likely to have a signifi-
cant impact on research or policy agendas. The out-
puts show a good degree of initiative, support and the
beginnings of collaboration.

Whilst there is some evidence of collaborative work-
ing among research staff the potential for collabo-
rative working leading to co-authored outputs is
not being maximised. The Panel would therefore
hope that small groups of scholars would begin to
work together more formally in their publications to
enhance the potential international impact of the out-
puts. There is evidence of the beginnings of methodo-
logical themes emerging, and the group may want to
consider further developing methodological expertise
in particular areas and become nationally and inter-
nationally known for these, for example Grounded
Theory and historical research. The work on ‘ethics
and philosophic analysis’ is world-leading and needs

to be highlighted as a key strength of the School.
Issues for the school to consider are:

There is a need to focus on the early career research-
ers and identify strategies to enable their growth as
research active staff.

A decision needs to be made about staff who are non-
research active and their role in and contribution to

1 Although 50 staff are listed in the School submission
document, only 46 curriculum vitae were submitted and thus it is this
number the Panel worked on (the missing CVs relate to staff on mater-
nity or long-term sick leave).

research. The inclusive approach to staff in research
adopted by the university (i.e. all staff included in
research) does not appear to help the School develop
its research profile and focus its activities and support
of those staff who are research active.

Postgraduate Training

The Panel was very impressed with the focus and
attention on postgraduate training. The number of
students has increased from 2 to 17 in the review
period. The number of students completing the doc-
toral studies is low, however, 2 students are due to
complete the doctoral studies in 2009 and a further 2
students are due to complete in 2010. There appears
to be a good infrastructure for supporting doctoral
education and research. There was clear evidence of
a strong collegial environment for doctoral research
that is highly valued by students and staff.

Issues that the school should consider in terms of
future development and growth are:

* There is a need to increase the numbers of staff
who are qualified to supervise doctoral students.
Currently this is reliant on a few and this needs
to change if the capacity for doctoral education
is to grow. 'The Panel understands that the cur-
rent focus is on staff from the School gaining doc-
toral qualifications but questions the sustainabil-
ity of that model in the medium term without the
growth in senior staff.

e There is clear evidence of students receiving
research training. The Panel would recommend
the formalisation of this training.

* In order to develop the diversity of intellectual
input the Panel would like to see an increased
focus on ‘non-staff” doctoral students. However,
The Panel recognises that this relates to the need
to increase capacity of senior staff in the School.

* A large number of students have graduated from
taught Masters programmes (less so from research
Masters) and the Panel would like to see a greater
connection being made between graduates from
these programmes and doctoral applicants.

4
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Research Related Activities

The School of Nursing & Midwifery has established
itself in a strong leadership position in nursing nation-
ally and staff in the School have participated or lead
a number of Irish nursing policy or strategy develop-
ments. It has established good international con-
nections and it has clearly benefited from the strong
relationship it has developed with Professor Joyce Fitz-
patrick who has worked collaboratively with the Head
of School in developing its strategic position. There is
a high rate of conference attendance among staff. A
number of staff have organised conference activities
and academic meetings/events. Staff also participate in
peer-review activities and a number of staff are mem-
bers of international editorial boards.

Issues that the school should consider are:
* Continue to increase editorial board membership.

* Increase the number of cross-university and exter-
nal collaborations.

* Increase the connections between scholarship activ-
ities (e.g. conference attending, meetings, editorial
activities) and research activities. What the Panel
means here is: there are a few staff who have a high
rate of conference attendance but few associated
research outputs in the form of peer-reviewed pub-
lications (some of these fall into the ‘not research
active’ category because of their lack of publication
outputs). This needs to be addressed.

Funding

The School has a good track record in grant acquisi-
tion. These grants come from a wide range of sources
largely within Ireland. Fifty-nine grants were awarded
in the period, ranging from €750 to over €4million?
with a large number of grants being <€5000. This grant
profile reflects a dominance of relatively small grants
being acquired by staff.

Whilst on one hand this profile reflects the stage of
development of the School (and is to be applauded) on
the other hand it raises some issues that the School may
need to pay attention to:

2 This was a multi-site collaborative grant and so a significantly
less figure was awarded to the UCC School of nursing in particular
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* The focus on small grants can ‘drain’ resources of
the School and have a negative impact on the acqui-
sition of larger international grants. What the Panel
means here is that a similar amount of administra-
tion is needed for a small grant as is needed for a
large one. With limited infrastructure available to
manage research grants this needs to be given seri-
ous consideration as a viable strategy.

* 'There is little evidence of small grants being used as
a platform for larger grants. There is some beginning
evidence of this but the Panel would recommend
this as a deliberate strategy for moving forward.

 'There is a tendency towards a dependency on ‘in-
house’ grants among staff and this needs to be chal-
lenged. It is perfectly appropriate for this approach
for junior staff who are getting established but other
staff should be applying to external competitive
sources.

e The major grants are awarded to a small (2-3)
number of senior staff in the School, whilst other
senior staff have little or no record of grant acquisi-
tion. This needs to be addressed.

 'There is little evidence of multidisciplinary/collab-
orative grants and the Panel is confident from its
discussions with staff that this is a future focus for
the School. Clearly, increasing the number of sen-
ior staff, ensuring that existing senior staff develop
collaborative relationships and having existing
staff complete their doctoral studies will help this
objective.

Peer Esteem

In this category the Panel focused on the ways in which
staff had their work recognised by others (internal and
external to the university). There is clear evidence of
staff being recognised for their work. The majority of
staff (45.6%) have national recognition, reflected in
conference invitations, participation in policy develop-
ment and contribution to strategy and practice devel-
opment locally and nationally. Fewer staff are having
an impact internationally. A significantly high number
of staff (24%) are having little or no impact locally or
nationally and this needs to be addressed.




Issues for the school to consider are:

* The School should review its range of partnerships
and collaborations and explore ways in which the
national recognition can be built upon towards an
international standard.

* There is a need to explore the reasons why a signif-
icant number of staff do not appear to be having
their work recognised by peers. The Panel would
suggest that this is addressed in a performance
review strategy.

e Staff who may not be ‘research active’ or ‘early
career researchers’ should still be able to con-
tribute to scholarly activities that can impact
on policy and practice. Thus strategies should
be explored to identify ways in which the 24%
of staff who appear not to be having an impact,
can be helped to develop knowledge translation,
knowledge transfer/exchange and practice devel-
opment profiles.

Research Environment

The School of Nursing & Midwifery is located in an
excellent facility — the Brookfield Campus. The phys-
ical facilities available are of an excellent quality, pro-
viding creative and useful space for the research activ-
ities of the School. The majority of doctoral students
are staff so currently there is little pressure on the pro-
vision of work-space for doctoral students. However,
the Panel is satisfied that the School can meet this
demand when the doctoral student profile changes in
the future. The environment is very supportive and
staff and students voluntarily described the quality of
the support provided and valued this highly. The rela-
tionship with Professor Joyce Fitzpatrick (USA) has
clearly benefited the research activities of the School
and the mentorship and guidance provided is evident.
An excellent collegial environment exists.

Some issues that the School should consider are:

* Alarge number of days (approx 1,000) were lost to
sickness and absence in the period.’

3 The Panel did accept this is outside the control of the
School but felt the issue should be highlighted.

* Some staff identified the need for more mentor-
ship of newly graduated doctoral students to help
them develop as supervisors. A mentorship pro-
gramme for these staff would be encouraged.

* 'The library facilities are excellent. However, the
Panel believes there is more that could be done
to extend the nature of the relationships between
library staff and academic staff in supporting
research activities, for example, library/infor-
mation specialists working collaboratively with
research staff as a member of the research team.
This would have benefits for all involved.

* The School currently uses a ‘development fund’ to
support research activities. This fund is particu-
larly important for staff who are doing PhDs. It
appears that this fund is currently under ‘threat’
and the loss of this fund would have serious impli-
cations for the School and its ability to support
so many doctoral students who are staff members.
The Panel recommends that this development
fund is allowed to continue.

Overall Assessment
Recommendations

Recommendations have been made throughout the
report relating to specific areas of activity. However,
in considering these specific recommendations, over-
arching recommendations that the Panel would high-

light are:

1. The School is supporting too many research
themes in its existing strategy. However, the
themes proposed by the College of Medicine and
Health appear to be too narrow and ‘medical’ to
reflect the diversity of research potential in the
School of Nursing. The Panel recommends there-
fore that the School explores ways of focusing its
research activities around 2-3 key themes that can
dovetail with those of the College of Medicine
and Health but are not embedded in them.

2. Serious consideration needs to be given to how
the School balances the demands of teaching with
research.  Currently the university operates an
inclusive model (i.e. all staff being research active)
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and the evidence from this review would suggest
that this does not benefit the research profile of the
school. A more ‘exclusive’ model may have greater
benefit (i.e. focus on those staff who are research
active and early career researchers) and build their
potential as internationally recognised researchers.

3. A parallel strategy should be considered for those

staff who are ‘not research active’ through a focus
on knowledge transfer, knowledge exchange and
knowledge utilisation activities with an emphasis
on multidisciplinary activity. These scholarly activi-
ties can be used to enhance teaching activities, cre-

ate greater engagement with peers and industry
and provide a platform for these staff to potentially
develop a research profile.

. 'The School of Nursing & Midwifery is having much

success in its research endeavours and has much to
be proud of nationally and internationally. It is the
view of the Panel that these successes are not being
profiled to their full extent and the Panel recom-
mends that the School develops a stronger external
communication strategy to profile its work, develop
external collaborations and build its potential as an
international leader.

CATHERINE McCAULEY SCHOOL OF NURSING AND MIDWIFERY

Quality Profile
METRICS LEVEL

1. | Published Output % of published output ranked 4 | % of published output ranked 3
and above and above
11% 65%

2. | Research Related Activities 3

3. | Funding 2

4. | Peer Esteem % of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above ranked at 3 and above
17% 30%

Overall Assessment: Level 3
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SCHOOL OF PHARMACY

The School of Pharmacy comprises 15 academic staff
and eight research staff. The review focuses only on
the academic staff. In general all sections reflect the
staff profile with smaller numbers of senior staff with
established areas of expertise and larger numbers of
junior and middle ranking staff who are in early or
mid career.

Quality Profile
Published Output

The overall profile for research active staff is relatively
strong with individuals producing work of consider-
able originality which is world leading and published
in very high impact journals. Of the five staff with
little or no published output at an international or
national standard (i.e. classified as research inactive),
one has secured significant grant income during the
past year and three are supervising PhD students so it
would therefore be expected that subsequent research
reviews would present a different picture. By catego-
rising the staff as currently research active, research
inactive or early career, and taking into account their
stage of career, it can be seen that those with limited
outputs of a lower quality are generally performing at
the expected level.

Postgraduate Training

There is evidence of generally good performance in
postgraduate training. The School has introduced
two taught MSc programmes since it was established
as well as developing and delivering the undergradu-
ate curriculum. Despite the high teaching contact
hours of the staff, they are supervising a good and
increasing cohort of PhD students, currently approxi-
mately 16, of whom half are funded by IRCSET stu-
dentships. Three members of staff generate income
through teaching on professional development
courses, for example nurse prescribing, to generate
funding for student stipends. This is commended but
has opportunity costs and may not be a long term
option.

PhD and other student research is reportedly used to
generate pilot data to support subsequent grant appli-
cations, which is again commended.

It is as yet too early to report on successful stu-
dent completion but there is evidence that the more
experienced staff have had successful completions
elsewhere.

PhD workload is unevenly distributed across staff.
Two holders of lecturer posts have no current PhD
students.

UCC is moving towards a more structured PhD
programme which has been implemented to a vary-
ing extent across Colleges and Schools. The School
of Pharmacy has been one of the earlier adopters of
the more structured, quality assured format, and rec-
ognition of a four year period of study as the norm.
This is again commended. It is unclear to what extent
PhD peer support groups are facilitated e.g. discus-
sion forums. The physical environment for PhD stu-
dents is good with modern write up facilities and per-
sonal desk spaces as well as laboratory space where
required.

There is no explicit strategy for career development
beyond successful PhD completion. New postdoc-
toral fellowships awarded by the Irish Exchequer
should provide opportunity for further increasing
staff capacity and nurturing potential highflyers.

Research Related Activities

The general performance in research related activi-
ties is good. Given the relative newness of the School
and the profile of seniority amongst the staff (i.e.
three Professors and two Senior Lecturers compared
to ten Lecturer grade staff) it is not surprising that
many staff members have yet to develop a portfolio
of research related activities such as presenting invited
papers, being members of Editorial Boards etc. Three
members of staff are very active with a broad range of
relevant excellent, scholarly, and professional activi-
ties. However all staff, particularly those at the senior
level should seek an appropriate balance of academic
roles beyond their immediate research and accept
opportunities wherever possible. It is only in this
way that the external reputation of the School will be
raised more widely, and importantly internationally.
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Funding

The School has an excellent record of external research
funding and shows a good year-on-year increase,
reflecting staffing establishment. In the last year
research income equates to approximately €400,000
per academic post-holder. However there is an over reli-
ance on Irish Exchequer funding which represents 80%
of the total funding during the census period (Internal
funding 6%, Industry 7%, International 7%), and in
the last year 93% (Internal funding 3%, Industry 4%).

In the census period one member of staff has brought
in 43% of the funding and a second 16%. Overall 86%
of funding has been brought in by five members of staff
as lead applicants. Excluding three ‘research inactive’
staff who are only relatively recently appointed, four
members of staff have each brought in less than 1% of
the funding.

Reasons for this could be explored e.g. reviewing work-
load to ensure individual expertise is appropriately
channelled and research income is optimised.

Peer Esteem

This profile reflects the immaturity of the School and
the numbers of junior staff, with a majority having
a peer esteem rating of 2 or less. In general, but not
always, this is the level commensurate with their stage
of career. Three members of staff have outstanding or
excellent impact and recognition beyond Ireland, and
they should be regarded as role models for more junior

staff.
Research Environment

Overall the research environment is considered to be
good. The purpose built facility is an asset with ade-
quate equipment to support scientific research. There
has been recent acquisition of some large state of the art
items of equipment with some only recently commis-
sioned and not yet in full use.

There is however much that should be improved. For
example the animal facilities are located three miles
away making research with small animals inefficient
and sometimes impossible and limiting the grants for

which applications can be made. A state of the art
animal facility with an appropriate SPF unit attached,
for breeding for example mutant mice, is essential and
should ideally be co-located with laboratories. There is
also a need for additional technical support not only
for the growing range of specialised equipment (as
above), but also for computing. Furthermore the lack
of a server for research staff and a centralised automatic
backup system for research data presents challenges for
research governance and data security. The Panel has
been advised that there are core recommended options
for staff, such as the use of national university networks
for backup, but this does not seem to have been well
communicated to the wider staff, who reported the use
of personal external hard drives for this purpose.

The high teaching load of approximately 300 contact
hours per annum for key leading research active staff
limits their ability to build teams and compromises
time for dedicated research. It also affects the ethos of
the School. It may not be appropriate to expect all aca-
demic staff to conduct research or to lead individual
programmes.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

Our comments reflect that some of the research is of
an excellent standard but it should be appreciated that
some of the remaining activity is fair rather than good.

Four members of the academic staff have CVs with evi-
dence of excellent standards of scholarship and inno-
vative research and the vast majority of other staff are
engaged in some research activity. One member of
staff, currently without published output of national
or international standard, has recently generated sig-
nificant grant income and it is appreciated that there
is always a lag between gaining research awards and
generating output.

Issues

e The score of 3/4 is considered an excellent one to
have achieved during the short time frame of the
School’s existence. However whilst there are areas
of research excellence, there is also a wide spread of
areas of interest and lack of critical mass in any one
area.




o There is every indication that the score will

increase as greater proportions of staff become
research active and increase the quantity and
quality of their research output and other activi-
ties to match those of the strongest members of
staff. It is unclear if there is a structured approach
to this through regular staff appraisal, identifica-
tion of career development needs and training,.

* 'The staff strategy as included in the written sub-

mission suggests all staff should have their own
team by 2012.
achievable, desirable or sustainable. In contrast
the overview from the Head of School highlighted
the need for coherence, consolidation and concen-

The Panel queries whether is

tration. The Panel would support these principles
to which it would add collaboration.

* The high teaching workload has been identified

by the School themselves as a rate limiting factor
to developing more research, and there is a ten-
sion between this and the expectation that all
staff will become research team leaders. Consid-
eration should be given to reducing the teaching
load of key research staff and to increasing the
staff establishment to provide additional teach-
ing capacity. This does not mean that researchers
should not teach; the Panel strongly believes in the
holistic academic model which combines, teach-
ing, research and contribution to the wider aca-
demic community, but the relative balance across
these activities will vary depending on individu-
als’ strengths, and stage of career, to the mutual
benefit of the individual and the University.

Other concerns highlighted by the School and
supported by the reviewers are the distance from
the School to the animal facilities and lack of spe-
cific technical support.

Recommendations

1. It is recommended that consideration be given to

identifying the areas of real potential and devel-
oping critical mass around these with the overall
objective of increasing international visibility and
being recognised as a centre of research excellence.
This would not necessarily preclude the develop-
ment of new ideas and support for more minor-

2.

3.

ity areas, but the areas of excellence would be the
focus for future investment and support e.g. in
strategic staff development, new appointments,
facilities and equipment.

Whilst the written submission includes clini-
cal practice and practice research as part of the
research strategy, in practice to date there appears
to have been a greater emphasis on the traditional
science based areas rather than the pharmaceu-
tical care and pharmacy practice research pro-
grammes. The staff in this area emphasised their
particularly high teaching loads. This programme
of work would benefit from greater theoretical
underpinning through linkage with disciplines
such as health economics, health psychology, and
sociology, and greater relevance to the needs of
the health service through links with other health
care groups, especially medicine and nursing and
their professional pharmacy bodies.

Within the scientific areas of pharmaceutics
(drug delivery), pharmaceutical/medicinal chem-
istry, pharmacology, immunology and microbi-
ology, consideration should be given to reducing
the range of topics, developing a true molecule
to medicine to man approach, and linking to
the pharmacy practice team. Ideally this should
be aligned to a thematic vertical strand linked to
existing Centres in the University such as the Ali-
mentary Probiotic Centre. In this way a critical
mass would be developed leading to international
esteem and recognition.

In order to achieve the above a more detailed stra-
tegic plan for the School of Pharmacy should be
produced to address both research and teaching
goals for the next 5-10 years. It should support the
main objectives of the wider College and Univer-
sity strategic plans and include for example:

a. Research direction and focus

b. Interaction between the groups in the
School and between the School and the
wider University to add depth to the
research
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c. Staff development, support, career progres-
sion, and succession planning

d. Relevance of research to wider professional
needs

e. Building external relationships with other
academic institutions, the industry, the
research funders and the profession

f. Mechanisms to achieve agreed objectives
such as the establishment of a School research
committee

g. Addressing the conflicting demands of deliv-
ering quality teaching and research with only
a relatively small staff base.

5. Whilst it is not within the remit of the Panel to
address teaching issues, and the Panel has not been
fully informed about this area of activity, there
might be opportunities to work more efficiently in
teaching without compromising quality through
use of technology based pedagogy to supplement
the small group teaching,.

Overall Conclusion

The overall conclusion of the Panel is that the School

should be congratulated on their achievements since
the School was established in 2003.

However the current research reputation of the School
is concentrated around a small number of key individu-
als some of whom were already established before mov-
ing to Cork. This leaves the School in a vulnerable posi-
tion. It is essential that a structured approach should to
be taken to succession planning to identify and support
a cadre of future senior members of staff with similar
international profiles and areas of research excellence.

The strategic plan should be agreed and reviewed regu-
larly, including the contribution of individuals to deliv-
ering on School objectives.

In order to fully achieve its undoubted potential, the
School must be supported by the College and Univer-
sity with further investment in staff and facilities. In
particular state of the art animal facilities are essential
for the conduct of world class research.

SCHOOL OF PHARMACY
Quality Profile
METRICS LEVEL
1. | Published Output % of published output ranked 4 | % of published output ranked 3
and above and above
64% 74%
2. | Research Related Activities 3
3. | Funding 4

4, | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

20%

27%

Overall Assessment: Level 3/4




CONCLUSION

Overarching Issues And Recommendations For
All Units Assessed

ter dialogue, gain support for relevant research,
help embed research into practice and establish

) research outputs on the international stage.
1. The Panel noted that there was much potential for

inter-departmental, cross-school, and cross-col-
lege, research collaboration which was currently
unexploited. The Panel identified research foci in
each school that had the potential to be developed
as interdisciplinary research areas (for example,
areas of work in nursing [e.g. cancer research] that
could be developed in collaboration with phar-
macy and medicine; dental/oral health and food
sciences; periodontal research and biochemistry;
clinical therapies and engineering). Our dis-
cussions with the Head of the College of Medi-
cine indicate that this is a key focus of his future
research strategy and the Panel fully endorses this.
However, the Panel believes there is much work to
be done in creating a collaborative and collegiate
research community and that this needs proactive
facilitation and financial incentivisation.

In building a collaborative community of research-
ers the Panel noted the potential for the develop-
ment of a ‘Health Services Research Institute’ as
a means of formalising collaborations internal
to the University, nationally and internationally.
Examples of these research institutes exist in the
UK (such as the UKCRC Public Health Research
Centre of Excellence, Northern Ireland; the Scot-
tish Health Research Networks http://www.ukerc.
org/infrastructure/networks/crnscotland.aspx;

and HealthQWest (cross-Institutional research
consortium) at Glasgow Caledonian University
The identified

high quality researchers in all units of assessment

www.healthqwest.org/). Panel
and there is much potential to further build the
expertise of these researchers, strengthen their col-
laborations and secure major grants to establish a
UCC-based Health Services Research Institute as
a world-leading research centre.

The Panel identified the need for researchers
across all units of assessment to grow their aware-
ness of the wider context in which research takes
place. It is necessary for researchers in the cur-
rent academic and societal context to proactively
engage with policy makers in order to build bet-

Most schools/centres have a good track record in
securing research funding and the Panel acknowl-
edges in particular those successes with European
programmes. However, there is a tendency to be
over-reliant on the Irish HSE for research fund-
ing. The Panel believes this to be a ‘risky’ strat-
egy given the insecurity of HSE funding and
the potential knock-on effect on the availabil-
ity of research resources. The Panel recommends
therefore that a proactive strategy should be put
in place to ensure that researchers are aware of,
and participate in, international political, policy
and strategic agendas that can impact on research
funding in particular and also that there is more
proactive approach to lobbying and engaging with
international research funders (e.g. The Wellcome

Trust).

The Panel was impressed with the efforts made
to engage in research by staff with demanding
teaching loads, often well above the University’s
expected norm of 150 contact hours per year. The
Panel is aware that the University does not oper-
ate a workload model for the allocation of differ-
ent components of academic activity and this is
problematic for a number of the schools/centres
(as highlighted in individual School reports).
The Panel recommends that the University and/
or College consider the adoption of a workload
model to guide decision-making. In adopting
such a model, The Panel strongly recommends
that the University ‘protects’ research-active staff
and early career grade researchers. The Panel is
aware of other universities, both in the UK and
internationally, that have adopted such a strategy
and that this has been highly successful in build-
ing research capacity, maximising research income
and ensuring high-quality research outputs, with-
out compromising teaching quality. Currently, all
School staff are considered by the University to be
‘research active’. However, based on the criteria
the Panel developed to guide the review (based on
international evidence and experience) up to 50%
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of existing staff in different Schools are deemed to
be non-research active. As the University progresses
its research strategy it will be important to consider
the impact of this large group of non-research active
staff on the overall assessment of performance (les-
sons learned from the UK Research Assessment
Exercise [RAE] are important to consider in this
respect). Two important issues to consider in mov-
ing forward in this way are:

h. Implement effective management of aca-
demic staff through the development of stra-
tegic plans and a performance review system

b. Build in flexibility in time-tabling in order to
maximise academic impact.

Overt valuing and rewarding of teaching, peda-
gogy, enterprise, knowledge translation and knowl-
edge exchange activities through the development
of a parallel career track for ‘non-research active’
academic staff.

The Panel identified that the units submitted in
Panel C did not make the most of academic enter-
prise, knowledge transfer and knowledge exchange
activities. Indeed in discussions with members of
the university senior management team, the Panel
identified a lack of recognition of the potential of
these activities. The Schools submitted in Panel C
have the capability to capitalise on academic enter-
prise, knowledge transfer and exchange activities.
Indeed these activities can achieve the following:
(i) enhance a school’s research profile (in terms of
recognition for its commitment to engagement
with industry and service partners and the transla-
tion of new knowledge into practice); (ii) act as a
platform for building research profiles and research
income streams through engagement with collabo-
rative partners and (iii) provide a focus of activity
for school staff who do not have/may not wish to
develop a formal research career. The Panel strongly
recommends that these opportunities are explored
and their potential maximised.

. 'The Panel were concerned that the University Grad-

uate School appears to operate as a ‘virtual entity’
without significant authority for the way in which
doctoral programmes are managed within Colleges/

Schools. The Panel recommends that the univer-
sity considers how the research experience of post-
graduate students is managed. The Panel recom-
mends that the Graduate School is the ‘hub’ of such
management and should have its role enhanced as
such and with clear authority and accountability for
doing so. The Panel identified a variety of issues
pertaining to the management of the progression of
doctoral students and the monitoring of the qual-
ity of supervision (identified in individual school
reports) that could be addressed through an effec-
tive Graduate School with responsibility for the
management of rigorous governance structures and
processes. Examples of effective graduate schools
exist in universities in the UK and the Panel would
be keen to recommend such models where they
exist.

Summary

Overall, the Panel was impressed with the commit-
ment and passion for research that it experienced in the
individual schools. Many of these schools are ‘new’ to
research and the Panel has tried as far as possible to
take this into consideration in this review and recom-
mendations. All the schools are in a strong position to
develop and each has a sound platform upon which to
build. The Panel has made a variety of recommenda-
tions, specific to the individual schools, but also rec-
ommendations for the College and the University Sen-
ior Management Team. The Panel believes that with
focused strategic planning and decision-making these
schools have an excellent research future and the poten-
tial to make significant international contributions.
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Panel members

Professor Brian Clark (CHAIR), Institute of
Molecular Biology, University of Aarhus, Denmark

Professor Daniela Corda, Dipto. Di Biologia Cel-
lulare ed Oncologia, Consorzio Mario Negri Sud,
Italy

Professor Antoine Danchin, Départment Genomes
et Genetique, Institut Pasteur, France

Professor Rod Dimaline, School of Biomedical Sci-
ences, University of Liverpool, UK

Professor John Mitchell, School of Biosciences,
University of Nottingham, UK

Professor ~ Seren Molin, Department of Sys-
tems Biology, Technical University of Denmark,
Denmark

Professor Daniela Rhodes, MRC Laboratory of
Molecular Biology, University of Cambridge, UK

Dr. Clare Stanford, Department of Pharmacology,
University College London, UK

Professor Jerry Wells, Head of Host-Microbe-
Interactomics Group, Wageningen University, The

Netherlands

Professor Gary Williamson, Department of Food
Science/ Functional Foods, University of Leeds, UK

Dr. Susan Wray, Senior Investigator, Neuroscience,
National Institutes of Health, Maryland, USA

Site visit

The site visit was conducted over 3.5 days from 23 — 26

February 2009 and included visits to departmental and

library facilities in UCC and meetings with:

Dr. Michael Murphy, President

Professor Paul Giller, Registrar & Senior Vice-Pres-
ident Academic

Mr. Diarmuid Collins, Bursar

Professor Peter Kennedy, Vice-President for
Research Policy & Support

Professor Michael Berndt, Head, College of Medi-
cine & Health

* Mr. Brendan Cremen, Office of Technology
Transfer

* Professor Stephen Fahy, Chair, Academic Council
Research Committee

* Mr. John Fitzgerald, Librarian

* Professor Patrick Fitzpatrick, Head, College of Sci-
ence, Engineering & Food Science

e Ms. Michelle Nelson, Head, Graduate Studies
Office

* Mr. Mark Poland, Director, Office of Buildings and
Estates

* Dr. Norma Ryan, Director, Quality Promotion
Unit

e Professor Kevin Cashman, Head of School, and
staff of School of Food & Nutritional Sciences

* Professor Richard Greene, Head of Department,
and staff of Department of Anatomy

* Dr. Patrick Harrison, Acting Head of Department,
and staff of Department of Physiology

* Professor Anita Maguire, Head of Institute, and
staff of ABCRF

* Professor Rosemary O’Connor, Head of Depart-
ment, and staff of Department of Biochemistry

* Professor Fergal O’Gara, Head of Department, and
staff of Department of Microbiology

* Professor Frank van Pelt, Head of Department,
and staff of Department of Pharmacology &
Therapeutics

An exit presentation of the principal findings of the
Panel was made to the Heads of Centres and depart-
ments in the afternoon of the fourth day.

@



ABCRF: ANALYTICAL & BIOLOGICAL CHEMICAL RESEARCH FACILITY

Panel D Members
¢ Professor Brian Clark
¢ Professor Daniela Rhodes

* Professor Daniela Corda
Introduction: Scope and context of this review

In general, assessments were made difficult by the
written information provided and the schedule of the
site visit. 'The required entries specified in the report
form generated a huge number of pages in which rel-
evant information such as the research of each PI was
lost amongst a sea of much less important details such
as meeting attendance. In future, a better designed
report form should be used so that the relevant infor-
mation about the research and teaching is accessible
to the reviewers in a concise format. Besides the criti-
cism of the report format, the evaluation was further
made difficult by incomplete submissions by staff
members. Although instructions were provided for
preparing the report not all Units adhered to this.
For some units relevant information such as the brief
summary on each PI achievements, three best publi-
cations and, importantly, a summary of their signif-
icant and innovative results, and strategic plans for
the next five years, were missing in many cases. The
evaluation was further made unsatisfactory by the
short time allocated to visiting the units and talking
to the staff. However, ABCRF performed very well in
reporting appropriately as requested by the Quality
Promotion Committee.

ABCRE is a praiseworthy initiative by the University.
Overall the Panel was very impressed by the report
and the presentation of the unit by the Director. She
demonstrated a great talent as a motivated, enthu-
siastic leader fully aware of the work of her depart-
ment. Our meeting with the scientific staff made a
similar strongly positive impression on us. Although
the unit’s research has a strong technical element they
play and will play an important role via their chem-
istry-biology-pharmacy interface. In particular the
advanced training programme is of great benefit to
the pharmaceutical industry and hence to the Irish
society.

Quality Profile
Published Output

The Panel appreciates that this is a new initiative and
this is reflected in the modest number of publica-
tions. Significant weight was thus laid on future plans
and potential. Future publication policy needs to be
more ambitious.

Postgraduate Training

The Panel was impressed by the quality and motiva-
tion of the students and by the fact that many came
from outside Ireland.

Funding

The funding is clearly excellent, but primarily from
Irish funding agencies or industry. In future EU

funding should be applied for.
Peer Esteem

The Panel felt unable to evaluate this question
accurately.

Research Environment

The Panel was very impressed by the facilities and the
enthusiasm of the principal investigators.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The strengths of the Unit include the great leadership
and enthusiasm of all the staff. These include also the
high motivation and quality of the students and post-
doctoral fellows. The different projects appear to have
great potential; the Unit has a well-formulated strate-
gic plan for the next five years; the unit aims at excel-
lent results. The Panel was convinced that this Unit is
likely to perform extremely well, and should be sup-
ported accordingly.

Weaknesses include a relatively low number of pub-
lications, which the Panel has already commented
on, due to the young age of the Institute. Also the
number of senior PIs should increase, but the lead-
ership is fully aware of this and recent adverts for a
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Stokes Professor in Organic Chemistry and a Stokes
Lectureship in Molecular Modelling are strategically
very important in this context.

Recommendations

One of the important aspects of this Unit is to work
at the junction between chemistry, biology and phar-
macy. Giving more emphasis to biology would consid-
erably strengthen the Unit and its research. Thought
should be given to recruiting a senior PI at this level
and increase the number of students or postdoctoral
fellows coming from biological studies. More contacts
with the life sciences and biology Departments of the
University could help the unit in structuring this aim.

Overall Conclusion

The aims of ABCRF are very impressive and some of
the areas of research are outstanding and innovative.
The Panel believes the Unit will be very productive.
In addition, the Unit fulfils an important role: it has
an impact on policy development and in strengthen-
ing the interface between industry and academia. In
addition, the emphasis on training PhD students and
postdoctoral fellows is clearly very important nation-
ally and internationally to the pharmaceutical industry
and has significant potential benefits for Irish exports.

ABCRF: ANALYTICAL & BIOLOGICAL CHEMICAL RESEARCH FACILITY

Quality Profile

METRICS LEVEL

1. | Published Output

4 and above

% of published output ranked

% of published output ranked
3 and above

50% 85%
2. | Research Related Activities 3
3. | Funding 5

4, Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

50%

100%

Overall Assessment: Level 4




DEPARTMENT OF ANATOMY

Panel D Members

¢ Professor Rod Dimaline
* Dr. Clare Stanford

* Dr. Susan Wray

Introduction: Scope and context of this review

1. The reviewers felt that the assessment form itself
was limiting, with not enough scientific detail
provided. In addition:

a. Conference/proceeding reference section
produced too many listed items to reason-
ably look through. Recommend maximum
of 2-3/review year.

b. Although research output was being
reviewed, departments should have had the
opportunity to provide teaching hours on

the assessment form.

2. The review panel felt that the time allotted to
tour each department was inadequate. This was
extremely frustrating for the reviewers and was
exacerbated by the departmental presentations
that repeated, almost verbatim, information in the
document. The reviewers found this an enormous
waste of limited time.

3. Highlighting papers published by postgraduate
students in published paper listing would have
been helpful and an important criterion for ana-
lyzing published output as well as postgraduate
training.

4. The exit presentation with the departments
seemed inappropriate and placed an undue bur-
den on the panel as well as the departments and
risks premature finalization of the panel’s overall
conclusions.

Specific comments for Anatomy:

As with some other departments, the submission
included material from outside the review period.
This should have been an appendix, if allowed at all.
Certainly important items outside the review period
could have been highlighted by a staff member in
their research section.

The reviewers noted that in the Self-Assessment
report the overall funding to the unit was difficult
to assess, information in the individual assessments
often contained information from outside the period
being reviewed and the 3 most relevant papers for the
review period were occasionally not identified. The
individual assessments did contain brief, but ade-
quate descriptions of their research.

Quality Profile
Published Output

Several excellent publications were produced dur-
ing the assessment period. A few of these publica-
tions may, over time, be judged as work of the highest
quality level but, due to their recent publication date,
total significance of the work could not be accurately
assessed. Nearly half of the staff is producing very
good to excellent papers. Almost half of the graduate
students with conferred degrees appeared to have pub-
lished papers in solid journals, with several of these
candidates having multiple papers. Not all graduate
student projects (especially in a three year program)
will be appropriate for the higher tier journals, but
the exercise of putting together data and writing up a
scientific manuscript certainly is an important aspect
of graduate training and as such accounts for the
slightly high percentage in category 2.

Growth of research activity and publications is antici-
pated as the newest two staff members become estab-
lished and vacant positions are filled.

Postgraduate Training

Working space: this score primarily reflects the fact
that both the staff and students commented on the
geographical separation of office/teaching space in
Windle from the research space in the BSU making
supervision extremely difficult. Hopefully this will
be resolved by relocation of the department to a sin-
gle location, but faster alternative solutions should be
examined. Certainly the lack of postdoctoral fellows
compounds this problem and thus the staft should
prioritise funding for postdoctoral fellows. The appar-
ent drivers for recruitment of postgraduates rather
than postdoctoral fellows were noted. Notwithstand-
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ing these issues the students praised the department
and their postgraduate experience and many have solid
publications from the postgraduate training (see above).

Research Related Activities

The staff participate in a wide range of research related
activities including invited talks (both national and
international), reviewing grants and papers, and
organizing national and international meetings. Sev-
eral members participate in neuroscience congresses
and have been instrumental in establishing and/or
strengthening both the general neuroscience commu-
nity in Ireland, as well as subgroups focused on their
specific research interests. These research related activi-
ties have increased the exposure of these organizations
both nationally and internationally. In addition, sev-
eral members are also involved in translational meet-
ings focused on human disorders associated with their
research interest. Finally, the commitment of this
department to imaging core facilities is highly com-
mended and clearly strengthens the Department, the
University and the National Scientific Community.

Funding

Several core facility and external grants have been
obtained. Funding given directly to the Department
was not clearly indicated on the assessment form.
When this issue was brought up during the depart-
mental tour, clarification was not obtained. Rather, it
appeared that funding proportions to the unit were
also unclear to staff. The Panel applauds the Depart-
ment for bringing major core imaging facilities to the
University. However, no clear indication of the per-
cent of funding to personnel in the unit versus the
running of core facilities was given. This made abso-
lute research money difficult to calculate. However,
the establishment of the core facilities, with one still to
arrive, certainly strengthens both the Department and
University. Grants to specific staff members are clearly
increasing. Funding was primarily from SFI. Again it
was unclear how much of the funding was being uti-
lized by the Department.

With the new core facilities in place and a growing
network of neuroscientists (in this Department, at the

University and throughout Ireland) one would antici-
pate growth in funding to continue as collaborations
are started and as new staff become established. How-
ever, five staff positions still need to be filled.

Peer Esteem

The overall international profile of the Department is
anticipated to grow as the Neuroscience groups at the
University and across the country coalesce and the core
image facilities become fully functional.

Research Environment

This Department has a multidisciplinary staff with a
growing strength in neuroscience and imaging. The
strength in imaging is enhanced by the recent hiring of
the Head of Department who can bridge multi-imag-
ing projects; from teaching to clinical. However, the
Department needs to take advantage of already estab-
lished research groups in limbic function, dopaminer-
gic neurons and Parkinson’s, and neurogenesis, devel-
opment and diseases, with new hires in each of these
subgroups recommended. Even with six Teaching non-
research staff, it appeared that the teaching load was
still very high possibly due to unfilled positions. It was
clear that the staff is committed to quality teaching but
the specific roles of non-research staff was unclear as
were the hours of teaching by the research staff. How-
ever, the disconnected location of primarily teach-
ing versus postgraduate students and research labora-
tories clearly impedes the overall productivity of this
Department.

The lack of a Biological Services Unit on the main cam-
pus was identified as problematic.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

This Department is poised to grow and restructuring
and expansion of research space should be emphasized
during creation of a School of Life Sciences. Clusters of
scientifically oriented programs should be encouraged
with recruitment of new faculty to strengthen existing
clusters. In addition, exciting changes to traditional
teaching approaches with respect to gross anatomy
may offer an additional source of revenue and facili-

tate research time. Scientific liaisons between basic




and clinical researchers with an emphasis on imaging
cores should be encouraged.

Issues

* Research space containing core facilities is expand-
ing while individual research space remains rela-
tively small and crowded.

* The Department would benefit if the five unfilled

research positions were re-opened.

* It was unclear whether technical support staff
already in the Department are being utilized to
help run the core facilities. If this is the case,
appointment of a core facility manager may be
appropriate in the future.

Recommendations

Consideration be given to:

1. Attract incoming faculty. A number of positions
were left open as the former chair departed. These
positions should be filled and the Department

2. Increase space. Research space needs to increase
for present faculty and certainly when new faculty

are added.

3. Internal funding to support imaging facilities.
Overall Conclusion

The Anatomy Department has solid funding and a
productive group of scientists with a focus in neu-
roscience. The Department has coalesced into three
groups studying:

1. limbic function,
2. dopaminergic neurons and Parkinson’s,

3. neurogenesis, development and diseases.

The Department has a major strength in imaging,
providing state-of the-art facilities to their colleagues,
including light, confocal, time-lapse and electron
microscopy with the addition of a two-photon micro-
scope soon to arrive.

expanded. Initiatives to strengthen existing department are
recommended including additional staff, increased
space, and support personnel for microscopy suites.
DEPARTMENT OF ANATOMY
Quality Profile
METRICS LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

% of published output ranked

4 and above 3 and above
20% 45%
2. | Research Related Activities 4

bl

Funding

3 (individual) 4 (core facilities)

4, | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

10%

60%

Overall Assessment: Level 3.5
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DEPARTMENT OF BIOCHEMISTRY

L ¢

Panel D Members
¢ Professor Brian Clark
¢ Professor Daniela Rhodes

* Professor Daniela Corda
Introduction: Scope and context of this review

The assessment was made difficult by the written infor-
mation provided and the schedule of the site visit. The
required entries specified in the report form generated
a huge number of pages (over 600 for Biochemistry)
in which relevant information such as the research of
each PI was lost amongst a sea of much less important
details such as meeting attendance. In future, a better
designed report form should be used so that the rel-
evant information about the research and teaching is
accessible to the reviewers in a concise format. Besides
the criticism of the report format, the evaluation was
further made difficult by incomplete submissions by
staff members. Although instructions were provided
for preparing the report not all Units adhered to this.
For some units relevant information such as the brief
summary on each PI achievements, three best publica-
tions and, importantly, a summary of their significant
and innovative results, and strategic plans for the next
five years were missing in many cases. This made the
evaluation as a whole very difficult. The evaluation was
further made unsatisfactory by the short time allocated
to visiting the units and talking to the staff.

For Biochemistry the lack of time visiting the unit was
in part remedied by asking some of the staff to give
talks on their work. This was very informative and
mostly impressive. We were disappointed that the over-
all strategic plan focused on operational aspects such as
laboratory space or collaborations and did not indicate
the scientific vision for the development of this Unit. In
future a more targeted description or ideas of the type
of research envisaged should be presented.

Quality Profile
Published Output

The average number of citations per paper given in par-
agraph 3.1 of the submission did not refer to the aver-

age number of citations for the review period (2003 —
2008) and is not accurate for the period reviewed. It is
accurate for the period indicated by the Department in
the submission.

Postgraduate Training

The Panel was impressed by the quality and motivation
of the students and by the fact that about 50% came
from outside Ireland.

Funding

The funding is clearly excellent, but primarily from
Irish funding agencies. In future EU funding should
be applied for.

Research Environment

Research cooperation is hampered by lack of proxim-
ity. The disposition of the laboratories in three loca-
tions does not favour interactions, efficient sharing of
equipment and collegial spirit. All efforts should be
made to unite Biochemistry, if not in one building, in
close proximity.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The Unit carries out research of excellent quality and
does an excellent job teaching and training graduate
students. The large number of publications produced by
the Unit, many of which are of high quality, impressed
the members of the Panel. Whereas several Pls per-
form at a high level, a system should be put in place
to improve coordination and a common plan for the
development of the Unit. The incomplete assembly of
the report presented to the Panel highlighted the lack
of cohesion. Although the Panel was highly impressed
by the excellent quality of the recently recruited Pls,
this further diversified the activities of the Unit, which
is rather small. More emphasis should be given to
strengthening topics that are already present in the
Unit.

Issues

As noted before, the split location of the Unit is a
drawback.

@



While the Panel appreciates that diversity of research
areas facilitates teaching and the availability of a vari-
ety of subjects to students, it is felt that the research-
ers are spreading themselves too thinly. Although the
Unit acknowledges this, they do not have in place
a strategy to improve cohesion, or think this is an
important issue. This is surprising, since similar rec-
ommendations were given by the previous evaluators

of this Unit.

The staff pointed out that they have a high teaching
and administrative load, preventing them concentrat-
ing on research as much as they would like.

Recommendations
It is recommended that consideration be given to:

As noted before, it is essential to assemble the parts of
the Unit in one location. The Unit could benefit from

DEPARTMENT OF BIOCHEMISTRY

Quality Profile

an internal Steering Committee to improve cohesion
in research and collegiality. The Unit should consider
the benefits of putting in place an external Advisory
Board. It will be important to nurture the career
development of the young, recent appointments.

Overall Conclusion

The Panel had a very positive impression of the overall
quality of research carried out by Biochemistry. The
assessment was clouded by the incomplete required
documentation. The lack of highlighting the three
best papers and future scientific plans was an unfor-
tunate omission. Several of the established staff are
strong and are very productive. The Panel was par-
ticularly impressed by the excellent potential of new
appointments that will take the Unit in new direc-
tions. Altogether the Unit rates very good to excellent
internationally.

METRICS LEVEL

1. Published Output
4 and above

% of published output ranked

% of published output ranked
3 and above

45% 75%
2. Research Related Activities 4
3. Funding 4
4. Peer Esteem % of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem is

ranked at 4 and above

ranked at 3 and above

60%

100%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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DEPARTMENT OF FOOD & NUTRITIONAL SCIENCES

L ¢

Panel D Members
* Professor Gary Williamson

¢ Professor John Mitchell
Introduction: Scope and context of this review

The Panel were asked to assess the activities of the Food
and Nutritional Sciences Department and were ini-
tially sent a very large document which was too large
for the time of the assessment. More defined and con-
cise information would have been more appropriate.
The presentation given by the Head of Department was
helpful in focusing the departmental information. The
visit to the Department was very helpful and well con-
ducted, and the panel felt very well looked after during
the visit.

Quality Profile
Published Output

Overall, the Department seems to have a very good to
excellent publication record over the period 2003-8 in
the area of food science and nutrition. Although publi-
cations listed are in the area of Food Science and Nutri-
tion, there is a wide variation in output from individual
members of staff. It was difficult to make a percentage
estimate based on given output and the high number
of published papers. The Panel read the 3 selected pub-
lications but cannot read all 500 to make a % of total
publications. This highlights an apparent weakness in
this exercise in the Department: the choice of 3 selected
publications. Having seen an impressive full publica-
tions list of 4-500 publications in total, there was a
really poor choice of 3 selected publications for some
members, e.g. a patent (which although a good piece
of work, was not included as it is confidential), some-
times more than 3 publications selected, not always
research papers (book chapters, reviews, opinion —
these are more measures of esteem), some were outside
the period of review, 2 papers were submitted twice
for different members of staff. The Panel would have
liked to have seen 3 unique research papers from each
member of staff, but 15 did not fit into this category
and so could not be evaluated. The Department now
has a substantial amount of basic research in all areas,
which is combined well with the more applied elements

72

to make a suitably rounded research programme, and is
an improvement from previous evaluations.

Postgraduate Training

PhD students that were seen (4 representatives) seemed
very happy in the Department. A lot of emphasis on
supervision of PhD students by postdoctoral fellows
in some groups, which may limit the research carried
out by some postdoctoral fellows but at least gives them
teaching expertise. The Food Graduate Development
Programme is encouraging and should increase career
prospects of postgraduates in the future. There is a good
international mix of students and postdoctoral fellows.

Research Related Activities

The extent of this across the department was very
variable, and a consideration for the future is how to
increase these activities for the less-experienced mem-
bers of staff. Some highlights were the work on nutri-
ent recommendations from the nutrition research, and
interactions with industry from the food science and
technology research.

Funding

This is a very well funded department from external
funds (much from Ireland itself). It will be a challenge
in the future for the Department to attract funding
from the EU and industry in the current economic
climate.

Peer Esteem

Very variable peer esteem across the Department, some
staff had almost no peer esteem markers, some were
only established within Ireland whereas some were
very international. There is a problem with highly cited
members of the Department having retired or facing
imminent retirement, and a lack of any recruitment of
staff since 2001. This would indicate potential prob-
lems for the future with lack of new blood.

Research Environment

The Department has very impressive building and
space, some state of the art equipment and a new




human studies facility. Some equipment is ageing and
will need to be replaced in some areas.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

Overall the Panel was impressed by the enthusiasm
of staff and students and the level of research activity
within the Department, evidenced by the excellent
performance in attracting funding. The strengths are
(1) biopolymer area as reflected by highly cited author
ratings for 2 members of staff, and (2) the integration
of the nutritional sciences staff whose combined out-
put is very impressive. The morale is very good, but
care needs to be taken that key staff are replaced. The
Panel is also aware of the strong knowledge transfer
activities which are not directly part of the assessment

exercise.
Issues and Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

1. Replacement of key staff with young blood. The

retirement or impending retirement of key staff
will have implications for the major research area
within the Department. Consideration could be
given to continuing the association by the Depart-
ment with retired staff for some period of time to

ensure continuity to coach young blood perhaps
taken from the excellent pool of postdoctoral fel-
lows. The University claims to be investing in
Food and Health research, but this has not fil-
tered down to this Department in terms of new
staff recruitment. Given the subject area, it would
be expected that this Department was one of the
main drivers of the Diet and Health initiative.

2. Food Research Institute plans: integration pro-

vides opportunities for collaboration and com-
munication, but how could the quality of infor-
mation (not the quantity) be improved? This
institute should ensure this, and not just increase
the administrative load. University could consider
a good administrator for this Institute but funded
by the University, not taken from the departmen-
tal budget. This could help the communication
between University and Department, since there
were some problems apparent in the preparation
of the documents for this exercise.

Overall Conclusion

An excellent Department but facing some staff
replacement problems in the future, and of course a
more demanding future funding climate.

DEPARTMENT OF FOOD & NUTRITIONAL SCIENCES

Quality Profile

METRIC LEVEL

1. | Published Output

4 and above

% of published output ranked

% of published output ranked
3 and above

45% 75%
2. | Research Related Activities 4
3. | Funding 5

4, | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

35%

63%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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DEPARTMENT OF MICROBIOLOGY
incorporating the BIOMERIT RESEARCH CENTRE

L ¢

Panel D Members
¢ Professor Antoine Danchin
¢ Professor Soren Molin

* Professor Jerry Wells
Introduction: Scope and context of this review

The Department of Microbiology and the BIOMERIT
Research Centre had submitted a 1010 page document
ahead of the site visit comprising factual information
about staff, publications, funding, conference partici-
pation, etc. The submission also contained a CV for
all staff members. A strategy section in the submission
outlined some very general points concerning future
organisational issues and a SWOT analysis, detailed
the strategic planning process and included research
activities planned for the period 2008 to 2012. The
presentation by the Head of Department to the Panel
did include plans for the formation of a School of Life
Sciences, including research themes and clusters and
plans for emerging areas. The plans for research activ-
ities for 2008 — 2012 presented covered the develop-
ment of existing portfolios and the development of new
areas. The Panel requested interviews with a number of
staff members and a selection of students. All wishes
from the Panel were met and everybody was most help-
ful. It was clear that there was a generally good atmos-
phere among both staff and students.

The Department hosts a Research Centre— BIOMERIT
— but as the members of this centre overlap with the
Department Staff the Panel found no reason to eval-
uate them separately. Thus all the comments in the

following text applies to both the Department and the
research centre, BIOMERIT.

The evaluation is based on what it has been possible
to conclude from the site visit and examination of the
1010 page submission document. Conversations with
the staff and students certainly helped to generate a
clearer picture of the science and future research plans
within the Department and BIOMERIT.

Quality Profile
Postgraduate Training

Postgraduate students in the Department of Microbiol-
ogy and the BIOMERIT Research Centre were gener-
ally very content with their research environment and
training. The quality of supervision was not uniform
across the Department but this could be improved
through liaison with the Academic Council Gradu-
ate Studies Committee and the formation of clear
policies regarding the documentation of meetings, the
frequency of meetings with the supervisor and other
members of the supervisory committee as well as a
process for obtaining written feedback on the qual-
ity of supervision and training. The impression of the
Panel was that the supervisory responsibility of some
of the post-doctoral fellows was substantial. Presently
it seems post-doctoral fellows are not formally recog-
nised as co-supervisors by the University but if they
are indeed performing this role there should be formal
acceptance and recognition of the fact. This is likely
to strengthen the commitment of the post-doctoral fel-
low and define the role and responsibilities that the co-
supervisor, supervisor, and PhD student have towards
each other. The anticipated large increase in numbers
of post-graduate students in the unit may increase the
burden of supervisory responsibilities and lower the
overall quality of the PhD students. It would therefore
be prudent to develop a strategy for dealing with these
issues. There were 67 PhD and 27 MSc graduations in
the period 2003-2008

Research Related Activities

Most of the activities of the Department and
BIOMERIT, such as membership of state agencies,
invited lectures, editorial positions, etc., are also meas-
ures of peer esteem and these were evaluated collec-
tively. Overall the performance in peer esteem and
research-related activities was excellent.

Funding

The level of external income to the Department and
BIOMERIT is excellent but this is mostly from national




sources probably reflecting the Government’s large
investment in national research over the previous dec-
ade. In view of the growing integration of European
research and the current economic climate it may be
wise to encourage staff to participate more in Euro-
pean research programmes including the Marie Curie
Schemes (People). Some members of staff would also
be good candidates for the prestigious ERC grants
and applications should be encouraged as this would
reflect well on the University and the Department
at an international level. The score given is based on
combined national and international funding.

Peer Esteem

The measures of peer esteem indicate that most mem-
bers of the Department, including the BIOMERIT
Research Centre, have impact and recognition at
both the national and international level.

Research Environment

The quality of the research environment is high
and this was reflected by the general enthusiasm of
staff for continuing their careers in University Col-
lege Cork. It is not clear how the virology area will
develop into a substantial activity and there are con-
cerns that a critical mass will not develop sufhiciently
to gain international recognition and a high level of
quality. Given the rapidly growing dependency of
many areas of biological research on bioinformat-
ics research and computing expertise this resource
should be strengthened, even in the light of recent
appointments of staff with bioinformatics expertise.
The new developments and interest in the expansion
of systems (micro)biology by BSI, ERI and national/
international funding bodies makes this all the more
important for the future of the Department and the
BIOMERIT Research Centre. The teaching respon-
sibilities of the Department were substantial but not
exceptional compared to many other universities and
were shared fairly evenly among the staff.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The overall research performance is very good at all
career development stages with some very promising
staff members at the at the early career stage. This

bodes well for the future of the Department and the
BIOMERIT Research Centre providing the positions
resulting from retirement or promotion to higher
grades can be replaced by new appointments. There
are an impressive number of post-doctoral fellows
making significant contributions to the academic
outputs of the Department and the BIOMERIT
Research Centre. The Department as a whole, includ-
ing the BIOMERIT Research Centre, is internation-
ally competitive and is performing excellently.

Issues and Recommendations

The area of virology is not of sufficient critical mass
or as prominent as other areas in terms of research
quality and a decision should be made about its
future development. The necessary facilities for bio-
informatics and computing were considered insuffi-
cient given current trends and strategies. The Panel
recognizes that the Department has initiated invest-
ment into this area but anticipates that more invest-
ment is needed to maintain current research standing
and capabilities. Specifically, the Panel recommends
continued investment in personnel with expertise
in bioinformatics research and the physical location
of these staff at the interface between biology and
mathematics/computing to promote integration and
multidisciplinarity.

Overall Conclusion

The Department and the BIOMERIT Research Cen-
tre have built up an excellent research portfolio based
mainly on national funding but in the current politi-
cal and economic environment it will be essential to
focus attention on international sources of funding
and a strategy to acquire and maintain key expertises
in the rapidly developing areas of biological sciences.
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DEPARTMENT OF MICROBIOLOGY incorporating the BIOMERIT RESEARCH CENTRE

Quality Profile
METRICS LEVEL

1. Published Output % of published output ranked | % of published output
4 and above ranked 3 and above
45% 80%

2. Research Related Activities 4

3. Funding 4

4. Peer Esteem % of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem

ranked at 4 and above

is ranked at 3 and above

50%

90%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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DEPARTMENT OF PHARMACOLOGY & THERAPEUTICS

Panel D Members

¢ Professor Rod Dimaline
* Dr. Clare Stanford

* Dr. Susan Wray

Introduction: Scope and context of this review

General comments:

1. The reviewers felt that the assessment form itself
was limiting, with not enough scientific detail
provided. In addition:

a. Conference/proceeding reference section
produced too many listed items to reason-
ably look through. We recommend a maxi-
mum of 2-3/review year.

b. Although research output was being
reviewed, departments should have had the
opportunity to provide teaching hours on
the assessment form.

2. The review panel felt that the time allotted to
tour each Department was inadequate. This was
extremely frustrating for the reviewers and was
exacerbated by the departmental presentations
that repeated, almost verbatim, information in the
document. The reviewers found this an enormous
waste of limited time.

3. Highlighting papers published by postgraduate
students in published paper listing would have
been helpful and an important criterion for ana-
lyzing published output as well as postgraduate
training.

4. The exit presentation with the departments
seemed inappropriate and placed an undue bur-
den on the panel as well as the departments and
risks premature finalization of the panel’s overall
conclusions

Specific points for Pharmacology & Therapeutics:

The Panel thanks the Department for their submis-
sion and supplementary information. Their compli-
ance with the guidelines provided by the QPU greatly

facilitated the review process.

The Panel notes that the Department teaches five dif-
ferent cohorts of undergraduate students (clinical as
well as scientific) and has been engaged in substantial
curriculum development and restructuring during the
review period. The Panel’s visit to the Department in
the UCC Clinical Sciences Building helped to clarify
details of these and other points in the submission
document. Nevertheless, the Panel is concerned that
this essential aspect of the review process was con-
strained by insufficient time being allocated for their
visit to this site. It would also have been helpful to
have met a larger sample of staff.

Quality Profile
Published Output

The Panel noted that an appreciable proportion of pub-
lished output was ‘excellent’, as defined in the guide-
lines and that the majority of staff has contributed
to the Department’s publication record. The recent
recruitment of junior scientific staff with a consistent
record of publication should enable the Department
to sustain this output and, as their research develops,
to increase the proportion of research excellence.

Postgraduate Training

The postgraduate students appeared to be distributed
across two UCC locations, at least. As a consequence
of the physical separation of different elements of
the Department, there were only occasional, ad hoc
interactions between the students. Nevertheless, the
students indicated that, in their view, their research
experience and training were good, as were systems
to monitor their progress. They confirmed that they
have adequate representation of their views at faculty
level and that they were given adequate funding to
travel to scientific meetings.

Research Related Activities

The majority of staff is engaged in activities related
to their research. However, the assessment reflects the
imbalance in these activities across research-active
staff. For staff with dual appointments, it was dif-
ficult to ascertain the commitment of staff to differ-
ent research centres (Pharmacology, APC, Pharmacy,
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TNI) and the proportion of their research-related
activities that could be assigned to this department.
The arrangements for postdoctoral staff were similarly
unclear as these were not specified in the submission,
although the Panel acknowledges that these are all
comparatively recent appointments. Together with the
recently recruited research-active academic staff, the
postdoctoral fellows are likely to make substantial con-
tributions to the Department’s research portfolio in the
future.

Funding

The research funding of this department is competitive
at the national and international level. However, there
was a lack of transparency as regards the funding allo-
cation of staff with dual appointments. New recruits
would benefit from a start-up funding package that
would enable them to get their experiments underway,
as well as to purchase essential equipment. The sup-
port of established staff, which enables new recruits to
remain research active while applying for independent
funding, is commended.

Peer Esteem

The international profile of the Department has been
enhanced by the appointment of several staff with a
strong research record, within the review period. The
professional profile of this Department will be further
enhanced as new appointees establish and expand their
own research teams.

Research Environment

The research and teaching activities of many of the
staff are scattered across many sites at UCC. The
time invested in commuting from one site to another
impedes research output and undermines the focus of
this department. Research output and spirit of team-
work would benefit from concentration of departmen-
tal space on a single site. Such a remedy could emerge
from the proposed restructuring and establishment of a
School of Life Sciences. The Panel notes that there has
been no appointment to a key (senior) staff post, which
fell vacant recently. This has left the Department with
no senior spokesman for strategic reorganisation. Also,
the increased administrative burden on staff will have
affected their research output.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The research output of some individuals within the
Department is excellent. The overall score is skewed by
the dependence on satellite research facilities and lack
of senior academic leadership. Collaborations within
this Department and beyond could be facilitated by the
formation of a School of Life Sciences.

Issues

The Department is fragmented, physically and intel-
lectually, by its infrastructure. This is exacerbated by
dual appointments and the failure to fill a vacant post,
which would enable the appointment of a full-time
Head of Department with professorial status.

Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

1. Physical unification of different elements of the
Department’s activities and its relocation to main
campus.

2. Extension of the BSU to establish animal facilities
on the main campus.

3. Consolidation and expansion of collaborative
research projects.

4. Filling of vacant academic positions, notably at pro-
fessorial level.

Overall Conclusion

Individual members of staff are performing ably in the
context of a disparate research environment. However,
they have suffered from understaffing and a lack of sen-
ior academic leadership. A deficit in senior appoint-
ments (following professorial staff departures or
secondment) should be resolved as soon as possible in
order to re-establish the coherence of the Department.

The reviewers noted that several academic members of
staff were not able to attend the meeting with the Panel.
This made full review difficult and possibly impaired
the development of a balanced overview of the Depart-
ments” achievements.




DEPARTMENT OF PHARMACOLOGY & THERAPEUTICS

Quality Profile

METRICS

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

4 and above

% of published output ranked

3 and above

25% 40%
2. | Research Related Activities 2
3. | Funding 3

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

15%

55%

Overall Assessment: Level 2
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DEPARTMENT OF PHYSIOLOGY

Panel D Members

* Professor Rod Dimaline
* Dr. Clare Stanford

* Dr. Susan Wray

Introduction: Scope and context of this review

General comments:

1. The reviewers felt that the assessment form itself
was limiting, with not enough scientific detail pro-
vided. In addition:

a  Conference/proceeding reference section
produced too many listed items to reasonably
look through. We recommend a maximum

of 2-3/review year.

b Although

reviewed, departments should have had the

research  output was being
opportunity to provide teaching hours on the

assessment form.

2. The review panel felt that the time allotted to
tour each department was inadequate. This was
extremely frustrating for the reviewers and was
exacerbated by the departmental presentations that
repeated, almost verbatim, information in the docu-
ment. The reviewers found this an enormous waste
of limited time.

3. Highlighting papers published by postgraduate stu-
dents in published paper listing would have been
helpful and an important criterion for analyzing
published output as well as postgraduate training.

4. The exit presentation with the departments seemed
inappropriate and placed an undue burden on the
panel as well as the departments and risks prema-
ture finalization of the panel’s overall conclusions.

Specific comments for Physiology:

The Panel thanks the Department for the provision of
submitted documentation, which adhered to the guide-
lines provided by the institution and greatly facilitated
the review process. The reviewers were impressed by
the extensive and enthusiastic involvement of physiol-
ogy staff during the visit of the panel to the Depart-

ment. The visit provided additional valuable informa-
tion and the panel regretted that more time was not
allocated to this aspect of the review process.

Quality Profile
Published Output

The Panel noted examples of output that fell within the
category of excellent in terms of originality, significance
and rigour, and a reasonable proportion of output that
demonstrated significance to the discipline and rig-
our to a very good standard. The numbers of original
research articles published in peer-reviewed journals
was modest but showed signs of increasing. The future
growth in the quality and quantity of published out-
puts, which can be anticipated as recently appointed
staff develop their research portfolios, depends criti-
cally upon the provision of adequate and appropriate
research space in a timely manner. In addition, it will
be essential to ensure replacement of retiring staff in
order to maintain a manageable teaching and admin-
istrative load.

Postgraduate Training

The Department presented a well-organized training
programme that includes a Thesis Review Commit-
tee, a journal club and seminar series. The students to
whom the Panel spoke appreciated these structures and
also felt that they enjoyed appropriate representation at
departmental meetings. They were generally well-moti-
vated and enthusiastic. However, the lack of quality
research space already has an impact on the ability of
students to perform individual experiments: unless rec-
tified, this will certainly prevent the Department from
increasing postgraduate student enrolment.

Research Related Activities

The extent of research-related activities varies consid-
erably across the Department. A substantial propor-
tion of the staff is at an early career stage and consid-
eration should be given as to how their research-related
activities can be increased. The Panel would antici-
pate increases in research-related activities from this
relatively “young” department, but this is contingent
on provision of support, in terms of staffing levels and




research space, as indicated elsewhere in this report.
If no new research space is given, loss of the newly
hired ‘research productive’ people is inevitable.

Funding

As recognized by the Department, a major effort
should be made to increase research funding, par-
ticularly to support additional postdoctoral positions.
If successful, this is likely to have a major positive
impact on the research environment, particularly for
postgraduate students. However, funding must be
accompanied by additional space allocation, appro-
priate for the research areas in which the staff are
engaged.

Peer Esteem

The overall international profile of the Department
was increased with the arrival of the current Head of
Department. The Panel anticipates the quality level of
peer esteem to increase further as recently appointed
members of staff expand the professional context of
their research activities.

Research Environment

The low assessment reflects an infrastructure that falls
short of acceptable standards. In spite of this impedi-
ment, the Panel recognized the dedication, commit-
ment and loyalty of the staff.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

Historically, the department suffered from the con-
centration of research activity almost entirely in one
major grouping, with teaching covered predominantly
by a small cadre of other staff at the expense of their
own research activities. The effects of the precipitate
departure of this large research group were predict-
able and highlight the dangers inherent in the separa-
tion of research and teaching activities. The current
Head of Department has been able to improve the
situation over the review period by attracting addi-
tional research active staff, including a recent and
potentially very strong professorial appointment in
the area of metabolic disease. The situation has also
been improved by a policy to distribute more evenly

the teaching activities across the department. The
Department is now well placed to move forward.
The overall assessment reflects this potential. How-
ever, the ability of this Department to realize its full
potential will depend on (i) the timely replacement
of staff who are destined to retire in the near future
(and who still carry a significant teaching burden) in
order to maintain a manageable teaching load; and
(ii) a more equitable allocation of university resources
and space. Integrative physiology and translational
research, which are important components of future
plans, would be facilitated by development of a BSU

on the main campus.
Issues

One issue that has impinged on many categories of
assessment is that of research space. The research
space currently occupied by this Department is
unacceptable.

The staff also voiced concern regarding:

1. Timely replacement of future retiring staff to
ensure that teaching loads on present staff do not
increase at the expense of research.

2. Potential loss of departmental identity and
resource allocation with creation of a School of
Life Sciences.

3. A perceived lack of transparency in the process
by which research overheads are competitively
allocated.

Recommendations

1. Immediate allocation of additional, appropriate
research space.

2. Timely replacement of all retiring staff.

3. Allocation of resources during establishment of
a School of Life Sciences must allow for future
growth and development of this department.

4. Continuation of efforts to raise funds to enable
expansion of the BSU to include a facility on the
main campus

4
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Overall Conclusion

The reviewers acknowledge the strong, concise and
realistic written submission by the Head of Depart-
ment, indicating the strengths of this relatively ‘young’
departmental group and acknowledging areas that
require improvement. Three working clusters were
identified: molecular physiology and cell signalling;
cardiovascular physiology and neurophysiology. Clear
collaborations are possible within the Department, and
collaboration elsewhere within UCC may be facilitated
by the proposed creation of a School of Life Sciences.
The reviewers were struck by the commitment and sup-
port of all members of the Department to the growth
and establishment of a strong physiology group ded-
icated to both teaching and research of high quality.

DEPARTMENT OF PHYSIOLOGY

Quality Profile

Although the Department had previously suffered from
the loss of a large research group, the reviewers noted
a lack of intervention on the part of the University to
aid rapid restoration of research-active staff. In fact,
although the Head of Department sought to rebuild
the research base, the difficulties were prolonged by the
absence of sufficient appropriate laboratory space. The
future success of this Department depends on its sym-
pathetic integration into the proposed new School of
Life Sciences. The infrastructural arrangements for this
new grouping are not yet clear, but it is essential that
the Department of Physiology is afforded sufficient
institutional support to enable it to develop its own
programmes and to benefit from the opportunities for
collaboration.

METRICS LEVEL

1. | Published Output

4 and above

% of published output ranked

% of published output ranked

3 and above

5% 30%
2. | Research Related Activities 2
3. | Funding 3

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

10%

35%

Overall Assessment: Level 3
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Panel Members

* Professor George Attard, School of Chemistry, Uni-
versity of Southampton, UK

* Professor Daniel Blumenthal, Department of Elec-
trical and Computer Engineering, University of

California, USA

* Professor Brian Bluck, Professor Emeritus, Depart-
ment of Geographical and Earth Sciences, Univer-
sity of Glasgow, Scotland

* Professor Gary R. Carvalho, Professor of Molecular
Ecology and Deputy Head of School, University of
Bangor, Wales

* Professor Stephen Clark, WestCHEM Professor of
Organic Chemistry University of Glasgow, Scotland

e DProfessor William Graham, Centre for Plasma
Physics, Queen’s University Belfast, NI

* Dr. Jeff Graves, Senior Lecturer, Biology, University
of St Andrews, Scotland

* Professor Peter Kokelaar, George Herdman Profes-
sor of Geology, Department of Earth & Ocean Sci-
ences, University of Liverpool, UK

* Professor Stephen Phillips (Chair), Chair of Board
of Directors, Division of Infection and Immunity,
University of Glasgow, Scotland

e Professor Dieter Schinzer, Chemisches Institut,
Otto-von-Guericke-Universitit, Germany

Site visit

The site visit was conducted over 3.5 days from 12 —
15 January 2009 and included visits to departmental,
institute and library facilities in UCC and meetings
with:

* Dr. Michael Murphy, President

* Professor Paul Giller, Registrar & Senior Vice-Pres-
ident Academic

¢ Mor. Diarmuid Collins, Bursar

* DProfessor Peter Kennedy, Vice-President for

Research Policy & Support

* Professor Michael Berndt, Head, College of Medi-
cine & Health

e Mr.
Transfer

Brendan Cremen, Office of Technology

* Professor Stephen Fahy, Chair, Academic Council
Research Committee

* Mr. John Fitzgerald, Librarian

* Professor Patrick Fitzpatrick, Head, College of Sci-
ence, Engineering & Food Science

* Mr. Mark Poland, Director, Office of Buildings and
Estates

* Dr. Norma Ryan, Director, Quality Promotion
Unit

* Professor Tom Cross, Head of Department, and
staff of Department of Zoology, Ecology and Plant
Science

¢ Professor Alan Dobson, Director of Institute, and
staff of Environmental Research Institute

* Professor John Gamble, Head of Department, and
staff of Department of Geology

* Professor John Mclnerney, Head of Department,
and staff of Department of Physics

* Professor Eoin O’Reilly, on behalf of Head of Insti-
tute, and staff of Tyndall National Institute

* Professor John Sodeau, Head of Department, and
staff of Department of Chemistry

An exit presentation of the principal findings of the
Panel was made to heads of institutes/departments in
the afternoon of the fourth day.

Introduction: Scope and context of this review

Panel E was tasked with covering a diversity of sub-
ject disciplines. Each area/discipline was assessed in
depth by a minimum of two experts on the Panel and
for each of Chemistry, ZEPS, and the ERI there were
three experts. Most of the written submissions from
the departments and institutes were available on-line
for the Panel a month or more ahead of the visit to
UCC. In some cases members of staff had not followed
the instructions for their submissions completely and
this was largely rectified by the omitted material being
made available for the Panel members on their arrival
at UCC. The volume of material to be read on-line was




formidable, either to read on a computer screen or to
print off. The Chair asked for the Research Quality
Review submission from each department/institute to
be sent to him as a hard copy which allowed him to
ensure he had read all the submissions across the sub-
ject areas ahead of arrival in Cork. For future reviews
the committee should be provided with hard copies
of the essential material for reading at their home
institution, well ahead of the visit to UCC. Most
of the Committee have had extensive experience in
research quality reviews, are internationally known in
their fields and were well familiar with the criteria to
be used for deeming research to be international or
national standard. Although at least three members
had visited UCC on one or more occasion previously
and were known to some members of the UCC staff
who were to be evaluated the Panel was totally con-
fident that this did not prevent an entirely objective
assessment of the research. The Panel spent three full
days working at UCC during which the group was
able to visit the departments/institutes it was specif-
ically tasked to review, and to meet with academic

and research staff, and graduate students. For some
subjects the Panel was able to meet with the graduate
students privately. The Panel made strenuous efforts
to ensure that the same standards and criteria were
being applied across the subject areas, and believes it
achieved this. Nonetheless the Panel recognise that
if more time had been available other more objective
assessment criteria could have been brought into play,
such as more use of citation indices.

The Panel expects some departments/institutes may
be disappointed in the overall assessments, particu-
larly at the highest levels but hopes that any criticisms
are constructive. Due note has been given to the diffi-
culty of reaching international levels in research while
carrying a teaching burden which their counterparts
in some other national and international institutions

would find crushing.
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Quality Profile
Published Output

The submission contains a number of outputs of the
highest quality. The majority of outputs within the
review period are not of strong international standing.
A small proportion of the papers has been published in
journals having the highest impact and relatively few of
the papers are highly cited. It is noted that the average
rate of publication is low, at approximately two papers
per year per FTE (full-time equivalent staff).

Postgraduate Training

The Department clearly values its postgraduates and it
appears from talking to a small group of students that
postgraduates work in a relaxed and supportive envi-
ronment. The Department has a reasonable progress
monitoring and pastoral care infrastructure in place.
During the assessment period, there was only a patchy
infrastructure for professional development (in terms of
postgraduate courses, transferable skills courses, etc.),
although this is now changing. One of the most strik-
ing aspects of the postgraduate experience is the gap
between the nominal length of a PhD (3 years) and its
actual duration (4.2 - 4.8 years). There appears to be no
formal arrangement for covering student income over
this period, with students generally taking on part-
time jobs to fund the period up to submission of the
thesis or being paid by their supervisor on an ad hoc
basis. Students would welcome greater clarity on real-
istic submission timescales at the outset of their Ph.D.
A further aspect of the postgraduate experience is the
highly variable quality of postgraduate office accom-
modation, with some occupying offices that are out-
side laboratory areas (as is modern practice) with others
occupying desks in laboratories, sometimes with rela-
tively ineffective air extraction systems.

Research Related Activities

The Department is commended for playing a full part
in supporting industry in the region, particularly in the
area of pharmaceuticals. Members of staff have taken
leadership roles in the development of industry/uni-
versity collaboration policy. Several members of staff
have patent applications, and some of these have led to
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a spin-out company. The Panel notes from the submis-
sion that in some cases engagement with business has
come at a price, namely a decrease in the published out-
put of staff involved.

Funding

The Department has been very successful in achiev-
ing high levels of research income, though it is noted
that this income generation has been driven by a rel-
atively small number of staff. Funding is primarily
from national sources; EU income decreased signifi-
cantly over the assessment period. It is also noted that
there appears to be a significant mismatch between the
amount of funding secured and the overall quantity
and quality of research outputs.

Peer Esteem

Overall the evidence of esteem for the Department is
weaker than its research output. There is little inter-
national recognition, at the highest levels, of the qual-
ity of the research output. The highest level of esteem
is associated with small proportion of the staff. Dur-
ing the assessment period, there have been few awards/
medals and invitations to staff to present plenary lec-
tures at prestigious international conferences.

Research Environment

The research environment over the assessment period
has generally been poor — with the Department being
housed in old and poorly maintained buildings. How-
ever, investment has led to the refurbishment of a
number of areas — relating to research that is part of
the research institutes — to very high standards. The
ABCREF and National Tyndall Institute provide world-
class facilities for research. It is noteworthy that in spite
of a challenging research environment during much of
the assessment period, some members of the Depart-
ment managed to produce research outputs of the high-
est quality. Ongoing refurbishment for the Kane build-
ing and other plans in hand should lead to a research
environment that is internationally competitive.




Overall Research Activity and Performance

The review period has been one of considerable change
for the Department. It has begun to focus its activi-
ties into three thematic areas and has clear aspirations
to build a strong presence through the appointment
of new staff and a substantial increase in postgradu-
ate numbers. The Department is to be commended
for its engagement with the research institutes (ERI
and ABCRF) and the National Tyndall Institute.
Opverall, the research activity and performance of the
Department demonstrates significance to the disci-
pline and rigour to a very good standard. It is clear
that the research work has had a significant impact
on research and/or policy agendas. However, it is
noted that a small number of researchers (less than
15%) have outputs that are of world-leading stand-
ard, with outstanding research, displaying a very high
level of originality and significance to the discipline,
and are agenda-setting in both research and policy
fields. As part of its aspirations, the Department has
been improving its research environment, but is still
housed in poor accommodation.

Issues

* Seven members of staff were appointed during the
assessment period — there is little evidence that
these new staff are making an impact (few pub-
lications, mainly with former PhD/postdoctoral
supervisors). This issue will need to be addressed
if the overall research quality of the Department
is to improve significantly, as these staff are the
future of the Department.

¢ The Panel notes its concern about some staff (2
people) who have been active members of the
Department for more than a decade but seem to
be effectively research inactive. Clarity about their
roles within the Department will be important in
moving forward with its expansion strategy.

* The Department’s aspiration to increase post-
graduate student numbers is driven by a national
push. It is not clear that even with the hoped-for
increase in staff numbers that the Department
will have the resources to provide the students
with the highest quality training experience and
environment. There is a risk of compromising cur-
rent activities during the expansion phase unless

appropriate institutional/national funding is made
available.

Recommendations

* The Department should strive to increase its pres-
ence at an international level in order for the
undoubted quality of its research output to be
more widely appreciated than is currently the
case. All staff should be encouraged to publish in
high impact journals. Staff will need to win more
awards/medals and secure more invitations to
speak (plenary/invited) at higher profile interna-
tional meetings. Key members of staff should be
encouraged to play leading roles in national and
international research strategy forums.

* A more robust system of self-evaluation and per-
formance management should be implemented.
The Department will need to ensure that this is
managed proactively such that the research of
those involved is visible to the outside world. It
is noted that there does not have to be a conflict
between commercialisation and publication of
excellent research — the infrastructure can be used
to enable additional research that is not covered by
commercial agreements. The rate/volume of pub-
lished work should be increased substantially. An
attempt should be made to use the research fund-
ing coming into ABCREF as a springboard for new
initiatives/directions that will lead to high quality
publications in the primary literature and invita-
tions to speak at international meetings.

* The postgraduate experience should be improved
and consideration should be given to adopting
some of the best practice that is, for example,

identified in the UK’s QAA code of practice for

postgraduate supervision.
Overall Conclusion

Although overall the performance of the Depart-
ment during the assessment period has not been of
the highest international quality, the trajectory is very
clearly an upward one. The more focussed aspirations
of the Department, supported by key agenda-setting
staff, an improved infrastructure and a more robust
management approach should lead to the Depart-
ment achieving the highest levels of research quality
in an international context across all its activities

4
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DEPARTMENT OF CHEMISTRY

Quality Profile

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked 4

and above

% of published output ranked 3

and above

23% 43%
2. | Research Related Activities 4
3. |Funding 5

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

24%

48%

Overall Assessment: Level 3
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DEPARTMENT OF GEOLOGY

(7 full-time academic staff, 2 part-time academic staff,
1 post-doctoral researcher)

Quality Profile
Published Output

Staff recognize the importance of publishing in high-
quality journals; significant improvement on this
score profile could be achieved via a very substan-
tial improvement of the Research Environment (see

below).
Postgraduate Training

Pastoral care and dedicated training are excellent;
interviewed students were very supportive of the staff
and appreciated their efforts to gain access to facilities
elsewhere to process and analyse research materials.
The Department should be supported in its efforts to
access pan-Irish and other European research facili-
ties in support of post-graduate research and training.

Research Related Activities

This score does not clearly express the fact of some
excellent/outstanding, a fair proportion of good,
and a tail of marginal to inadequate. Certain staff
are involved in international research steering panels,
are editorial board members of international jour-
nals, organize international workshops and advise
on World Heritage sites; some staff have significant
involvement in local environmental issues, especially
regarding groundwater and energy supply.

Funding

This result masks some bimodality; 30% good to
excellent (International, EU and National), remain-
der adequate or inadequate. There is a direct positive
correlation between the quality of published output
at levels 4 and 3 and the amount of funding earned
by those staff.

Peer Esteem

One member of the Department has exceptional
international esteem that should be a matter of pride

for UCC.

Research Environment

The accommodation and equipping of staff in Geol-
ogy is very unsatisfactory and very seriously impairs
the research performance. Staff, post-graduates and
teaching are widely dispersed over six sites. Thus the
potential for lively and frequent research exchanges
among staff and post-graduate students is severely
limited. The potential move to join ZEPS (Zoology,
Ecology and Plant Sciences Department) at the Dis-
tillery site affords a great opportunity to join a vig-
orous research unit and to escape these fundamental
problems of infrastructure. Planning for this move is
apparently proceeding very slowly. Identification of
suitable space at the Distillery has to be completed; it
should be expedited.

The teaching load appears to be particularly high.
The Panel asked for a statement about the funding
of FTES (full-time equivalent student) and the sup-
port for the Department, but received no reply. To
optimize research there should be consideration of
teaching redistribution and/or rationalization, or
employment of new staff, if the University wishes to
maintain the current teaching commitment. As in
the other academic units of assessment, a Workload
Model/Staff Activity Profile should be developed to
guide allocation of teaching duties.

Support staff provision is particularly poor compris-
ing just one technician and one administrator/secre-
tary. This may improve on physically combining with
ZEPS; sustaining the technical support for Geology
within the new unit will be important. A technician
competent in thin-section and basic rock preparation
is essential in the Earth Sciences.

The provision of Geology equipment is extremely
poor. As a result research data collection by staff and
postgraduates is mainly done out of the University
and often out of Ireland, frequently involving a con-
siderable delay. Postgraduate students are over-run-
ning their completion dates because of this. There
is a desperate need to re-equip the Geology Depart-
ment. To that end an X-Ray Fluorescence Spectrom-
eter should be purchased and there should be access

to a Scanning Electron Microscope. There seems
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scope for a successful joint bid (ZEPS / Geology) for an
advanced SEM facility.

The Panel members were very impressed with the posi-
tive attitude towards research of the majority of staff
and their considerable commitment to post-graduate
and undergraduate students, despite the shortcomings
listed above. The Departmental research seminar series
is a strength. The Panel believes that with the move to
ZEPS and with sufficient funding for equipment and
for staff, a revitalised and research-productive Geology
‘department’ would emerge.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

Geology suffers by carrying a legacy from former
years of relative research inactivity. The Department
now includes some very capable, active, hard-working
researchers who are a credit to UCC. These are either
clearly on upwards research trajectories or have clear
potential for research-level improvement if properly
equipped. Other staff, less active in research, are nev-
ertheless hard-working and committed Departmental
players with vital roles in teaching undergraduates and
training postgraduates. The Geology cohort should be

facilitated to develop full potential to be a strong part
of UCC.

DEPARTMENT OF GEOLOGY

Quality Profile

Issues

There is a pressing need for Geology to be reinforced,
particularly to enhance the quality of laboratory facili-
ties and to enhance the research environment (see
above).

Recommendations

It is recommended that the merger with ZEPS is expe-
dited and that this is accompanied by provision of basic
research preparation and analytical facilities.

Overall Conclusion

This is potentially a very sound Department with
researchers reaching out to the international commu-
nity. It is severely constrained by lack of resources: no
thin sections (essential for preliminary investigations
in the Earth Sciences), no fundamental equipment to
analyse rocks (XRF), high teaching loads and lack of
space. For a small investment of capital the University
would reap a substantial gain in quantity and quality of
research. Geology needs funding to release its true and
full potential.

METRIC LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

% of published output ranked 3

4 and above and above
20% 60%

2. | Research Related Activities 3

3. | Funding 2

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

20%

40%

Overall Assessment: Level

A single numerical assessment that would be taken to mean one condition, for example as specified for Category

3, paraphrased ‘majority good ... other fair’, would be misleading. The overall assessment is that the Department

comprises some accurately described as Category 4 and a tail at Category 1.
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DEPARTMENT OF PHYSICS

Physics at UUC is a small department with, at the
census time, 8 permanent full-time and 2.5 FTE
part-time academics, with a number of senior
researchers at the Tyndall Institute affiliated with
the Department. In addition there are nine postdoc-
toral staff and in 2007/208 there were 50 registered
doctoral students. The research facilities are divided
between the Department Building on the main cam-
pus and the Tyndall Institute. The Department has
developed a new research strategy focusing in three
primary areas (1) optics (quantum, photonics, nano-
science, spectroscopy, (2) relativistic astrophysics and

(3) biological and medical physics.
Quality Profile
Published Output

The assessment of published output is based on an
evaluation of the three published papers provided by
the 22 researchers associated with the Physics Depart-
ment. It is based on

* how the authors themselves describe in their paper
the relationship of the new work to existing work
in the field and their predicted impact of the work.

* the immediacy of the impact of the work, assessed
by the number of citations the paper has received,
as recorded in the Web of Science and in the con-
text of the time since publication.

The work was graded using the definitions set out in
the UCC Review guidelines. Upon detailed review of
the submitted publications the Panel concluded that
some of the work is excellent, even world-leading,
with the majority of the outputs deemed to be signifi-
cant to the discipline with either a very good standard

The Panel did
find that a small percentage of the submitted work

or an adequate standard of rigour.

was low impact. A similar distribution of research
quality was found in all the main research areas.

Given the quality and potential of the staff and
what seems to be a good level of external funding
the research impact should be skewed much more to
the higher end. The Panel concludes that, once new
departmental staff become fully established and the
full impact of the relatively new experimental facili-

ties and refurbishment are realised, the quality of the
outputs will improve.

Our recommendations in this area include the
following:

* Increased mentoring of younger staff, particu-
larly in the context of this style of research quality
assessment (for example, aspiring to publish in the
highest quality, most cited journals).

e 'The Department, with the University, should
increase the time available for research, including
the associated grant submission and paper publi-
cation success rate, by rationalising teaching and
administrative work loads of research active staff.

Postgraduate Training

Unfortunately the Panel did not have an opportu-
nity to meet with any of the postgraduate students.
The staff, however, demonstrated a clear commit
ment to provide their PG students with a top qual-
ity post graduate education. In future reviews, the
Panel believes it is important to have time dedicated
to meeting the students in all the departments being
assessed.

The Panel shares the general concern across Panel E
about the length of time it was taking in the students
to complete their PhDs, against the studentship dura-
tion of 3 years.

Recommendations

The Panel recommends the following:

* That there is a move to provide a common experi-
ence for PhD students, particularly in the provi-
sion of taught courses, both general and subject
specific.

* 'This provision should be carefully managed and
integrated with the taught Masters courses.

* All postgraduate course development and ration-
alisation should be in the context of increasing
research time for research active staff, so the Panel
applauds their enthusiasm for all-Ireland graduate
courses.

4
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Research Related Activities

There was evidence of individuals having quite strong
external research-related activities associated with
funding bodies, consultancy, conference organisation,
journal editing, refereeing etc. but this was patchy and
it is felt that this is an area that needs to see more activ-
ity if the Department is to improve its national and
international profile.

There was also evidence of patent-generating activity
and industrial involvement with industry in the areas
associated with Tyndall which will be discussed in the
Tyndall Institute section of the Panel E.

Recommendations

The Panel’s recommendation is that there should be:

* increased mentoring and encouragement of all staff
to increase their involvement with the external
research communities in their research areas.

Funding

The Panel found that, across the Department, there is
a very good level of funding, particularly in the pho-
tonics and nano-science areas, which are SFI priori-
ties. However, even researchers who do not work in
these high priority areas have demonstrated that they
can successfully compete for funding and gain access
to international facilities to maintain their research
activity.

Recommendations

The Panel recommendations in this area are:

* To increase the push to secure EU funding through
rebalancing of teaching commitments, increase
in available staff resources for grant submission
and administration, and incentives to faculty and
researchers to bring in external research funding.

Peer Esteem

The profile of measures of esteem presented in the doc-
umentation was generally disappointing. Some staff
had been invited to present at international meetings.
However, overall that number and all other indicators
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of esteem should be higher in order to place in a top tier
research department.

Recommendations

The Panel recommends that

* In the context of this style of research quality assess-
ment, a proactive approach to improving the over-
all international profile of the Physics Department
members should to be implemented through men-
toring and external promotion of younger staff by
the senior staff.

* There should be increased mentoring and push for
all to be involved with international, peer reviewed
journals and conferences and the conference organ-
isation and professional bodies.

Research Environment

Physics research is carried out in two locations (i) the
Physics Building on the main campus and (ii) in the
Tyndall Institute located off campus. At present the
research environment across Physics is highly vari-
able. The facilities in the Tyndall Institute, discussed
in more detail in the separate Panel E report on the
Tyndall Institute, are of a very high quality and the
environment there will be further enhanced with the
completion of the new building. The facilities seen in
the Physics Building were found to be not conducive to
world-class science. In most cases there was substantial
overcrowding in laboratories and postgraduate student
offices. However the Panel understands that at least
some of this was due to refurbishment and the Panel
would hope the situation is substantially improved
when that work is completed.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The majority of staff of the Physics Department are
active in research and the Department is making a sig-
nificant contribution to the subject, with some excel-
lent and even world leading work. The percentage of
staff with clear evidence of connectivity with the inter-
national community, as seen in various esteem indica-
tors, could be stronger, given the quality of the staff
and research. The overall quality of outputs and esteem
should be expected to improve when the potential of




the new staff, the impact of the relatively new experi-
mental facilities and refurbishment are fully realised
and the Staff adapt to this style of review. Physics
has a good appreciation of its strengths and has a well
thought out strategy for future research activities.

Issues

At the meeting with the Physics staff the major issue
discussed was their concern about the lack of over-
head distribution to Physics from funding won by
those with joint appointments in Physics and Tyn-
dall. They believed this was hindering their ability
to implement a research strategy for the Department
by preventing them accessing the funding to develop
their new strategy. This was brought to the atten-
tion of the University management, who offered an
alternative perspective. It is recommended that the
Department and University resolve this issue to the
satisfaction of both parties.

Recommendations

A summary of the Panel’s reccommendations are:

e the Staff recognise the need to evaluate and
improve the quality of their outputs and esteem,
particularly in the context enhancing their
performance in this style of research quality
assessment

DEPARTMENT OF PHYSICS

Quality Profile

* that younger staff are mentored and helped in
enhancing their esteem indicators as defined in
this evaluation process

* increase the time available for research by ration-
alising teaching and administrative work loads of
research active staff

* a move to provide a common high quality expe-
rience for all PhD students, particularly the pro-
vision of general skills and subject-related courses
and management of completion times

* enhancement of resources for the faculty and
researchers to enable them to extend the range of
funding sources

* implementation of the new research strategy with
concrete processes in place to support this strategy
and a unified departmental approach with clear
timelines and intermediate goals, milestones and
associated metrics.

Overall Conclusion

The Physics Department has overall a good quality
of research, with the potential and motivation for the
needed improvements to attain the level of excellence
to which they aspire.

METRIC LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

% of published output ranked 3

4 and above and above
20% 60%

2. | Research Related Activities 2

3. | Funding 4

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

25%

50%

Overall Assessment: Level 3
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DEPARTMENT OF ZOOLOGY, ECOLOGY AND PLANT SCIENCE (ZEPS)

L ¢

The Department of Zoology, Ecology and Plant Sci-
ences (ZEPS), housed on the Distillery Fields site, hosts
a diverse research community, encompassing molecular
and organismal aspects of animal and plant sciences,
and with a strong, though not exclusively, aquatic focus.
Although the primary facilities are housed within the
Distillery Fields complex, ZEPS has access to several
field sites, and has especially strong research collabora-
tions with the Environmental Research Institute (ERI),
where some ZEPS staff and postgraduate students have
research facilities.

Sub-group B of the Panel visited the Distillery Fields
site (Butler and Cooperage Buildings), including
the greenhouse facility, and associated aquaculture
resources. Sub-group B had the opportunity to address
all Departmental members on arrival and receive
their questions and comments, as well as a postgrad-
uate-only briefing. Members of the Panel were then
shown research facilities, and had the opportunity to
meet some of the staff and students across the ZEPS
complex.

Quality Profile

Published Output

* Profile and comments include assessment of appro-
priate postdoctoral contributions as well as academic
staff and is restricted to the assessment period.

* High quality output (> 64% outputs that are very
good and excellent) across academic staff and post-
doctoral community - and also notable is the vol-
ume of output.

* Pleasing to see a spectrum of output types have
been targeted, including international high quality
journals, conceptual contributions, reviews, chap-
ters, books and edited proceedings.

* The quality and volume of output is impressive in
its own right — but it is noteworthy that such output
is sustained in the face of very high teaching loads
(average 80 lectures per member of staff) - See Rec-
ommendations below.

* Evidence of excellent interdisciplinary work, exploit-
ing diversity of expertise and facilities within ZEPS
and with other centres, esp. ERI. The appointed

new Professor in Molecular Marine Biodiversity is
well placed to enhance such interactions and profil-
ing of distinctive areas

* There is a breadth of strength in quality and impact
of outputs. Nonetheless several areas stand out as
being especially distinctive and of high quality,
and includes (though not exclusively), ecology and
reproductive biology of marine animals, population
genetics and molecular ecology, conceptual aspects
of theoretical ecology in freshwater and marine sys-
tems, applied and molecular plant science, linkages
between biodiversity and ecosystem function, and

physiological ecology

* Although a significant proportion of output was
either very good or excellent, none was outstanding,
and 36% was assessed as falling within levels 2 and
1. Despite the overall excellence of output there is
capacity to enhance the quality profile of outputs
by more strategic targeting of articles in interna-
tional journals of broader generic status rather than
national Irish journals, as well as exploiting oppor-
tunities to engage more fully with novel aspects or
emergent research topics/areas. The quality of exper-
tise, associated facilities and ZEPS research themes,
certainly provide scope for successful targeting of
outputs in the highest impact journals. Such strat-
egy is relevant to the organisation and management
of research at the Departmental level in relation to
mentoring, publications targets, etc - see Recom-
mendations below

* There was evidence of highly distinctive outputs in
relation to outreach and commercial development
of science, for example with the “UrchinPlatter”
system and fish-colouring from Adonis system

Postgraduate Training

* Highly impressive, dynamic and thriving post-
graduate community, both at Masters and Doctoral
levels - obvious enthusiasm, commitment and col-
legiate spirit

* A meeting with the postgraduates alone allowed the
Panel members to assess their own view of the train-
ing environment provided. There was strong and
unanimous satisfaction with supervision and sup-

port by staff




All postgraduates are provided with excellent
office and laboratory facilities - in high quality
and well equipped space

The postgraduates did note that limited access to
ZEPS buildings provided a significant constraint
to their research activity. The Panel feels that it
is the responsibility of the Institution to promote
and support commitment and motivation of all
researchers, especially in the early stages of career
development. The designation of appropriate
guidelines for safe regulated access out of hours
is eminently achievable and is something that
characterises the most productive and high profile
research-led Institutions.

It would be beneficial to incorporate a more
regulated framework for certain aspects of the
postgraduate training environment, such as the
instigation of a journal club and postgraduate
discussion forum (encompassing all students and
areas). The Panel noted that recent PhD students
have an advisor as well most having two super-
visors. Such a structure should be immediately
extended to all current PhD students

Some serious disquiet among postgraduates about
the perceived inequality among departmentally-
funded PhD students (maximum of 130 hours
per annum for demonstrating) and others in rela-
tion to required contribution to demonstrating
and lack of any financial reward for this work.
There is a danger of compromising the quality of
research undertaken by students through too large
a teaching burden.

Postgraduates asked for formal training in first aid
and safety for all postgraduates. The Panel con-
curs that safety training and awareness should
be mandatory. Advice should be given in the
postgraduate handbook as well as by practical
instruction.

Research Related Activities

Evidence of commercialisation of science outputs
and activity, especially within the aquaculture and
plant sciences areas.

Extensive expert consultancy work.

* Regional and national contributions to envi-
ronmental management and policy develop-
ment, including extensive representation on State

Agency Boards.

* Very good profiling of ZEPS and the University
internationally, through participation in confer-
ences, editorial work and consortia.

* Very commendable level of promotion of Public
Understanding of Science and relevance to local
community.

Funding

* Overall volume and diversity of income is noted,
with engagement in major recent schemes for
capacity building extending up to 7 years, such as
the Beaufort Scheme and PLANFORBIO. Such
long-term support allows strengthening of core
areas, as well as enhanced opportunities for early
career development.

* The breadth of expertise and activity affords a cor-
responding plethora of opportunities with fund-
ing schemes and sources, and inherent resilience
and responsiveness to changing trends and fund-
ing priorities.

* Despite the overall volume and nature of funding
in ZEPS, the Panel identified some vulnerabil-
ity to downturns in national funding. It is advis-
able to increase the targeting of European and
other international sources, which appear to have
declined relative to previous years.

Peer Esteem

Interactions with professional colleagues in all aspects
of promotion of research areas are significant. The
range of activities demonstrates a willingness to show
leadership at national and international levels.

Research Environment

* Strong evidence of collegiality and effective inter-
actions/collaborations among staff, creating an
environment that motivates staff and students.
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*  Good range of facilities evident, some shared with
ERI, and impressive opportunities for experimental
manipulation of aquatic systems and field work.

* Obvious advantage gained from relocating main
facilities to the Distillery Fields complex and gen-
eral updating of research infrastructure.

* Although there are distinctive areas (some of which
were mentioned above in Published Outputs),
these are not readily identifiable externally — 22
themes/topics within a Unit of this size is not sus-
tainable. The Pl-led approach for organisation of
research is over-fragmented and specific to speciali-
ties. Research organisation would be enhanced by
reduction and integration into far fewer broader
themes (5-6) that can enhance synergies and critical
mass- each with a theme leader.

* 'The submission did not make clear whether there
was strategic overview of research organisation at
the Departmental level to ensure the most effec-
tive utilisation of limited resources and exploita-
tion of opportunities. The Panel would encourage
instigating a research committee and/or Research
Director that would overview research activities and
output, including the coordinating of mentoring of
new members of staff, and internal reviews of grant
applications.

* The perceived constraints to interactions with ERI
and financial consequences need to be addressed at

the College level.

* There is a need for readily available dedicated I'T
support.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The ZEPS is a highly research-active grouping, with
an overall excellent level of outputs, training and infra-
structure. The benefit of centralising the facilities and
community of ZEPS is well borne out by research
performance. The research framework in place is per-
haps most threatened by the heavy teaching load.
With appropriate re-organisation, and based on exist-
ent expertise, track record and potential of staff and
students, ZEPS has the potential to attain some level
5 output. The dedication and motivation of staff and

their responsive support of postgraduates and early
stage postdoctoral staff is especially noteworthy.

Issues

* Heavy overall teaching load, and the need to ring-
fence greater research opportunity for new/young
members of staff.

* The need for reorganisation of research into iden-
tifiable and timely themes (5-6), that nevertheless
illustrate the strength and distinctive nature of
ZEPS key areas.

* The sustainability of Plant Sciences is threatened by
the delay in appointing a Professor within the area.

Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

* Increased targeting of high profile international
journals and to publishing more in international
) p g
than national journals.

* Rationalisation and reduction of teaching loads, and
the use of staff activity profiles/work load model to
advise Head of Department in allocation of teach-
ing and administrative duties.

* Identification of 5-6 identifiable research themes
that will allow responsive changes to staff profile
and emerging research priorities.

* Consideration, with Departmental approval, of
appointment of a Chair of Botany.

e Establishment of a clearer framework for research
management, including a Research Committee/
Research Director.

* Mentoring of new members of academic staff and a
mechanism to secure opportunity for establishment
of research group and activity in new members of
staff. Protect new appointments from a crippling
teaching load and allow time to establish research.

* The development of a more formalised structured
training for postgraduate students, including a
Departmental discussion forum and journal club,
and the inclusion of an advisory member on the
Supervisory Committee of all current PhD students.




e Increased access to research facilities within
ZEPS buildings through regulated out-of-hours
access incorporating recognised health and safety

guidelines.

Overall Conclusion

ZEPS is well positioned to continue and enhance its
already significant and high quality contribution to

4

the Institutional research profile, though there is a
need to review certain practices of research organisa-
tion, publication practices, teaching loads and recruit-

ment. Key to its continued success will be the abil-

ity to attract outstanding research leaders and staff

and students in an early stage of career. Such can be

achieved by underpinning the existent research envi-

research ethos.

DEPARTMENT OF ZOOLOGY, ECOLOGY & PLANT SCIENCE

Quality Profile

ronment with a more strategically-led and targeted

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked 4

and above

% of published output ranked 3
and above

23% 64 %
2. | Research Related Activities 3
3. | Funding 4

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

35%

60%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE (ERI)

L ¢

The ERI was established in 2000 with the mission
of supporting and promoting environmental based
research, training and education in UCC. The Institute
currently houses 5 research groups in a new, purpose
built building with excellent facilities, which was com-
pleted and occupation started in 2005. The 5 thematic
areas encompass environmental chemistry, sustainable
energy and environmental engineering, environmen-
tal microbial genomics, biodiversity and ecotoxicol-
ogy, and marine and freshwater. In addition there are
3 centres of ‘excellence’ within the ERI although these
are not all physically located in the ERI building. The
Coastal and Marine Resources Centre is located near
the Haulbowline Naval Base and the Aquaculture and
Fisheries Development Centre has its research facilities
in ZEPS. The members of the ERI are associated with
cognate departments in UCC. The Panel found that
a significant number of the research students at ZEPS
did their research in the ERI, as well as students from
the Departments of Chemistry, Civil & Environmental
Engineering and Microbiology.

Sub-group B of the Panel visited the ERI and were
given an introductory overview of the research at the
ERI and the aims. The sub-group had a rapid visit to
all the groups and had the opportunity to address the
Heads of the units as well as some of the postdoctoral
fellows and research students. The Panel did not visit

the Coast and Marine Resources Centre (CMRC).

Note: The CMRC at present has most of its output
as commissioned reports rather than publishing their
work in peer reviewed papers. For this reason the sub-
panel thought it inappropriate to include this unit in
the quality profile which concentrates on published
peer reviewed scientific articles. A key objective for the
future will be, where possible, to publish material from
reports from this unit in quality international journals.
There is clear evidence of a potential for international
calibre outputs and the Panel endorses this approach.
This would be facilitated by close interaction between
other groups in the ERI and with ZEPS.

Quality Profile

Published Output

* The profile and comments include assessment of
appropriate postdoctoral contributions as well as

those of permanent staff. Assessment was restricted
to the assessment period.

* Overall excellent performance with evidence of
world-class contributions from within the ERI
community. In addition to the quality, there was a
good volume of output in the assessment period.

* Particularly distinctive and outstanding outputs
from within Environmental Microbial Genomics
and Biodiversity and Ecotoxicology groups.

* Pleasing to see a spectrum of output types have
been targeted, including international high quality
journals, conceptual contributions, reviews, chap-
ters, books and edited proceedings.

* High level of interdisciplinarity within and across
the groups was particularly impressive, exploiting
diversity of expertise and facilities within ERI and
with other centres, esp. ZEPS. The new Professor
in Molecular Marine Biodiversity to be located in
the ERI, but with a desk in ZEPS, will enhance

collaboration.

* 'The benefit of the investment in establishing the
ERI is already paying substantial dividends.

* Notwithstanding that across the University there
can be some tension, especially in relation to fund-
ing models between the Research Institutes and cog-
nate departments over the allocation of resources, in
the instance of ZEPS and the ERI the relationship
between them is generally positive.

* Although almost half the output was either excel-
lent or very good, one quarter was assessed in lev-
els 2 and 1. The overall research environment at
the ERI is obviously very conducive to high level
research.

Postgraduate Training

* Impressive collegiate and dynamic postgraduate
community in spite of wide diversity of research
areas.

e Access to diverse and state of the art facilities to
explore a breadth of environmental issues.

e While the distance between ERI and other facili-
ties, for example the Distillery Fields, is not desir-
able, in the view of the Panel this should not be a
significant impediment to interactions of the ERI
with other Groups across the University.
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Open-plan style of office accommodation for post-
graduates works well in facilitating and enhanc-
ing interactions. The Panel was impressed with
the high level of interaction between the different
users of the facilities and the level of mutidiscipli-
narity in the Institute.

In common with ZEPS, it would be beneficial to
incorporate a more regulated framework for cer-
tain aspects of the postgraduate training environ-
ment, such as the instigation of a journal club and
postgraduate discussion forums (encompassing all
students and areas),

The Panel noted that recent PhD students have an
advisor as well as two supervisors. Such a struc-
ture should be immediately extended to all cur-
rent PhD students.

As with the other facilities that were viewed,
access is limited to certain hours and some post-
graduates asked if this could be reviewed since
it was, at least occasionally, an impediment. The
Panel feels that it is important to promote com-
mitment to research. The designation of appro-
priate guidelines for safe regulated access out of
hours is eminently achievable and is something
that characterises the most productive and high
profile research-led Institutions.

Research Related Activities

The Panel was given a quick overview of the
research related work in the extensive expert con-
sultancy work in several of the units. This ranged
from CMRC work on monitoring marine mam-
mal and seabird populations and stock assessments
of prey species to Environmental Chemistry work
with environmental adsorbents, Biodiversity and
Ecotoxicology research on the effects of agricul-
ture policy on landscape changes and biodiver-
sity, Sustainable Energy's evaluation of optimal
biofuels to the work of Environmental Microbial
Genetics on the use of recombinant DNA for the
degradation of toxic pollutants and the genome
sequencing of typhoid to improve epidemiology.

Regional and national contributions to environ-
mental management and policy development,
including representation in State Agency Boards.

Engagement  in extensive  international

collaborations.

Excellent editorial involvement.

Funding

Excellent overall performance with some indi-
viduals and groups having outstanding success in
gaining funding and over a wide range of environ-
mental areas.

Much of the facilities are now excellent and some
world class, albeit there are areas in the building
yet to be fitted out.

The scope of the environmental issues and the
approaches utilized in environmental sciences
ensure that collaboration with industry will be
ongoing and the focus on fundamental environ-
mental issues will be at the forefront.

Future funding in the current economic climate
is obviously difficult, but the panel felt that the
Institute is very well placed to increase the level
of funding from industry and from interna-
tional sources, both on its own and in collabora-
tion with similar institutes both nationally and
internationally.

Peer Esteem

Excellent to outstanding. Many staff are leaders in
their field and this bodes well for the future devel-
opment of the ERIL

The range of environmental issues and the quality
of the science in the ERI indicates an ability to
continue to operate at the highest levels.

Research Environment

Large numbers of postdoctoral researchers and
postgraduate students.

High levels of interdisciplinarity and interactions
between staff and researchers promote a very good
working environment.

The research environment is outstanding and
incorporates state of the art equipment and is well
placed to exploit novel and emerging themes.

4
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* 'The research shared with ZEPS is an important
component of the research environment for both

the ERI and ZEPS.

* The new chair in Molecular Marine Biodiversity
with laboratory facilities in the ERI will further
enhance collaboration between the ERI and ZEPS.

* 'The provision of a general common room would
enhance the opportunity and quality of research
and collegiate interactions, which are even more
crucial in an Institute that exploits commonalities
and contrasts in approaches and topics tackled.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The ERI contains a wide variety of groups focusing on
a range of environmental issues and brings together a
diverse set of expertise. The high level of funding, the
large number of postdoctoral researchers working there
and the increasing numbers of PhD students doing
most or all of their research in the ERI are indicators of
the success of the recently established ERI. The high
degree of contact between the different groupings in
the ERI resulting from grouping the different thematic
areas and centres in the ERI was evident during the
visit and was highly commendable. The level of pub-
lished output is excellent and increasing.

Issues

* Evident that the concept of the ‘virtual ERI" and
the physical ERI building is causing some anxiety
in the Departments, although it was not possible to
pin down the cause. It may be allocation of funds,
i.e. that the research centres are better funded,
which may become a more serious issue with the
economic downturn. It may relate as well to the
quality of facilities in the ERI compared with cog-
nate departments.

* The Panel noted that there is a plan to involve
members of the ERI not physically based in the
ERI, providing them with an opportunity to play
a greater role in the decision making and planning
of the work of the ERI which can only help resolve
any issues.

* The Panel noted that the CMRC suffered a major
set back through fire destroying their buildings but
were working on a plan for new facilities. The Panel
noted that the CMRC was entirely self-funded on

soft-money and this dictated the nature of their
work and their constrained their opportunities to
publish work in front line journals. The Panel read
that the 5 year plan 2008-13 focuses the group on
quality research outputs including peer reviewed
published work. It will become part of the Mari-
time and Energy Research Cluster.

Recommendations

* It is important to address the relationship between
the ERI and its affiliated schools/ departments. The
ERI should not only operate as a research institute
in its own right, but should also contribute to the
development of these schools/departments.

* To enhance and exploit opportunities at the inter-
face of fundamental and applied outputs with cog-
nate Centres, such as CMRC.

* Ensure that the management of research within the
ERI incorporates fully the targets and strategies of
cognate Centres, thereby ensuring a more corporate
framework for establishing performance measures
in line with the diversity of research outputs.

* Although there is excellent evidence of interdis-
ciplinary interactions across the various groups
and approaches to tackling environmental issues,
resources should be made available to promote inter-
action through common informal meeting facilities
and ERI-level seminar or discussion forums.

Overall Conclusion

The ERI has successfully established itself and not-
withstanding much of the outputs for this review from
its human resources were completed before the ERI
was occupied and became research operational, there is
strong evidence that the ERI is working well as a cen-
tre of excellence. The test now is to move forward from
the good start by further development of the infra-
structure of the ERI itself and to ensure that it facili-
tates excellence in Environmental sciences elsewhere in
UCC. The tension the review group detected regarding
the ERI’s interaction with its collaborators outwith the
ERI needs to be resolved. The current economic down-
turn will be a test of the sustainability of the funding
streams, but the Panel believes that the ERI has the
strong base to win through.




ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE

Quality Profile

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked 4

and above

% of published output ranked 3

and above

44% 75%
2. | Research Related Activities 4
3. | Funding 4

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

53%

73%

Overall Assessment: Level 5

101



TYNDALL NATIONAL INSTITUTE

L ¢

Introduction: Scope and context of this review

The Tyndall National Institute (TNI) was established
in 2004 by combining resources from the previous
National Microelectronics Research Centre (NMRC),
University College Cork (UCC) and the Cork Insti-
tute of Technology (CIT). The review period therefore
covers only work from 2004-2008. The Panel believes
that the TNI is poised to become a premier world-class
research institute. The TNI was a wise and forward-
looking investment. TNI has created a clear distin-
guishing message — “atoms to systems”. This message
has put the Institute in a prime position for interna-
tional recognition and distinction. This distinction will
help raise the research profile of the associated depart-
ments within UCC. It was clear that the sum of the
whole is bigger than the sum of the individual parts
of the institute. The bridge that the Institute forms
between the academic mission of UCC, the basic sci-
ences and corporate research and development, is criti-
cal for UCC and Ireland to establish and maintain
world leadership in strategic areas.

The Panel wishes to emphasise that it has undertaken
its evaluation and interpreted the guidelines that were
given in the context of the Institute’s aspiration to
compete with the world’s best research laboratories.
All comments are intended to try to assist its progress
towards this goal.

The TNI houses about 350 people including engineers,
scientists, students, interns and research and adminis-
trative support staff. Many of the scientists and stu-
dents working in Tyndall are jointly appointed with
the Departments of Physics, Chemistry and Microelec-
tronic Engineering, as well as with the Department of
Applied Physics and Instrumentation at CIT. There
are a total of 106 students registered in Physics (40),
Chemistry (20), Microelectronic Engineering (28) and
Life Sciences (9) and CIT (9). Faculty from all of these
departments, in addition to their teaching and depart-
mental responsibilities, conduct research under the
TNI umbrella. The faculty have the freedom to route
research grants and awards either through their home
department or the TNI. It was the understanding of
the Panel members that there is a formula for over-
head recovery associated with this process so that the

relevant Department does receive some overhead from
TNI-based funds secured by the faculty. Scientists
within the Institute also can have ad hoc arrangements
with university academic departments, and are allowed
and encouraged to teach classes. This level of expo-
sure of the students to full time TNI researchers in the
classroom is a key benefit of the interaction between
TNI and academic departments. The breakdown of
Tyndall full-time staff teaching in UCC Departments
is as follows: of 353 hours taught, 136 is in Physics
(65 of these in a new MSc Course in Photonics), 79
in Chemistry, 93 in Microelectronic & Electrical Engi-
neering, 36 in Mathematics and the balance in the Life
Sciences.

Quality Profile
Published Output

The quality of the published output was graded using
the definitions set out in the UCC Review guidelines
e.g. for a rating of 5 the Panel expected a paper to be of
a “quality that is world-leading; the particular research
work or activity will be internationally outstanding,
displaying a very high level of originality, significance
and rigour; it will be innovative, potentially agenda-
setting in research and/or policy fields”.

Since the Panel did not have the time to scrutinise
in detail all the submitted papers the members felt it
necessary to select a subset consisting mainly of sen-
ior researchers in the Institute. This assessment of TNI
published output is therefore based on an evaluation
of the three published papers provided by 23 research-
ers consisting of the CEO, the heads of centres, heads
of groups, 4 academic members and 4 Senior Staff
Researchers. This subset consisted of 7 scientists, 10
engineer/scientists and 6 engineers in the Staff Classifi-
cation scheme and contains representatives from all the
TNI disciplines. In the few cases where papers had not
been suggested the 3 top cited papers over the past four
years for that individual were used.

For each submitted paper the journal citation rank-
ing was considered, along with the impact of the paper
within the relevant field, and the timeliness of the work

being published. The Panel then established a cumu-
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lative paper impact for the three papers for these
researchers.

The evaluation of impact and timeliness were based
on review of:

e How the authors themselves describe in their
paper the relationship of the new work to exist-
ing work in the field and their predicted impact
of the work.

The immediacy of the impact of the work, assessed
by the number of citations the paper has received, as
recorded in The Web of Science', and in the context
of the time since publication.

The Panel recognises that absolute measurements
using only the citation index ranking of a Journal is
not a fair indication of impact in a particular field.
Therefore the Panel also took into consideration the

impact of the subfield.

For the period Jan 2005 to Sept 2008 the Panel was
informed that TNI researchers published a total of
593 research papers. So over the 3.75 years this gives
an average of 1.5 publications per named researcher
per annum. The Panel would consider that for a
world-class institute, with the size of the funding
received by the TNI, one would expect an average of
two publications per researcher per year. So from this
perspective there is evidence that TNI is on a trajec-
tory to achieve true international status.

In summary, upon review of the submitted publica-
tions it is concluded that the quality is recognised
internationally in terms of its originality, significance
and rigour, advancing its field and some is clearly
world-leading. There is evidence of excellence across

the full range of disciplines in TNI.

However, the quality and quantity of published out-
put still needs to improve for an Institute of the size
and scope of the TNI to meet fully its aspirations.
For example analysis by the Panel would indicate that
they should be seeking to publish in higher impact
journals. In addition for a world-leading research
institute, it is the Panel’s view that they should expect

1 hetp://scientific.thomsonreuters.com/training/wos/

in the order of 10 publications per researcher as well
as a 5-year citation number in the order of 100.

Postgraduate Training

The Institute forms a critical bridge for UCC to sat-
isfy the requirements for conducting industrial ori-
ented research and meeting the needs of graduate
research students publishing and meeting PhD and
Master criteria. The implicit inclusion of the aca-
demics from UUC Departments in the Institute is
essential to maintain the balance between industrial
and graduate needs. The Institute also forms a criti-
cal bridge in providing visibility for students to the
outside world to enhance their job opportunities in
Ireland and internationally.

During the evaluation period the TNI graduated 60
PhD and 21 Masters students. This is a respectable
number, given the size and resources of the Centre.
Again, for this number of students, one would expect
to see a somewhat higher rate of publication.

Strengths of postgraduate training at the TNI include
exposure to industry related research, cross-discipli-
nary research, work with both full time faculty and
full time scientists at the Institute, infrastructure
facilities that are world class and only possible with
full time staff support and participation in interna-
tional research programmes like EU projects. Expo-
sure of graduate students to the intellectual property
side of research through patents is also good prepara-
tion for their entering into industrial positions after
graduation.

Monitoring of progress of post-graduate students is
essential and the Panel was pleased to learn of the
TNI Academic Committee which has responsibility
for ensuring the highest quality of PhD supervision
and research. It also commends the Academic Com-
mittee membership structure, consisting of the CEO,
head of graduate studies, a committee of graduate stu-
dents and academic committees from UCC and CIT.

In summary the panel found evidence of a good per-
formance in postgraduate training.

4
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Research Related Activities

The TNI is composed of four centres: Photonics,
MicroNano Electronics, Microsystems and Theory
Modelling and Design. These centres cover vertically
integrated research areas of materials, devices and sub-
systems. Underlying all Centres are a comprehensive
theory, modelling and design environment and a cen-
tral device fabrication facility. The fabrication facilities
at the institute are world class, and the investment in
staff to maintain and oversee these facilities has been a
clear priority that has been well served. The centres are
well staffed, with 12 research staff associated with the
Photonics Centre, 12 with the Microsystems Centre, 7
with the MicroNano Electronics Centre and 7 with the
Theory Modelling and Design Centre with an encour-
aging overlap of staff across areas.

There is a cohesive overall structure to TNI in terms
of centre topics, organization and collaboration areas
within a centre. For future reviews it would be useful
if outputs from joint centre activities were identified.
There is both breadth and focus in the research staff
interests and the overlap with each Centre’s objectives.

The MicroNano Electronics Centre covers a broad
area of research including thin-film and surface struc-
tures (photonic bandgap materials), dimensional solids
(mesoporous, oxides, nanowires and nanoparticles),
nanotechnology (nanowires, nanocrystals, nanostruc-
tres and nanodevices), supercritical fluids (nanowires,
nanotubes and nanoparticles) and silicon based devices
(nanowires, oxides and silicon devices). There is also
incorporated within the MicroNano Centre a Design
and Technology Evaluation Group that includes elec-
trical characterization.

* The Microsystems Centre covers the areas of bio-
systems (bio structure, sensors and actuators and
bio-interfaces), electronic hardware and software
(instrumentation, wireless sensors and micropower
devices), and heterogeneous systems integration
(3D silicon, chip on flex and MEMs).

* The Photonics Centre covers a broad range of activi-
ties including systems, integration, detectors, III-V
compound semiconductor materials and devices,
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device physics and dymanics, quantum dots, theory
and simulation and quantum optics.

* The Theory and Modelling and Design Centre cov-
ers the areas of basic phenomena, materials, devices,
integration and systems.

The TNI research projects and directions are driven
by both industry goals and basic knowledge driven
research. The mixture of full time research staff, UCC
Faculty and postgraduate students provides an environ-
ment that maintains a balance required in this type of
environment.

Another key aspect of TN is its research outreach pro-
gramme, the National Access Programme (NAP). This
critical programme allows researchers from around Ire-
land to submit project proposals and utilize the TNI
facilities. As of November 2008, there have been 159
approved proposals with 100 projects completed result-
ing in 240 publications and 33 post-graduate theses.
This is an important aspect of the measurable research
output and impact of the TNI.

Funding

The research level of funding is of excellent quality
with one or two cases of outstanding quality. Tyndall
has also opened up the opportunity to secure longer
grants (4 years) that are better matched to the graduate
studies mission of UCC.

Funding for the TNI comes from three key areas (i)
industrial sponsorship and funding, (ii) Ireland gov-
ernment research grants and (iii) International, par-
ticularly EU, funding opportunities. Below the Panel
briefly comments on the success and impact of each
during the assessment period:

* Industry Funding — The TNI has established a close
relationship with National and Multi-National
companies including Intel, HP, Analog, Seagate
and Smiths. These relationships are important in
bringing industrial facilities to Ireland, creating a
stronger coupling between industrial R&D efforts
and the projects in TNI, diversifying funding
income from only government funding and expo-
sure of students to industry.




* Ireland Government Funding — SFI, UCC, Enter-
prise Ireland, HEA/PRTLI.

* International Funding — Mainly from EU projects.

Since the Panel was not totally familiar with the
Irish funding system it was difficult to determine the
income generated by individuals. However it appears
that the overall average funding per year from the
105 research staff was €190,000 per head. The total
national funding for these researchers was €25 Mil-
lion and international funding was €9.5 Million.
Income was also reported by the TNI itself consisting
of normal operating income, DETE supplementary
capital, infrastructure development and the National
Access Programme. Total income reported, includ-
ing the core grant and UCC contributions during the
evaluation period was (rounded off) 2004 — €16 mil-
lion, 2005 — €25M, 2006 — €27M and 2007 — €31M.
The top three research funding components in order
of decreasing amount over the evaluation period
were (1) SFI, (2) EU Projects and (3) DETE Grant.
This represents a good mix of national, international
and industrial funding for the first four years of the
Institute.

Peer Esteem

The assessment of peer esteem was made based on the
UCC Review guidelines. For example for a five rat-
ing the Panel was looking for evidence of prizes or
medals, plenaries at major conferences, editorship of
journals, very highly cited papers, fellowship of pro-
fessional societies, membership of international con-
ference committees and funding review panels. The
Panel analyzed in detail the inputs from the same
senior cohort of researchers as for the publications
barring one who had not submitted a CV.

We found that half of this cohort were making an
excellent impact within the international research
community and as a result gaining significant inter-
national recognition. A significant fraction of those
researchers could be considered to be making an out-
standing impact.

The TNI has also been successful in establishing Peer
Esteem via Patents and Technology Transfer. These

mechanisms represent an important value that indus-
try gives to the Institute, UCC, the researchers and
the students trained at TNI. There were 3 spinout
companies, patent licensing to two companies and
utilization of RADFET and the OneDose Surface
Densiometer System.

Most of the research staff the Panel looked at in
detail in TNI have a good presence in international
peer reviewed conferences and workshops. This pres-
ence ranges from organization, to chairing, technical
program committees to tutorials and short courses.
Branding of the Tyndall name during this period is
a strong component that helped establish a positive
reputation during the evaluation period.

These research staff on the whole have good interna-
tional visibility through publications in peer reviewed
journals and international conferences. However
there are a number of staff both in this cohort and
particularly amongst others not included in the
detailed analysis who have yet to deliver strong inter-
national links and activities. They should be actively
encouraged to do so.

Research Environment

During the review period, a sizable investment in a
new facility was secured that will make the TNI a
major research facility in Ireland and the EU. The
total size of the facility including the new build-
ing will offer 4 floors of clean room fabrication and
laboratory space and allow for future expansion. The
building offered an open collaborative environment,
plenty of research laboratory space and high quality
clean room environment.

Cleanroom — The cleanroom at the TNI represents
a major investment, with a staff of 32 and a budget
of the order of €3.0 million in a facility that will give
the researchers and affiliated industrial partners an
advantage in pursuing advanced materials and device
research, producing leading edge publications and
PhD theses and increase chances of securing funding
from competitive sources. The current facilities sup-
port silicon and compound semiconductor growth
and processing. All required fabrication components
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are in place, including mask alignment and Ebeam,
multiple types of etching and deposition systems,
nanofabrication processes and metalization. Materials
characterization is essential to developing and under-
standing device processes and the facility supports the
wide array of advance techniques including FTIR and
STM. SIMS is not part of the facility and would be a
very important improvement but could be done out of
house. Ebeam, SEM and FIB characterization and re-
work tools are available. During the visit the Panel saw
that the groundwork had been laid during the review
period for important cleanroom expansion for materi-
als growth and device processing. A stable clean room
stafling and funding environment is critical to support-
ing a mission like that of the TNI and it is clearly well
supported by the Institute.

Laboratories — The laboratories were designed and
outfitted as well as any state of the art industrial labo-
ratory. The rooms were spacious with ample table and
equipment space to support growth in research projects
and students. The researchers had clearly taken advan-
tage of the ability to purchase high quality state of the
art equipment during the recent industrial economic
downturn.

Offices and Student Resources - The Institute envi-
ronment appeared highly supportive of graduate stu-
dents and encourage cross-disciplinary and cross group
interaction by minimizing boundaries between groups
and creating a culture of open shared infrastructure.
The offices housed multiple senior researchers and the
open glass environment made the distinction between
senior researcher and students in the open space less so.
The open space cubicle environment for the students
appeared to support an open collaborative environment.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The TNI is a very large institution with a wide range of
research type and infrastructure as well as a broad spec-
trum of research areas ranging from atoms to systems
and from simulation to experiment to development. In
many ways the performance of the individual research-
ers varies widely for a variety of reasons. The percentage
of staff who can maintain high research activity require
large amounts of diverse funding, large number of stu-
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dents and staff researchers and access to state-of-the-art
facilities in their areas. From this perspective the Insti-
tute is doing extremely well for a 4-year old institution
and the staff is to be congratulated for their achieve-
ments and performance. However, given the large scale
of the TNI, the number of researchers attracting larger
amounts of funding and generating more high quality
publications and a larger number of PhD and Masters
students, should be higher than achieved during the
review period. That said, it is clear that the organisa-
tion, drive and motivation of the TNI administration
and staff is such that the Institute is on a growth curve
in overall research activity and performance. Continu-
ation along this curve will depend on the current eco-
nomic conditions and if the TNI can build a robust
funding and research model it can weather difhcult
times.

Overall there appeared to be a small number of staff
who bring in a large amount of funding and produce
high quality publications consistently. The visibility of
the research staff in the international research com-
munity is high, for example participation on techni-
cal program committees for OFC, ECOC and CLEO,
invited talks and invited tutorials and they should be
commended for these achievements and success in get-
ting out the name of the TNI, but as mentioned above
more should be encouraged.

Looking Forward

Looking forward, the Institute should continue to set
higher goals to move more of the researchers to the out-
standing category and increase the publication output
in outstanding peer review journals so as to secure the
TNI as a world leader in targeted research areas.

It is perhaps stating the obvious to observe that increas-
ing the mean funding to an outstanding level and
decreasing sensitivity to economic fluctuations by hav-
ing a broad portfolio of industrial, government and
academic funders should also be seen as an important
target for the TNI over the long term. Opportunities to
continue to establish distinction of the Institute should
continue to be on the front burner. Examples include
expansion of international collaboration with centres
of excellence around the world, identifying benchmark




institutes with which to compare, and closely, track
performance and new opportunities by bringing in
more researchers from a broader set of fields in the
University with sensitivity to not diluting resources or
stretching too thin the Institute’s mission.

The trade-offs of increased distinction via new alli-
ances against the spreading thin of resources needs to
be carefully weighed. Care should be taken to keep
close tabs on the administrative burden of research
individuals in order to accommodate continued
increase in research output.

Recommendations

A summary of recommendations are listed below:

* Panel E found undertaking a detailed analysis of
the information provided by of the 105 researchers
to be an impossible task within the time available.

TYNDALL NATIONAL INSTITUTE

The Panel therefore based its numerical scores on
publication quality and esteem on the inputs from
a cohort of more senior researchers. However the
commentary reflects a more general impression of
the TNI gleaned from the documentation pro-
vided by TNI, the site visit and a general perusal
of all the researcher inputs.

The number of high impact publications is overall
good, but the lower end of the quality scale needs
to be moved up to the 3-4 quality scale.

The peer esteem is high for some in the Institute.
Attention should be given to help move the mean
of the peer esteem for the remainder of the TNI
staff up to a higher mean value.

The TNI should continue to nurture current, suc-
cessful funding routes but diversify to be more
resilient to industry downturns and national eco-
nomic conditions.

Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL
1. | Published Output % of published output ranked | % of published output ranked 3
4 and above and above
18% 60%
2. | Research Related Activities 4
3. | Funding 4

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

50%

80%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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Panel F

Boole Centre for Research in Informatics
Department of Computer Science
School of Mathematical Sciences

(incorporating Mathematics, Applied Mathematics and Statistics)




Panel Members

* Professor Raymond Carroll, Department of Sta-
tistics, Texas A & M University, USA

* Professor Ian Gent, School of Computer Science,
University of St. Andrews, Scotland

* Professor Nigel Hitchin (CHAIR),
Department of Mathematics, University of Oxford,
UK

e Professor Dana Petcu, Professor and Director of
Computer Science Department, Western Univer-
sity of Timisoara, Romania

* Professor Francesca Rossi, Department of Pure
and Applied Mathematics, University of Padova,
Italy

* Professor Jurgen Sprekels, Director, Weirestrasse
Institute for Applied Analysis & Stochastics,
Germany

Site visit

The site visit was conducted over 3.5 days from 23 —
26 March 2009 and included visits to departmental
and library facilities in UCC and meetings with:

* Dr. Michael Murphy, President
e Mr. Diarmuid Collins, Bursar

* DProfessor Peter Kennedy, Vice-President for
Research Policy & Support

* Mr. Brendan Cremen, Office of Technology
Transfer

* Mr. John Fitzgerald, Librarian

* Professor Patrick Fitzpatrick, Head, College of
Science, Engineering & Food Science

e Ms. Michelle Nelson, Head, Graduate Studies
Office

* Mr. Mark Poland, Director, Office of Buildings
and Estates

* Professor john O’Halloran, Member, Research
Review Implementation Group

* Dr. Norma Ryan, Director, Quality Promotion
Unit

* Professor Eugene Freuder, Nominee of Head, and
staff of Department of Computer Science

e DProfessor John Morrison, Director, and staff of
Boole Centre for Research in Informatics

¢ Dr. Kieran Mulchrone, Head, and staff of School
of Mathematical Sciences

An exit presentation of the principal findings of the
Panel was made to Heads of institutes/departments in
the afternoon of the fourth day.

Introduction: Scope and context of this review

The review panel studied the documentation and
outputs, and had interviews with the President, VP
for Research, Academic Council Graduate Studies
Committee representatives, Head of the College of
Science, Engineering & Food Science, Bursar, Librar-
ian, Director of Building & Estates, representative
of the Office of Technology Transfer and informal
discussions with graduate students. The Panel heard
presentations from the Chair of the School of Math-
ematical Sciences, the Director of the Boole Research
Centre and a nominee of the Head of the Department
of Computer Science. The Panel found every person
involved in carrying out the assessment very helpful
and on hand at all times, both in the Quality Promo-
tion Unit and within each of the Units we reviewed.

As a general comment, we feel that in any future
review, the University should make it clearer to pan-
els the balance to strike between evaluation of quan-
tity and quality. The Panel suggests that in the future
the outputs should be either selected (as for example
the three best papers of each member of a unit) or
the panel should be given statistical data about the
whole submission (perhaps after preliminary discus-
sion with the panel as to what bibliographical data is
most helpful to each discipline).

Concerning the process of evaluation, the Panel felt
that it was overwhelmed by the amount of informa-
tion contained in the documents and the difficulties
of navigating through them. The materials supplied
to us were not always well presented. There was a lack
of consistency in the presentation of material and
a lack of care in cross-checking the entries of each

4
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member. For example, many staff gave three research
areas instead of three publications in Computer Sci-
ence and some members listed three outputs in their
CV which were different from the three hard copies we
were provided with. Also, even such basic features such
as consistent page numbering and links within the pdf
files were missing, e.g., a navigable detailed table of
contents. Alphabetical order was inconsistently applied.

The review took place in the context of an impending
move of all three units to a new building which offers a
chance to locate them in a physical environment more

110

conducive to interaction and more attractive for staff
and postgraduate students. Account was taken of the
physical constraints each unit had operated on during
the period under review.

Current numbers of PhD students graduating per
member of staff are somewhat low in comparison with
UK or US institutions, and not evenly distributed, par-
tially because of research-grant based funding. There is
the capacity in terms of potential supervisors to double
this number.




BOOLE CENTRE FOR RESEARCH IN INFORMATICS (BCRI)

Quality Profile
Published Output

The published output the Panel was asked to review
(in most cases) contained all the publications of all
the members of the BCRI, irrespective of whether or
not the Centre was instrumental in producing such
publications. This makes it difficult to properly assess
the quality of research generated by the Centre itself.
The assessment by the Panel must be viewed in this
context.

The Panel assessed 60% of published research outputs
as excellent or outstanding, and more than a quarter
as outstanding. One member of the Centre is research
inactive.

The Panel was impressed by the amount of multidis-
ciplinary research activities engaged by Centre mem-
bers. However, a lack of overall research strategy for
the Centre, beyond its role as providing services and
enabling computational research, was noticed.

Postgraduate Training

Over the period of review, 27 Ph.D.s were completed
with Centre support. Currently there are 12 regis-
tered who have Centre support. The postgraduate stu-
dents are distributed over a variety of supervisors and
not concentrated in merely a few.

Research Related Activities

The Centre is one of the focal points for the univer-
sity in multidisciplinary computational research. The
standard of ITC advice given to researchers around
the university is high, including enabling the use
of computational clusters. The Panel heard from a
number of researchers from outside the Centre and
how the Centre impacted their research directly.

The Centre is providing outstanding services to
the UCC community and to other research groups
nationally and internationally.

Funding

The level of funding is outstanding, although care
should be taken to diversify funding sources to
include increased international and commercial sup-
port. The initiatives taken into the direction of EU
support is encouraging and it is expected that in the
future more funding will come from this source.

Peer Esteem

As expected by the nature of the Centre, the peer
esteem is high, although it was noted that a signifi-
cant proportion of Centre members have low peer
esteem.

Research Environment

The physical environment has been substandard but
will obviously improve very soon. The Centre pro-
vides a healthy environment for multidisciplinary
computational research and a forum for exchange of
ideas among different disciplines.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The Panel was impressed with the range and quality
of the applied multidisciplinary research activities of
the Centre. It is hoped that this can also enable inno-
vative research within Mathematics and Computer
Science in the future.

Issues

The Centre needs a continuing flow of research fund-
ing from more diverse sources.

The Centre seems to focus on its role as a consultancy
and enabling research of others, and shows a lack of
overall research strategy for itself.

Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

* Obrain funding from more diverse sources, espe-
cially international ones.

* Develop a research identity and agenda for the
Centre.
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* For future research reviews, include for BCRI only

that activity that can be related directly to the

Centre.

Overall Conclusion

The Centre demonstrates an excellent level of research.

BOOLE CENTRE FOR RESEARCH IN INFORMATICS

Quality Profile

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked
4 and above

% of published output ranked 3
and above

60% 84%
2. | Research Related Activities 5
3. | Funding 5

4, | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

50%

62%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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DEPARTMENT OF COMPUTER SCIENCE

Quality Profile
Published Output

The Panel considered 60% of the published outputs
to be at an excellent or outstanding level. However
there are three members of staff who are research
inactive (and who therefore are not counted in this
assessment).

The Panel was pleased to see a large number of very
high quality research outputs from the postdoctoral
research staff.

A large amount of the excellent quality research out-
puts depends on a relatively small number of key
staff and their postdoctoral researchers. This repre-
sents a risk if any of these key staff were to leave the
Department.

As mentioned in the introduction, this assessment
was, in practice, not easy due to the sheer volume of
material in Computer Science and various problems
with its presentation. It is hoped that these issues
could be amended in future research reviews.

Postgraduate Training

The number of students per FTE staff seems reason-
able. However, there is the capacity both in staff and
facilities to expand. In general students have good
computer facilities and access to library facilities. It is
important to ensure that software and hardware facil-
ities are maintained in the future for each student in
the new location.

In a department currently located over so many sites,
the Panel was pleased to hear of informal activities
such as a weekly reading group across the whole
Department. The Panel was also pleased to hear of
good informal interactions between research students
and postdoctoral workers. It is important to maintain
such good interactions in the physical environment of
the new building.

The Panel feels that the Department is in a good
position to improve the training of PhD students by
giving some courses for new students to cover basic

concepts in key departmental areas of research. In
certain areas there is already a critical mass of peo-
ple who could easily deliver such courses. This would
benefit new students in a given research area as well as
giving all students a broader research training.

Research Related Activities

Collaborations with industry and technology transfer
activities are at an excellent level. Members of staff
work closely with the technology transfer office of
UCC. Additionally, many members of the Depart-
ment are members of the Boole Centre, thereby
engaging in multidisciplinary research activities.

Members of the School also take part in research
related activities such as chairing international con-
ferences, serving on journal editorial boards, etc.
However, these activities are not currently uniformly
distributed and are concentrated in a small number
of staff. The Department should encourage all mem-
bers of staff to take part in research related activities
appropriate to their research area and career stage.

Funding

The overall funding obtained by the Department is
outstanding. The funding environment in Ireland has
been generally friendly towards ICT, and members of
the Department have fully exploited all the opportu-
nities available to the great benefit of the research in
the Department. The Department is aware of the risk
of a less good national funding environment in the
current economy, and realizes that it is important to
diversify funding sources, especially internationally.

Peer Esteem

The Panel was presented with a list of staff containing
many relatively junior postdoctoral researchers, who
often had (as is natural) no indicators of peer esteem.
Such members were excluded from the statistics used
by the Panel, to be as fair as possible to a department
that contains many high quality junior staff. In gen-
eral, esteem was assessed relative to career stage.

Even discounting some staff as just mentioned, the
resulting profile of esteem across the staff of the
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Department shows just under a third of staff with
excellent or outstanding esteem level, but more than
a third with no evidence of esteem. This is a surpris-
ing for a department that does contain staff with the
highest possible esteem. It is also dangerous since if a
few people are responsible for so much of the esteem
of the Department, it could change radically if one or
two leave.

Research Environment

The large number of postdoctoral researchers is of great
benefit to the research environment of the Depart-
ment. There is excellent collaboration with the Boole
Research Centre.

The physical environment over the period under review
has been a major problem due to the numerous differ-
ent locations. The Panel does not focus on this in this
report since it is known that the whole Department
will move to a new building soon. It is hoped that the
new physical environment will continue the excellent
interactions already existing and create new interfaces.
Also the Department needs to be aware of possible dan-
gers of the move. For example, it is understood that
PhD students will work in a large open-space arrange-
ment: in this new environment they must still be able
to interact with researchers at all levels and find quiet
space when appropriate.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The Department is publishing at an excellent level, and
is impacting the research activity in other units within
the University in a very positive way. The esteem is
very high for a small percentage of staff, but it is low
for many others. Funding is outstanding. Overall, the
Panel thinks the research activity and performance of
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the Department is at an excellent level, but concen-
trated in a few key people. The University should take
appropriate measures to retain the key staff and also
broaden the pool of excellence.

Issues

The Department is over-dependent on funding
from SFI, which is a risk in the current economic
environment.

Research quality is concentrated in a few key people
and their dependent postdoctoral workers. This is dan-
gerous as these are highly attractive staff who might be
enticed to go to the best universities worldwide.

Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

* Encourage all members to be research active and
engage in the international research community.

* Obtain funding from more diverse sources, espe-
cially international ones.

* Take measures to retain key staff.

* Improve basic training for new PhD students.
Overall Conclusion

The Department demonstrates an excellent level of
research.




DEPARTMENT OF COMPUTER SCIENCE

Quality Profile

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked 4

and above

% of published output ranked 3

and above

60% 78%
2. | Research Related Activities 4
3. | Funding 5

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

32%

47%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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Quality Profile

The review was carried out at a time of uncertain fund-
ing conditions and pressure to reorganize the School,
removing the internal division into the three branches
of Mathematics, Applied Mathematics and Statistics.

Published Output

More than half of the outputs were judged to be of
excellent quality in terms of originality, significance
and rigour, and a substantial proportion of that was
of world-leading standard. There were particular
strengths in areas of applied mathematics and statistics,
and some pure mathematical papers had reached the
most competitive journals.

It was noticeable, however, that some of the outputs
ranked highest were associated with members of staff
who had now left Cork, or were intending to do so, or
who would retire in the next few years. To maintain,
and hopefully increase this performance, it is impor-
tant for the School to attract the highest quality appli-
cants. In addition, the School should attend to reten-
tion issues by appropriate promotion processes. Losing
a high-performing researcher is even more damaging
when so much of the provision of facilities to foster a
good research environment (such as computers and
travel for graduate students) depends on individual
grant income.

While the Panel understands the financial concerns
of UCC, these are important risk factors that must be
taken account of in continuing high quality research in
this Unit. In addition, the quality of the research has a
major impact on the quality of teaching at the under-
graduate level and training of post-graduate students.

Postgraduate Training

The Panel had a very useful meeting with approxi-
mately 15 postgraduate students, who seem very
enthusiastic about their research work and about their
relationships with their advisors and the other mem-
bers of the teaching staff. However, some complained
of inadequate computer provision, and in some cases
a lack of availability of books in their area. We did
check that the library had good electronic and physi-
cal access to major journals. We were impressed that
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the students have organized their own informal semi-
nar series where they present their own research to one
another and also understand new material in different
areas. This contributes to a corporate graduate student
identity. The students also expressed a desire to meet
with the staff of the School more often, e.g., through a
School team where research topics are discussed in an
informal environment.

The number of postgraduate students per FTE staff
seems to the Panel somewhat low and there is the
capacity both in staff and facilities to expand, if the
supply of students and supporting funds becomes avail-
able. An expansion would go some way towards achiev-
ing a critical mass that would justify advanced courses
or classes and create a more vibrant atmosphere for the
students.

Since the expansion of graduate student numbers
appears to be a national goal, efforts should be made
with the appropriate funding bodies (such as the Higher
Education Authority or IRCSET) to persuade them to
adopt a national or regional system, for example using
video technology, to disseminate specialist courses
designed to give doctoral students a broader training
and set their PhD research in a wider context across a
number of departments. The current system of option-
ally taking some MSc courses and having courses in
generic research issues falls short of a proper training,
which would make the graduates more competitive in
the outside world.

The current average of 4.5 years for the completion
(including corrections) of a thesis is not significantly
out of line with the experience of countries with similar
systems.

Research Related Activities

Members of staff belong to Editorial Boards of 14 jour-
nals, and take part in a number of activities related
to outreach and communication of mathematics to
a wider audience. There is a significant presence in
national committees, but less engagement in interna-
tional arenas.

Members of the School have strong links with the
Boole Centre, which is one demonstration of their abil-
ity to work on multidisciplinary projects. There are




also strong multidisciplinary links with the School
of Medicine, including research on medical imag-
ing, cardiovascular risk assessment and dental health,
among others.

A special role is played by the Statistical Laboratory
Consultancy Unit, which engages with multidisci-
plinary research work and consultancy with many
departments at UCC, as well as companies and the
broader community, including many hospitals in
the Cork area. This valuable unit has a broad impact
on the research enterprise at UCC, as well as in the
training of postgraduate students, and complements
the applied and methodological focus of the Depart-

ment of Statistics.
Funding

While there is almost no funding from Science Foun-
dation Ireland for pure mathematics, this group has
attracted two large grants. Overall the School shows
a significant increase over time in the funding, and
with more faculty members being successful in
attracting funding. The Panel is fully satisfied with
this aspect of the School. To maintain this level of
funding, it is essential that strong faculty be retained
and promoted, and replacements of retirements be
done at a high quality standard.

Peer Esteem

The peer esteem attained a very good standard, with
close to half being excellent. It is important to notice
that the output scores were highly influenced by excel-
lent work done by young researchers, who have not
yet attained the level of esteem of some of their more
senior colleagues. This is evidence that the School has
been able to attract excellent young researchers.

Research Environment

A variety of research seminars and colloquia are held
on a regular basis, with these being appropriately
advertised on the web. The School has been in a less
than ideal physical environment in the period under
review. Nevertheless, there has been strong inter-
action with faculty in other schools in UCC such
as medicine. The physical environment will soon
improve significantly, enhancing the possibility for

interaction among the faculty and students, and with
staff in related disciplines such as computer science,
the life sciences, medicine, physics and geology.

Current numbers of postdoctoral researchers vary
amongst the three Departments (between zero and
six). A body of postdoctoral researchers is an essen-
tial ingredient for a healthy research environment
with regard to interaction with both graduate stu-
dents and senior researchers.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The School is publishing at an excellent level, and is
impacting the research activity in other units within
the University in a very positive way. The esteem of
members of the School is also at a very good level for
the size of the unit and the age profile of the staff.
Funding is outstanding for a School of Mathematical
Sciences operating in this funding regime. Overall,
the Panel considers that the research activity and per-
formance of the School is at an excellent level, and
the University should take appropriate measures to
maintain this level.

Issues

There are already a number of vacancies for academic
staff in the School, and some key members of staff
will retire soon. It is important that these vacancies
are filled and retirees replaced, otherwise the current
high quality of research will not be maintained.

While individual PhD students are receiving excel-
lent training, consideration should be given to meas-
ures to help the student body as a whole. Some sug-
gestions are outlined above.

The Panel is aware that the University is considering
restructuring the School of Mathematical Sciences.
Great care must be taken in this process to maintain
the health of the three excellent disciplines within the
School (Mathematics, Applied Mathematics and Sta-
tistics) without disadvantaging any one of them.

Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

4
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*  Staff replacement of existing and upcoming vacancies.

* Retention of key staff through promotions.

* Improvements of PhD training.

* Maintaining the health of the three disciplines through any pos-

sible future restructuring,

Overall Conclusion

The School demonstrates an excellent standard of research.

SCHOOL OF MATHEMATICAL SCIENCES

Quality Profile

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

4 and above

% of published output ranked 3

and above

52% 79%
2. | Research Related Activities 4
3. |Funding 5

4, Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

44%

80%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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Panel G

Department of Chemical & Process Engineering
Tyndall National Institute
Department of Microelectronic Engineering
Department of Electrical & Electronic Engineering

Department of Civil & Environmental Engineering
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Panel Members

* DProfessor Dara Entekhabi, Laboratory for Envi-
ronment Science and Engineering, Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, USA

e Professor Julian W. Gardner, Electronics, Power
and Microsystems Group, School of Engineering,
University of Warwick, UK

* Professor James Garrett, Department of Civil &
Environmental Engineering, Carnegie Mellon Uni-
versity, USA

* Professor Ronnie Magee, Food Processing Depart-
ment, Queen’s University Belfast, Northern Ireland

* Professor Wolfgang Mehr, Innovations for High
Performance Microelectronics IHP GmbH, Frank-
furt-am-Oder, Germany

* Professor Joos Vandewalle (Chair), Department of
Electrical Engineering (ESAT-SCD), Katholieke
Universiteit Leuven, Belgium

Richard Wakeman,
Chemical Engineering, Loughborough University,
UK

* Professor Department of

Site visit

The site visit was conducted over 3.5 days from 12 — 15
October 2008 and included visits to departmental and
library facilities in UCC and meetings with:

* Professor Grace Neville, Deputy President
e Mr. Diarmuid Collins, Bursar
* Dr. David Corkery, Research Office

Peter Kennedy, Vice-President for

* Professor
Research Policy & Support

* Professor Michael Berndt, Head, College of Medi-
cine & Health

* Professor Stephen Fahy, Chair, Academic Council
Research Committee

* Mr. John Fitzgerald, Librarian

* Professor Patrick Fitzpatrick, Head, College of Sci-
ence, Engineering & Food Science

e Professor John O’Halloran, Member, Research
Review Implementation Group

* Mr. Mark Poland, Director, Office of Buildings and
Estates

* Dr. Norma Ryan, Director, Quality Promotion
Unit

* Dr. Sverre Lidholm, Head, and staff of Department
of Microelectronic Engineering

e Professor Karsten Menzel, Head, and staff of
Department of Civil & Environmental Engineering

* Professor Patrick Murphy, Head, and staff of
Department of Electrical & Electronic Engineering

* Professor Jorge Oliveira, Head, and staff of Depart-
ment of Process & Chemical Engineering

* Professor Eoin O’Reilly, nominee of Head, and staff
of Tyndall National Institute

An exit presentation of the principal findings of the
Panel was made to Heads of institutes/departments in
the afternoon of the fourth day.

Introduction : Scope and context of this review

The report reflects the various findings, observations
and recommendations made by the Panel G Engineer-
ing review committee after reading the reports of the
engineering departments, followed by a site visit of
these departments from 12 - 15 October 2008. These
findings are based on the international peer review
research experiences of the members of the panel. Since
this is the first research review conducted by UCC, it
is not based on a reference of previous research reviews
or recommendations made previously. Hence it starts
from a blank sheet and it considers its role prima-
rily from the point of view of providing independent
peer review opinions and recommendations, meant to
improve the research. It is generally observed that dur-
ing the review period of 2003-2008 the landscape for
PhD research in Ireland has drastically changed and in
fact has improved considerably with the advent of SFI
and Enterprise Ireland and research centres like Tyn-
dall National Institute and Boole Research Centre for
Informatics.
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The report is written according to the Guidelines
of Pilot Review, Research Quality Review, version
7, July 2008, that the committee received well in
advance of the site visit. There is substantial overlap
between the 6 items to be evaluated. Hence the over-
all score should not be seen as a mathematical aver-
age of the 6 scores, but rather an overall assessment.
The Panel feels that the review standards as set up in
the Appendix B are rather high primarily referring to
international level and with little room for national
levels or national excellence. Moreover these scores
need to be positioned against a positive evolution of
the research in the various engineering departments
over the 5 year review period. Most of the teams have
made substantial progress in the period and are still

in the growth phase. Therefore, many of the pro-
duced figures are considered to be representative for
the current state of affairs, while others refer to the
average over the review period.

Moreover, it is hard to make an assessment of the
individual research lines, since only some samples
could be judged. In line with the views expressed
by the university authorities, the Panel would like
to caution the reader that the evaluation should not
be used for the evaluation of individual researchers
and staff. The Panel hopes that this assessment of the
research quality is perceived by the departments as a
stimulus for further reflection and planning within
the departments.
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Quality Profile
Published output

The above profile is based on refereed journal publica-
tions, which is in line with the way that chemical engi-
neering outputs are assessed in the UK RAE. The pub-
lication rate (in 2007, 17 refereed journal papers were
published by 6 staff) is good and comparable to pub-
lication rates from chemical engineering departments
in the UK. The majority of papers are published in
food journals which reflects the type of research car-
ried out in the Department. Some of the papers are
published in top flight chemical engineering journals,
such as Chemical Engineering Science and Chemi-
cal Engineering Research and Design. There is evi-
dence that the publications are high quality. Some of
the co-authored papers are with international authors
and there is underlying evidence of internationalism in
the research. Additionally, all staff presented papers at
“good quality” international conferences.

Peer esteem

Although staff publications show quality and inter-
nationalism, for most staff these aspects have not yet
developed such that they are reflected by esteem fac-
tors. It is anticipated that esteem factors will follow.

Research related activities

One staff member has a high profile, and two others
have developing profiles. The Panel suspects that other
staff do undertake research related activities but infor-
mation was not provided in the submission.

Postgraduate training

Evidence shows that all staff supervise postgraduate
(PG) students.
PG students but none has yet reached the stage where

One recent appointee is supervising

they are due to submit their theses. There is little evi-
dence of PG student training, which may contribute to
a fairly large proportion of students who fail to submit
their thesis within 3 years.

Research income

All staff have been awarded some level of research
income. In coming to this decision the Panel has drawn
a broad comparison with what is believed to be the
income into UK chemical engineering departments.

Research environment

Staff do an excellent job within the resources that are
allocated to the Department. There is a distinct lack
of investment in laboratory infrastructure and office
accommodation for PG students. A similar position,
that is a lack of accommodation, prevents the Depart-
ment from attracting post-doctoral researchers. The
Department is obliged to make use of facilities in other
Schools on a “goodwill” basis, but the demand for these
facilities is often great which limits their availability to
the Department. For the size of the Department, the
number of technical staff is adequate.

Overall Research activity and performance

Through the UK and Europe, the numbers of students
(both UG and PG) have been growing in recent years,
and are expected to continue to do so for several years
due to the publicity and marketing from the Institu-
tion of Chemical Engineers (see for example www.
whynotchemeng.com). The job market and salaries for
chemical engineering graduates remains strong. The
UCC department is one of only two university depart-
ments in Ireland with a focus on process and chemical
engineering, and has been put into the position where
its UG student intake is quota limited by UCC.

The Panel thought that the development of the MEngSc
in Pharmaceutical Engineering was forward looking
and one upon which to build future research activities.

In addition to the above comments on the research
environment in which the Department operates, the
Panel has noted the following specific points.

Staffing Issues

The Department of Process and Chemical Engineer-
ing has 6 academic staff (1 senior lecturer, 5 lecturers),




with 1 vacant post, supported by 4 technical staff
and 2 administrative. All academic staff are research
active.

It is important that all staff have the time available
to develop research portfolios and attract funding;
the staff should be commended on what they have
achieved in this respect, but their potential is limited
by having so few staff to teach a chemical engineer-
ing programme. In smaller Departments, which fre-
quently is the case in chemical engineering, academic
staff find they have a disproportionately high teach-
ing load in comparison with staff in larger Depart-
ments. This can disadvantage staff when matters
related to promotion and career progression are con-
sidered. To alleviate these pressures and bring the
Department’s complement more in line with depart-
ments elsewhere, a total of nine academic staff is rec-
ommended. To meet this, two lecturers would need
to be appointed as well as the existing professorial
vacancy being filled.

The vacant post is a professorial position, and the
post-holder would likely become the Head of Depart-
ment. To fill this post must be treated as a priority
to give leadership to the Department and develop a
strategic direction.

Although the Department currently has no post-doc-
toral researchers, it appears that there is no available
space to accommodate any if they were recruited. For
a research active department, a number of post-docs
of 0.5 to 1 per academic staff is reasonable in chemi-
cal engineering.

Space

In several laboratories the equipment is modern and
impressive, but let down by poor laboratory struc-
tures. For a Department researching in the food and
pharmaceutical areas it is important for laboratory
facilities to be up-to-date and presentable to indus-
trialists if it is intended to attract research contracts
from industry. The laboratory space has clearly not
been rejuvenated for many years. Laboratories dedi-
cated to research would be highly desirable. The spe-

cialist nature of pharmaceutical engineering research
may require Class 1 or Class 2 facilities.

Space to accommodate post-graduate students is
severely limited (to 16 currently) as is space for post-
doctoral researchers. More space is needed for the
PG numbers to be allowed to grow in line with
UCC’s strategic policy for growth to 2013 and to
allow recruitment of post-docs.

Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

1. Increasing the number of academic staff in the
Department. In addition to treating the profes-
sorial appointment as a matter of urgency, serious
consideration should be given to the creation of
two additional lectureship appointments to be
on a par with other smaller chemical engineering
departments in the UK.

2. Reviewing staff CVs with a view to advice being
given to some so that their career develops in the
right direction for them to be considered for pro-
motion to senior lecturer.

3. Specific marketing of the Department and what
it can offer — this may be applicable to undergrad-
uate and postgraduate programmes as well as to
its research activities.

4. The establishment of an Industrial Advisory
Committee. The aim of this would be to raise the
awareness of research in the Department in indus-
try, and to involve appropriate industrialists more
closely in the development of the research. Other
benefits may follow, such as some companies
recognising the staff in the Department as peo-
ple who are keen to collaborate and with whom
research contracts could be placed.

5. Increasing the number of post-doctoral
researchers in the Department. This is achiev-

able through research grant applications.

6. Drawing up a list of “preferred” journals for
publication of research output. This is desir-
able since the number of staff is small and to
focus the output will help to raise visibility of the
Department.
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7.

Discussing with other Departments/Units in
UCC where more extensive sharing of facilities
might be possible. This is particularly relevant to
laboratory space and equipment, and it is recog-
nised that this does already seem to happen on a

fairly ad hoc basis.

Focusing research work into dedicated laborato-
ries to enable more effective working by researchers,
to show them that their work is an important part
of the Department’s activities, and to separate their
work from undergraduate students when they are
working in laboratories. Safety is fundamental and
underpins the thinking of chemical engineers, and
is paramount when a chemical engineer undertakes
his/her work. Large numbers of students, some of
whom may come from a background where safety is
not so high on the agenda, working in constrained
areas like small laboratories can compromise safety
in the working environment.

Refurbishment of laboratories to ensure that
they are up-to-date and fit for purpose. The non-
pay allocation to the Department is insufficient for
the Department to finance refurbishment without
assistance.

10. Progressing the current Departmental plans of

11.
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formalising the work of its Postgraduate Com-
mittee. Within those plans it is recommended that
mechanisms for monitoring postgraduate student
development and formal reviewing of their progress
be developed. The recent introduction of a Post-
graduate Student Handbook is seen as a positive
step.

Developing more formal supervisory practices
for PG students. This is a matter that should be
within the remit of the Postgraduate Committee.
The students would benefit from:

() an early review of what courses it would be
beneficial for them to attend to reinforce
their early PhD studies

(ii) a structured mandatory programme of
generic courses, to include, for example,
safety and risk assessment, research meth-
odologies and experimental techniques and
instrumentation, writing reports and papers,

laboratory supervision and small group
teaching

(iii) planning their research programme (using
Gantt charts, Microsoft Project, or other
similar techniques), updating and use of the
plans

(iv) formal reporting requirements structured so
that an outline thesis starts to develop during
the first year of study

(v) more regular meetings with supervisors,
with the students involved in setting the
agenda for the meeting and writing notes on
the discussion afterwards (a copy of which

should be given to the supervisor).

Some of the above is also relevant for post-doctoral
researchers.

12.Developing a postgraduate research semi-

nar series. This is to assist the development of a
research culture and facilitate synergies between
the researchers, allow the students to develop their
presentational skills, and can be organised by the
students themselves (perhaps overseen by the Chair
of the PG Committee), with a seminar given by stu-
dents in the Department fortnightly and with com-
pulsory attendance by all researchers.

13.Accommodating all PG students within the

main building. Some are currently accommodated
in unsecure portacabins, which is completely unsat-
isfactory and can give the impression that the stu-
dents are undervalued citizens.




DEPARTMENT OF PROCESS AND CHEMICAL ENGINEERING

Quality Profile

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

% of published output ranked

4 and above and above
33% 83%

2. | Research Related Activities 2

3. | Funding 4

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

17%

17%

Overall Assessment: Level 3
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It should be noted that this report covers only the part
relevant to the cooperation with engineering.

Quality Profile
Published output

Since the evaluation pertains only on the engineering
part of the Tyndall research, the assessments only per-
tain to three best publications for the 29 research staff
members and 19 researchers with an engineering pro-
file and 17 staff and researchers with a dominant engi-
neering profile and lesser profile in science. The qual-
ity profile is however in the average very strong (30%
world leading, 50% internationally high level, 15%
internationally recognized, 5% nationally recognized).

Peer esteem

Most staff members have an established publications
record and activity and show quality and international-
ism. This is also reflected by high esteem factors.

Research related activities

Tyndall has an active participation in organizing con-
ferences and scientific meetings at an international level
in all areas where it is active. Also it is active in editorial
work for journals.

Postgraduate training

Since most of the PhD students at Tyndall perform-
ing a PhD in engineering perform this work at Tyndall
while registered in the Department of Microelectronic
Engineering, the evaluation and score for this item for
Tyndall and the Department of Microelectronic Engi-
neering is the same. It is considered to be very profes-
sional and well worked out and has been successful in
attracting international students. The committee was
impressed by the motivation, research capacity and
coaching of the PhD students.

Research income

Tyndall provided information collectively for the whole
institute, and hence the engineering part in it cannot
be singled out and hence not scored.
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Research environment

Staff do an excellent job within the resources that
are allocated to the Institute. There is collective plan
of investment in internationally recognized labora-
tory infrastructure and related office accommodation.
There is a plan for further infrastructure expansion.

Overall assessment

The committee feels that Tyndall is dealing with many
research topics and is world leading in several fields
like photonics. However it is undergoing a period of
change, which may evolve into a better focus. The com-
mittee would welcome that.

Also it is felt that the core funding part (10%) of Tyn-
dall is rather low. It should be about 30% for a healthy

situation.

Also an improved cooperation with the other depart-
ments outside microelectronics and physics in the engi-

neering school at UCC is desirable.
Recommendations

The relation between Tyndall and the engineering
departments such as Microelectronics and Electrical
Engineering and the new initiative of the Engineer-
ing School can benefit greatly from a fresh reflection
(meetings of minds) of the relevant staff members.
Such a brainstorming can lead to role models of the
departments that mimic the role models that the
Physics Department and other have developed with
Tyndall, with joint appointments, joint projects and
mutual agreements on roadmaps for the future on
research activities and mutual strengths. Typically the
engineering departments should be involved in more
basic topics like cryptography, signal processing, elec-
trical power generation, alternative energy generation
and power electronics, while Tyndall is more involved
with topics related to Moore and more than Moore and
photonics.

It is recommended to give some credit for the skills
related courses like academic writing, in the PhD
process.




Caveat

The Tyndall Institute is recognized to have a vital
role in UCC as well as in Ireland and in the world.
As such it should be respected that it has an agenda
which is related to the electronic and ICT industry in
Ireland and outside. This implies that it has its road-
map that cannot be dictated by the different other
departments of electrical engineering and that it has
a mission which is different from the mission of the
regular departments which are primarily driven or
have been driven by the undergraduate education.
But a smooth communication and respect between
the different partners is advocated, which can be
mutually beneficial.

TYNDALL NATIONAL INSTITUTE

Quality Profile

METRIC LEVEL

1. | Published Output
4 and above

% of published output ranked

% of published output ranked 3

and above

80% 95%
2. | Research Related Activities 5
3. | Funding Not scored

4. Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

100%

100%

Overall Assessment: Level 5
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Quality Profile
Published output

Only for 3 staff members the three best publications of
the last 5 years were provided. The average publication
rate of 1.6 journal publications per year is considered to
be excellent. The quality is however varying (10% world
leading, 50% internationally high level, 30% interna-
tionally recognized, 10% nationally recognized).

Peer esteem

Staff publications show high quality and internation-
alism. 'This is reflected by esteem factors like IEEE
Fellow. The quality is varying (30% world leading,
40% internationally high level, 30% internationally
recognized).

Research related activities
One staff member has an outstanding profile.
Postgraduate training

Since most of the PhD students at Tyndall engaged in
the PhD in engineering program, perform this work
in the Microelectronics department, the evaluation and
score for this item for Tyndall and the Microelectron-
ics department is the same. It is considered to be very
professional and well worked out and has a recognized
international level. The committee was convinced

about the motivation, research capacity and coaching

of the PhD students.
Research income

As a whole the staff have obtained an excellent level of
research income in particular for research training.

Research environment

The office infrastructure is good, but more measure-
ment facilities may be desirable. The growth is limited
by space limitations. A better location closer to the
Department of Electrical and Electronic Engineering is
desirable, in particular for student experience.

OVERALL ASSESSMENT
Organizational Issues

The department has 3 staff members of which one has
general university research management responsibili-
ties. It is recognized that this department was set up
initially in order to organize separate undergraduate
education. This reason no longer exists, so the depart-
ment can smoothly merge with the larger EE depart-
ment and be brought under in the Engineering school
that has been recently set up.

Recommendations

It is recommended to appoint a new professor in micro-
electronics, possibly in a joint position with Tyndall.

DEPARTMENT OF MICROELECTRONIC ENGINEERING

Quality Profile

METRIC LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

% of published output ranked 3

4 and above and above
60% 90%

2. | Research Related Activities 4

3. | Funding 4

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

70%

100%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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DEPARTMENT OF ELECTRICAL AND ELECTRONIC ENGINEERING

Quality Profile
Published output

The department produced for 11 staff members their
three best publications over the last 5 year. The qual-
ity is however varying (5% world leading, 50% inter-
nationally high level, 25% internationally recognized,
20% nationally recognized). The review committee
would have liked to see more internationally reviewed
journal publications, since these exist in the various
topics of the research in the department.

Peer esteem

Staff publications show high quality and internation-
alism. This is reflected by some esteem factors. The
quality is varying (20% world leading, 50% interna-
tionally high level, 30% internationally recognized).

Research related activities

One staff member has a high profile, and two others
have developing profiles.

Postgraduate training

Some evidence of internationally recognized research
training is provided.

Research income

The research income is predominantly Irish and the
EU and non-EU income is limited. Moreover the
income is often more related to the research train-
ing than to the real research. Also it is recognized
that the research some 10 years ago was primarily
oriented to specific problems brought up by indus-
try. This research had often a strong hardware com-
ponent. This often had little cohesion and did not
allow the building up of a systematic knowledge base.
The hardware components are still well represented
and very valuable. More recently the advent of SFI
brought interesting opportunities, which allowed the
EE department to finance more PhD students. It was
expected that this would encourage the Department
to engage more strategically into more basic topics
which are complementary to the activities in Tyndall.

Research environment

The office infrastructure and equipment infrastruc-
ture is fairly good. It is however felt that the lack of
an EE professorship is not beneficial for the long term
plans of the research. Within a school of engineer-
ing such a professorship can focus on the content of
the activities and on establishing a good working rela-
tionship with Tyndall.

Overall assessment

Overall the Department has a strong national and
good international presence in research, in view of the
heavy teaching load for the undergraduate program.

Organizational Issues

The Department can smoothly merge with the
smaller Department of Microelectronic Engineering
or be brought in under the School of Engineering
that has been recently set up. In this way a more com-
prehensive discussion and brainstorming with Tyn-
dall can be set up.

Recommendations

It is generally felt that the Department is dealing
with too many diverse research topics in order to
excel internationally in research. In fact quite a few
individually operating researchers or permanent
staff members are doing research on topics with-
out much mutually reinforcing effect. Moreover at
other departments (Microelectronics or Tyndall)
closely related topics are researched. Synergy, effi-
ciency and critical mass can be obtained by stronger
cooperation and reorganization of the topics. It
should be acknowledged that in internationally rel-
evant research for typical sub-domains of Electrical
Engineering like analogue design, cryptography, low
power design, image processing, biomedical signal
processing, power electronics, alternative energy pro-
duction one needs a critical mass of a group of the
order of 10 PhD students and research staff (perhaps
composed of 4-5 PhD students per group and 2-4
research staff per group) in order to achieve an inter-
national high status.

4
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Additionally the committee feels that the work on

plasma is relevant and valuable, but has little to do with

the Electrical Engineering Department and has more

affinity to physics, and hence can be smoothly trans-

ferred there.

DEPARTMENT OF ELECTRICAL AND ELECTRONIC ENGINEERING

Quality Profile

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked 4

and above

% of published output ranked

3 and above

55% 80%
2. | Research Related Activities 4
3. | Funding 4

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

70%

100%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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DEPARTMENT OF CIVIL & ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING

Quality Profile
Published Output

Currently, there appears to be a significant amount
of research funding and a growing number of post-
graduate students in the program, but this is a
more recent situation since 2007. Overall the aca-
demic staff members appear to reach out to interna-
tional publication venues and play an active role in
Prior to 2007,
there appears to have been a much smaller number

EU and international conferences.

of doctoral students in the program and this has had
a pronounced effect on the publications produced
by the department staff. In the next few years, with
the influx of research funding and students, the aca-
demic staff must ensure that their publication activ-
ity is commensurate with funding and student vol-
umes. There appears to be a significant activity in
renewable energy by five faculty that have produced
a significant number of high quality publications to
date. This activity is viewed a strength of the Depart-
ment and one of the more recognized international
groups in the Department. There are several mem-
bers of the academic staff who have not published on
a regular basis, and these faculty should be encour-
aged to more actively publish their research findings
in order to bring a more international awareness to
their activities. The activity related to Information
and Computing Technology for Optimized Building
Operation (ITOBO) represents a new, highly funded
research initiative and in the near future should start
to generate a significant number of highly visible
publications. However, to date this research has pro-
duced only a few journal articles/conference publica-
tions describing the proposed research activity.

Peer Esteem

A number of the academic staff are active in national
and international science policy-setting committees,
especially in the renewable energy area. Such activ-
ity brings recognition to the work of the department
in these areas. Several staff members have chaired
international conferences, have edited special issues
of international journals, and have written widely

used and referenced texts. However, there was a

large percentage of the academic staff that provided
little or no evidence of any peer recognition in their
résumés provided in the departmental submission.
A large number of academic staff were unknown to
the assessment team prior to this visit and thus the
department submission was important to the assess-
ment. It may be that the academic staff is held in
higher peer esteem, but the evidence was not pre-
sented. Clearly, the work in HMRC, Renewable
Energy and Hydromet appear to be widely recog-
nized, and the work in IRUSE is well funded by large
international funding sources. The challenge for the
IRUSE group, which is relatively new compared to
the others, is to translate this large amount of fund-
ing and supported graduate students into a signifi-
cant number of high-quality research publications
presenting significant and validated insights from the
funded research. This will cause a significant increase
in the peer esteem for the Department.

Research-Related Activity

One research-related strength of this Department,
already having national and international impact,
is in the combined activities of the Department in
renewable energy area (e.g., wave, wind, biofuels),
especially their efforts to scale generators to larger
scales, grid-integration and energy storage. A second
notable and emerging research activity is in build-
ing informatics and environmental control. In both
of these research areas, the key to success has been
links with real cases and validated prototypes (e.g.
Environmental Research Institute, work with Irish
energy policy interest groups, and generator technol-
ogy industries). Where research has thrived is usually
at the interface with other departments and interdis-
ciplinary issues, such as the joint work with electrical
engineering related to energy issues, new sensors and
wireless technologies, etc. Other research activities
of the Department seem to be less strategic and more
opportunistic, which may lead to interesting research,
but may not allow the department to reach a level of
recognized quality and activity in a few areas.

Thus, the current strategic research plan does appear
to be a large step in the right direction, but needs to
be further refined to focus only on a few areas where

4
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there is existing, or developing, strength and repu-
tation. Having an area of strength built upon the
activity of one person is probably unadvisable. There
needs to be critical mass (e.g., three or more people)
built up around at most three areas of focus. To focus
on any more areas will cause a thinning of the effort
and will not lead to world-class research reputation
for the department. The assessment committee views
the efforts in renewable energy, environmental engi-
neering, and IT as good areas of focus. The re-tooling
of faculty in what were traditional areas (e.g., Build-
ing and HVAC, experimental fluid mechanics, etc.) to
engage in emerging topics such as renewable energy is

laudable.
Postgraduate Training

The Science Foundation Ireland funding coming online
during the last few years has resulted in sharp rise in
number of doctoral students (e.g. 31 doctoral students
in 2007/2008 compared to between 6 to 9 per year
during the 2002 to 2007 period). As it stands, until
2007 the Department had only a good performance
in terms of postgraduate training in terms of numbers
of doctoral students. But with the sudden increase to
31 doctoral students in 2008, the Department has the
potential to improve to an excellent rating for its post-
graduate training.

Although there has been an increase in the number of
doctoral students, this influx has been born unevenly
by the academic staff leading to an uneven distribu-
tion of the responsibility for academic training. Some
active and productive academic staff members have
large numbers of doctoral students while others still
have only 1 or no doctoral students. One concern is
that the postgraduate theses for MS and PhD students
do not appear to result consistently in publications.

The number of post-doctoral students has increased to
10 in 2007/2008 from an average of about 3 to 4 per
year in the preceding five years. Given the number of
professors and lecturers in the Department (10 %) the
number of doctoral students and post-doctoral research
associates indicates a thriving research program. But
the load is not evenly distributed nor is there any evi-
dence that the growth can be sustained.
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The department has a very large number of undergrad-
uates who do take faculty time resources. Compared
to peer UCC engineering departments, CEE engages a
great deal more (a factor of at least 2) in undergraduate
and graduate teaching.

Research Income

The CEE Department research staff count now stands
at 10.5. The funding level stood at about Euros 1.8 mil-
lion per year in the period 2002 to 2007. This is a mod-
est level of funding when compared to peer depart-
ments world-wide.

The funding rose to more than five times the prior-
years level during 2007 to Euros 11 million. This is
principally due to the introduction of Science Founda-
tion Ireland funds and several large EU projects. The
Department needs to strike a balance between what
funding level they can sustain and how many students
and post-docs they can train effectively.

The distribution of funds among groups is uneven.
Most of the funding is in the area of renewable energy
and building sensing and information technology. The
CPPU receives a modest amount of commissioned
work and funding. The Department needs to find sta-
ble and sustainable funding sources and levels in order
to build and maintain its research standing.

Research Environment

The Department is distributed over at least four loca-

(central Headquarters, Environment
Research Institute [ERI], Hydraulics and Maritime
Research Center [HMRC] and the Geotechnical Lab).

The central location space is inadequate to support the

tions near

very large number of undergraduates and a now very
expanded doctoral and post-doctoral population.

The ERI is an excellent facility and the HMRC will
soon move to a Marine Campus that should be an
improvement albeit farther from UCC. A concern
is that the distance to both ERI and new home for
HMRC will make them inaccessible to undergraduates
and make it difficult for faculty to teach courses.




The Panel supports that the CEE Department be
given an allocation in the newly made available space
in the Kane building. The CEE Department has the
funds to share costs for the renovation.

Library and information technology equipment seem
to be sufficient. The Department has an adequate
number of qualified technical staff to maintain its
equipment and facilities.

Overall Assessment

The research staff members have done very well in
re-tooling themselves and positioning themselves to
move into growth research areas. The focus on renew-
able energy production (wind energy, wave energy,
geothermal, biogas, etc.) is an excellent strategic move
and especially the linking to government and indus-
try in this area is the key to success. Also the focus
on building informatics and sensing — especially
with the ERI as case study — is laudable. Clearly the
research staff have been successful in securing signifi-
cant funding for the projects. This has also resulted in
a sudden increase in postgraduate and post-doctoral
staff on top of the already large undergraduate pop-
ulation in 2007. This has resulted in CEE being a
pathfinder for UCC in these new science and technol-
ogy areas. A critical question is how the Department
plans to maintain the increase in research activity,
maintain standards and translate the new resources
(human and capital) into research outcome (publica-
tions and international peer standing).

Overall Comments

The CEE Department has transformed itself in
remarkable ways within the last five years. This trans-
formation is largely due to the vision and agility of the
research staff and its leadership. In the 2002 to 2008
period the Department has been able to embrace and
make notable achievements in emerging grand chal-
lenge areas for the built and natural environment
domains. The Department has reorganized itself into
a number of initiatives within three theme areas of
civil and environmental engineering.

1 Acronyms:

CPPU: Cleaner Production Promotion Unit
HMRC: Hydraulics and Maritime Research Center
Hydromet: Hydrometeorology

The research groups' have secured significant funding
that increases the Department budget and number of
postgraduate students and post-docs by factors of sev-
eral. The CEE professors and lecturers have achieved
this remarkable turnaround while maintaining a
large undergraduate program that is known for its
excellence. A key challenge for the CEE Department
is to absorb the new resources and produce research
outcomes that increase the national and international
standing of the Department.

The CEE research staff has defined a unique niche
and a unique approach to problems of renewable
energy and power production as well as informatics
and sensing. By embedding the research in local and
regional structures the CEE has positioned itself in
a competitive position at an international scale. For
example by focusing on the Irish market penetration
and grid integration of wind power production, by
scale-testing of wave power generators in both labo-
ratory environments and in coastal waters, and by
prototyping building sensors and informatics in the
Environment Research Institute building in Cork, the
CEE strategic research programs are unique among
their peers. In this sense they relate to regional and
national needs as well as achieving international peer
esteem. As evidence these programs are policy-setting
and visible within some national and international

policy bodies.

The CEE Department needs to define ways to absorb
and sustain the research growth it has gained in the
last few years. Additional space and research person-
nel renewal are key requirements.

The Department is now dispersed at several different
locations and the central building is severely space-
limited. Some of the research groups are composed
of a few (one in some cases) principal research staff
(faculty, senior lecturer or lecturer). Retirement or
attrition can severely impact these initiatives.

The Centre for Micrometeor-
ology the

active research centres at UCC in the environmental

Hydrology,
and Climate

Change s

among

IRUSE: Informatics Research Unit for Sustainable Engineering
RUSO: Research Unit for Structural Optimization
SERG: Sustainable Energy Research Group
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area. Faculty and students from this centre have strong
international collaborations. The Centre under the
directorship of Professor Gerard Kiely has active field
sites where the flux of major greenhouse gases (CO2,
CH4 & N20) is measured. The roles of peat and grass-
lands management on the fluxes are studied. Further-
more the Centre students and research staff monitor
phosphorus and nitrates flux from land runoff into
inland water bodies and the coastal waters. These efflu-
ents originate from fertilizer applications over agricul-
tural lands and contribute to the harmful algal blooms
The UCC Centre for
Hydrology, Micrometeorology and Climate Change is

and water quality degradation.

an example of active faculty and students engaged in
original research with important national policy impli-
cations. In this case, environmental quality and climate
change are the focus application areas.

The CEE research staff has defined the following dia-

gram to capture their new strategic research areas:

The Panel recommends that the Department consider
collapsing the IT and Infrastructure areas into one area
to allow for a critical mass of researchers in this area.
Based on this diagram the CEE research staff and lead-
ership have identified priority areas for new research
hires. These include: 1) ocean energy, 2) modelling and
visualization, and 3) engineering responses to climate
change. The Panel fully endorses these definitions and
believes that they will result in international-class aca-
demic and research program in sustainable infrastruc-
ture, energy systems and environment.

DEPARTMENT OF CIVIL AND ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING

Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL
1. | Published Output % of published output ranked 4 | % of published output ranked 3
and above and above
22% 55%
2. | Research Related Activities 3
3. | Funding 4

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

33%

44%

Overall Assessment: Level 3
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Panel Members

Professor Martin Carver, Department of Archaeol-
ogy, University of York, UK

Professor Robert Dodgshon, Institute of Geography
and Earth Sciences, University of Wales, UK

Professor Kristian Kristiansen, Department of
Archaeology & Ancient History, University of
Gothenburg, Sweden

Professor Mike McEvoy, Faculty of Arts & Archi-
tecture, Brighton University, UK

Professor Richard Munton, (Chair), Department of
Geography, University College London, UK

Professor Johan Verbeke, School of Architecture,
Sint Lucas Institute, Belgium

Site visit

The site visit was conducted over 3.5 days from 5 — 8
October 2008 and included visits to departmental and
library facilities in UCC and meetings with:
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Dr. Michael Murphy, President

Professor Paul Giller, Registrar & Senior Vice-Pres-
ident Academic

Mr. Diarmuid Collins, Bursar

Professor Peter Kennedy, Vice-President for
Research Policy & Support

Professor David Cox, Head, College of Arts, Celtic
Studies & Social Sciences

Mr. Brendan Cremen, Office of Technology
Transfer

Professor Stephen Fahy, Chair, Academic Council
Research Committee

Mr. John Fitzgerald, Librarian

Professor Patrick Fitzpatrick, Head, College of Sci-
ence, Engineering & Food Science

Mr. Mark Poland, Director, Office of Buildings and
Estates

Dr. Norma Ryan, Director, Quality Promotion
Unit

* Professor Kevin McCartney, Head, and staff of
Centre for Architectural Education

e Professor William O’Brien, Head, and staff of
Department of Archaeology

* Professor Patrick O’Flanagan, Head, and staff of
Department of Geography

An exit presentation of the principal findings of the
Panel was made to Heads of departments in the after-
noon of the fourth day.




DEPARTMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGY

Introduction

The Archaeology Department has had the advantage
of a departmental quality review in 2005. Among
matters noted were the following, related to research:

* the deplorable state of its premises (the Connolly
Building);

* the anomalous position of the Archaeological
Services Unit;

* the University’s perceived lack of support for
archaeological science;

* the heavy teaching load;

* the very considerable contribution it made to the
management of research resources (i.e. archaeo-
logical sites and monuments) in the region and the
country;

* the inadequate holding of research journals.

In 2006 a new professorial appointment was made
and the Department embarked on a programme of
modernisation. Within eighteen months two addi-
tional international researchers were recruited, the
building housing the Department was smartened up
and made serviceable and the Archaeological Services
Unit was closed down, as it was judged not to be con-
tributing to mainstream research. The departmen-
tal submission to the Panel, the new five-year plan
(which was attached to it as Appendix B) and the visit
to the Department left the Panel in no doubt that this
was an exciting, well-led team determined to become
players on the world stage.

It was noted, however, that although the first
two points listed from the 2005 review had been
addressed, the other four were much the same. There
is an outstanding opportunity for University College
Cork to create, in this department, one of the world
class groups that it was the Panel’s task to identify.
However, in spite of the new energy and talent of the
staff, this status is probably unachievable without
increased resources for:

* the development of a well-equipped
osteology laboratory;

* more grants to enable staff to attend conferences
and dedicate intensive terms to research;

* priming funds to develop applications
for large scale external funding,

These relatively small sums are necessary to oil the
wheels of an outward-looking research-intensive
team, and would be the norm in the universities that
UCC wishes to rival. The matter of library provision
is probably less urgent, since the key international
journals are rapidly becoming digitised, allowing
access to their whole run at little extra cost.

Quality Profile
Number of research outputs: 167.

Number of research outputs considered eligible: 117

(70%).

Judging from the publications listed, all staff are
research active, so the publication score represents the
achievement of the whole of the Department.

The Panel does not think it fair to include outputs
that were intended for a purpose other than research,
namely book reviews, client reports, journal edit-
ing and informal research publications. Only the
first four categories of output, plus articles in confer-
ence proceedings, are considered to meet the criteria
intended by the assessment — that is output dedicated
to research — and the grading is based upon these.
The Panel also decided to make a distinction between
material of international merit and material that has
achieved or is in a position to achieve international
recognition. It does not seem valid to give an inter-
national grading to publications which, while they
may be of outstanding merit, are not accessible inter-
nationally. This decision is thought to conform to the
spirit of the Quality Review.

The Department publishes papers and books of
undoubted international excellence with 44% of its
output classed at international level. It can claim
some world leadership in Bronze Age studies, the
archaeology of Christianisation and the archaeology

of transitions, and international excellence in osteol-

4
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ogy and the Industrial Archaeology of Ireland. There
is international potential in the development of Viking
archaeology and the revival of paleobotany.

Peer Esteem

Taking into account prizes, appointments and invita-
tions to speak, the way individuals are seen in and out-
side Ireland is assessed as having 71% of staff as having
a good to excellent impact and recognition nationally
and internationally.

Research Related Activities

This area is interpreted as referring to activity related to
research but not actually producing a research output.
As already noted, 30% of the department’s published
output could be placed in this category. Most members
are very active in local societies and sit on committees
and produce reports for the City of Cork, the County
and for central government. There is a clear interest and
involvement in the wider archaeology profession, cur-
rently very large, and the destination of many univer-
sity students from UCC, UCD and NUI. This grade
could be raised still higher, but it might not be desir-
able.

activity in the public and professional sector and the

There is a conflict between the research-related

need to increase the international profile as determined
by the University.

Post-Graduate Training

The assessment recognises that from a modest base, the
post-graduate school has expanded enormously in the
last 18 months. The new culture of research includes a
positive approach to research training: “We are com-
mitted to the training of archaeologists for academic
and professional employment, which is best achieved in
an environment where students are exposed to research
in different ways”. This training is to be included in the
MA syllabus. However the Panel would have been glad
to see the actual training programme and its elements
in more detail.

Research Income

The Department has traditionally maintained a very
high level of income, mainly from the CRM sector.
Since 2006, it has augmented its sources of funding to

reflect its  research focus, starting with grants from
Royal Irish Academy, IRCHSS and INSTAR. This is a
very successful start. The next step would be to attract
funding from overseas, in particular from the Euro-
pean Commission.

Research Environment

The grade reflects the recent remarkable restructuring
of the research environment, including the organisa-
tion of the staff into groups, enlargement of the PhD
community and the encouragement of staff to partici-
pate in international events. Each research group has
its own dedicated room, promoting continuous inter-
action and team-building, and there is a full calendar
of weekly research seminars. There is still room for
improvement. Departmental members are in evidence,
but not prominent, at conferences and being invited
to give lectures overseas as well as in Ireland. There
are relatively few visiting lecturers to the department.
The presence of the European Union as participants in
research projects or as visiting lecturers remains rela-
tively modest.

Overall Assessment

This Department ought to be assessed as some of the
research being recognised at a high international level
and much of the rest at a good international level but
the Panel felt that its merits are not sufficiently rec-
ognised internationally as yet, and further invest-
ment is required, particularly in the science areas. The
strategies introduced by the Department have set the
Department on course to international recognition at

the highest level.
Overall Research Activity and Performance
The role of research in the Departmental Mission

The Archaeology Department is actively and success-
fully involved in research, teaching and making contri-
butions to the community. The latter activity comprises
the management and dissemination of archaeological
resources for the public benefit, in the form of publi-
cations such as the Inventory Surveys, excavations in
the city of Cork, and services to the public as repre-
sented by support for archaeology societies and ini-
tiatives of central and local government. This activity




accounted for some 30% of the output presented for
assessment. However it is less clearly identifiable as
research as understood by other disciplines and for
the purposes of the present exercise, and in agree-
ment with the Panel as a whole, it is omitted from the
grading of publications and included in the grading
of research-related activities. Archaeology is not alone
in dedicating itself to this community activity, which
is beneficial to the discipline and to the university as
a whole. It does however consume time. Similarly,
teaching makes considerable demands on time. The
Department made it clear that it puts equal value on
all these activities. Achieving the goal of world class
research will need tough choices, by the Department
and by the University, in the expenditure of time
and money and the appointment of staff. That said,
if these choices are made, the goal of creating a vis-
ible world class research group is readily achievable by
this Department.

The potential for a world class research group

Out of seven staff, there are four stars who would be
snapped up by any university in the UK or USA given
the chance to do so. The Department would benefit
from two more staff, at least one of whom should be
in science. This would bring the total to the mini-
mum critical mass of nine, of which three were sci-
ence-based. The University should expect the result
of this policy to be the subsequent expansion of the
Department, without a consequent increase in stu-
dents, mainly in the form of post-docs supported by
increased research funding.

Strategy to achieve world class status
Intellectual measures

The Department accepts that it will need to attract
more attention to their activities within the interna-
tional research community. This will require a change
in policy:

* the inclusion of theorised conclusions in its
outputs, and the clear identification of their

significance;

* putting the significance of published work more
clearly in a European or Atlantic context;

* increased participation in European projects.
Publication strategy

The Department was invited to consider the benefits
of placing more of its work in international journals or
with book publishers who have an international dis-
tribution. The Department had older loyalties to con-
sider, such as those to the Journal of the Royal Irish
Academy, the Journal of the Cork Archaeological and
Historical Society and the Cork publisher Collins
which currently carry much of its work. There is no
criticism of the standard of these productions, only of
their reach. They are in general not often found in the
libraries even of the nearest neighbour (Britain). The
current policy also means that the department is all
but invisible to Google Scholar, the main search facil-
ity for academic research. Appreciating that publica-
tion in Irish national and regional journals is likely to
remain an obligation at some level, its utility in giving
exposure to the Irish research community would be
enormously increased if the journals concerned were
digitised. Provided these outlets are peer-reviewed the
department will then start clocking up the kind of
metrics that university governance hopes for.

Investment strategy

The Department has been successful in winning
research grants and is invited to consider winning
more from European sources. The most urgent
requirement would seem to be investment in labo-
ratory facilities to support modern analytical meth-
ods of artefacts and animal and plant remains. The
activity would quickly become self-funding through
grants, but a priming grant would be important to
kick-start the process.

Management Strategy

The Department is currently very well led and man-
aged. The combining of Archaeology and Geography
in a School of the Human Environment has clear
benefits for shared research resources such as pollen
analysis. If the combination is to have an impact on
the international research community it may require
a large well-funded project in which new knowledge
is the clear target. Local projects such as the City of
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Cork Atlas, while of undoubted merit, are unlikely to
make an impression on the broader global agenda.

Recommendations

The DPanel wishes to make the following

recommendations:

1. That the Department of Archaeology at Cork be
selected for development as a world class group, for
which it has already demonstrated clear potential;
and that discussions on investment priorities be
initiated with the Head of Department as soon as
possible.

2. That Departmental staff be encouraged to define
the originality and significance of their research-
based investigations and identify these clearly in
their publications

3. That consideration could be given to strengthen-
ing existing research areas by broadening their area

DEPARTMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGY

Quality Profile

of study: in particular research in the Viking and
Bronze Age periods.

. That the Department should be encouraged to

place their articles with journals, and their mono-
graphs with publishers, which have international
distributions.

. That the Department gives consideration to devel-

oping well-founded internationally targeted projects
with the Department of Geography, in the context
of the School of Human Environment

. That the Department should explore research links

and projects with European partners

. 'That the University should assist the Department

to expand its research base by identifying external
funds to equip its laboratories and appoint post-
doctoral researchers. This could be kick-started
through internal priming grants.

METRIC LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

% of published output ranked 3

4 and above and above
9% 44%

2. | Research Related Activities 4

3. |Funding 3

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

ranked at 3 and above

43%

72%

Overall Assessment: Level 3




DEPARTMENT OF GEOGRAPHY

Quality Profile
Published Output

Number of research outputs considered: 125

* The published research output of the Geogra-

phy Department includes papers and books of
undoubted international excellence, with 47.2%
of its published output being classed as of some
international significance or higher.

These levels of international output have been
achieved by all the Department’s research clusters.
Indeed, the Panel is impressed by the extent to
which the Department has a core nucleus of staff
in all its research clusters capable of sustaining the
international debate in their respective fields, a
nucleus that includes young staff as well as estab-

lished staff.

Whilst recognising the significant level of inter-
national output achieved by the Department,
a marginally greater percentage (52.8%) of the
department’s output during the five years of the
review is at a lower level. Amongst the published
material that is rated as falling into this level is
some that makes significant contributions to
national debates in Ireland but which, because
of its particular approach or framing, cannot be
seen as having an international impact or signifi-
cance. However, these outputs greatly help the
University’s claims to be servicing the needs of the
national or regional community. If the criteria
the Panel were given are relaxed even slightly so
as to include some of the best work ‘carried out
to international standards’, the proportion of the
Department’s work that would have be rated as of
international level quality or better would be over

50%.

* As regards those publications that are rated as at

the lowest level, only a few could be described as
representing poor research. Most are teaching
materials or texts that should not have been sub-
mitted as research output.

* Another feature of the outputs profile that

deserves to be noted is the extent to which some
staff, based upon their complete CVs, can boast a

track record of good quality journal output over
the medium to long term, but who have not main-
tained such output during the five year period of
the sample window.

Peer Esteem

* The Department has a significant number of staff

whose peer esteem clearly provides them with an
international profile, with ample signs of their
involvement in the key international debates
within their particular specialist fields.

However, comparison of the career-long achieve-
ment of a few staff with their record over the past
five years suggests that the latter period has not
been the best sample period within which to judge
the quality of their research esteem. For some,
the problem has been one of reduced output. The
Panel is mindful that the increase in student num-

bers may have had an impact (see conclusion).

However, for other staff, the problem is one of bal-
ance. They have maintained a flow of published
output, but they have not maintained output in
the form of peer-reviewed journal papers, or in
other forms of substantive research output, such
as monographs, chapters in research-based mon-
ographs and books. The Panel would particu-
larly encourage staff to distinguish the difference
in value or worth between a highly summarised
conference paper published only in synopsis form
and those papers that have been published in full
in conference proceedings using a peer review
process.

Research Related Activities

* Significant numbers of staff are active in journal

editing, committee work and conference organisa-
tion, including journals and conferences that are
patently of international significance.

There is also a strong and broadly based engage-
ment in advisory and consultancy roles, both with
government and independent agencies.

The Department has a particularly strong out-
reach impact in terms of what they have done for
the regional or Irish community, a contribution
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captured most notably by their central role in the
production of the Atlas of Cork City.

* 'The staff can boast an impressive degree of involve-
ment with international conferences, and not just
with those in the UK or North America. However,
they need to ensure that outputs from conferences
always serve their needs. More of their presenta-

tions at international conferences should provide

the basis of submissions to international journals or

other peer reviewed forms of output.

Postgraduate Training

*  Much is being done in the Department to develop
postgraduate activity with real signs of a marked
recent increase in research masters and doctoral
students, though it remains to be seen whether the
surge is a one-off increase in numbers or whether
the number of new registrations each year remains

high.

* The Department has in place a clear and well-organ-
ised supervision programme, postgraduate train-
ing workshops and a research seminar programme,
whilst the postgraduates themselves have long been
instrumental in producing the Department’s geo-
graphical journal Chimera. This represents a first
opportunity to write research papers to a refereed
standard as well as providing a sense of the Depart-
ment working together as a research community.

* From the data tabled, it is clear that the Depart-
ment is attracting able students into research and is
capable of producing doctoral students who are able
to compete at the highest level. Completion rates
need to be kept under careful review.

Research Income

* For its size (in terms of full-time staff), the Depart-
ment has a good record of attracting research fund-
ing, including a recent up-turn in grant income.

* Some areas, such as the Changing Coasts, Climates
and Societies and the Migration and Integration
research clusters, have attracted very large amounts
of funding. However, it is important to note that
all five research clusters have demonstrated a capac-
ity to attract some funding. Many of the expected

outputs from the most recent grants are still to be
realised so the Department is well set up for pro-
ducing a strong portfolio of publications for any
subsequent Research Quality Review.

Research Environment

* Though the Department has reasonably equipped
physical geography and computing laboratories, the
latter funded through the Department’s own initia-
tive, their use is shared with undergraduate teach-
ing. The Department does not appear to have spe-
cifically dedicated postgraduate facilities or bench
space, a factor that will be significant as it grows its
postgraduate numbers.

* 'The split nature of the Department between sites,
and the physical nature of some of its room space,
does not serve its research agenda well.  Greater

consolidation of facilities, and the provision of more

work space, specifically for postgraduate use, would
greatly help its research programme. Arguably,
departmental investment needs to be supplemented
by investment from central funding if the Depart-
ment is to provide a strong research environment for

staff and students.

* Despite these infrastructure difficulties, the grow-
ing size of the research community within the
Department provides a good supportive environ-
ment for postgraduates.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The Panel rates the research achievements of the
Department as good and worthy of an international
level rating. Overall its research profile suggests that is
has a broad and secure base of achievement at national
level alongside several areas of high international
impact across a number of research clusters. The Panel
is of the view that the Changing Coastal, Climate and
Societies and Migration and Integration research clus-
ters offer the greatest potential although they will need
future investment in secure staffing positions if their
undoubted potential is to be achieved. These com-
ments should be seen against a background in which
the Geography Department at UCC is probably the

strongest in research terms in Ireland.




However, there are challenges to taking these areas
of international achievement forward. The Migration
and Integration research cluster for instance, is based
on temporary but substantial EU funding and the
Department must work to ensure the cluster’s perma-
nence. Likewise, key staff members in the clusters on
Identities and Place and Environment, Society and
Governance are due for retirement in the near future.
Replacing these staff will be crucial and the Depart-
ment should plan with the University to ensure that
the new appointments maximise the Department’s
research potential, not least in the context of the new
School with the Department of Archaeology.

An observation that is particularly important here
concerns the department’s staff student ratio. The
departmental review of 2000/2001 identified its then
high staff student ratio (1:21) as key and concluded
that if the Department’s research performance is to
be raised, it was important to lower that ratio. How-
ever, since then, this ratio has worsened to between
1:23 — 1:26. Given the expected retirement of up
to five key staff over the next three or four years, it

DEPARTMENT OF GEOGRAPHY

is vital for the University to appreciate that at least
maintaining current staffing levels is essential if the
department’s research potential is to be fully realised.

In terms of what it can do itself, the Department
needs to reflect on the balance between what it pro-
duces in terms of serving the needs of the commu-
nity and what it produces in terms of peer-reviewed
research publications. Put simply, more of its ener-
gies need to be directed at producing peer-reviewed
This

approach also applies to its participation in inter-

output, particularly in international journals.

national conferences. The Department has a good
record of involvement in such conferences, but it
should take care to ensure that participation contrib-
utes fully to its overall research impact.

The Panel also feels that the Department can make
some progress by regularly reviewing staff outputs,
including those of younger post-doctoral staff, so as
to ensure that all staff contribute to maximum effect
to its ongoing research objectives.

Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL
1. | Published Output % of published output ranked | % of published output ranked 3
4 and above and above
22% 47%
2. | Research Related Activities 3
3. | Funding 3

4, | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

27%

58%

Overall Assessment: Level 3
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Introduction

The Centre for Architectural Education at UCC was
established two years ago in collaboration with CIT
(Cork Institute of Technology). To date two academic
appointments have been made in UCC and four in
CIT. The Panel was impressed and encouraged by
ongoing developments at the Centre and the number
and quality of research outputs that have been pro-

duced by the (as yet) small number of UCC staff.

The Panel valued the multi-disciplinary nature of the
research being conducted in terms of its potential and
current output, a favourable indicator for the future
trajectory of the Centre. Both of the current staff are
engaged with important sub-areas within the discipline
of Architecture.

The projected growth of the Centre is based on a feasi-
ble strategic plan that satisfactorily addresses questions
concerning the relationship and balance between those
sub-domains within the field that will be required as
the Centre grows. This pattern of balanced develop-
ment will be further aided by the introduction of a
business plan within the University that will allow for
step-by-step increases in staff numbers through care-
fully targeted appointments.

The Centre intends to develop research within Inno-
vative Architectural Design. The Panel is highly sup-
portive of this choice. The Panel suggests investigating
strategic international collaborations in this field.

At its visit to the Department of Geography the Panel
noted enthusiasm over the possibility of future collabo-
rations with the Centre; similar links with the Depart-
ments of Planning, Art, Design and Music within CIT
offer the prospect of fruitful, future interdisciplinary
work.

Quality Profile

Judging from the publications listed, both staff are
research active, so the assessment represents the
achievement of the whole of the Department.

Number of research outputs considered: 17.
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Although quantity of output does not form part of the
overall quality profile, a large number of outputs has
been produced despite the administrative and teach-
ing loads borne by the Centre’s small number of staff.
An average of more than two externally reviewed pub-
lications per person per year, complemented by infor-
mal publications, has established a prolific rate of
publication.

The published research output includes papers and
books of undoubted international excellence, with 70%
of published output being classed as of international
standing,.

Peer Esteem

In view of the short period of time the Centre has been
in existence it is difficult to assess Peer Esteem but this
will become more feasible in future with the appoint-
ment of additional staff. Members of the current staff
have been invited regularly to international meetings
and one is acting as editor of a notable Irish architec-
tural journal. Both are clear indicators of international
peer esteem.

Research Related Activities

This area is interpreted as referring to activity related to
research but not producing a research output.

The Centre has been pro-active in developing interna-
tional contacts which are in the process of being turned
into a strategic international network. Moreover,
efforts are being made to establish strong contacts with
local and regional architects in professional practice.
There is considerable further potential for strengthen-

ing the external profile of the Centre.
Postgraduate Training

The Centre plans a Masters by Research in the near
future, which is very much in line with University
policy and with recent international developments.
Although this is not yet running and there is currently
only one PhD student, the Panel appreciates the Cen-
tre’s plans and its potential. A structural connection
can be made with other PhD programmes under devel-
opment in Europe. In particular, experience from the




Nordic Academy can be transferred into the UCC
programme.

Research Income

The amount of research income acquired is credita-
ble given the length of time that the Centre has been
in operation, its high level of teaching commitments
and its current stage of development.

Research Environment

The Quality Level of the Centre to date is rated as
good but there is clear potential for further improve-
ment if more MArch and PhD students enrol in the
near future, and if investment is made in improved
library provision.

The University has located the Centre in a new build-
ing that includes space for future expansion whilst
the Centre’s plan clearly envisages interaction and
mutual benefit to be derived from research and teach-
ing sharing a complementary agenda.

The balance between numbers of staff employed by
UCC and CIT needs to be carefully managed as
does the Centre’s on-going organizational structure
and decision lines given its position between the two
institutions.

Conclusion

This Department ought to be assessed as having some
of the research activity, as assessed under the various
criteria, being of an excellent standard of scholarship
and virtually all other research of a good standard
of scholarship, but the Panel felt that it first needs to
grow by further development and investment in order
to merit a higher rating. The activities and strategies
introduced by the present staff have set the Depart-
ment on course to international recognition at the

highest level.

The Panel wishes to emphasise that this is a prelimi-
nary assessment given that the Centre for Architec-
tural Education has been in existence for such a short
period of time.

Based on the above remarks, and in view of the evi-
dence received, the Panel believes that the Centre has
the potential to become world-leading. The Panel
was impressed by the level of thought and research
planning that has guided the Centre’s progress to
date. This aspect is very promising for the develop-
ment of an excellent PhD programme, and growth of
a research culture which emphasises both originality
and the future needs of the architectural profession.

The Panel understands that besides the staff involved
in the research quality review, a large group (more
than 30) of part-time staff is involved mainly in
teaching. These staff ensure a high link with profes-
sional design practice. The Panel recommends that
the balance between part-time and full-time staff
appointments be carefully considered in order to cre-
ate a strong core of (research) staff within the Centre.

In view of the expected growth and research devel-
opment within the Centre, and the current financial
allocation model between schools and departments,
the Panel believes that additional University invest-
ments will be needed in the near future to enable the
Centre to attract appropriate researchers and PhD
students.

Apart from the Centre’s enormous potential, the
overall assessment as an aggregated score is currently
rated as 3 but if investment is continued the Centre’s
trajectory could lead it to achieve international world-
class excellence.

Finally the Panel wishes to recommend that the Cen-
tre for Architectural Education at UCC be selected
for continued investment as a world class group, for
which it has already demonstrated clear potential,
and that the Centre should explore research links and
projects with European partners.
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CORK CENTRE FOR ARCHITECTURAL EDUCATION

Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL

1. | Published Output % of published output ranked 4 | % of published output ranked 3
and above and above
15% 70%

2. | Research Related Activities Level between 2 and 3

3. | Funding Level between 3 and 4

4. | Peer Esteem % of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem is

ranked at 4 and above

ranked at 3 and above

35%

75%

Overall Assessment: Level 3
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Panel I

Centre for Policy Studies
Department of Accounting, Finance & Information Systems
Department of Economics
Department of Food Business & Development

Department of Management & Marketing
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Panel Members

* Professor Wendy Currie, Business Information Sys-
tems, University of Warwick, UK

¢ Professor Andrew Fearne (CHAIR), Professor of
Food Marketing & Supply Chain Management,
University of Kent, UK

* Professor Raymond Hackney, Professor of Busi-
ness Systems and Director of Doctoral Programme,
Brunel University, West London, UK

* DProfessor Jill Hobbs, Department of Bioresource
Policy, Business & Economics, University of Sas-
katchewan, Canada

* Professor John Holland, Department of Account-
ing, University of Glasgow, Scotland

* Professor Blandine Laperche, Director of Research,
Université du Littoral, France

e Dr. Svetla
School,

* Professor Donal McKillop, Queen’s School of Man-
agement, Queen’s University Belfast, Northern

Ireland

Marinova, Birmingham Business

University of Birmingham, UK

* DProfessor Christopher Ritson, Centre for Rural
Economy, Newcastle University, UK

¢ Dr. Peter Stokes, Lancashire Business School, Uni-
versity of Central Lancashire, UK

Site visit
The site visit was conducted over 3.5 days from 20 —

23 April 2009 and included visits to departmental and
library facilities in UCC and meetings with:

* Dr. Michael Murphy, President
e Mr. Diarmuid Collins, Bursar

* DProfessor Peter Kennedy, Vice-President for

Research Policy & Support

* Professor Stephen Fahy, Chair, Academic Council
Research Committee

* Mr. John Fitzgerald, Librarian

* Professor Irene Lynch-Fannon, Head, College of
Business & Law

* Mr. Mark Poland, Director, Office of Buildings and
Estates

* Dr. Norma Ryan, Director, Quality Promotion
Unit

e Dr. Niall O’Sullivan, nominee of Head, and staff of
Department of Economics

e DProfessor Sebastian Green, Head, and staff of
Department of Management & Marketing

* Professor Ciaran Murphy, Head, and staff of
Department of Accounting, Finance & Informa-
tion Systems

* Dr. William Sjostrom, Head, and staff of Centre for
Policy Studies

* Professor Michael Ward, Head, and staff of Depart-
ment of Food Business & Development

An exit presentation of the principal findings of the
Panel was made to Heads of departments in the after-
noon of the fourth day.

Introduction: Scope and context of this review

This review takes place in an environment of unprec-
edented uncertainty. The global financial crisis has
resulted in significant reductions in state funding for
higher education in Ireland. This reduction in fund-
ing coincides with a period of structural change within
UCC, which is far from complete and in the case of
the Faculty of Commerce is fraught with problems,
many of which have had (and will continue to have)
serious implications for research. Unless the University
tackles these problems forcefully and with a degree of
urgency, the Panel is unanimous in the view that the
research potential of the departments reviewed is likely
to remain unfulfilled and, in some cases, the quality of
research is likely to recede.

Thus, in setting the context behind the detailed obser-
vations and recommendations for each of the depart-
ments, the Panel wishes to make the following observa-
tions which are generic in nature and have impacted all
units reviewed, albeit to varying degrees.

The Faculty of Commerce comprises a number of
departments ranging in size from large to small depart-
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ments operating largely in isolation with no common
purpose beyond their disciplinary boundaries, drawn
largely around teaching programmes. These pro-
grammes and the FTEs they generate have been the
focus of attention and resource allocation for the last
decade, during which the Faculty has experienced
significant growth, in student numbers, teaching rev-
enue and staffing. However, the bulk of this staffing
has been at a junior level, with many lecturers joining
the Faculty without PhDs and with very little inter-
est in or experience of research. There is now a seri-
ous and unsustainable imbalance in the number of
senior and junior members of staff, with no profes-
sorial leadership in three core disciplines: marketing,
accounting and finance. This needs to be addressed
as a matter of urgency and appointments should be
made with an unequivocal focus on the provision of
research leadership.

It became evident from discussions with staff that
there is a fundamental lack of communication
between departments within the faculty and a lack
of trust in the university’s approach to supporting
research activities therein, such is the imbalance in

resource allocation towards the natural sciences.

The Panel attempted to clarify the situation with
respect to discretionary control over revenue flows
from revenue-generating teaching programmes but
was provided with conflicting information. The lack
of transparency over this issue creates conflicting sig-
nals with respect to innovation in teaching programs
and increasing research intensiveness.

The proactive decision by UCC to place greater
emphasis on research as a mechanism for resource
allocation leaves the Faculty of Commerce and the
departments therein vulnerable, lacking as they do a
coherent research strategy, visionary research leader-
ship and formal structures to support research activ-
ity amongst a predominantly inexperienced and jun-
ior staff. Many of these staff expressed exasperation
with the effort required to make time for research,
the lack of support or encouragement from senior
academics within the Faculty to undertake research
and the lack of recognition for the considerable
achievements some have made in spite of the gener-

ally unsupportive research environment. The Panel is
firmly of the opinion that this untenable state con-
stitutes a major impediment to the development of a
coherent research strategy, a vibrant and collaborative
research culture and a robust framework of support
to enable individuals within the Faculty of Com-
merce to reach their full potential as researchers.

The resolution of this problem will not be easy and
will not happen overnight. Thus, the Panel urges the
University and the senior academics within the Fac-
ulty of Commerce to give urgent and serious consid-
eration to the re-structuring of the Faculty into an
organisational structure resembling that of a con-
ventional Business School, the Dean of which would
have executive power to direct resources in line with
an over-arching strategy under which the depart-
ments could unite, to build an identifiable brand with
research excellence considered on a par with teaching
excellence. Such a structure would not only facilitate
the development of inter-disciplinary research group-
ings, Centres and Institutes with devolved responsi-
bilities and a degree of budgetary control, it would
also facilitate future applications for international
accreditations, such as EQUIS and AACSB, which
would enhance the international reputation of the
School. Such a re-structuring would also benefit from
the creation of an Advisory Board with representa-
tives from industry and government.

4
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Quality Profile
Published Output

In assessing the quality of published output the panel
decided to focus exclusively on the published outputs
nominated by individual members of staff. The submis-
sion lists 15 refereed journal articles. However, of these,
6 are short abstracts and 2 are in the Faculty of Com-
merce in-house journal. The most significant research
output consists of a number of substantial commis-
sioned research reports. These are economic impact
assessments for public bodies, mainly relating to the
regional economy. This is clearly a valuable contribu-
tion to policy development in Ireland. It is noted that
this research has not generated many journal articles
and the Panel recommends that the Centre should take
steps to ensure that its research for public bodies is
reflected in more publications in refereed journals.

Postgraduate Training

Staff in this unit do not contribute much to masters
programmes. One member of staff has been co-super-
visor for two PhD students registered elsewhere. The
Panel understands that the Centre has only recently
obtained permission to register doctoral students and
Centre staff are currently involved in supervising five
students. The Panel takes the view that this Unit is too
small to be expected to develop independently a cred-
ible programme of postgraduate training and currently
does not have the facilities to accommodate research
students.

Research Related Activities

The Panel noted that the group was active in contribut-
ing to research conferences in Ireland and elsewhere in
the European Union. It is difficult to see how such a
small research group can build or sustain any substan-
tive research activity for as long as they are working in
isolation, without the support and infrastructure of a
department.

Funding

The series of commissioned studies has generated
€167,000 during the assessment period which on per

capita basis is well above average for the Faculty. In
addition, one member of staff is directing substantially
funded research credited to a medical department. The
Panel recommends that the College should facilitate a
process which enables the Centre to be recognised as
very successful in obtaining external research funding.

Peer Esteem

The main evidence of esteem is the reputation which
leads public bodies to commission Impact Studies from
the Centre. In order for the group to increase its recog-
nition amongst academic peers it needs to publish more
widely in reputable peer reviewed journals, contribute
to national and international conferences and establish
themselves on policy advisory boards.

Research Environment

The Centre has clearly created an environment which
enables a small group of academics to work well
together on commissioned research. The group is also
involved in collaboration outside the Faculty. However,
the environment is seriously impaired by lack of space
which prevents research staff or students being accom-
modated at the existing location of the Centre. If this
group is to have any prospect of fulfilling its research
potential this situation, which the Panel believes is
untenable, must be rectified.

Overall Assessment

The circumstances in which this group was originally
formed are regrettable. Despite being effectively iso-
lated within UCC, members of this group have worked
diligently to demonstrate their worth. If a suitable
departmental home can be found then there is every
prospect of this group improving the quality of its
research in the future.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

Despite operating under extraordinarily difficult cir-
cumstances — no Departmental home, inadequate
space allocation and no formal recognition of the sub-
stantial research income generated - the Centre has
performed well in one aspect of research, contributing
commissioned research reports which inform public




policy in Ireland, and has a creditable record in secur-
ing external research funding,.

Issues

The fundamental issue which confronts the Univer-
sity with respect to the Centre for Policy Studies is
whether it makes sense to maintain a small, independ-
ent, research centre created, not because of a research
need, or to facilitate research synergy, but purely for
managerial reasons. If UCC does wish to sustain the
Centre in its present form, then to facilitate research
development, it is essential that a location and organi-
sational structure is found which can accommodate
additional research staff and students and allow staff
to be recognised for and benefit from the significant
research income generated.

Recommendations

The University should consider whether there is an
opportunity to re-designate the Centre as a centre

CENTRE FOR POLICY STUDIES

Quality Profile

within a larger Department. The Panel understand
that some consideration has been given to a link with
a social science department; and the Panel would
like to draw attention to the fact some of the Cen-
tre’s research is consistent with the rural development
work of the Food Business Department

Overall Conclusion

Given its unfortunate origins and extremely difficult
circumstance this small Centre has demonstrated an
ability to contribute to the local and national policy
environment and generate external funds to support
its work. If it is to flourish, it needs to leverage the
commissioned work more effectively, to publish more
widely in reputable peer reviewed journals and find a
departmental home.

METRIC LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

% of published output ranked 3

4 and above and above
0% 40%
2. | Research Related Activities 2
3. | Funding 4
4. | Peer Esteem % of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem is

ranked at 4 and above

ranked at 3 and above

0%

80%

Overall Assessment: Level 2
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Quality Profile
Published Output

In assessing the quality of published output the Panel
decided to focus exclusively on the published outputs
nominated by individual members of staff. In the case
of Accounting and Finance (AF), 30 publications from
15 members of staff were considered. In the case of
Information Systems (IS), 43 publications were consid-
ered from 19 members of staff.

Opverall, Accounting, Finance and Information Systems
(AFIS) staff have produced a good number of research
publications over the five year period, with some papers
in top rated peer reviewed journals. The IS academ-
ics have successfully published in leading journals and
senior academics encourage their junior colleagues to
submit their work to these outlets. The AF academics
have also produced some high quality journal research
publications in top rated journals despite the absence
of senior staff at professorial and associate professor
level. With the high number of junior academic staff in
the Department, it is clear that additional support and
guidance is needed to develop research skills, particu-
larly those relating to developing a successful publica-
tion strategy for leading journals.

Recommendations:

* Develop clearer guidelines about the ranking of
refereed journals in the disciplinary areas to enable
junior staff to target higher quality outlets

. Encourage team—working among senior and junior
academic staff to increase the number of submis-
sions to refereed journals

* Develop research centres within each discipline (e.g.
new centres in AF such as ‘Corporate Governance’,
‘Accounting Education’), which will help to gener-
ate research funds and enhance research output.

* IS needs to further consolidate its development and
impact of research centres and new initiatives, such
as the services innovation unit.
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Postgraduate Training

Postgraduate training provided by AFIS includes nine
Masters programmes, each of which is a 90 credit
course. The courses are divided between the two dis-
ciplinary areas within the Department. The Depart-
The Panel

interviewed around twenty doctoral students across the

ment also offers a doctoral programme.

Faculty of Commerce, including those from AFIS. The
students were very satisfied with the level and scope of
supervision, mainly seeing their supervisor about once
every two weeks on average. The resources are very
good in general with access to office space and a lap-
top computer. Some concern was raised about possible
cuts in library resources, i.e. online access to journals
and other relevant material. The relationship with the
supervisor was close and informal rather than detached
and formal. There were many advantages to this model
of supervision, although some doctoral students said
they did not have a second supervisor. There was some
confusion about the annual progress review formali-
ties. Students were very content with the provision to
attend conferences to present their doctoral work. They
were encouraged to prepare at least one academic paper
per year over the three year period under the direction
of their supervisor. They saw this as a positive way to
develop their research career. Although interaction
with the supervisor was good, students said that inter-
action with other members of the faculty (staff and
doctoral students) was poor. They saw this as a lim-
itation to participating in wider dialogue and debate
about research issues.

Doctoral students funded by UCC said they were
expected to do around 150 hours per annum as part of
their bursary (although it was noted that in AFIS fewer
hours may be required). This was made up mostly of
tutorials and averaged around 5-7 hours per week.
The Panel has some concerns about the relatively high
teaching loads for doctoral students, even though stu-
dents may teach the same content each year.

The research methods training provided was largely on
a voluntary attendance basis. Doctoral students said
that some of this training was useful but some sessions
were very basic. Learning new software packages on
research methods were the responsibility of doctoral




students, some of whom expressed a desire to see
more formalised training offered.

The Panel was impressed by the energy and enthusi-
asm of the doctoral students, who were generally very
satisfied with the learning experience from UCC.

Recommendations:

* The Department should consider consolidating its
masters courses to enhance economies of scale

* Retain full access to library online e-resources

e All doctoral students should have a second
supervisor

* More clarification given to doctoral students
about the annual review procedure

* More structured activities involving faculty (staff
and doctoral students)

*  Wider provision of specific software packages for
research methods training

Research Related Activities

AFIS currently has a wide portfolio of research activi-
ties which are organised around the research centres.
Academic staff are encouraged to engage in research
related activities in line with other mainstream
research active universities, although much of the
high level publishing in leading academic journals
is by established senior scholars only. With a distinct
lack of academic leadership due to lack of adequate
professorial positions in the AFIS department (the
Department currently has 1 full professor and 2 asso-
ciate professors), it is unlikely that significant research
skills will be developed by junior staff, since they will
need direction and engagement from experienced
academics in their specific discipline.

Participation at conferences among all academic staff
is good and it is important that this material is trans-
lated into refereed journal papers at a later stage. Aca-
demic staff were very enthusiastic about their research
work, but expressed some concerns about the lack of
time to carry out research in relation to other activi-
ties, i.e. teaching and administration. The balance of
activities between research, teaching and administra-

tion needs to be carefully coordinated by recruiting
additional academic leaders.

Recommendations:

e Better coordination of activities in research, teach-
ing and administration to build in time to prepare
research outputs

* Reduced teaching and administrative loads for
junior academic staff

Funding

AFIS has generated €2,081.389 (IS) and €276,350
(AF) in the period 2003-8. Further funding propos-
als are currently being considered with the potential
to attract an additional €2 million. The research is
organised around two disciplinary centres, and there
are plans to develop a new research initiative in serv-
ice innovation. The department currently has 37 aca-
demic staff and generates 8.5% of the FTE’s for the
entire university. With 3100 students, the Depart-
ment has a significantly higher staff/student ratio of
1:27 compared with the university average of 1:17.

AFIS expressed concern that it was heavily taxed by
UCC and felt that some of this revenue could be re-
directed back to the Department to provide an incen-
tive to generate further external research funding.

Recommendations:

* AFIS should pursue external funding opportu-
nities in line with their core disciplines, starting
with smaller funding opportunities and building
up the larger grant applications.

* From the €2.7 million in potential research fund-
ing (input) the Department needs to focus on
generating refereed journal papers (output) as this
will help to build reputation to support further
funding proposals. The Panel notes there is evi-
dence that this is already happening in the Centre
for Investment Research.

Peer Esteem

The Panel considered the research activities of the
AFIS Department in terms of serving the communi-

4
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ties of practice and academia. A small number of senior
academic staff are internationally known in their core
disciplines. The Department has built up a consider-
able portfolio of industry/commercial contacts with
leading financial services firms, and is actively working
to translate academic research into practical solutions.

Senior staff in accounting and finance are currently
publishing in leading academic, peer reviewed journals
and are held in high esteem by the academic commu-
nity. Some of the professional output from this area
is held in high regard in the practitioner community
and it is therefore appropriate to recognise this under
the esteem metric. In the IS area, academic staff are
publishing in leading IS journals and also in emerg-
ing journals. While the high quality outputs are heav-
ily weighted towards senior IS staff, junior staff would
benefit from more guidance and advice to target their
work towards higher ranked journals, particularly since
a significant number of outputs were in lower rating
categories. The Panel recognises the significant con-
tribution of the IS staff in working with industry and
commerce and this enhances the esteem and reputation
of the IS group.

The new research initiative in AFIS on services inno-
vation is progressing well and will further contribute
to building the profile of the Department within the
IS field. However, the Department needs to build its
academic reputation within the core disciplines and in
particular, encourage all staff to submit research output
to leading international and national conferences and
journals.

Recommendations:

* To encourage junior academic staff to serve as track
chairs at conferences as this helps to build profile
and reputation of the Department. Serving as guest
editors and offering to review academic journal
manuscripts is also beneficial in building relation-
ships in the academic community.

* Academic staff need to be encouraged to participate
in international and national research activities to
increase esteem and reputation (i.e. journal editor-
ships and reviewing, track chairs, developing special
interest groups SIGs)

Research Environment

The AFIS Department has recruited 60% of academic
staff only in the past six years and this contributes to the
dynamic and vibrant atmosphere. However, the heavy
teaching focus of the Department detracts from allow-
ing academic staff to focus on research activities such
as, working on research papers, reviewing the manu-
scripts of colleagues, setting up an external seminar
programme, etc. Some academic staff said they only
worked on preparing academic papers and doctoral
work in their spare time, so it would seem that some
attention needs to be given to developing the research
environment within the Department during the work-
ing day. The profile of senior and junior academic staff
adversely affects the research environment as the two
unfilled chairs in accounting and finance, and only
one professor of IS restricts the potential to develop
research activities for nurturing junior staff. The Panel
notes that there was concern about the completion rate
of PhDs in the Department. It would seem that time
needs to be made available to enable academic staff
doing part time PhDs to improve completion rates and
generate publications from their research.

Recommendations:

 'This Department urgently needs the recruit 4 pro-
fessors, two in IS and two in AF, to provide research
leadership to the high number of junior academic
staff and to facilitate the generation of high quality
research output.

* Promotion to professorial level posts should be
actively pursued through internal mechanisms as a
reward to highly productive academic staff in both
groups.

* Develop and promote an external speaker pro-
gramme to build networks for potential collabora-
tion among academic staff.

* Build in research time to the academic working day
to include workshops on academic writing and jour-
nal submission.

* Create visiting academic positions where leading
scholars can visit UCC to share best practice on




developing a vibrant research environment for
academic staff and students.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

Despite considerable teaching loads and the lack of
professorial positions AFIS has achieved an impressive
level of research activity, reflected in a good number
of quality publications and a significant amount of
external research funding.

Issues

Panel members were impressed by the enthusiasm
and energy of the academic staff in AFIS. With 37
academic staff, it was evident that only one chair and
head of department was insufficient to provide ade-
quate leadership and guidance to junior academic col-
leagues, particularly as 60% of staff have only joined
the Department in the last six years. The lack of pro-
fessorial positions was particularly detrimental for the
accounting and finance staff, and of less concern to
the IS staff. However, despite the shortage of senior
academic staff, the Panel felt that the research areas
pursued by the Department were very relevant and
mainstream within the international academic com-
munity and were likely to attract research funding.

Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

1. The ratio between senior and junior academic
staff needs to be urgently addressed and profes-
sorial appointments are needed in accounting and
finance and information systems.

2. Despite only one professor and two associate pro-
fessors in AFIS, the Department has generated
good research output and continues to strengthen
its links with industry and commerce. The Panel
recommends growing and nurturing the research
centres and new areas for research, such as services
innovation to create critical mass and reputation
in these areas.

3. Develop the procedures for postgraduate training,
including a more structured approach to research
methodology training, retain and build existing
resources, i.e. access to e-journals, allocate sec-
ond supervisors to doctoral students and provide
opportunities for research students to engage with
other academic staff and students.

4. Carry out regular evaluation of the profile of
taught masters courses in the Department to
potentially streamline existing programmes. This
may help to consolidate teaching activities across
the Department and provide more time for aca-
demic staff to engage in research activity.

Overall Conclusion

Accounting, finance and information systems are
mainstream  disciplines within the business and
management academic communities and the AFIS
Department has very good potential to develop an
international profile in each area. UCC needs to
attract and retain strong academic leaders to assist the
current senior academics in building these fields.
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DEPARTMENT OF ACCOUNTING AND FINANCE AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS

Quality Profile

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

4 and above

% of published output ranked

3 and above

Accounting and Finance

Information Systems

ranked at 4 and above

209 459
Accounting and Finance 0% 5%
209 459
Information Systems 0% 5%
2. | Research Related Activities 4
3. | Funding 4
4. | Peer Esteem % of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem is

ranked at 3 and above

20%
30%

60%
70%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS

Quality Profile
Published Output

In assessing the quality of published output the Panel
decided to focus exclusively on the published outputs
nominated by individual members of staff. In the
case of Economics, 10 members of staff submitted
no publications and 8 members of staff with publi-
cations listed failed to provide physical copies. Thus,
this evaluation is based on 30 publications from 12
members of staff. Thus, the Panel recognises that the
evaluation of published output is based on a sample
and does not include detailed consideration of all
the outputs listed. However, the Panel believes it is
unlikely that the inclusion of missing publications
would significantly affect the overall rating of pub-
lished output.

The Panel would make two substantive comments
regarding the published output evaluated. First, the
mixture of journals is extremely diverse, reflecting the
heterogeneity of research interests within the depart-
ment. This may be regarded as a strength, reflecting
the scope for developing specific areas of research in
the future. It may also be regarded as a weakness as
it reflects a lack of research focus and publication
strategy. Second, the contextual focus of the major-
ity of the published outputs is Ireland, which, in the
absence of any distinct conceptual or methodologi-
cal approaches, renders much of the published output
primarily of national interest.

Recommendations:

* Appoint leaders for the three research groups
(finance, business and health), to provide leader-
ship and guidance with respect to research strat-
egy, research focus, publications in targeted jour-
nals and participation in high profile conferences.

* Develop a more formal approach to research men-
toring and support for staff who have recently
completed their PhDs, in order to maintain
momentum with regards to publications, both
quantity (important for junior academics and out-
reach beyond academia) and quality (essential for
peer recognition and building capacity to bid for

external research funding, an important metric
for promotions).

Postgraduate Training

The evaluation of postgraduate training was based on
the evidence provided in the submission, discussions
with staff and a meeting with twenty doctoral stu-
dents from across the Faculty of Commerce.

The students were very satisfied with the level and
scope of supervision, mainly seeing their supervi-

The

resources are very good in general with access to

sor about once every two weeks on average.

office space and a laptop computer. Some concern
was raised about possible cuts in library resources,
i.e. online access to journals and other relevant mate-
rial. The relationship with the supervisor was close
and informal rather than detached and formal. There
were many advantages to this model of supervision,
although some doctoral students said they did not
have a second supervisor. In Economics the lack of
supervisory support is the result of a limited number
of senior academic staff.

There was some confusion about the annual progress
review formalities. Students were very content with
the provision to attend conferences to present their
doctoral work. They were encouraged to prepare at
least one academic paper per year over the three year
period under the direction of their supervisor. They
saw this as a positive way to develop their research
career. Although interaction with the supervisor was
good, students said that interaction with other mem-
bers of the faculty (staff and doctoral students) was
poor. They saw this as a limitation to participating in
wider dialogue and debate about research issues.

Doctoral students funded by UCC said they were
expected to do around 150 hours of teaching per
annum as part of their bursary. This was made up
mostly of tutorials and averaged around 5-7 hours per
week. The Panel has some concerns about the rela-
tively high teaching loads for doctoral students, even
though students may teach the same content each
year.

4

157



158

L ¢

The research methods training provided was largely on
a voluntary attendance basis. Doctoral students said
that some of this training was useful but some sessions
were very basic. Learning new software packages on
research methods were the responsibility of doctoral
students, some of whom expressed a desire to see more
formalised training offered.

Recommendations:

* Retain full access to library online e-resources.

* Make provision for all doctoral students to have a
second supervisor.

* Provide clear guidelines to doctoral students about
the annual review procedure.

* Develop more structured activities involving faculty
(staff and doctoral students).

* Make wider provision of specific software packages
for research methods training.

Research Related Activities

The submission document does not explain clearly
the research activities of the Department as a whole.
These are related to the research (which is wide rang-
ing), are diverse in nature and appear to lack internal
co-ordination. Discussions with staff revealed a con-
siderable degree of freedom given to individual mem-
bers of staff with regard to their research focus, publi-
cations and involvement in conferences. Staff welcome
this and feel able to share their ideas freely with col-
leagues — doors are always open. Informal lunchtime
seminars are organised, but only on demand and rarely
involving staff or students from other departments. A
working paper series has been implemented, which has
resulted in a substantial number of papers being pub-
lished, notably by junior staff. Participation in confer-
ences has, to date, been mainly in regional and national
events. There is some evidence of outreach to the wider
community through the publication of research results
in non-academic outlets. Conference organisation
appears to be the result of individual initiative rather
than a co-ordinated research policy.

Recommendations:

* Exploit, to a much greater extent, the synergies that
exist with other departments in the Faculty, par-
ticularly Food Business and Development, Market-
ing & Management, and Finance, in which staff are
working on similar areas (e.g. consumer behaviour,
innovation, entrepreneurship and investment). This
could be achieved through the explicit co-ordina-
tion of inter-departmental research seminars, appro-
priately themed to attract researchers with common
areas of interest

Funding

A total of €289,380 has been generated over the six
year period, of which 95% is external but 69% is asso-
ciated with the creation of the Centre for Investment
Research. This research funding is attributable to 7
members of staff.

The historical funding model, focussed very heavily on
teaching income and FTEs, has not encouraged staff
to seek external research funds. Moreover, given the
fact that economic research is not heavily dependent
on research funding and the Department has a high
proportion of junior staff, the relatively low level of
research funding attracted over the reference period is
not surprising. Staff will continue to find it difficult to
allocate time to writing research proposals unless there
is a) a fundamental shift in emphasis away from the
generation and maintenance of income from teaching
towards a greater contribution from research; and b)
greater provision of mentoring, from senior academics
within the Department and the UCC research support
services, in the preparation of research proposals.

Recommendations:

* Senior members of staff should lead by exam-
ple and support junior lecturers in the prepara-
tion of research proposals. This may be for modest
amounts in the first instance, to provide confidence
and change the culture and mindset within the
Department, which is currently largely oblivious to
the importance of external research funding, which
represents an important measure of peer esteem,
an important factor in the promotions review and




a source of funding upon which the University
and individual departments are likely to become
increasingly dependent in the future.

Peer Esteem

There are notable examples of significant external
recognition, where a few individuals have developed
strong academic links at the national and interna-
tional levels, through journal editorships, conference
organisation and participation in journal refereeing.
However, the low overall assessment of peer esteem
reflects a general lack of publications, particularly in
international peer reviewed journals and low levels
of participation in conferences, professional organi-
sations and advisory boards. This is not surprising
given the dominant focus on teaching provision and
the high proportion of junior staff.

Recommendations:

¢ Senior staff should be encouraged to organise con-
ferences and track sessions at high profile confer-
ences as part of an overall research strategy to raise
the profile of the department within the academic
community

* A more concerted effort should be made to con-
vert working papers, of which there are a consid-
erable number, into refereed journal articles, with
greater consideration given to the targeting of
specific journals more widely recognised amongst
academic peers at an international level

Research Environment

Staft expressed their anxiety towards a) the appar-
ent freezing of funds for conference attendance and
sabbaticals, despite the generation of surpluses from
teaching, b) the high proportion of part-time staff,
who are not research active and ¢) the difficulties
experienced with internal promotion due to an inor-
dinate teaching burden which prevents them from
developing their research, and d) the physical loca-
tion in three separate sites, which was identified as a
barrier to collaborative research.

On the positive side, many staff demonstrated a
degree of collegiality and were particularly proactive

in encouraging staff and students to make use of the
excellent library facilities. The Panel also understands
that the University has plans to improve the accom-
modation for this unit. However, it was emphasised
during discussions with staff that ‘history matters’
and the development of a research policy, strategy
and related activities is an evolutionary process. The
question remains whether the current environment is
supportive of this.

Recommendations:

* In order for the research environment to improve
there needs to be a substantive increase in the
importance attached to research by all of the sen-
ior academics in the Department, without which
junior staff will be inadequately incentivised to
direct a greater proportion of their time and intel-
lectual capacity to research activity.

* The need for greater co-ordination of research
activity and more collaborative research across the
unit is greatly hampered by their physical loca-
tion on three different sites. Thus, it is important
that this impediment is removed at the earliest
opportunity

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The Department of Economics is one of the largest in
the Faculty with significant input across a wide range
of teaching programmes, delivered by a group of
predominantly junior lecturers. Research has clearly
been given a low priority and there is a distinct lack
of formal support for junior staff, many of whom
are currently undertaking their PhDs. The develop-
ment of the New Staff Development Programme is
an excellent initiative, providing junior staff mem-
bers with supervision from and exposure to academ-
ics from other institutions, many of which are over-
seas. However, there is inadequate co-ordination of
research activity beyond the (external) support for
PhD research. The Department is clearly in the early
stages of development with regards to its research
activity and this is reflected in the current level of
performance. However, there is no reason why the
Department should not continue its evolution, with
appropriate research leadership and the introduction
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of more formal support for research training, publica-
tions and applications for research funding.

Issues

The key issue facing this department, with respect to
the quality of research, is the lack of focus and leader-
ship with respect to research activity, the research envi-
ronment and research outputs. The adoption of a laissez
faire approach is not consistent with a department so
heavily populated with junior staff. Moreover, the con-
tinued pursuit of income generation through teaching
related activities will make it difficult for junior staff to
find or make time to improve their research skills and
extend their research horizons beyond the considera-
tion of regional and national issues and publication in
low ranking peer reviewed journals.

Recommendations

Specific recommendations have been made above, with
respect to the six elements covered in the review.

* Opverall, the most important recommendation to
emerge from the evaluation of research activities,
processes and outputs in the Department of Eco-

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS

Quality Profile

nomics is that greater leadership and more formal
structures are required to support the large number
of junior staff who are clearly willing and able to
undertake research but whose potential is con-
strained by a laissez faire approach to research activ-
ity and the publication thereof.

Overall Conclusion

This unit shows considerable promise but is currently
under-performing with respect to research, in terms of
quantity, quality, relevance and impact. This is largely
the result of an excessive focus on teaching, which has
undoubtedly been perpetuated by an internal (UCC)
funding mechanism driven by FTEs and the genera-
tion of revenue from a raft of teaching programs across
the Faculty of Commerce. A significant and sustained
improvement in the quality of research activity will only
be possible if there is a concerted effort amongst senior
academics within the unit to recognize the importance
of research, communicate this effectively amongst jun-
ior colleagues and put in place more formal processes
to support a more strategic and co-ordinated approach.

METRIC LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked 4

% of published output ranked

and above 3 and above
6% 23%

2. | Research Related Activities 2

3. | Funding 2

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

12%

24%

Overall Assessment: Level 2




DEPARTMENT OF FOOD BUSINESS & DEVELOPMENT

With 17 staff members (5 on temporary lecturer con-
tracts), the Department consists of three theme areas:
food business and the food consumer, co-operative
business, and rural and international development,
linked through a teaching and research interest in
food systems.

Quality Profile
Published Output

In assessing the quality of published output the panel
decided to focus exclusively on the published out-
puts nominated by individual members of staff. The
Department’s submission listed 56 peer-reviewed jour-
nal articles for the review period, of which just over
two-thirds are in food business/consumer analysis.
Other publication outputs include 2 edited books, 23
book chapters and 44 published conference papers. A
number of staff also produced commissioned research
reports for various stakeholder groups. Opportuni-
ties to leverage these latter research outputs into peer-
reviewed outlets could be explored. Peer-reviewed
publications from Ph.D. and research Masters level
research is an under-explored opportunity.

The Department has some very good peer-reviewed
publications in international journals in the food
business/consumer area. The published output
reflects successful collaborations with researchers in
other countries. The group recognises opportunities
for greater internal research synergies and collabo-
rations among staff members which could leverage
different expertise. The co-operative research group
appear to work well together, as evidenced by the
degree of jointly authored publications. This reflects
the organisational strength of the Centre for Co-
operative Studies, housed within the Department.
Publications in this area tend to target key stake-
holder groups in the co-operative sector. The devel-
opment group has a relatively diverse set of research
interests spanning rural and international develop-
ment. Publications tend to be targeted at key policy
stakeholder groups rather than academic audiences,
reflecting the applied nature of this work. Looking
to the future these types of research outputs could be

leveraged into peer reviewed publication to raise the

research profile of the rural and international devel-
opment area.

Postgraduate Training

Postgraduate training provided by the Department
of Food Business and Development includes seven
masters programmes of which three are research mas-
ters. The Department also has 12 currently registered
research masters students and offers a doctoral pro-
gramme which graduated 40% of the PhDs in Busi-
ness and Law over the 2003-7 period. In addition,
the Department is involved in the delivery of eight
diploma/executive development programmes aimed
at specific practitioner groups in the food business
and co-operative communities. This is a significant
contribution to postgraduate training within the
College of Business and Law. It may be necessary to
consider rationalizing teaching programmes and/or
modules to reduce the programme management and
teaching workloads. PhD supervision is not evenly
distributed across the Department and there is poten-
tial for more of the senior staff to participate in super-
vising PhD students.

Assisting PhD students to publish the results of their
research through jointly authoring peer-reviewed
publications based on this work would serve the dual
purpose of mentoring the student and further dem-
onstrating research output from the Department. The
Department could consider implementing a research
seminar series to facilitate inter-group research col-
laborations and to expose postgraduate students to a
broader array of research ongoing in the department
and elsewhere.

Research Related Activities

The Department is an enthusiastic unit with moti-
vated researchers. They actively engage with various
stakeholder groups relevant to their research areas
and disciplines, including the food business commu-
nity, co-operative community, and policy makers at
the national and EU levels. This reflects the applied
nature of the research ongoing in the Department.
Participation in research conferences, both as speak-
ers and organisers is strong. Staff in the food business
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and food consumer theme area are frequently invited
to perform peer review activities for international
journals.

Funding

The Department of Food Business and Development
generated €2,735,856 in research funding over the
review period. This is an excellent level of research
funding for these discipline areas and reflects the
applied nature of research undertaken in the Depart-
ment. In particular, success in receiving EU funding is
highly commendable. The Department also has signifi-
cant involvement in revenue-generating programming
at the Masters level and in Executive Development
training programmes which contribute to relatively
high teaching and program administration workloads
for staff. Concerns were expressed that the returns from
these activities are used in part to cross-subsidize other
activities within the university.

Peer Esteem

A number of staff have served as external examiners at
UK and other Irish institutions for undergraduate and
post-graduate programmes. They serve academic, poli-
cymaker and community stakeholder groups through
invited presentations and invitations to participate in
policy review processes at the national and European
levels. Targeting more research output into European
and international journals would help raise the pro-
file of individual researchers within the research com-
munity. A small number of senior staff, primarily in
the food business/food consumer area, are becoming
known within the broader international academic com-
munity and are establishing a strong profile within the
European research community. Linkages with research
centres or networks in other countries, and stronger
participation in key European and international con-
ferences would serve to further strengthen reputations.
The Centre for Co-operatives has a strong reputation
within Ireland and has productive relationships with
similar research centres internationally.

The proportion of staff rated as having currently low
levels of peer esteem in many cases reflects those staff at
an early stage of career.
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Research Environment

The Department appears to have large number of
teaching programmes (M.Sc. programmes, executive
development/diploma training) across the three theme
areas and consequently relatively high teaching loads
and significant programme management responsibili-
ties. While important revenue-generating activities,
these create workload issues that need to be managed
carefully to facilitate greater research intensiveness.

The Department of Food Business and Develop-
ment has a long-standing and significant partnership
with the department of Food Science at UCC which
is important for cross-disciplinary research collabora-
tion in the food area. In light of restructuring within
the College of Science, Engineering and Food Science
and the anticipated heightened competition in food
research from UCD it will be critical to clarify the
nature of this partnership under the new college system
so that future collaborations are facilitated rather than
impeded. There is scope for an inter-college institute
focused on food to facilitate greater research collabora-
tion and provide a focal point for generating research
funding given the significant potential in this area.

Members of staff expressed some frustration with
increased bureaucracy around complying with inter-
nal processes. This detracts from the time and energy
available to devote to research and to applying for new
research funding. The increasing complexity of major
grant applications at the EU and National levels creates
a further challenge. Increased administrative support
in the form of a knowledgeable research facilitator to
assist with grant applications to EU and major national
bodies could reduce this administrative burden on aca-
demic staff and position them more competitively in
the international arena.

Opportunities likely exist for greater inter-depart-
mental co-operation on research, particularly with the
Department of Management and Marketing.

Staff should be encouraged to take advantage of sab-
batical opportunities to increase research intensive-
ness and build international research collaborations.
Where possible, management of teaching workloads at




a departmental level should be done to facilitate tar-
geted sabbatical leaves on a rotational basis.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

While composed of three distinct areas of focus, the
Department appears to function very well as a unit
and recognises the potential for greater inter-group
research collaboration. Relative research strength lies
in the food business and food consumer area. The
Department has been very successful at attracting
significant external research funding over the review
period. Furthermore, it has a very good record with
respect to completion of PhDs and large numbers of
masters students.

Issues

Members of staff in the three theme areas are at dif-
ferent stages of career maturity, resulting in different
relative strengths of research output across the theme
areas. Four members of staff (3 in development, 1 in
co-operatives) began undertaking PhD studies in the
last two years. Of the seven senior staff members in
the department (1 professor and 6 senior lecturers),
five have a primary focus in food business/consumers,
one in development and one in co-operatives. Recent
structural changes have created uncertainty with
respect to the department’s long-standing partner-
ship with food science. These uncertainties need to be
resolved in a timely fashion. The Department makes
a significant contribution to postgraduate education
in revenue-generating programmes and greater dis-
cretionary control over these revenue streams would
enable investment in research deepening activities or
individuals.

Recommendations
It is recommended that consideration be given to:

* Increasing the profile and impact of research in
food business/consumers through a formalised
research structure such as a centre or institute in
collaboration with Food Science.

* Continued active participation in European and
international level research conferences and net-
works. Recent cuts to university-level travel

funding, while understandable in the current
financial climate, are unfortunate and will par-
ticularly hamper junior level staff in participating
in national and international conferences. Tar-
geted conference travel funding specifically for
professional development of junior staff would be

helpful.

* Leveraging commissioned reports, book chapters
and other community stakeholder oriented publi-
cations into additional peer-reviewed publications
in international journals.

* Co-publishing the results of PhD and research

Masters theses research.

* Management of teaching workloads to pro-
vide junior staff the opportunity to build a pro-
gramme of research. This may require rationalisa-
tion of current teaching programmes or efforts to
seek synergy across programmes through shared
modules.

* Provision of central research support from the uni-
versity through streamlined internal processes and
administrative support to facilitate participation
in EU and major national grant competitions.

* Stronger communication by the Department of
its identity across the three core areas: the central
underpinning of food and resources that ties these
three areas together.

* Greater involvement by all senior staff members in
PhD supervision.

Overall Conclusion

Key opportunities for intensifying research output
and recognition lie in the food business and co-opera-
tive areas. These are focus areas in which UCC can be
a recognized leader within Ireland and indeed within
a broader European context. Research strategy should
aim to facilitate deepening of research intensiveness
and strengthening international profile and collabo-
rations in these areas. In closing, it should be noted
that the Department of Food Business and Develop-
ment is a relatively strong and successful unit. Any
future structural changes within the university/col-
lege should seek to build upon and not detract from
this success.
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DEPARTMENT OF FOOD BUSINESS AND DEVELOPMENT

Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL

1. | Published Output % of published output ranked 4 | % of published output ranked 3
and above and above
29% 61%

2. | Research Related Activities 3

3. | Funding 4

4. | Peer Esteem % of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem is

ranked at 4 and above

ranked at 3 and above

35%

53%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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DEPARTMENT OF MANAGEMENT AND MARKETING

Quality Profile
Published Output

In assessing the quality of published output the Panel
decided to focus exclusively on the three published
outputs nominated by individual members of staff.
Approximately three quarters of the output consid-
ered was published in reputable journals. Outputs
also included conference papers, book chapters, work-
ing papers, and a commissioned report. The majority
of outputs were rated at “very good” and “adequate”
standard. Several outputs were of excellent interna-
tional standard in terms of originality, significance
and rigour. Two members of staff, namely one junior
and one senior lecturer, have outputs of outstanding
standard, peer reviewed and published in world lead-
ing journals in their respective disciplines. There are,
however, some outputs that fall below the adequate
standard of recognised work within the discipline.

Postgraduate Training

The Panel noted that postgraduate training was
organised and conducted on an informal basis in the
Department. It was highly driven by individual ini-
tiative, collegiate generosity and goodwill, as well as
external networks and linkages. The Department has
made use of the training offered by the Library infor-
mation access training initiatives. The fortnightly
research seminars have played a role in enhancing
the research training of PG students and served as a
forum for exchange and exploration of research ideas.
The Doctoral Colloquia, organised by the Depart-
ment, are specifically commended. It is important to
note that the limited number of senior research staff
has been a constraint to the development of a coher-
ent and reliable departmental post-graduate training
programme.

Research Related Activities

The Panel considered these as of a very good standard,
commending in particular the working paper series,
papers presented at conferences, research-related
links with organisations, conference organisation,
the research seminars, and publications in conference

proceedings. Activities in this area are extensive and
demonstrate the creativity, initiative and innovation
of staff. Through these activities the national stand-
ing of the Department has been greatly enhanced.
Some international awareness has also been estab-
lished. There is clear evidence of growing confidence
and achievement in this area. The Panel noted that
there has been no formal upgrading of the research

skills of staff.
Funding

The Panel noted that external fund raising for
research has been somewhat limited. Staff in this
Department have made a conscientious decision to
limit their applications for external research funding,
which they do not deem specifically important for
their research area.

Notwithstanding the aforesaid, the Department has
successfully accessed some national funding streams
(€61,538). €10,090 has been used from UCC sources
(Department and University funds) for supporting
research.

Peer Esteem

This part of the assessment should be interpreted with
consideration given to the ratio between junior and
senior staff within the Department. The Panel noted
that even new junior staff have striven to achieve
greater visibility nationally and internationally that
could enhance the departmental esteem indicators.
Staff demonstrated commitment and enthusiasm to
do so on a continuous basis.

Research Environment

The departmental research environment is excellent
in view of fostering academic reflection, enquiry, cre-
ative approaches to and cross-fertilisation of research.
There is, however, a need for strategic self-reflection
within the Department that can enable staff to bet-
ter utilise and unleash their research potential. Con-
sidering the broader research environment, the Panel
noted the insecurity, anxiety and concerns of staff in
terms of career progression within UCC, research
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skills support and enhancement, administrative over-
loading and current resource constraints. Certainly,
the need for more senior staff, especially in terms of
strengthening research leadership and enhancing the
research positioning strategy has been acknowledged

by the Panel.
Overall Research Activity and Performance

There is a culture of creativity, reflection, intellec-
tual debate and self-help in the Department, which
should be used as a sound foundation to build upon
with regard to research development. The Panel has
identified strong lead research themes, capabilities
and synergies that should be exploited nationally and
internationally in a much more focused and consistent
manner. There is some effort in the Department of get-
ting research output in top-rated international journals
that should be developed further. Interaction with the
business community should be developed more exten-
sively in terms of research access and input.

Issues

The Panel is concerned with the highly skewed ratio
between senior and junior staff. More specifically, this
has been seen in a) the consistent failure to recruit sen-
ior research staff and the expressed ambiguity about
the reasons for this; and b) the opportunities for con-
tinuous motivation, retention and promotion of junior

staff.

The institutional ambiguity and communication defi-
ciencies concerning the availability, distribution and
control of resources for enhancing the research per-
formance of the Department needs to be addressed.
The Panel noted with concern reports of difficulties in
taking up sabbaticals.

The proliferation of low cost teaching programmes and
new programme development could undermine the
efforts to build sustainable research capacity in future

and should be avoided.

Recommendations

* The Department has internally developed research
skills and capabilities but might consider a more tar-
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geted disciplinary approach to publications in view
of achieving higher research output in top interna-
tional journal outlets. Such an approach could be
supported with a collaborative effort that over time
would enable the transfer and leveraging of research
expertise within the Department. The opportunities
for collaborative initiatives within UCC beyond the
departmental boundaries could also be explored.

* The Department should pro-actively seek the sup-
port of the College and University’s Research Office
for initiatives on research skills upgrading mak-
ing better use of skills existing in other university
departments and colleges.

* Research building capacity should be enhanced via
external recruitment and/or internal promotion of

staff.

* The Department should increase the number of
doctoral students and improve the monitoring and
assessment of their annual progression towards
completion.

Conclusions

The Panel was impressed by the conceptual and meth-
odological rigour embedded within the research under-
taken in a Department which is small by any standards
but particularly in the context of marketing and man-
agement provision within a business faculty. A profes-
sorial appointment in the area of marketing is urgently
needed and provided the appointment is made with a
clear research focus and one that is aligned with the
creative focus of this dynamic group, there is every
prospect of the management and marketing building
on the solid foundation already created.




DEPARTMENT OF MANAGEMENT AND MARKETING

Quality Profile

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked 4

and above

% of published output ranked 3

and above

ranked at 4 and above

18% 72%
2. Research Related Activities 3
3. Funding 1
4. Peer Esteem % of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem is

ranked at 3 and above

28%

58%

Overall Assessment: Level 3
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Panel ]

Department of Applied Social Studies
Department of Government
Department of Law

Department of Sociology




Panel ] Members

* Dr. Isobel Anderson, Department of Applied
Social Science, University of Stirling, Scotland

* Ms Sonia Harris-Short, Birmingham Law School,
University of Birmingham, UK

* Professor Richard Jenkins, Department of Socio-

logical Studies, University of Shefheld, UK
¢ Professor Dominic McGoldrick (CHAIR), The

Liverpool Law School, University of Liverpool,

UK

* Professor Mairtin Mac an Ghaill, Department of
Sociology, University of Birmingham, UK

* Professor Rosemary O’Kane, Department of Gov-
ernment, Keele University, UK

* Professor Imogen Taylor, School of Social Work
and Social Care, University of Sussex, UK

* Professor Cirila Toplak, Faculty of Social Science,
University of Ljubljana, Slovenia

Site visit

The site visit was conducted over 3.5 days from 30
March — 2 April 2009 and included visits to depart-
mental and library facilities in UCC and meetings
with:

* Dr. Michael Murphy, President

* Professor Paul Giller, Registrar & Senior Vice-
President Academic

¢ Mr. Diarmuid Collins, Bursar

* Professor Peter Kennedy, Vice-President for
Research Policy & Support

* Professor Michael Berndt, Head, College of Medi-
cine & Health

* Professor David Cox, Head, College of Arts,
Celtic Studies & Social Sciences

* Professor Stephen Fahy, Chair, Academic Council
Research Committee

* Mr. John Fitzgerald, Librarian

* Professor Irene Lynch-Fannon, Head, College of
Business & Law

¢ Ms. Michelle Nelson, Head, Graduate Studies
Office

e Professor John O’Halloran, Member, Research
Review Implementation Group

* Mr. Mark Poland, Director, Office of Buildings
and Estates

* Dr. Norma Ryan, Director, Quality Promotion
Unit

¢ Professor Alastair Christie, nominee of Head, and

staff of Department of Applied Social Studies
* Professor Neil Collins, Head, and staff of Depart-

ment of Government

¢ Professor Caroline Fennell, Head, and staff of
Department of Law

* Professor Arpad Szakcolzai, Head, and staff of
Department of Sociology

An exit presentation of the principal findings of the
Panel was made to Heads of departments in the after-
noon of the fourth day.

Introduction: Scope and context of this review

1. The Panel was asked to provide a quality assess-
ment profile covering six assessment criteria. The
following weightings were applied:

i: Published output: 75%

ii, iii, iv and vi: Postgraduate training, research
related activities, funding and research environ-
ment: 20%

vi: Peer esteem: 5%

2. The Panel applied these weightings on the basis
of experience of the RAE in the United Kingdom
and because they are broadly consistent with what
the respective disciplines would regard as sensible

and defensible.

3. The Panel took account of the fact that researchers
had not necessarily been targeting these specific
criteria.

4. There was a degree of uncertainty in some of the
departments as to the precise criteria for selec-
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tion of the three outputs and how they would be
weighted.

5. The inclusion of all members of research staff was
the basis of the exercise and The Panel worked on
that basis. In a small number of cases the Panel dis-
counted particular individuals if it clearly seemed
appropriate to do so. These are indicated in the
respective departmental submissions.

6. The Panel assessed the particular circumstances
of early career researchers on a case by case basis.
Thus the Panel took into account the date of their
appointment and their background.

7. 'The Panel identified a number of general recom-
mendations directed to the UCC as a whole.

General Recommendations to UCC
1) General shift to a research driven environment

In the context of an institutional cultural shift to a
research driven environment, the situations the Panel
encountered were as often as not in a state of flux. This
should be taken into account in interpreting all com-
ments (academic policies, administrative arrangements,
resources). Furthermore the fact that the site visit has
taken place at a time of sudden economic hardship
should also be taken into account. Academic staff are
clearly very concerned about the future.

2) Administrative support

The Panel was informed by the University that there
had been an increase in funding. Departments
reviewed felt that there was a lack of support and
resources, for example, for applications for funding,
holding conferences.

3) Space

There has been historical under-funding of the
infrastructure of these disciplines. This needs to be
addressed. A designated space is required to support
the postgraduate research community and culture.

4) Funding

Funding for university travel grants, conferences etc.
needs to be restored. The Panel would also recommend

a start up fund for new academics. It is crucial that
library funding is retained in a research-led institution.

5) Mentoring

There needs to be a University mentoring system for all
academic staff but particularly early career academics
to assist and encourage funding proposals, high-impact
publishing and academic writing. The mentoring sys-
tem is currently feeble. Who has the responsibility to
mentor early career people and ensuring continuing
staff development support throughout their careers?

6) Sabbaticals

It is vital to maintain in a research-led University the
availability of sabbaticals and that it is administered
in a fair and transparent way. Sabbatical leave is not a
perk but a core component of a research-led institution.
There needs to be a cultural change in thinking about
sabbatical leave with greater flexibility in its imple-
mentation (i.e. teaching responsibilities and change to
research leave on a semester-based system).

7) Postgraduate training

The Panel was advised that policies were gradually
being put in place on a number of issues.

8) Lack of a managed research environment

A clear research strategy is required from University
management linked to a clear budgetary model. The
University management needs to take ownership of the
current research agenda and support it with necessary
resources. Greater transparency and rigour is required
to support academic staff in achieving the University’s
objectives.

9) Valuing the Social Sciences

At several times during the site visit the social sciences
seemed to vanish into something called Arts. The Panel
would regard this as unhelpful and perhaps thought
could be given to establishing a College of Social Sci-
ence. In a modern research driven university this would
be a normal expectation.




DEPARTMENT OF APPLIED SOCIAL STUDIES

Quality Profile

The review of research in Applied Social Studies
(ASS) is based on documentation provided in advance
of and during the site visit, close reading of the top
three outputs selected by the staff, a meeting with
ASS staff, a separate meeting with ASS postgraduates
and meetings with other key UCC staff.

This is a large staff group and account was taken of
the fact that seven staff were identified as early career
researchers and two staff did not make submissions
due to personal circumstances. The reviewers noted
that seven staff did not submit the expected three
outputs and in addition two early career staff did not
submit outputs. The reviewers also noted that ASS
provides intensive teaching, particularly on the pro-
fessional programmes, and that a minority of staff
might be engaged in activities such as locating prac-
tice placements and providing practitioner inputs and
would in most groups not normally be expected to be
research active.

Published Output

The ASS staff group is undertaking a diverse range
of research activity across social work, social policy,
youth and community work and housing. There is a
good volume of activity and much provides evidence
of valuable links to policy, practice and teaching.
There is substantial engagement with Irish issues and
also a strong range of work which is outward looking
and internationally oriented. The staff group includes
some internationally known researchers and a prom-
ising pool of emerging scholars.

Among the most significant outputs were articles in
leading international peer reviewed journals, as well
as scholarly books from mainstream publishers. The
earlier quality review highlighted the need to increase
the proportion of published outputs in peer reviewed
journals relative to those in edited books, but this
has not yet been fully achieved. A high proportion of
total outputs were chapters in edited books (includ-
ing from one publishing house largely edited by one
member of staff). While the originality and rigour of
many of these chapters is acknowledged, the reviewers

would suggest that their significance could have been
enhanced by publication through either mainstream
book publishers with recognised peer review proce-
dures, or in peer reviewed journals. The reviewers
do, however, commend the development of creative,
accessible outputs designed for end users of research.

Postgraduate Training

The reviewers were impressed by the high proportion
of staff with higher degrees and note that nine staff
have completed a Doctoral thesis during the assess-
ment period, with others currently working towards
doing so. Some staff expressed concern that payment
of doctoral fees by the department might not con-
tinue to be available and this would present a barrier
to completion.

The reviewers commend the recent introduction
of two taught doctoral programmes which have
recruited well. The interdisciplinary aspects of these
programmes are to be welcomed and the students
were very positive about programme quality. For the
traditional PhD route, there is no similar pattern of
increasing numbers, completion rates are low and a
few students reported experiencing a degree of isola-
tion. While there are positively experienced postgrad-
uate library facilities, it was noted that ASS is not able
to provide any dedicated workspaces or pc’s for post-
graduate students and there is no shared space to facil-
itate group interaction and development of a research
student culture. While opportunities to present their
material to each other in seminars was seen to build
confidence, it was thought that there could be more
effective sharing of experiences and learning across
the department and communication between ASS
and the student body could be improved. Notwith-
standing these issues, students were very positive
about supervisory support.

While successful initiatives such as ISS21 provide
studentships, most students commented on pressures
of self-funding. In the postgraduate student group
who met with the review team, not one student was
financially supported by an employer. Students also
expressed concern about the prospect of losing finan-
cial support to attend conferences.
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The introduction of research methods training is a
very welcome development. It was noted this is cur-
rently available on a voluntary basis for traditional PhD
routes.

The only criticism that emerged of the University
library, was from a part-time student who felt more
could be done to assist with extended loans or other
support for those who were only occasionally on the
campus.

Research Related Activities

e The involvement of ASS in ISS21 and the Irish

Social Science Platform is important to its growth.

» ASS is significantly engaged in the organisation of
national and international conferences at UCC.

* A high proportion of staff have presented papers at
national conferences, and a substantial number at
international conferences.

* 'There is clear and active engagement with Irish
agencies to pursue a shared research agenda.

* 'There is evidence of developing participation by
service users in research projects

* 'There is no clear profile of a research seminar pro-
gramme for UCC staff and agency partners; or of
other forms of staff development

Funding

Effective use has been made of internal University
funding sources, e.g. CACSSS. There have been some
notable successes in attracting substantial external
research grants (e.g. PRTLIL; Atlantic philanthropies;
the Harvard Foundation; the EU; and County and
City Councils) and a much larger number of relatively
small grants. There was a large increase in exchequer
and non-exchequer funding in 2007/8. However, until
this year, amounts were small, with no clear overall
trend in growth. The reviewers noted that one of the
members of the Department of Applied Social Studies
is leading the national ISSP PRTLI5 bid for €13 mil-
lion of which €4.25 million will be allocated to UCC.

Peer Esteem

There are a few staff members who evidence strong
international esteem, including membership of interna-

tional associations, keynote conference presentations,
and provision of international conference workshops.
For the majority of staff, there is evidence of local and
national level recognition. Esteem indicators broadly
reflect the patterns of research activity and output, and
career trajectories across the staff group.

There are a number of staff who contribute to editorial
boards. There is also a good range of contributions to
boards of local agencies.

Research Environment

[SS21 and ISSP appear to provide an impetus for devel-
oping research. However, within ASS, and not evi-
dently related to the ISS21 or ISSP initiatives there are
a large number of small Research Clusters relative to
the size of the staff group. While these may function
well as ‘bottom up’ mechanisms to support research
activity, it is not clear how effectively they link to the
broader strategy and to meeting research objectives.
Interdisciplinary collaboration is developing within
UCC social sciences and could profitably be extended
further within social sciences and extended to other
disciplines.

ASS staff manages to produce research which has influ-
enced policy, practice and pedagogy, notwithstanding
a research environment which is in some respects poor.
In particular,

* Buildings and infrastructure are substantially below
those required of a modern international- standard
academic department;

* The department’s research strategy requires further
development, particularly with regard to mecha-
nisms for implementation of identified objectives;

* Mentoring of staff appears to remain voluntary/
informal;

* There is a lack of clarity about sabbatical entitlement
and anxiety about the implications for research
activity and completion of doctoral work of cutting
back on sabbaticals.

* 'The research agenda of the department would ben-
efit from UCC’s formal recognition and incorpora-
tion of ISS21.




Opverall the impression is not one of a strongly lead or
managed research environment.

Overall Assessment

The Department of Applied Social Studies has a
very creditable research profile with pockets of excel-
lence. It is on an upward trajectory and has the
capacity to develop further if adequately supported
by the University. Many outputs compare well with
similar applied departments in the UK, particularly
those which are teaching intensive where all staff are
expected to be research active.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The role of ASS in ISS21 and the ISSP is particularly
noteworthy. Within the staff group there are highly
active researchers producing high quality outputs; a
good spread of researchers with solid, well focused and
developing profiles; and some early career researchers
with considerable potential for future research and
publication. A small number of staff appointed both
before and after 2003 have profiles which could be
better focused and perhaps better supported if the
aim is to have a strong, inclusive research culture
across the entire staff team.

Issues

¢ The accommodation and infrastructure are

inadequate;

* The primary task of all staff is teaching, with inev-
itable implications for research activity;

* The research environment does not present as stra-
tegically managed;

* Research clusters are small and not clearly linked
to broader research developments;

* Activities such as mentoring and appraisals con-
ducive to a managed research environment appear
to be informal and voluntary;

* Research seminars and other forms of staff devel-
opment are not clearly in evidence. The panel did
note that the department has organised the Wil-
liam Thompson Lecture series for a number of

years and the advertisement of the lecture series
on the departmental web site;

* A few staff are generating large bids but overall
externally funded projects are low and funded
international collaborations include a minority of

staff;

* The current financial position of the university
with expected cuts in sabbatical leave and sup-
port for conference attendance will have negative
implications for research activity.

* Staff publications continue to depend on edited
books,
publishers.

particularly ~ from  non-mainstream

* DPostgraduate students do not have adequate
accommodation or infrastructure support; outside
ISS21 there is little financial support available;

* Research methods training is voluntary for PhD
students.

Recommendations

The overall recommendation is to develop a research
environment and culture which will support staff
to achieve their full research potential in line with
Departmental, College and University goals.

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

* Improving accommodation for staff, including
addressing issues of accessibility.

* Reviewing the research clusters, with a view to
rationalisation and to creating cluster leadership
roles for some of the more experienced researchers.

* Clarifying expectations for research activity for
staff at all career stages, taking account of teach-
ing workloads and administration.

* Implementing strategies to support all staff to
meet research expectations, through:

* A staff development programme which
fully incorporates research activities

*  Systematic mentoring and appraisal

* Maintaining a sabbatical system explicitly
linked to agreed individual goals

4
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* Maintaining financial support to attend
conferences

* Instituting research seminar programmes
to develop skills in disseminating research

findings.

Developing clear strategies to ensure staff achieve a
higher proportion of publications in peer reviewed
journals and books.

Supporting staff to increase activity in applying for
external research funding.

Supporting staff to develop international research
collaborations;

Developing training for PhD supervisors, includ-
ing allocating second supervisors as a mechanism to
develop supervision skills and experience.

Designating accommodation (with pc access) for
postgraduate students.

DEPARTMENT OF APPLIED SOCIAL STUDIES

* Requiring research methods training for all PhD
students, including those on the traditional route,
unless they provide evidence of already meeting
requirements.

* Examining library lending arrangements for part-
time students.

Overall Conclusion

There is clear evidence of a very positive research trajec-
tory building on excellent links with the professions,
policy, practice and the community. There is evidence
of staff commitment and capacity which if prop-
erly supported and managed could increase national
and international research activity and develop much
needed applied research on social issues, leading to
excellent research outputs and knowledge transfer to
the policy and practice community.

Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL

1. | Published Output % of published output ranked | % of published output ranked 3
4 and above and above
45% 80%

2. | Research Related Activities 3

3. | Funding 3

4. | Peer Esteem % of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above ranked at 3 and above
40% 80%

Overall Assessment: Level 3
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DEPARTMENT OF GOVERNMENT

Quality Profile
Published Output

Department of Government demonstrates impres-
sive output including in European journals with clear
networking within Europe. Actual work also shows
tremendous potential. For a small department, top-
ics are extremely diverse. The Panel has discounted
the temporary lecturer appointed only in Septem-
ber 2008, but noted his publishing potential in the
future.

Recommendations:

Staff should further exploit electronic publishing and
use international connections for joint publications.

Postgraduate Training

The Panel is impressed that the Department
appointed a research director and a research commit-
tee. They have regular seminars and an article club for
postgraduates. There is a very supportive climate for
postgraduate students in spite of space and equipment
shortages. This climate includes open door mentoring
policy. The Department provides generic courses for
university postgraduate students.

Research Related Activities

The Department demonstrates an impressive rate of
attendance of conferences, including international
scientific conferences. It has a record of organising
conferences at UCC. A new electronic peer reviewed
journal has been established within the department.
Department staff are active within national and inter-
national professional associations.

Funding

There is a strong ethos of grant applications with
some notable successes, including obtaining funds to
attend conferences. Funding for conferences is very
important.

Recommendation:

Considering the size of the department, it is recom-
mended that the Department should focus on smaller

national and EU grants, and to attempt membership
in partner consortia of larger projects rather than
large project coordination.

Peer Esteem

The Department includes the first academic from
the Republic of Ireland elected to the Academy of
Social Sciences - that is evidence of very high peer
esteem. There has been some joint authorship with
highly esteemed international figures. Department
staff are members in governing bodies of professional
associations.

Research Environment

Clear research leadership is evidenced in joint publi-
cations. Department funding is available for attend-
ing conferences, regular seminars are organised, and
sabbaticals are directed toward early career mem-
bers. Support of diversified and individual research
interests (research clusters) is evident. Students are
included in research activities. Staff are encouraged
to teach to their research interests. Interdisciplinary
research is carried out in collaboration with the
Institute of Chinese Studies and the Department of
Management.

Recommendation:

It is advisable to combine publishing and sabbaticals
for strongly targeted research output.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

This is a vibrant, young department, the earliest
appointment having been in 1998, and the most
recent appointment in September 2008, with five
of the total eleven department members appointed
since August 2003. In this light the research output
is remarkable. With the exception of the most recent
appointment, everyone is publishing and in there is
clear evidence of quality.

As such the department demonstrates both actual
quality and the potential to continue with quality
research output.

Importantly, the research is largely directed to a
European audience. Publications include those in
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European journals and books published with Euro-
pean publishing houses. Some publications are jointly
authored with top European academics. The Depart-
ment is also very well networked with, for example,
conference papers, presented in America as well as
Europe. Importantly, too, the local community — Ire-
land — is also far from neglected. There is evidence of
deep engagement with Irish politics as well as research-
ing, for example: local government, analysis of Irish
elections, contributing to a democratic audit of Ireland,
producing works on citizenship and education. Fur-
thermore, at all times, these works have been placed
within the wider context of European politics but have
also engaged with political science or political and soci-
ological theories, as appropriate.

Crucially, the research is analytical, relating to mod-
els and theories. Furthermore, the department has over
the years always looked to the future; opening and
developing new research topics combined in clusters,
in reflection of the department’s size. The latest cluster
expands the political economy/marketing and relates to
global political and economic development (Africa and
China). This ensures that research led teaching contrib-
utes to a fully grounded degree programme.

In sum, this is a department that demonstrates not
only research ability but also energy and ambition.
Though young, the department has enormous poten-
tial and deserves UCC’s strong support in its ambition
to become a research led university.

Issues
Fear to lose postgraduates because of lack of space.

There is evident:
* lack of space, in particular for postgraduate students;
conference

e insufficient funding organisational
g g

assistance,
* inadequate computer equipment, and in particular,

* uncertainties regarding temporary lecturers (three
out of eleven),

* the future position of the department within the
overall organisation of UCC.
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Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to:
* E-journals are to remain fully accessible.

e Library budget should be sustained (library
itself very impressed — flagship of a research led
university).

* Central depository for equipment such as camcord-
ers and projectors etc. would assist Department
with organisation of seminars and conferences.

* Space is tight, especially for a department that
should expand and attract as many as possible post-
graduate and overseas students. The Panel knows
that the department has the FTEs to justify this
expansion as well as their current research profile.

* All three of staff on temporary contracts must be
retained.

* Department needs practical support in organising
conferences and summer schools (centralised con-
ference facility).

* University should not cut travel grants and
sabbaticals.

Overall Conclusion

Politics is nowadays present in all areas of human activ-
ity. In current global political and economic situation,
a department of government covering topics on local,
national and international politics represents a cru-
cial asset to every university and to wider community
ensuring quality analysis of pertinent political issues
and thus enabling the search for answers to crucial
questions on current dynamics and future trends in
societies locally, nationally and worldwide that natural
sciences alone are unable to provide.

Political science is an established and esteemed inde-
pendent discipline within social sciences that contrib-
utes to the disciplinary scope of every excellent research
led university. Considering the omnipresence of poli-
tics in our societies, political science has a great poten-
tial for interdisciplinary and international research net-
working and attracting postgraduate students from all
over the world, in particular in an English speaking
country.




In that respect, if supported by proper infrastructure

and funding justified by the existing research record,

Department of Government can importantly con-

tribute to UCC’s European and international affilia-

tion, as well as help promote Irish political science in

the EU context.

DEPARTMENT OF GOVERNMENT

Quality Profile

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked 4

and above

% of published output ranked 3

and above

51% 75%
2. | Research Related Activities 5
3. | Funding 4

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

40%

90%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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Quality Profile
Published Output

Some items in the original submission were not includ-
able under the Research Quality Review guidelines.
Where time permitted the Panel consulted with the
department and some items were replaced by other out-
puts. Some items had changed on arrival. Research staff
need to have clear guidance on what should be submit-
ted. It should not be a decision for the individual alone.
Rather it needs to be a departmentally managed and
decided process. Given the importance attached to the
three outputs, the proposed submissions of individual
researchers should be read by other colleagues before
being submitted.

The Panel did not consider outputs that did not fall
within the review date.

The approach of the Panel to consideration of the six
early career researchers was to make an assessment of
them in terms of what was realistic to expect from
them given their individual context and circumstances.

The Panel accepted that the ‘Irish context’ was a rel-
evant factor to bear in mind and recognise the very sig-
nificant contribution which some members of staff have
made to the development of legal policy in Ireland. It
specifically influenced our assessment of some of the
outputs. However, it was considered that the issue can
be overplayed. There were outputs which the Panel con-
sidered could have been published outside the narrow
Irish publishing context because they contained mate-
rial of broader comparative, European or international
interest. There needs to be clearer guidance on a pub-
lishing strategy for members of staff, particularly early
career researchers. Many of the individual submissions
indicated that for the future there was an intent to be
published in internationally recognised peer reviewed
journals that would have a more demonstrable Euro-
pean/ international impact. The Panel would endorse
this strategy in helping to strengthen the department’s
reputation on the international stage. With respect
to some outputs publication in two different forums
might be appropriate.

The Panel based our assessment on 71 units of output.
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The attached metric on published output evidences that
a significant amount of excellent work continues to be
produced from across the department. Given the dif-
ferent criteria applied, direct benchmarking against the
UK RAE exercise is not possible. However, in terms of
determining the quality and international standing of
the department’s research output, the RAE provides a
useful point of reference. In terms of the 2001 meth-
odology the Panel is are confident that the department
would have been scored at a 5 on the basis that at least
15% was at level 5 and no less than 50% of staff at
national level (if one broadly takes level 3 on Cork’s
quality criteria as representing that level). This is con-
sistent with the Wheeler Research Review Assessment
of 2005 which was consulted by the Panel.

In terms of equivalence with the 2008 RAE the evi-
dence also seems to be consistent with placing Cork
alongside the leading UK law schools. Taking the cat-
egorisations as broadly similar, the Law Department
has 48% of published output in the top two categories.
This would place it approximately 30th in a UK league
table between the Universities of Liverpool and War-
wick. The Panel considered that this was an accurate
reflection of the broad quality of its research output,
giving some measure of reflection for the ‘Irish context’.

Postgraduate Training

The Panel would have welcomed the opportunity to
meet with representatives of the postgraduate students
to explore issues surrounding PhD training, supervi-
sion and support more thoroughly. The Panel would
recommend this is specifically included in any future
research review exercise.

The Law department has taken a leading role in embed-
ding postgraduate student training within the PhD
programme. All law PhD students are required to com-
plete a research methodologies module delivered by the
law department’s academic staff. The Panel would also
commend their use of a bi-weekly postgraduate forum
to support the research agendas of the postgraduate
student community. This is a model of good practice
which is reflected in the Law Department’s tremendous
success in obtaining national funding for their PhD
students. Training modules are also provided by the
University but remain voluntary.




The Panel had some concerns about the training and
support provided to postgraduate student supervisors.
There was no evidence of supervisor training. That
will inevitably lead to inconsistencies that will only
be revealed when problems arise down the line. The
Panel is particularly concerned that early career staff
may be permitted to take on sole supervision of post-
graduate research students.

It is now the norm/good practice for there to be two
supervisors for a PhD student. It is a good way to
broaden the base of research supervisors and spread
experience of research supervision. The Panel noted
and commended the fact that UCC has a policy that
temporary members of staff and staff who have not
yet completed their probation period (3 years) can-
not take on sole supervision of research students. The
Panel also noted that it is the practice of the Law
Department to assign a joint supervisor, where a less
experienced member of staff is assigned as a PhD
supervisor.

Research Related Activities

Members of the academic staff are extremely active
in the local, national and international legal commu-
nities. Particularly notable is their significant contri-
bution to the process of law reform and legal policy
development in Ireland. Their participation in inter-
national activities ranging from academic exchanges,
participation in and hosting of international confer-
ences, membership of research networks and collabo-
ration on international research programmes is also
extremely impressive.

The Panel would commend the Law Department for
its determined efforts to provide financial support
for these extensive activities through the provision
of departmental travel grants and conference funds.
The Panel share the Department’s strong concerns
regarding the impact of the process of moderation
and the freezing of current reserves on these impor-
tant research activities.

Funding

There is extensive evidence of success in obtaining
research funding. This compares very favourably

with the UK’s leading Law Schools where, as a dis-
cipline, there is little tradition of seeking and obtain-
ing external funding to support research. The fund-
ing has risen consistently and has been achieved by a
considerable number of members of staff. In 2007/08
the sum achieved from external funding bodies was
776,760.58 euro.

Peer Esteem

On any measure of esteem there is extensive evidence
of peer esteem. Esteem has been achieved by a con-
siderable number of members of staff. There is evi-
dence of esteem both from within the academic com-
munity but also from within the professional and
governmental agencies community. Individuals have
received a variety of academic awards and honours,
are regularly invited to participate as experts/consult-
ants in the activities of governmental and non-gov-
ernmental agencies, have chaired and been appointed
to inquiries and law reform and policy-making bodies
and have undertaken leadership roles in the academic
community through the editorship of journals, exter-
nal examining and journal refereeing.

Research Environment

In the Wheeler review of 2005 the infrastructure for
research in law provided by UCC was described as
‘very poor’. There has been some improvement, for
example, the new library wing, and in the provision
of dedicated space for postgraduates in law.

There remain concerns about potential cuts in library
provision, e.g. electronic journal access. Such a cut
would not be credible for a research-led law depart-
ment. The Panel was not shown departmental office
accommodation but understand it is very poor.

The increase in the PhD population is remarkable and
should be applauded. It creates a significant research
community on which to build. However, it necessarily
carries its own demands. The process of taking them
through to completion has begun but will take consid-
erable effort over the next few years. Maintaining the
sustainability of such high levels will present a consid-
erable challenge and poses some risks to the ability to
carry out the wider research agenda of the department.
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There is no reduction in teaching allocation for newly
appointed, early career staff (e.g. down to say 100-
120 hours). This is standard practice in other leading
research-led law schools and plays an important role in
safeguarding the time needed by early career research-
ers to establish their research agendas. Such a reduction
could be achieved by a marginal increase in the average
hours of more experienced staff (e.g. 5-10 hours). To
do so would demonstrate a supportive culture to early
career staff. In a sense everyone would share the burden
and the new staff would do the same down the line.

There is resistance to having a formal mentoring
scheme for all staff. The Panel would recommend that
this should be overcome. The benefits of effective men-
toring extend beyond the probation period. The per-
ception of it should be a normal element of a helpful,
supportive research environment in which senior col-
leagues provide advice and support to less experienced
colleagues on crucial issues such as research and publi-
cation strategy for career advancement.

Travel grant — see comments in the general part.
Sabbatical - see comments in the general part.

A student:staff ratio of approximately 33 is very high.
However, to be realistic, comparable UK law schools
operate with not dissimilar ratios.

Overall Research Activity and Performance
Issues

The Panel would commend the Law Department for
its commitment to academic freedom and the impor-
tance of supporting the individual research agendas of
academic staff. This is a particularly important value in
small/medium sized law schools where a range of legal
disciplines must be represented. However, the Panel
would suggest further consideration is given to devel-
oping clusters or centres of excellence where there exists
a critical mass of staff researching in related fields. This
is not about directing the research agendas of individ-
ual staff but providing a supportive mechanism for the
existing activities of those staff, as well as providing
opportunities for new collaborations in international
activities such as hosting conferences, attracting visit-

ing scholars, networking and obtaining funding from
international bodies. Development of such centres can
help carve out a distinctive identity for the law depart-
ment on the international stage.

The Law Department has a very clear strategy for the
development of its research over the next five years.
There would, however, appear to be a degree of ‘mixed-
messages being sent to academic staff on the ground
about the research priorities of the University. Com-
munication between the various levels of University
management on issues such as research strategy, aca-
demic policy and PGR support need to be improved.

One particular example of this confusion regarding
University strategy relates to the current disjuncture
between the internationalisation agenda and exist-
ing promotion criteria. Whilst the Law Department
is committed to developing its international standing
through the publication of substantive, quality pieces
in leading international peer-reviewed journals, this
does not appear to be entirely consistent with exist-
ing promotion criteria to senior lecturer. In order to
develop their research agendas effectively members of
the academic staff need to know what is expected of
them both by the department and the University and
be provided with the support and resources to realise
those objectives.

Recommendations

It is reccommended that consideration be given to:

1. In future research review exercises the selection
of outputs for review should be departmentally
managed. The Panel would also recommend that
a meeting with postgraduate research students is
specifically included in any future research review

exercise.

2. Clearer guidance is provided on a publishing strat-
egy for members of staff, particularly early career
researchers.

3. Consideration is given to the provision of training
for all supervisors.




4. Supervision for postgraduates is provided by two 9. Lines of communication between the various lev-
members of academic staff, particularly where one els of management over research strategy and pri-
member of staff is an early career researcher. orities are improved.

5. Funding for research activities such as conference  10.Promotion criteria are brought into line with the
participation, academic exchanges and research University’s current research priorities.
visits is restored and secured in the budgetary
model for the future. Overall Conclusion

6. Teaching loads for early career researchers are The Law Department is doing excellent work accord-
reduced. ing to most of the criteria we assessed. It clearly con-

) o stitutes a discipline in which there is a very strong

7. A formal mentoring scheme is introduced for all P inued and increased investment.

case for continued and increase
members of staff.

8. Further consideration is given to the development
of clusters or centres of excellence.

DEPARTMENT OF LAW

Quality Profile

METRIC LEVEL

1. | Published Output % of published output ranked 4 | % of published output ranked 3
and above and above
48% 79%

2. | Research Related Activities 4

3. | Funding 5

4. | Peer Esteem % of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above ranked at 3 and above
54% 81%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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Introduction: Scope and context of this review

The review of research in the Department of Sociology
is based on the documentation provided in advance of
the site visit, close reading of the sample publications
provided by the Department, meetings with Depart-
ment staff, a separate meeting with postgraduate stu-
dents, and meetings with other UCC staff.

Some of the publications provided were disregarded
because of their publication dates, hence the base for
the publications profile is 35 rather 39; following UK
RAE conventions, this is offset to some degree by the
fact that two staff members are part-time.

The publications profile has been compiled by judg-
ing the individual publications submitted rather than
staff members’ profiles in the round; this is order to
produced comparable, balanced judgements. The crite-
ria for evaluation as a 5 were defined in a restrictive
fashion: if there was any doubt, a grade of 4 was given.

Quality Profile
Published Output

There is considerable evidence of genuine internation-
ally-reputable excellence, both with respect to social
theory and empirical research. The publications pro-
file is one that any US or UK department would be
justly proud of. There is much work that is sugges-
tive of a distinctive Cork intellectual tradition that is
outward looking and international in its orientation.
There is also substantial engagement with Irish issues,
set in an international and global context, that is com-
pletely appropriate. This is a very impressive submission

indeed.
Postgraduate Training

The quality of individual supervision appears to be very
high and students value the Department’s rich intel-
lectual milieu. The Department’s record in produc-
ing people who have gone on to careers in academia is
enviable. However, this excellence is achieved despite
the fact that the accommodation and infrastructural
resources (IT etc) that are available to PhD students
fall well below the standards that one should expect

of a Department competing at an international level.
Structured communication between the Depart-
ment and the PhD students as a body could perhaps
be improved. Finally - and this is a University issue -
there appears to be a great diversity of educational and
financial resources available to PhD students through
various different schemes, which leads to invidious dis-
parities and inequalities that do not enhance the overall
student experience.

Research Related Activities

The Department’s involvement and leadership, with
other units at Cork, in the Institute for the Social Sci-
ences in the 21st Century (ISS21) and the Irish Social
Science Platform is worthy of particular mention and
deserves the University’s strongest possible continuing
support. This includes the Graduate Research Educa-
tion Programme. There are possibilities for further
developments in interdisciplinary research in environ-
mental sociology and the study of sustainable devel-
opment which should be a matter of priority, for the
Department and the University.

Funding

The Department’s track record of grant capture is excel-
lent. ISS21 with its research manager, should improve
further on this.

Peer Esteem

The Department’s peer esteem profile speaks for itself.
This is a very well-regarded unit, nationally and inter-
nationally. The University’s current restrictions on
resources such as conference funding are, however,
unlikely to enable the current profile to be improved.
It is difhicult to see how the University’s research ambi-
tions can be advanced in this straitened context.

Research Environment

In some respects the research environment is poor:
buildings and infrastructure, in particular, are sub-
stantially below the requirements of a modern, inter-
national-standard academic department. Library
resources are inadequate with respect to books. It is

vital that current e-journal access be maintained.




Staff manage to rise above these limitations, however.
Whether they can continue to do so, in the absence
of any improvements in these respects, is unknowa-
ble; the University should take this problem seriously
and seek to improve the situation. The staff are to be
commended in the highest possible terms, for main-
taining a productive research environment given the
problems above: morale and good will should not,
however, be taken for granted as infinitely elastic
resources.

Overall Assessment

This is an internationally reputable department, with
real strengths in social theory and empirical social
research. UCC should be proud to have it. Although
it is not easy to make such comparisons, this depart-
ment, were it in the UK, with a profile like this, could
expect to be in the higher echelons of the last UK
RAE, at least in the top 15. However, were it in the
UK, it would count as a teaching-intensive depart-
ment with a very high staff-student ratio, so this
achievement would be all the more noteworthy. For
a small department, with inadequate resources at its
disposal and a demanding undergraduate teaching
mission, it punches well above its weight in the inter-
national arena.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The Department’s role in ISS21 and the Irish Social
Science Platform is noteworthy and worthy of par-
ticular praise. Its research performance is, on balance,
outstanding.

Issues

* The general level of core resource is poor, viewed
in an international perspective.

e The

embarrassingly inadequate.

accommodation and infrastructure are

* The staff-student ratio is indicative of a teaching-
intensive, rather than a research-led, department.

* The current squeeze on sabbatical availability
is likely to be detrimental to the Department’s
research work. Much of the work on which the
Department’s reputation rests has been made pos-

sible by sabbaticals, particularly, but not only, the
highly-regarded theoretical work. This will be
threatened if sabbatical leave becomes more dif-
ficult to access.

* Three members of the Department will be retiring
in the relatively near future. If these posts are not
replaced, even at junior level, the future success
of the Department is in grave jeopardy. This has
particular relevance for research because student
numbers are not likely to decline; with fewer staff,
research will be squeezed. This requires University
attention and planning well in advance of these
retirements.

Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to:
* improving the Department’s funding;

* making sabbaticals available as widely as possible,
within the framework of the Department’s own
priorities and internal arrangements;

* securing the future filling of vacant posts; and
* improving the Departmental accommodation and
infrastructure.

Overall Conclusion

This is a really excellent department, which is per-
forming at a very high international standard despite,
not because of, its level of resource.
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DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY

Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL
1. | Published Output % of published output ranked 4 | % of published output ranked 3
and above and above
72% 92%
2. | Research Related Activities 5
Funding 4
4. | Peer Esteem % of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above ranked at 3 and above
54% 85%

Overall Assessment: Level 4.5
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Panel K

Department of Applied Psychology
Department of Education (Including Sports Studies)

Early Childhood Studies
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Panel Members

Professor Richard Bailey, Professor of Sport and
Education, University of Birmingham, UK

Professor Susan Florio-Ruane (CHAIR), Professor
of Teacher Education, Michigan State University,
USA

Professor Paula Hixenbaugh, Psychology Depart-
ment, University of Westminster, UK

Professor Mary Kellett, Centre for Childhood
Development and Learning, The Open University,
UK

Professor Trisha Maynard, Centre for Child
Research, Swansea University, UK

Professor Andrew Monk, Department of Psychol-
ogy, University of York, UK

Site visit

The site visit was conducted over 3.5 days from 27 —

30 April 2009 and included visits to departmental and

library facilities in UCC and meetings with:
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Dr. Michael Murphy, President

Professor Paul Giller, Registrar & Senior Vice-Pres-
ident Academic

Professor David Cox, Head, College of Arts, Celtic
Studies & Social Sciences

Professor Stephen Fahy, Chair, Academic Council
Research Committee

Professor Alan Kelly, Dean, Graduate Studies

Ms. Michelle Nelson, Head, Graduate Studies
Office

Dr. Norma Ryan, Director, Quality Promotion
Unit

Professor Francis Douglas, Head, and staff of Early
Childhood Studies

Professor John Groeger, Head, and staff of Depart-
ment of Applied Psychology

Professor Kathy Hall, Head, and staff of Depart-
ment of Education

An exit presentation of the principal findings of the
Panel was made to Heads of institutes/departments in
the afternoon of the fourth day.

Introduction: Scope and Context of the Review

The three units whose research was reviewed by Panel
K include two departments (Education and Applied
Psychology) and one programme (Early Childhood
Studies). The Departments are two among several
offering collaboration with the programme in Early
Childhood Studies (ECS). Please note that not all of
the collaborating departments were included in the
group the Panel was assigned to review (e.g. Applied
Social Studies; Paediatrics). The Panel was, however,
assigned to review the research of one of the partici-
pating units - the Department of Applied Psychology.
That Department declined to integrate relevant aspects
of their research activity and outputs into the ECS
submission. In addition, the research output of Early
Childhood  Studies the
selected by contributing

was determined by

personnel each
department to teach on the programme. For that rea-
son, in addition to making independent reviews of
Applied Psychology, Education, and ECS, the com-
mittee report comments that inclusion of ECS-relevant
staff and research productivity from the Department of
Applied Psychology might have changed the research
profile of Early Childhood Studies. Included below
are the reports of the three units reviewed, followed by
general concluding comments and suggestions.




DEPARTMENT OF APPLIED PSYCHOLOGY

Quality Profile
Published Output

The Panel was impressed with the profile of published
output. It is clear that Applied Psychology UCC has
a significant international presence. The Panel was
also impressed with the range of external collabora-
tions evidenced here. The Panel is confident that the
Department’s plans to recruit PhD students closer to
the core research areas of members of staff (see below)
and to rationalise the way that teaching is organ-
ised (see below) will result in more high impact staff
publications.

Recommendations:

1. To establish an informal or formal publications
strategy for staff.

2. As per the departmental Five Year Strategic Plan
(p-15 of the main submission), to establish men-
toring schemes within each research group to
enable less research productive staff to develop the
necessary skills to conduct research which leads to
publication.

Percentages were computed by rating all the peer
reviewed journals and conferences papers listed in the
main submission (91 items).

Postgraduate Training

There are currently 16 students registered for PhDs
and the number of PhDs conferred during the review
period is satisfactory. One weakness mentioned in the
submission (p.16) is that staff members often super-
vise PhD students in areas that are only peripheral to
the staff member’s area of research. It was explained
to the Panel at the meeting with staff that this was to
some extent inevitable with a staff approximating 12
FTEs in a regional university. However, the Depart-
ment is addressing this problem by identifying more
clearly the research groups where they have strength
in order to recruit more suitable applications. If they
were able to improve the match of student and staff
research interest the Panel is confident this would sig-
nificantly improve research output. The Panel is also

confident that the new Research Methods in Psychol-
ogy Master course will be a rich source of good and
well matched applicants.

Recommendations:

1. The departmental website should be developed to
encourage PhD applications and illustrate current
research projects in the three research areas identi-
fied in the review.

2. The Department should review selection criteria
and policies for allocating PhD students to super-
visors in order to obtain closer matches between
the research interests of students and supervisors.

3. The Department should consider developing
supervision teams to enable less experienced
staff to develop skills in the supervision of PhD
research.

4. The Department should pursue all possible sources
of funding in order to maintain or increase the
number of PhD students in an economically dif-
ficult environment (as stated in the Department’s
five year plan).

Research Related Activities

The Department demonstrated a good range of
research related activity at the national and interna-
tional level. One member of staff serves as an editor
of an international journal and another member has
had two guest editorships. During the review period,
staff members have refereed for 53 different journals.

Staff have organised 7 conferences during the review
period and have attended a number of national and
international conferences. A small number of staff
members have had a considerable number of consul-
tancy appointments which have had international

influence.

Recommendations:

1. All staff should be encouraged to present at high
quality international conferences when funding
allows. This is an important step in the develop-
ment of a research profile and publications.
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2. To continue the development of strong departmen-
tal research groupings to facilitate and coordinate
research related activity in the key areas of depart-
mental strength.

Funding

The Department has competitively won external
research funding to the tune of 2.9 million euro in
the review period. This excludes recent grants of 14.1
million euro and 400,000 euro to two individual staff
members. This is an extremely impressive achievement
for such a small psychology department.

Recommendations:

In meetings with staff, a number of interdepartmental
collaborations were discussed; these included compu-
ter science, epidemiology, geography and the medical
school. These should be further developed and new col-
laborations should also be sought.

Peer Esteem

A wide range of peer esteem indicators are evidenced
in the submission. As might be expected in any depart-
ment, these are unevenly distributed within the staff
group. A few members of staff play very major inter-
national roles in their fields, and a number of others
have some international standing. For example, staff
have held five international visiting professorships and
competitively won Research Fellowships in the UK
and USA. One member of staff serves as the Research
Director of the RAMAS foundation whose risk assess-
ment protocols are internationally respected. Another
member of staff has had a major impact on rail sig-
nal siting standards in the UK through his expert wit-
ness contributions. He is also internationally known
for his work on driver behaviour. One member of
staff is internationally recognised for his research
in human-computer interaction. He was involved
in drafting the influential 1SO9241 standard and is
well respected for his development and research with
the SUMI and WAMMI, questionnaires which were
developed through EU funded projects and industry
collaborations.
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The review group is confident that measures suggested
elsewhere in this report will increase peer esteem of
additional members of the department.

Percentages were computed by rating 19 of the 20 sub-
missions provided in Appendix A of the submission.
One member of temporary staff, who first registered for
a PhD in 2007, was omitted.

Research Environment

The departmental research environment has recently
been the focus of a substantial departmental review.
This was partly as a response to the 2005 Quality
Review recommendation to “focus on a small number
of core research priorities”. There are now three
research groups in the Department which provide a
focus for research activity. However, the staff num-
bers within each group are distributed very unevenly
with two groups of three members each and one group
of fourteen members. As the research culture develops
in the Department it may be possible to differentiate
this large research group into clusters with more closely
aligned research interests. It is evident that there has
been recent investment in research laboratory facilities.
The review team was particularly impressed by the
driving lab. There is scope for additional investment
in research facilities which will also benefit teaching
and will continue to develop the research culture of the
Department. There is some evidence of the integration
of research and teaching and this is to be encouraged.

In meetings with staff, it became clear that teaching
and administration were previously seen to be a barrier
to effective research activity. This was not a matter of
teaching loads which are generally seen to be reason-
able and equitable. Rather, it is to do with how teach-
ing was timetabled and organised. For example, there
was no common time when staff could get together for
research meetings during term time. They are address-
ing these problems.

Recommendations

1. The Department should consider dividing the Well-
being and Social Engagement Research group into
smaller groups of similar interests.




2. Continue to develop the integration of teaching
and research.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

There are a small number of extremely active and
internationally recognised researchers in the depart-
ment. The achievement of these individuals is truly
impressive. The publications, research grant profile
and esteem indicators of this group are all at an out-
standing international level. However, these individ-
uals have largely been working alone or with interna-
tional collaborators rather than with other members
of the Department. This has led to an excellent
research culture in small pockets of the Depart-
ment. However, there are a number of members of
staff who by traditional standards would not cur-
rently be judged to be research active. The reasons for
this are varied but appear to be historical in terms of
hiring practices and large, diverse teaching loads. It
was the clear impression of the Panel that this group
of relatively inactive staff welcomes the opportunity
to become more active and that there has only very
recently been the support and encouragement for
activity. In particular, the planned mentoring of less
research active staff should enable a more productive
and supportive culture to develop. This will enable
staff whose priorities have necessarily been directed
elsewhere to develop their research interests and to
collaborate with more experienced staff.

The Department has produced an impressive Five
Year Strategic Plan for Research with the main aim to
“establish and maintain an international reputation

»

for research excellence....” With continued invest-
ment in terms of staffing (there are currently three
full time posts unfilled) and research facilities, the

Department is well positioned to achieve this aim.
Issues

It is clear that the Department of Applied Psychol-
ogy has undergone considerable change following an
extended period without a permanent head of depart-
ment, at a critical time in the review period. The
review panel was impressed that under these circum-
stances the research profile of the Department for the

review period was so strong. Since the recent appoint-
ment of a new professor as Head of Department,
just over six months ago, there has been impressive
progress in the development of a research culture.
Strong research groups have been formed and this is
forming the focus for interdepartmental cooperation.

However, to enable the Department to continue to
develop and to fulfil its five year research development
plan, continued investment is needed in terms of staff-
ing and development of research facilities. There are a
number of unfilled staff posts, and a number of staff
who will retire over the next few years. Staff members
with strong research records need to be appointed to
fill these posts.

Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

1. Redesigning the University website to make it eas-
ier for departments to add exciting content and to
make it easier for potential students to find out
about the research strengths of individual depart-
ments and hence suitable topics for PhD work.

2. Providing more support (financially and in terms
of time) for University staff to study for PhDs.

3. Developing a strong central research support office
with officers dedicated to each of the colleges. The
office should provide support for PIs in writing
proposals and in administering research grants.

Overall Conclusion

The University is to be congratulated in initiating this
review process. In the opinion of the panel, this dem-
onstrates the University’s commitment to developing
its research profile.

189



L ¢

DEPARTMENT OF APPLIED PSYCHOLOGY

Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL

1. | Published Output % of published output ranked 4 | % of published output ranked
and above 3 and above
72% 98%

2. | Research Related Activities 4

3. |Funding 5

4. | Peer Esteem % of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem is

ranked at 4 and above

ranked at 3 and above

42%

84%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Quality Profile
Published Output

The Panel was impressed by the large number and
wide variety of written products submitted by the
staff of the Department of Education. These included
reports of research and also texts intended for practi-
tioners and policymakers. Staff members also wrote
papers presented at professional meetings, some of
which were refereed and some invited. However,
if the Panel views the entire body of written work,
it is found that relatively little of it appears in high
impact, peer-reviewed research journals. The Panel
would hope to find more articles published in leading
journals and also more sole or first-authored research-
based books. The sense of the Panel is that the work
of a number of excellent academics in the Depart-
ment is not adequately represented by their published
research output.

This review is designed to assess the quality of research
for university-based audiences. However, it is also of
appropriate value to the Department to write and
publish for practitioner audiences and also to encour-
age practitioners to conduct their own research and
publish their findings. Therefore, the Department’s
published output is wider that it’s academic research
and should be viewed as incorporating multiple audi-
ences and genres commensurate with its mission and
goals. It remains essential, however, for a Department
granting the research degree of PhD to maintain high
visibility as a centre of academic research, and to do
this, doctoral students as well as staff should make
publication of their academic research a high priority.

Recommendations:

1. To articulate a publication strategy based in
internationally recognized standards of excel-
lence, such as journals in citation indices, author
research-based books.

2. To capitalize on research grants, collaboration
with colleagues, editorial opportunities, network-
ing with national and international colleagues,
and with PhD students to enhance a climate of
scholarly writing and support staff to routinely

disseminate their research as a central professional
activity.

3. Each member of the academic staff might develop
a publication schedule and strategy annually and
review it with the Chair or a senior member of the
faculty.

Postgraduate Training

The Panel recognizes and applauds the innovation
of the new Cohort PhD route, as well as the Col-
lege-wide innovations in requiring more structured
research skills training (including the modules in
research ethics and the Library’s module in reference
and research). However, there seems to be a tension
between the national drive for increased numbers of
PhDs and the institution’s capacity to deliver these at
high levels of quality and under financial constraints.
This tension can be heightened in a department with
a high proportion of part-time students who are also
full-time staff. Another tension which can affect pro-
ductivity on the part of both faculty and PhD is that
there are currently some cases of wide difference in
the interests and expertises of doctoral students and
their dissertation supervisors. Additionally, when the
Panel spoke to doctoral students, it was surprised to
learn that members of the staff who are studying for
the PhD pay a registration fee for a degree that would
seem to be a requirement of their appointment.

Recommendations:

1. To reconsider and/or clarify the policy of charg-
ing academic staff for registration for a research
degree.

2. To redesign web pages in order to make it eas-
ier to for students to ascertain the interests and
strengths of the staff and to endeavour to recruit a
doctoral cohort whose interests articulate with the
strengths, focus, and mission of the Department.

Research Related Activities

Academic staff and graduate students engaged in
a wide range of research-related activities. In many
areas, UCC education staff members have national
projects, disseminating scholarship and research

4
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to their professional communities. A number of staff
members in Education maintain strong regional,
national and international profiles through their
engagement with research associations, societies, and
scholarly writing. Impressively staff of the department
serve as main or sole editors of three international jour-
nals: Literacy, Irish Education Studies, and the OMEP
Journal. Staff are also involved in editorial work in

other journals and publications, serving as reviewers or

members of editorial boards.

Recommendations:

1. To recognize the important contribution that
research-related activities make to institutional and
individual prestige and research profile, and to con-
tinue to support those individuals working in areas
of priority to make their work public even in times
of limited resources for such things as professional
travel.

2. To help staff to identify and access funds that can
be utilised in support of research-related activities
such as explicit funding for travel, dissemination
and networking with research development grants
from diverse sources.

Funding

The unit has generated a large amount of research
income during the period assessed. This income
includes grants for some prestigious externally funded
projects. The Panel was surprised that there were not
more European-funded projects, in light of Ireland’s
advantageous position as a popular site of collabora-
tion. The Panel applauds the introduction of an under-
graduate programme in Sport Studies, an area of con-
siderable international growth in research and funding.

Recommendations:

1. To explore collaborative bidding with cognate
areas within the university including medicine and

applied psychology;

2. To develop research capacity in sport studies, espe-
cially focusing on sports coaching and health and
exercise sciences, finding rich themes for curricular
integration and scholarly inquiry;
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3. To explore collaborative projects with other univer-
sities in applying for EU funds in areas of common
interest (e.g. studies of teacher identity; sociocogni-
tive studies of institutions; studies of multiple litera-
cies; immigration research, etc.);

4. To consult with the Department (or College) level
staff who are responsible to help identify funding
sources and prepare proposal paperwork.

Peer Esteem

The Department of Education is held is high esteem on
campus and in the nation. Evidence of this is its large,
enthusiastic student population at all levels, its multiple
networks involving policy, professional development,
and practitioner inquiry locally and around the coun-
try. The major limiting factor in peer esteem, in the
assessment of the Panel, is the Department’s relative
isolation from established international organizations
and publications. A small relatively number of staff
members maintains the international research visibility
of the Department by means of consulting, publishing
in internationally read journals and books, and attend-
ing international conferences. That number might
be grown by mentoring and networking. Shrinking
resources will force the Department to be creative in
using new technologies and other strategies to grow its
visibility and esteem. This can be done by networking
electronically with peer professionals. Another medium
the Department has begun to exploit is that of hosting
Visiting Scholars from around the world or accepting
invitations to represent the research of the unit in such
roles in other countries.

Peer esteem is related to activities that the Department
currently undertakes such as journal publication, jour-
nal review, collaborative grant-making, and having
high visibility projects, publications, and staff mem-
bers. These activities might be intensified. The Panel
is extremely optimistic that such innovations as the
new cohort programme and the Department’s theo-
retical and thematic foci will increase its ability to net-
work with colleagues and will enhance the focus of the
department.




Recommendations:

1. Staff members’ energies will need to become more
focused and targeted if wider visibility, increased
funding, and peer esteem is to increase. This
is particularly the case in times of diminished
resources. A department cannot and should not
try to do all things and serve every constituency. It
needs to find and communicate an identity.

2. An annual staff retreat (e.g. to re-check the unit’s
frame and focus and assess progress toward staff
research goals) might be held to monitor and sup-
port the Department’s collective identity work
and coordinate and prioritize its efforts in Teach-
ing, Service, and Research.

Research Environment

The Panel believes that the Education unit benefits
from a very positive climate in which research can
grow. It is characterized by a supportive administra-
tor who both motivates staff and holds them to high
standards. The environment is characterized by a
sense of collegiality and shared mission. Special inter-
est groups (SIGS) are examples of meaningful work-
ing teams. The leadership of the unit is congratulated
for developing and working to sustain a positive,
ambitious research environment that has put it on the
path to greater visibility, quality, and impact in the
academic research undertaken by the staff.

Recommendations:

1. Consider crystallizing some of the special inter-
est groups into more formalized “ready” research
groups surveying the horizon for sources of fund-
ing for research projects, ready to prepare pro-
posals in a timely fashion and well aware of the
resources available in the College to provide
assistance.

2. Extend research on real-world activities of the unit
(teacher learning, reflective practice, supervision
of students, etc.) into “strategic sites for research”
and collaborate with community and institutional
partners to prepare the ground for such a shift
from exclusive focus on local practice qua prac-
tice to work in local sites of practice as participant

observation (or other forms of inquiry) so that
the multiple missions of the department are more
integrated and research-supportive. To move from
the studies of those local sites of practice to theo-
rizing by means of comparative, contrastive, and
synthetic work across cases.

Overall Assessment

The Department of Education is large, powerful, and
heterogeneous. Its oral and written texts production
is varied and serves multiple audiences and purposes.
The Department is responsible for the teaching and
learning of educators from novice to expert. It both
grants certification to teach and awards credentials at
the post-graduate level to produce knowledge in the
field of education. The Panel finds that the Depart-
ment of Education is on a path toward excellence in
Research Productivity/Published Output, Post Grad-
uate Training, Research-related Activities, Obtaining
External Funds for Research, Peer Esteem (nationally
and abroad), and Sustaining a Supportive Research
Environment.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

While the Education Department is hard at work
on a number of important activities, the Panel finds
that there is a nucleus of very active, ambitious, and
internationally recognized educational researchers
publishing, presenting, applying for research grants,
and networking with other researchers. There is a
much larger group of able and committed researchers
in the Department whose work is either more local,
less well-known, or directed primarily to and/or con-
ducted collaboratively with practitioners.

One area of particular strength is practitioner ori-
ented research and dissemination. Another is research
on behalf of the country which has implications for
educational policy and practice. The Panel feels that
the current research review does not allow for full rec-
ognition of these important contributions, nor does
it reflect the funds this type of work generates. The
Panel calls attention to the importance of this work
to the mission of the Department and to the work
of a professional school which is interdisciplinary and
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applied and in which the preparation of new teachers as
well as the continuing education teachers and the con-
ferring of advanced degrees in research are all essential
activities. Having said that, the Panel encourages the
Department to grow its research capacity.

The Panel makes the following suggestions to the
Department:

1. Continue to enhance a culture of inquiry in which
staff and students study research in a variety of
configurations.

2. Deliberate in systematic ways (e.g. SIG’s, courses,
working papers) on the prevailing theories and key
questions in educational policy and practice.

3. Explore for purposes of conducting and publishing
high quality research of impact (both national and
international) a range of research genres, designs,
and methodologies.

4. Consider bi-weekly or monthly staff “research-in-
progress” seminars which might take the form of
informal, brown bag lunches but which are pre-
pared in advance, widely advertised in the depart-
ment, and take place at times when it is possible for
staff to participate on a regular basis.

5. Expand on your ideas of reading and writing
groups, especially groups that read selected research
articles from important international journals and
writing groups in which staff can give and gain
helpful feedback on their own research drafts.

6. Mirror some of these activities for those at the dis-
sertation stage, but do not hold such activities for
one group (e.g. students) at the expense of others
(e.g. lecturers, professors).

7. Take advantage of the service of the education ref-
erence librarian and the new instructional mod-
ules the library has developed for searching the lit-
erature, developing focused literature reviews, and
writing for journal publication.

8. Outline a set of relatively cost-efficient strategies
which could help the high quality, highly visible
researchers to extend their own international repu-
tations and, thereby, the reputation of the Depart-

ment and College. They could also offer leadership
to their colleagues to build confidence in their work
sufficient for submitting it to peer review journals in
country and abroad and also to build their esteem in
the field (e.g. by joining international societies, vol-
unteering to review proposals for annual meetings
of those societies, volunteering to serve as reviewers
for highly respected international journals).

Achieving greater research productivity and enhanc-
ing esteem are not the results of individual, entrepre-
neurial activity. They are part of a process of teaching
and learning, developing networks, mentoring, and
participating in a supportive culture. Limited eco-
nomic resources should not be viewed as preventing or
obstructing this work. Extramural networking is quite
possible in time of high frequency, rapid connectivity
via the internet; intramural connectivity occurs in local
communities of practice, within face-to-face activities
such as SIGS, internal professional development, work-
in-progress reports, etc.

Issues

The Panel wishes to reprise several themes that it has
found in Panel K’s reviews of the three units. These
apply to some but not aspects of a unit and also to some
but not all units. They combine to give a sense of some
issues on which the College and University might work
to make a growing and, in some cases already very
strong, climate for research productivity and to sustain
it in challenging economic times.

The Panel has observed the following challenges and

innovations:

* a tendency toward individual achievements at high
levels among a few department members in the area
of research;

* high productivity of multiple genres of reporting
of research and other kinds of information, but
absence of a collective focus on peer-reviewed, high
impact research and its reporting;

* an energetic but overburdened post-doctoral stu-
dent body, but an innovative and potentially trans-
formative new cohort model;




* the beginning of activities within the department
for staff to support and encourage one another in
the area of research;

¢ aneed for increased confidence and effort to reach
out to the international community of scholarship
in publishing, grant applications, participation in
high impact journals as reviewers and ultimately
authors;

e utilization of available sites for research in a more
focused way;

* Increased staff involvement in reviewing for peer
reviewed conferences and presenting papers at
conferences of the leading learned societies in the

field.
Recommendations

The Panel notes that to make progress along the path,
it is necessary on one hand to proceed step by step
and to share the responsibility for helping students
and colleagues make the journey. But the Panel also
acknowledges that it is important to remain focused.
The tendency to dissipate faculty energy in activities
that have little impact or visibility or that distract
from one’s intended path is evidenced in the docu-
mentation produced. The formulating, however, of
departmental theoretical and thematic foci, also in
evidence in some of the documentation reviewed,
should help both staff and doctoral students stay
on the path so that dissertations are completed in a
timely way and their results are published; staff are
able to find time to produce grants for external fund-
ing and do the networking needed to obtain funds
from a widening circle of sources, and researchers are
able to mount and complete excellent research and
report it high impact journals and at selective high
visibility conferences.

The Panel, therefore, recommends the following:

1. Continued collaboration where appropriate to
strengthen the doing and teaching of research.

2. Use of university resources in areas such as general
research training, modules in research ethics, the
library’s research training, and the forthcoming

offices of research assistance to search and prepare
for grants applications.

Maintenance of both the diversity needed for
growth in a field of inquiry and also a clear focus
on shared goals.

Creating and/or sustaining a climate supportive
of and conducive to high quality research making
an authentic contribution to knowledge in Ireland
and internationally.

More (and more creative) uses of internet and
other technologies to communicate and network
without needing to travel; but also to take a strong
position on the need for faculty members to travel
to professional meetings not only to present their
peer-reviewed work, but to build crucial research
networks that will ultimately make returns on this
investment in the form of collaborative grants and
enhanced visibility and esteem.

Close attention to the atmosphere and oppor-
tunity for focused research learning among the
doctoral students, many of whom are attempt-
ing to balance multiple responsibilities and roles
in a profession growing ever-more competitive in
terms of research productivity.

Cantering research ethics and internal quality
review as important activities in every unit con-
ducting research as a central part of its mission.

4
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Quality Profile

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

4 and above

% of published output ranked 3

and above

9% 22%
2. | Research Related Activities 3
3. | Funding 3

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

14%

33%

Overall Assessment: Level 3
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EARLY CHILDHOOD STUDIES

Quality Profile
Published Output

It has been difficult for the panel to evaluate the pub-
lished output as an Early Childhood Studies (ECS)
unit submission because one partner (Applied Psy-
chology) did not include details of their publications.
The unit submission was further weakened by publi-
cations being included that either pre-dated the cen-
sus period or were not directly relevant to ECS.

The Panel appreciates that most ECS staff are at a rel-
atively early stage in their research careers and while
published output is understandably modest, there is
evidence of good potential provided their research
activity can be strategically directed. At present, how-
ever, published output is not comparable to other
high status institutions and would not have met the
standards of for, example, the recent UK Research
Assessment Exercise.

Metrics comparable to the UK Research Assess-
ment Exercise have been used by the Panel. When
evaluating the outputs provided it became apparent
that there were two different types of publication.
The first was orientated around regional policy and
practice and targeted at practitioners. While there
is clear value in the dissemination to practitioners,
overall publication output would be strengthened
by a more diverse approach and specific targeting
of high impact international journals. This kind of
strategy was more evident in the second type of pub-
lications submitted but they were not located in the
early childhood age range. This raises issues about
the coherence of the unit submission and points to a
stronger research presence if the age range were wid-
ened e.g. to childhood and youth studies. This shift
has already been made in other major international
institutions. It would enable UCC to be more com-
petitive, provide more opportunities for collabora-
tion and increased access to funding streams. Such a
broadening would in no way detract from the impor-
tant work being done in the Early Years, indeed Early
Childhood Studies would continue to provide the
central core around which more inclusive child and
youth research could grow.

Recommendations:

* Foster higher aspirations in relation to publication
outputs.

* Adopt a more strategic approach to research pub-
lication, extending the dissemination at regional
practitioner level (which is recognised is impor-
tant) to high impact international journals.

* Aim to present research at more international
conferences.

Postgraduate Training

This was a strength of the submission. The ECS post-
graduate training programme is thriving with high
numbers of students compared to available supervi-
sory staff. There is evidence of a real commitment to
nurturing new/early career academics into the field of
ECS through active postgraduate recruitment. Com-
pletion rates are encouragingly high and some funded
studentships have been competitively won. The qual-
ity of candidates is evidenced in the number of stu-
dents who go on to attain lecturing posts in HEIs.

Recommendations:

* Continue the good work in attracting and sup-
porting high calibre students to this postgraduate
training programme.

* Encourage co-supervision teams where less experi-
enced supervisors can be mentored by more expe-
rienced colleagues.

* Foster greater diversity and more inter-discipli-
nary collaboration at postgraduate level.

Research Related Activities

While the Panel acknowledges the excellent teach-
ing within ECS, it can only report on research related
activity and the following comments have to be
understood within that defined context.

Research activity is currently focused on practice in
the Irish context with some esteem factors emanating
from involvement at national policy level. However
the international research dimension is still embry-
onic. The current emphasis is on multidisciplinary
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rather than interdisciplinary research. The result is an
ad hoc collection of research related activities from
each of the four discrete curricula areas that make up
ECS rather than a single coherent ECS compilation.
The Panel was concerned that there is no clear research
strategy. There is an absence of a theoretical framework
and interdisciplinary philosophy connecting the ECS
partners around which collaborative research activity

could be built.

ing on the ECS programme are diverse and the major-

The research activities of staff teach-

ity appear to be outside the early childhood age range.
This suggests that, as already alluded to earlier, a broad-
ening of ECS to include childhood and youth can only
strengthen the research profile of the unit.

Recommendations:

* The Panel strongly recommends that all ECS part-
ners adopt a more collaborative approach and
explore the vast potential for interdisciplinary
research activity that is more in keeping with cur-

rent definitions of (Early) Childhood Studies.

* Given the international shift that has broadened
Early Childhood Studies into the wider field of
Childhood and Youth, the Panel would strongly
recommend UCC to consider this in order to
remain  competitive, maximise collaborative

endeavour and increase funding opportunities. This

would not detract from the importance of focusing
on the early years but would make the current/pro-
posed ECS partnership more inclusive of all those

researching children’s issues.

* While research activity focused on regional/national
policy and practice is very important, to become
research competitive this needs to be contextualised
within an international framework.

* To increase research efficacy, ECS needs to develop
a collaborative and interdisciplinary research strat-
egy involving all staff. Constructing a coherent five
year research plan would be an important first step.

* Develop a series of collaborative research activi-
ties aimed at developing the international dimen-
sion of ECS e.g. seminars with invited external
speakers, research workshops, and encourage staff
to attend international conferences. Although the
travel award has been temporarily suspended, there

are other conference funding grants that staff can

apply for.

Funding

The panel wishes to emphasize that only funding dur-
ing the 2003-08 census period can be evaluated and
funding that pre-dated this had to be disregarded.
Compared to similar-sized programmes, the ECS
research funding within the defined census period
was extremely small. While the Panel appreciates that
many staff are research young, recent RAE (UK) sta-
tistics suggest the UCC ECS funding income is well
below what is expected. This is an area that needs
urgent attention, especially as the trajectory appears to
be a downward one (compared to funding in the pre-
census period). Current funding is mostly limited to
local, small-scale studies and to individual disciplines.
More interdisciplinary projects would attract larger-
scale funding from diverse sources and ECS is well
placed to win EU grants if it develops some interna-
tional collaborations with other HEIs.

Recommendations:

e Urgently address the small amount of research
income currently being generated and reverse
the downward trajectory (income appears to have

peaked in the late 90s).

* Develop a strategy for targeting diverse funding
streams to optimise external grant income. This
could usefully include a mentoring programme.

* UCC to provide some training and support for staff
in relation to external funding applications.

* Raise expectations in relation to funding sources
and partners and develop international collabora-
tions with other HEIs.

* Increase the number of ECS staff applying for exter-
nal funding.

Peer Esteem

The Panel recognises that a small number of senior
staff members have made significant contributions to
national policy and brought esteem factors to UCC.
However ECS needs to position themselves within




an international research community if overall peer
esteem is to be raised.

Recommendation:

If recommendations from the previous sections are
implemented this will have positive benefits for peer
esteem across the whole unit.

Research Environment

The Panel was impressed by the new research facili-
ties at St Vincent’s primary school and are confident
this will be a great asset in the furtherance of research
activity. A quality research environment is more than
the physical space it occupies. The fostering of a coher-
ent research identity is equally important. Currently
this is scattered among the different multi disciplines
of ECS without a cohesive and mutually stimulating
environment. The Panel agreed that an interdiscipli-
nary approach to research that draws together inclu-
sive issues related to childhood would be a more pro-
ductive research environment.

Recommendation:

Work towards establishing a coherent research identity
that is inclusive, collaborative and interdisciplinary.

EARLY CHILDHOOD STUDIES

Quality Profile

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The review of research in this area has been challeng-
ing as it is clear that the situation is constantly shift-
ing and that there are a number of perceived sensi-
tivities. From the data provided, it is apparent that
the submission for this unit represents a compilation
of research outputs and activities from staff teaching
on the ECS programme without a coherent strategy
binding these together. While there is a collaborative
approach to the teaching of the ECS programme this
does not appear to be happening with research.

Although this assessment has been focussed on
research, the panel strongly recommends that the
chair in Early Childhood Studies, which is about
to fall vacant, is filled at the earliest opportunity.
The Panel further recommends that UCC build on
the strong teaching platform in ECS to establish an
equally strong research unit. This requires high cali-
bre leadership, ideally from someone with the inter-
national research profile to make the most of the
growth potential in the broader field of childhood
and youth studies.

METRIC LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

% of published output ranked 3

4 and above and above
0% 36%

2. | Research Related Activities 2

3. | Funding 1

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

5%

21%

Overall Assessment: Level 2.5
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Overall Conclusion of the Review of the Three Units

The cluster of departments (and programme) is strong
in local, state, and/or national visibility and esteem
and very attractive to students at all levels. It is also
a site of diversity — of mission, constituency, topic,
and the forms and functions that its scholarship takes.
The amount and visibility of published research varies
with the units. Taken as a whole, however, the three
units are making important contributions in to theory-
building, research, and research-into-practice. While
international visibility and other indicators of research
quality are unevenly spread at the moment due to his-
torical, social, disciplinary, and topical factors, all three
groups of staff and their students are about the work
of producing knowledge. The PhD is taken very seri-
ously as the research degree, and efforts are continuous
to improve the climate for research among students,
staff, and the faculty leaders. All of this is happen-
ing in complex times from the perspective of forms
of communication, economic resources, and interna-
tional shifts in academic policy that bring change to
some of the norms and values of traditional institu-
tions such as schools and universities. The Panel have
found the Departments well-positioned and already
along the way to excellence in research as defined by
the criteria used in this review. Each group faces differ-
ent challenges and opportunities, they all start in dif-
ferent places, and their missions vary greatly. But each
can and must be full participants in the production of
knowledge for education.
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Panel Members

* Dr. Meg Bateman, Department of Modern Irish,
Sabhal Mor Ostaig, UHI Millenium Institute,
Scotland

* Professor John Bowen, Department of English and
Related Literature, University of York, UK

* Professor Edward Larrissy, School of English,
Queen’s University Belfast, Northern Ireland

¢ Professor Séamus Mac Mathtna, Director, Research
Institute for Irish and Celtic Studies, University of
Ulster, Coleraine, Northern Ireland

e Professor Roibeard O Maolalaigh, Department of
Celtic, University of Glasgow, Scotland

* Professor Julie Sanders (CHAIR), School of English
Studies, University of Nottingham, UK

Site visit

The site visit was conducted over 3.5 days from 30
March — 2 April 2009 and included visits to depart-
mental and library facilities in UCC and meetings
with:

* Dr. Michael Murphy, President

* Professor Paul Giller, Registrar & Senior Vice-Pres-
ident Academic

¢ Mr. Diarmuid Collins, Bursar

* DProfessor Peter Kennedy, Vice-President for

Research Policy & Support

* Professor Michael Berndt, Head, College of Medi-
cine & Health

* Professor David Cox, Head, College of Arts, Celtic
Studies & Social Sciences

* DProfessor Stephen Fahy, Chair, Academic Council
Research Committee

*  Mr. John Fitzgerald, Librarian

e Ms. Michelle Nelson, Head, Graduate Studies
Office

* Mr. Mark Poland, Director, Office of Buildings and
Estates

* Dr. Norma Ryan, Director, Quality Promotion
Unit

* Professor Alan Titley, Head, and staff of Depart-
ment of Modern Irish

* Professor Maire Herbert, Head, and staff of Depart-
ment of Early & Medieval Irish

* DProfessor James Knowles, Head, and staff of
Department of English

An exit presentation of the principal findings of the
Panel was made to Heads of departments in the after-
noon of the fourth day.

Introduction: Scope and context of this review

The Panel understands that this is the first time a
research quality review exercise of this nature has been
carried out either in University College Cork or in the
third level sector in general in the Republic of Ireland
and congratulates the University in taking such an
important initiative.

The Panel has included more detailed reflections on the
process in general and recommendations to the Uni-
versity in Appendix A (attached separately to the unit
specific reports).

NB: Some of the material presented in this section is
repeated at relevant points in the main documents but
is included here for broad contextual purposes.

During a three day site visit to the University, the
Panel heard presentations from all three units being
considered by this panel. In addition to meetings with
departmental heads and staff members (and, in some
instances, students from the relevant unit), the Panel
was able to look at the context in which staff and stu-
dents worked. The Panel met staff from the Library and
Special Collections and were given a detailed tour of
holdings as well as being able to look at infrastructure.
The Panel also met with the Head of College of Arts,
Celtic Studies and Social Sciences and with a represent-
ative of the Graduate Studies Office, and through these
meetings, was able to contextualize its understanding
of areas such as Research Environment and Postgradu-
ate Training. In addition, during the period of the site
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visit the Panel had meetings with various members of
the University Management Team where it was able
to ask questions arising from its deliberations.

Published outputs submitted by the individual units
were considered by the Panel before, during, and fol-
lowing the site visit. All the submitted research out-
puts for the departments were assessed in detail by at
least two members of the panel and were collectively
considered by the Panel as a whole. No single panel
member was responsible for examining the entire out-
puts of a single researcher. The Panel also undertook a
calibration exercise to ensure parity of approach both
within and across the unit submissions. It should be
emphasized that the Panel was at all times assessing
outputs and not individual researchers.

The Panel summarised its initial findings for the
unit representatives on the final day of the site visit,
but its overall assessments produced here have been
reached through detailed reference to the unit sub-
mission documents (which were made available to it
on the web prior to its arrival in UCC), through read-
ing, deliberation, and discussion that took place dur-
ing the site visit, and following a process of ongoing
discussions and reflection in the weeks subsequent to
the visit.

The Panel wishes to thank everyone involved at
UCKC for their contribution to this Research Review
exercise.

4
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Quality Profile
Context

The Panel understands that this is the first time a
research quality review exercise of this nature has been
carried out either in University College, Cork or in the
third level sector in general in the Republic of Ireland
and congratulates the University in taking such an
important initiative.

The Panel also congratulates the Department of Early
and Medieval Irish on the very positive manner in
which it embraced the review. The evidential basis of
the exercise consisted of both a written submission and
an oral presentation which was given when the Panel
had the opportunity of meeting the staff of the subject
area. The written submission was an impressive docu-
ment of high quality: clearly written and coherent, it
provided sufficiently detailed and necessary informa-
tion on nearly all the important matters under exami-
nation. It identified accurately the main strengths of
the Department, noted certain institutional systemic
weaknesses, and highlighted both the opportunities
and threats for the future. The oral submission by the
Head of Department, which included a most helpful
Power-Point presentation, was also very impressive.
Both the written and oral submissions proved to be of
great assistance to the Panel in its assessment work and
in formulating its recommendations.

Members of the Panel considered all evidence submit-
ted to it, operated as far as possible according to the
guidelines for the review, and applied the assessment
criteria fairly, taking into consideration the distinc-
tive and diverse aspects of the field of study. Factors
affecting environment and postgraduate training and
monitoring which are not entirely within the control
of the Department, such as College and wider Univer-
sity infrastructure and support mechanisms, also con-
stituted part of the assessment. A number of recom-
mendations for the institution are made in Appendix
A. The Panel is also conscious that staff were not fully
aware of the criteria for this quality review and it has
taken this into account where possible when assessing
the various research activities of the unit.

Published Output

All the submitted research outputs for the Depart-
ment were assessed in detail by at least two members
of the panel and were collectively considered by the
panel as a whole. No single panel member was respon-
sible for examining the entire outputs of an individ-
ual researcher. The Panel also undertook a calibration
exercise to ensure parity of approach both within and
across the unit submissions. The Panel would like to
stress that it assessed outputs and not individuals in
this exercise.

The Panel found the overall quality, quantity, and
range of the Department’s research publications dur-
ing the census period to be very impressive. There was
significant evidence of world-leading work displaying
a very high level of originality, significance, and rig-
our, work which has the potential to be agenda-setting.
There was also substantial evidence of internationally
excellent work likely to have a very strong impact on
research in the subject area.

The Panel reiterates here the view expressed by the
2003/4 Peer Review Group: “Taking account of the
stage they have reached in their academic development,
all members of the Department, both junior and sen-
ior, have excellent research records. The senior members
of the Department have an enviable record in major
research and have published innovative works of the
highest scholarly standard.” Junior and Early Career
Researchers have also performed exceptionally well.

There was evidence of substantial publications by
staff in their capacity as editors of important confer-
ence proceedings, seminar series, and outputs associ-
ated with research projects, such as the Eleventh Inter-
national Congress of Celtic Studies, organized by the
combined Departments of Early and Modern Irish. In
most instances the editor(s) had also made individual
scholarly contributions to these publications. While
the published work of postgraduate students did not
fall under the remit of the exercise, the Panel was also
highly impressed by the evidence presented in regard to
the publication of postgraduate theses: two theses, for
example, have been recently accepted for publication,
one of which was awarded the Edwin Mellon Prize.




In general, published work of a very high order of
scholarship ranged over a wide area —cosmology, leg-
endary history, early Irish saints’ Lives, the Ulster
cycle, the Irish ‘Otherworld’, textual editions and
studies, Fianaigecht, devotional and apocryphal liter-
ature, contacts between Ireland and Scotland and Ire-
land and Wales, Irish and literary cultural history of
the eleventh and twelfth centuries, the study of clas-
sical literature in medieval Ireland, place names - and
was published in the major Celtic journals and other
prestigious outlets.

The breadth, depth, and interdisciplinary nature
of much of this work marks the Department out as
being at the cutting edge of scholarship, engaged both
in fundamental research, innovation, and Knowledge
Transfer.

Postgraduate Training

Under this heading the Panel has made a distinction
between the supervision of MPhil and PhD students —
which has figured in its overall assessment of Research
Environment for all three units — and postgraduate
training and monitoring (encompassing both generic
and discipline-specific skills training, annual review
processes, upgrade or confirmation procedures, and
conflict resolution structures). In all instances the
recommendations made to departments should be
implemented alongside College and University stand-
ardization and formalization of best practice, the rec-
ommendations for which are included in Appendix A.
While the guidelines for the review explicitly invites
the Panel to assess the individual unit performance
under this heading, the Panel would like to make it
clear that policy at this level must be coherent and
holistic, and therefore its recommendations are neces-
sarily multi-facing, addressing the Department, the
relevant College, and the University in general.

The submission document provides statistics on
MPhil and PhD students and conferred degrees rather
than a description of postgraduate training. However,
the visit to the Department enabled the panel to gain
a good impression of practice in relation to this aspect
of the review. Although the timetable unfortunately
did not allow for an opportunity to interview post-

graduate research students in depth, it appeared that
they were well-integrated into the Department.

The Panel found convincing evidence that the train-
ing of postgraduate students forms a central part of
the Department’s strategy and that this aspect of the
work has been carried out successfully and effectively
within the subject area; this view was supported by
the completion rates of Postgraduate research students
(see Research Environment below for more informa-
tion on this). Research students meet regularly with
their supervisors with whom they appear to have a
very good rapport and are required to attend research
modules appropriate to the nature and level of their
studies. They are also required to attend departmen-
tal research seminars, and are encouraged to gain
teaching experience and are supported in so doing. In
this context, the Panel noted with dismay the tempo-
rary freeze on funding for part-time teaching which
could impact on future postgraduate recruitment and
retention.

The weekly departmental research seminar, at which
students can present their work and share best prac-
tice, has been a critically important mechanism for
the development of postgraduates and early career
researchers and for the acquisition and transmission
of professional skills, such as the editing of texts. Sim-
ilarly, the Panel commends the Department on the
successful palacographic workshop which was intro-
duced in 2005. This two-day annual workshop has
the advantage of functioning as a ten-point credit
postgraduate module: it attracts students and schol-
ars from other institutions and countries and imparts
important subject-specific and interdisciplinary skills
to postgraduates in the fields of Early and Medieval
Irish, Modern Irish, Classics, History and English.
The Department is also aware of the importance of
generic postgraduate training modules which may be
offered across the University, and to students of other
universities, and are in the process of responding pos-
itively by designing a ten-point module focused on
textual editing.

Given the small number of staff, it is noteworthy that,
in addition to the Ph.D. programme, the Depart-
ment offers four Masters programmes - two Taught

4
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Masters: MA in Celtic Civilisation and MA in Early
and Medieval Irish, with thirty credits awarded for the
research component; and two Research Masters: MPhil
in Celtic Civilisation and MPhil in Early and Medieval
Irish.

The Panel had the opportunity to visit the postgradu-
ate accommodation for students of Early and Medieval
Irish which is shared with Modern Irish. The accom-
modation was unsatisfactory in that it could cater for
only six students at a time; yet thirty students had a call
on the space.

In general, the Panel believes that the University should
formalize monitoring practices across the system and
provide more support from the centre. While the
Department has developed subject-specific skills train-
ing and also become involved in some generic training,
the Panel would encourage the University to provide
increased support in the form of generic research meth-
ods and skills training as well as career development
seminars. The Graduate Studies Office appears to be
an excellent initiative and would be the obvious means
for the kind of provision outlined here. It is important
that this provision does not rely wholly or substantially
on volunteer academic input but is formalized within
the university process for both staff and students alike.
To that end it is also important that the skills train-
ing credits earned by students not only have a specific
bearing on their degree progression but also appear on
a final transcript.

The Panel would also strongly encourage the University
to provide increased support in the form of additional
postgraduate workspace for Medieval (and Modern)
Irish postgraduates.

The Panel suggest that the guidelines for codes of prac-
tice for PhD students and supervision be made com-
pulsory across the University, thereby enabling depart-
mental practice to happen within a defined structure
and with the necessary administrative support [see rec-
ommendations to the University included in Appendix
A] These guidelines could be strengthened in line with
best practice in other institutions, through the provi-
sion of adjunct or joint supervision for all MPhil and
PhD students, documented and archived supervision

reports, and obligatory bi-annual thesis advisory meet-
ings with written reports [these suggested timelines are
of course for full-time research students and should be
adjusted accordingly for part-time students]. The sys-
tem of co-supervision has the additional benefit of pro-
viding mentoring to early career staff in best practice
with regard to postgraduate supervision.

The Panel would stress the great importance of teach-
ing opportunities for postgraduate students. Funding
should be provided to support postgraduate confer-
ences, as this is a vital form of professional development.

Research Related Activities

The Department of Early and Medieval Irish has a
powerful research culture which is associated with a
wide range of excellent research activities. In addition
to the important weekly research seminar, there is also
a visiting lecture series which has attracted a number
of academics of international standing from different
countries. A number of conferences have also been
organized by the group during the census period. These
conferences include the organisation, in conjunction
with the Department of Modern Irish, of the annual
Irish Texts Society research seminar which has pro-
vided an important forum for new research on Irish
texts and authors; and the annual postgraduate research
skills workshop in palacography and manuscript-based
research. The publication during the census period of
the proceedings of the Eleventh International Congress
of Celtic Studies also deserves to be mentioned here.

Collaboration with the Department of Modern Irish
on various research activities, and interdisciplinary
links with other subject areas, such as Classics, History
and English, on Insular Studies are commendable and
should be continued and developed.

Staff deliver keynote addresses and give papers at major
conferences and colloquia in Ireland and overseas on a
regular basis and contribute to the discipline of Celtic
Studies through serving on editorial boards, the boards
of professional organisations, and carrying out other
duties such as external examining of postgraduate the-
ses (for more detail, please see section on Peer Esteem).
Moreover, current arrangements under the Socra-




tes framework with the universities of Helsinki and
Vilnius, and contacts with Nordic and Slavic Celtic
organisations, have led to the development of wider
research links and exchanges.

The Panel commends as outstanding the work being
carried out and/or led by staff on significant inter-
national collaborative research projects. The projects
include (a) The Locus Project, a new historical dic-
tionary of Irish place names and tribal names: three
fasciculi of the dictionary have already been pub-
lished by the Irish Texts Society, others are in progress
and due to be published in the near future; (b) De
Finibus: Christian Representations of the Afterlife in
Medieval Ireland: the aim of this project is to prepare
editions and translations of key texts in the area under
research, together with supporting articles, source-
book, and workshop; (c) Celtic Digital Initiative: this
project has an accompanying website which provides
free access to scarce resource materials in a large text
(d) Irish Biblical Apocrypha Project: this

project prepares for publication Irish versions of Bib-

archive;

lical apocrypha in the leading international series
Corpus Christianorum; two volumes have already
appeared, others are in press or in preparation.

The commitment of the Department to the mainte-
nance the highest scholarly standards and a power-
fully robust research culture is reflected admirably in
a well-designed and very impressive five-year strategic
plan for research.

Funding

The Panel was greatly impressed by the success of the
Department in attracting both internal and external
research funding, the amount of external funding
gained being particularly noteworthy. Overall, the
Department appears to have attracted approximately
€700,000. This is an excellent performance and is
above the median in this subject area in the recent
UK Research Assessment Exercise. The Locus project,
originally funded through PRTLI, has been success-
ful in acquiring a major grant of €159,000 in order
to continue its work and the De Finibus project has
recently received funding of €217,091, both grants
from the IRCHSS (Irish Research Council for the

Humanities and Social Sciences). The Department
has also successfully attracted some €142,000 in doc-
toral and post-doctoral scholarships and fellowships
from the IRCHSS and other sources. The Panel com-
mends also the success of the Department in attract-
ing funding through its involvement in the Early
Start programme and through JYA students: some
€172,572 in JYA earnings which has been partly used
to relieve staff to carry out research and to fund post-
doctoral fellowships. The Panel considers it to be of
critical importance that JYA funds continue to flow
to the Department: the ability to continue to generate
income through initiatives of this kind will become
increasingly important in the context of the present
economic climate.

Smaller sums of both internal and external fund-
ing have also been received for the Celtic Dig-
ital Archive. The Panel believes that the latter will
attract more external funding in the future and com-
mends the Department in embracing the new digital
technologies.

Peer Esteem

Staff are frequently invited to deliver keynote
addresses and give papers at major conferences and
colloquia in Ireland and overseas, such as the Interna-
tional Congress of Celtic Studies, Societas Celtolog-
ica Nordica, Societas Celto-Slavica, Harvard Celtic
Colloquium, the Conference of Irish Medievalists,
the Symposium of Deutschsprachiger Keltologinnen
und Keltologen, Tiondl Scoil an Léinn Cheiltigh,
Institidid Ard-Léinn Bhaile Atha Cliath etc. They
also contribute to the discipline of Celtic Studies
generally through serving on editorial boards and
the boards of professional organizations. One sen-
ior member of staff, for example, is Honorary Editor
of the Irish Texts Society, chair of the Irish Editorial
Board of the Apocrypha Hiberniae project, chair of
the Conference of Irish Medievalists, and member of
the Royal Irish Academy. Another senior member is
general editor of the Temenos Academy Review. Sen-
ior staff have also acted as external examiners for PhD
theses and provided research evaluations at various

institutions in Ireland, Britain, continental Europe,
USA, and Australia.
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Awards also testify to the high esteem in which individ-
ual staff are held. Prizes awarded include the Legonna
Prize for Celtic Research, an IRCHSS research fellow-
ship, and the Faculty of Arts Research Achievement
Award.

Research Environment

Many of the elements the Panel took into considera-
tion under this heading overlap with other sections of
this report, but the Panel took particular cognisance in
this instance of the College and University-wide physi-
cal and general support infrastructure, and the post-
graduate research community in general, including the
securing of external scholarships.

As the Panel has noted, the research activities of the
Department of Early and Medieval Irish at University
College Cork are of a very high quality. Mention has
already been made of the weekly research seminar and
the palacographic and manuscript-based workshop in
respect of the skills acquired by postgraduate students.
The research seminar also provides a forum for staff
to exchange ideas, work closely together, and develop
both individual and collective research projects. For
example, the Panel noted that a number of important
texts have been edited by tenured staff, or by postdoc-
toral fellows and postgraduates, which were originally
read at this seminar and subsequently published in
the prestigious series of the Irish Texts Society. Vari-
ous other activities, referred to above in the section on
research related activities, also contribute to the envi-
ronmental success of the unit. The Panel would single
out here for special mention the major international
research projects.

Regarding research students, a number of these come
from highly prestigious universities in the USA,
Europe and Great Britain, with some of which the
Department has exchange agreements. These students
and exchanges bring an added dimension to the work
and ethos of the Department, permitting the possibil-
ity of developing new lines of investigation, including
exciting innovative interdisciplinary work.

The overall number of students registered for research
degrees relative to the size of the full-time perma-

nent teaching staff is very good - six Doctoral and
two Research Masters students (plus three registered
postgraduate Taught Masters students). Four research
degrees were awarded during the census period — two
doctorates (the status of the doctoral thesis due for
completion at the end of 2008 was unclear), and two
MPhils. In all, the broad range of programmes on offer
reflect the strong research ethos and thriving research
culture in the subject area, as do the range of postgrad-
uate modules offered by departmental staff.

The library provision for Early and Medieval Irish and
cognate subjects is good, and the Panel commends the
custom of working with other departments to acquire
works which are particularly valuable and costly.
Special Collections, which houses, inter alia, impor-
tant manuscript collections, catalogues, periodicals,
and monographs, is a highly-prized resource and the
Department has welcomed the fact that the opening
hours to the Collections have been extended. However,
communication between users and library staff could
be made more effective and a satisfactory and secure
space should be made available to enable users to take
the material from the shelves and read it in suitable
surroundings.

Despite the fact that the Department enjoys a strong
international reputation as an outstanding centre for
research and scholarship, the Panel found that the
institutional structures and support mechanisms did
not match the level of excellence achieved by the sub-
ject. It has therefore made a number of recommenda-
tions to ensure that Farly and Medieval Irish is prop-
erly sustained and supported in the future.

Since the Department has been very successful in oper-
ating as a distinct unit, with close ties and collabora-
tive links with Modern Irish and other subject areas,
the reasons for the decision to reconfigure subjects into
a new School is unclear to both the Panel and, more
importantly, to departmental staff. If this new dispen-
sation does not lead to a major upgrading of resource
and support for Early and Medieval Irish, and if it
dilutes in any major way the autonomy, control, and
ownership exercised by staff over the subject area, it
will have done a disservice to a robust and highly suc-
cessful research unit.




Overall Research Activity and Performance

The Panel considered the quality of research and
scholarship in virtually all aspects of the work of the
Department of Early and Medieval Irish at Univer-
sity College Cork to be of world-leading and interna-
tionally excellent quality. It is a dynamic and inno-
vative department with numerous and wide-ranging
research activities and successes.

The close-knit, non-hierarchical, and mutually sup-
portive environment, in which research papers and
ideas are exchanged on a regular basis between staff
and in which postgraduates and postdoctoral fel-
lows are closely integrated into the work of the sub-
ject area, is particularly impressive and reflects a clear
sense of purpose and direction.

The Panel found significant evidence of published
research work of world-leading and international
standard with a very high level of originality, signifi-
cance, and rigour, and considers a significant body
of this work to be potentially agenda-setting. Indeed
some of it has already made a great impact on the dis-
cipline. The Panel was also hugely impressed by the
sheer volume of quality research work published by
individual members of staff in major publishing out-
lets during the census period.

The Panel congratulates the Department on the
externally-funded and excellent collaborative research
projects being carried out by members of staff for
which they are primary investigators or joint primary
investigators and by the other projects to which they
are making a central contribution. In this regard,
the Panel commends the Department on its excel-
lent performance in attracting large external grants
from prestigious funding bodies such as IRCHSS and
PRTLI.

The international conferences and seminars organ-
ized by the Department on various aspects of early
and medieval research and scholarship, especially the
annual Irish Texts Society seminar, also deserve spe-
cial mention, as does the range and depth of research
relationships and postgraduate exchanges with other
prestigious third level institutions.

The Panel notes with approbation both the continu-
ing close research links of the distinguished emeri-
tus Professor of Early and Medieval Irish with the
Department and the role of former postgraduates in
the fostering of the research environment and culture.

Issues

The space available to the Department is inade-
quate (only 24% of the entitlement according to the
Departmental Submission). Despite the clear rec-
ommendations of the Peer Review Group Report of
2003/04 to substantially increase the allocation of
space for staff, postdoctoral fellows and doctoral stu-
dents, this has not occurred. Indeed matters appear
to have deteriorated since that time as the Depart-
ment, despite these drawbacks, continues to flourish
and attract new project staff with external funding.
At present, for example, neither the Teaching Fel-
low nor the Research Assistant have office space; the
Locus Project room is cramped and over-crowded;
and there is no space for new researchers. The Panel
therefore reiterates strongly the 2003/04 recommen-
dation of the Peer Review Group.

The funding of the second year of a two-year teaching
fellowship has not been forthcoming as was agreed, a
matter which needs to be addressed with alacrity as
it affects both the individual concerned, who is also
an excellent researcher, and the ability of the Depart-
ment to meet its research objectives. Members of staff
have quite heavy teaching and administrative loads
and it is essential that some teaching relief is made
available to them on a regular basis to permit them to
carry out their research plans. In this regard, consid-
eration should be given to the provision of funds for
the appointment of another Teaching Fellow at the
end of the two-year period.

JYA monies secured by the Department, and the part-
time hours College budget, have been frozen. There
is no proper study leave scheme (one staff member,
for example, has had only two sabbaticals in thirty
years). All of these inadequacies appear to undermine
the remarkable achievements of this exceptional unit
and need to be remedied as quickly as possible.
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Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

provision of adequate space and rooms for the
Department to carry out its duties and activities
with greatest effect;

continued provision of funds for Year Two of the
present post-doctoral Teaching Fellowship to
release members of staff for study leave (as origi-
nally agreed, the Department having carefully hus-
banded JYA monies to cover this appointment);

provision of funds for the further appointment of
another Teaching Fellow at the end of the two-year
period;

release of revenue to Department of JYA funds and
part-time hours;

* introduction of a clear and regular sabbatical leave
scheme for staff;

* promotion of staff with outstanding research and
teaching records;

* provision of more support for postgraduate stu-
dents, as funds only allow for minimal grants to
them at present;

* improvement of reading facilities in the surround-
ings of the Special Collections section of the
Library;

¢ continuation of Insular Studies Seminar;
¢ reintroduction of Research Achievement Awards.
Please also see Appendix A which reflects on the review

process and makes a series of wider recommendations
to the University.

DEPARTMENT OF EARLY AND MEDIEVAL IRISH
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Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL

1. | Published Output % of published output ranked | % of published output ranked 3
4 and above and above
88% 100%

2. | Research Related Activities 5

3. | Funding 5

4. | Peer Esteem % of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above ranked at 3 and above
65% 100%

Overall Assessment: Level 5




DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH

Quality Profile
Context

The Panel appreciates that this report considers the
Department in a time of major transition. As well as
a recently appointed Headship, the Department has
suffered the loss of an established chair who was a
major research figure, and in the current financial
situation there remains some doubt over the times-
cale for the replacement of this position. The Panel
are also conscious that department members were not
fully aware of the criteria for this process throughout
the census period under consideration and the Panel
has taken this into account where possible when
assessing individual outputs and the activities and
research culture of the unit.

There are several strengths the Panel would like
to acknowledge that became clear to it during the
course of the site visit. There is strong leadership in
English and a clear focus on research development as
well as ongoing improvements to the nature of the
postgraduate experience in the unit. Liaison with
the Library and in particular Special Collections is
impressive and offers rich potential for future work,
in both individual and collaborative research, public
outreach and dissemination of that research, and the
acquisition and exploitation of major archival hold-
ings. The Panel would also note the recent but impor-
tant creation of the Graduate Studies Office and the
promising and beneficial work being done in that area
in liaison with individual schools and departments.
The presentation on this was helpful and has assisted
greatly in formulating some of the recommendations
for the formalization of existing practices contained

in Appendix A.

The Panel would like to thank English for its input
into this process, including a very helpful presenta-
tion and discussion session, which included post-
graduate students and postdoctoral research fellows,
as well as its full and frank responses to questions
throughout the week.

Published Output

The Panel read all the submitted research outputs for
the Department in detail, where necessary reading
in tandem. The Panel also undertook a calibrating
exercise to ensure parity of approach both within and
across the unit submissions for this panel. The Panel
would like to note that it saw some excellent outputs
and also that it was struck by the strong performance
of several early career researchers in the Department.
The Panel would like to stress that it assessed outputs
and not individuals in this exercise.

There was an interesting and wide range of areas and
specialisms represented in the outputs, ranging from
medieval to the contemporary. All genres, including
film and performance, were solidly represented. There
is also a notable critical mass working in fields such
as women’s writing and textual and book history and
these would all be obvious candidates for focus in
terms of research strengths in the future. There were
monographs and edited collections with prestigious
academic presses as well as journal articles in a wide
range of peer-reviewed locations. There was also a
large number of chapters contributed to essay collec-
tions with an international readership. There was also
documentary evidence of performance and practice-
based research. In addition to these items considered
under the Published Outputs criteria, it should also
be noted that the Department has been very active in
other areas of publishing activity that help to main-
tain the profile of the unit, including literary ency-
clopaedia, dictionary databases, student guides, and
review essays and articles. While the Panel recognizes
the importance of this work for the reasons already
given, it would counsel the Department to maintain
and develop its commitment to original research of
the highest calibre, and to aspire to placing the out-
puts of research in prestigious international jour-
nals and with leading international publishers. The
Panel would also counsel the University to recognize
the dedicated research time and infrastructural sup-
port necessary to produce work of this calibre and to
ensure that staff are supported in their ambitions to
produce work at the highest level of achievement.
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The Panel were mindful that the Department had not
entered the census period aware that this Research
Review would take place or of its specific parameters.
The Panel also noted that the pressures of undergrad-
uate teaching requirements often made it difficult for
good researchers to produce a large number of excel-
lent outputs during the time period identified by the
Review process.

Postgraduate Training

Under this heading the Panel has made a clear distinc-
tion between the supervision of research Masters and
PhD students - which has figured in its overall assess-
ment of Research Environment for all three units - and
postgraduate training and monitoring (encompass-
ing both generic and discipline-specific skills train-
ing, annual review processes, upgrade or confirmation
procedures, and conflict resolution structures). In all
instances the recommendations it is making to depart-
ments must be implemented alongside College and
University standardization and formalization of best
practice, the recommendations for which are included
in Appendix A. While the report explicitly invites the
Panel to assess the individual unit performance under
this heading, the Panel would like to make clear that
policy at this level must be coherent and holistic, and
therefore its recommendations are necessarily multi-
facing, addressing the Department, the relevant Col-
lege, and the University in general.

The Panel judges that the postgraduate training in
English is very good, although there is still substan-
tial room for improvement in the support given at
university and departmental level. There is a regular
roundtable, in which students can present their work
and share best practice; there are regular departmental
research seminars; there is annual review of progress,
and mentoring of grant applications. The research stu-
dents it met seemed well-integrated into the Depart-
ment and spoke warmly of the support they received.
The Panel would encourage the university to provide
increased support in the form of additional postgrad-
uate workspace and generic as well as subject-specific
research methods and skills training as well as career
development seminars. The Graduate Studies Office
appears to be an excellent initiative and would be the

obvious means for the kind of provision outlined here.
It is important that this provision does not rely wholly
or substantially on volunteer academic input but is for-
malized within the university process for both staff and
students alike. To that end it is also important that the
skills training credits earned by students have a specific
bearing on their degree progression as well as appear-
ing on a final transcript. The Panel does suggest that
the guidelines for codes of practice for PhD students
and supervision be made compulsory across the uni-
versity, thereby enabling departmental practice to hap-
pen within a defined structure and with the necessary
administrative support [see recommendations to the
University included in Appendix A]. These guidelines
could be strengthened in line with best practice in
other institutions, through the provision of adjunct or
joint supervision for all research Masters and PhD stu-
dents, documented and archived supervision reports,
and obligatory bi-annual thesis advisory meetings with
written reports [these suggested timelines are of course
for full-time research students and should be adjusted
accordingly for part-time students]. The Panel would
stress the vital importance of teaching opportunities
for postgraduate students. Funding should be provided
to support postgraduate conferences, as this is a vital
form of professional development.

Research Related Activities

There is an impressive range and number of research-
related activities. The Department has organized 15
conferences, and staff have given many research and
conference presentations, as well as public lectures,
within Ireland and internationally. There are strong
links with national and international media, and excel-
lent ones with local arts and cultural organizations.
The Department is successful and vigorous in this area
and the Panel would encourage its members to develop
this work in the form of further Knowledge Transfer
activity and extend the current fostering of outreach.
Collaboration in the creative and cultural industries,
not least locally, is a potentially rich growth area for the
Department which will make a vital contribution to
the local economy and culture. The Panel suggests that
the Department continue to explore possibilities for
increased collaboration with other departments within
UCC as well as with international partners.




Funding

In this period the Department has acquired
€1,719,041 of research funding, from all sources,
including Internal Research Funding, for a range of
purposes, including postgraduate scholarships. While
it is laudable that the University provides funding
to support research, external funding constitutes
a more objective indicator of the value of projects.
(Note, by the way, that the figure of €115, 697 for
internal funding includes two awards for excellence
in teaching at undergraduate level. This should not
be counted as research funding.) If one considers only
external funding, the achievement is still impressive.
It is instructive, for instance, to discount postgradu-
ate research scholarships for the purposes of compari-
son with the UK RAE. This gives a figure of €1.4
million or £1.3 million. This sum might seem small
compared with that to which a Science Department
would aspire, but for English it is sizeable. In terms of
external funding, it would put the Department in the
top 10 English departments in the UK if entered into
the RAE, especially allowing for the fact that the lat-
ter covered a longer period. It is true, of course, that
hitherto the UK RAE has had difficulty in recogniz-
ing Arts-Council type grants in the part of the form
dedicated to funding. However, these can be entered
and considered elsewhere in RAE submissions; and
furthermore, the impetus is towards recognizing such
sources in a context where practice-led or creative
Arts and Humanities research is increasingly salient,
and where outreach and Knowledge Transfer will be
encouraged. The Department is to be congratulated
on successfully seeking funding sources, including
for a variety of major collaborative projects.

Peer Esteem

The Panel has decided, under this heading, not to
provide percentage figures for staff output in this
unit since it would require a different evidence base,
including provision of basic facts in template form.
It should also be acknowledged that the activities
counted here in the assessment of peer esteem have
been factored into the discussion and assessment of
Research Related Activities, to which the Panel has

given greater emphasis in its overall deliberations and
assessment of English as a unit.

Staff have been successful in winning both IRCHSS
and CACSSS awards and there is solid evidence of
national and international peer esteem, as shown
by the substantial number of invitations to exam-
ine PhDs both in Ireland and internationally (South
Africa, Spain, UK, Singapore); to referee for a good
range of journals and publishers; and in fellow-
ships and invitations to lecture overseas (USA, UK,
Canada, Russia, Argentina). There is a good deal of
potential here to develop the already-existing interna-
tional connections.

Research Environment

Many of the elements the Panel considered under this
heading overlap with other sections of this report, but
it took particular cognisance here of the postgraduate
research community in general (including the secur-
ing of internal and external scholarships and struc-
tures of mentoring and support, as well as the intellec-
tual facilitation of that community’s work and career
prospects). There is a strong group identity among the
doctoral and post-doctoral students attached to the
Department and this is bolstered by provision of sem-
inars, skills training, teaching and career advance-
ment opportunities, and the mentoring of applica-
tions. There was a good record of recruitment during
the census period. Assessment of completion rates
would be aided by more detailed provision of statis-
tics from the centre.

One of the great strengths of the Department is its
staff and their rich and varied research interests.
The Panel saw examples of excellent work, much of
it collaborative with other schools and departments,
in the domain of local and regional literatures and
cultural production. There seems scope to enhance
and expand these interests in the future and there are
clearly mechanisms in place already, including appli-
cation for external funding support, to enable this.
There is also impressive evidence of work that has an
impact in the realms of Knowledge Transfer and cul-
tural outreach. The role of the Research Officer in the
Department is clearly key to all these aims and activi-
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ties and it is a role whose work and objectives should
be bolstered and supported in the future at university
level.

Research is supported and considerably enhanced by
the provision in the main library, including consid-
erable resources held in Special Collections. Special
Collections houses, inter alia, important manuscript
collections, catalogues, periodicals and monographs.
Clearly, collaboration between the Department and
Special Collections has been a focus of recent ener-
gies and attention on the part of staff and this is to be
applauded. This could be further enhanced by better
provision of working space for users, not least postgrad-
uate students, but also for delivery and dissemination
of research on manuscripts and book history in a ped-
agogic context. Accommodation of research-related
staff was a key pressure in all the units considered by
the panel and there is considerable room for improve-
ment in this area.

Overall Assessment

Based on the evidence provided, some of the research
activity as assessed under the various criteria is of an
excellent standard of scholarship and virtually all
other research related activity is of a good standard of

scholarship.

The Department of English is a highly productive
research unit with 16 monographs, 15 edited books, 92
journal articles, and 142 chapters or articles in books
produced during the census period. This work covers
an impressive range of areas and subject fields, from
Anglo-Saxon literatures and culture through to con-
temporary drama and performance. The Department
has specialists in book history, textual editing, theory,
and women’s writing, as well as expertise in key periods
and movements. It has growing recognition in terms
of editorial board appointments and external roles on
advisory boards and within a media context. The recent
freeze on replacements has affected the staffing profile
in that the Department is currently without a Chair of
Modern Literature and it would obviously be advanta-
geous to redress this situation as soon as possible.
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This high quality research output is achieved in the
context of heavy teaching requirements at the under-
graduate level and the Staff:Student ratios that were
provided during its visit were testimony to the pres-
sures and demands on staff time that may delimit or
constrain research opportunities in the future. An
adequate and continuing programme of study leave
remains a key instrument for success in arts and
humanities research; continuing to improve its provi-
sion is crucial to the Department’s ability to maintain
and develop its research activity.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The Department has enjoyed considerable success in
obtaining IRCHSS funding where available (and the
context of limited national funding for the Arts and
Humanities needs to be recognized in this assessment)
and this looks set to increase as proper structures of
mentoring and support have been put in place to help
applicants through the process. A similar structure
of post-award support would also be beneficial to the
Department’s work in future years.

There is already considerable evidence of collabora-
tive work with other departments (in particular Early
and Medieval Irish and Special Collections) but as the
Knowledge Transfer aspect of the Department was
stressed in the written submission there seems scope for
this to be increased. The opportunities for collabora-
tive grants in relation to the literature and culture of
the Munster region have already been identified and
this offers space for collaboration with areas such as
Modern Irish to enable UCC to play to its particular
strengths in a regional and national, and indeed inter-
national, context.

Issues

As detailed above, the main issues facing the Depart-
ment of English relate to stafing, space, and study
leave. Provision of space for postgraduates, at both
doctoral and post-doctoral level, is very limited and
may impact in future upon recruitment and retention,
especially from the international market which UCC
must see as a prime target population in its aim to rap-
idly expand postgraduate research numbers in coming




years. The staff-student ratios during the census years
were high in comparison with equivalent institutions
in the UK and as noted above the current freeze on
staffing replacements has left the Department with
only one statutory Chair whose time is necessarily
taken up as Head of Department at a time when lead-
ership in research is also crucial.

Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to:
* the replacement of the Chair of Modern Literature

* clear structures of support for early career
researchers

DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH

Quality Profile

* promotion of staff with outstanding research and
teaching records

* a clear and supportive programme of sabbatical
leave for staff

* the development of further collaborative research
projects within UCC

* increased provision of support for postgraduate
researchers

Please also see Appendix A which reflects on the
review process and makes a series of wider recom-
mendations to the University.

METRIC LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

% of published output ranked 3

unit]

4 and above and above
40% 82%

3. | Research Related Activities 4

4. | Funding 5

5. | Peer Esteem 3

[Panel decided not to provide percentage breakdowns for this

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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Quality Profile
Context

The Panel understands that this is the first time a
research quality review exercise of this nature had been
carried out either in University College Cork or in the
third level sector in general in the Republic of Ireland
and congratulates the University in taking the lead in
such an important initiative.

The Panel appreciates that this report considers the
Department in a time of transition with the recent
arrival of a new chair of Modern Irish and loss of two
long-serving professorial members of staff during the
census period. The Panel is also conscious that staff
were not always fully aware of the criteria for this
research assessment exercise and the Panel has taken
this into account where possible when assessing the
various research activities of the unit.

Members of the Panel considered all evidence submit-
ted to it, operated as far as possible according to the
guidelines for the review, and applied the assessment
criteria fairly, taking into consideration the distinctive
and diverse aspects of the field of study. Factors affect-
ing environment and post-graduate training and moni-
toring, which are not entirely within the control of the
Department, such as College and wider University
infrastructure and support mechanisms, also consti-
tuted part of the assessment. A number of recommen-
dations for the institution are made in Appendix A.

The following assessment is based both on the written
submission provided by the Department of Modern
Irish and on evidence received at the meeting with staff
members on Tuesday 31 March. The Panel noted that
the discursive text in certain parts of the written sub-
mission was shorter than the suggested limits.

The Panel would like to thank the staff for their con-
tribution to the discussion during the site visit and for
their warm welcome.

Published Output

All the submitted research outputs for the Depart-
ment were assessed in detail by at least two members
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of the Panel and were collectively considered by the
Panel as a whole. No single panel member was respon-
sible for examining the entire outputs of an individ-
ual researcher. The Panel also undertook a calibrating
exercise to ensure parity of approach both within and
across the panel submissions. The Panel would like to
emphasize that it assessed outputs and not individuals
in this exercise.

The Panel noted a substantial number of excellent out-
puts and evidence of world-leading research which
serves to highlight the central role which the Depart-
ment of Modern Irish at UCC has played and contin-
ues to play in Irish scholarship. Such work is likely to
have a very significant impact on research in the sub-
ject area. The Panel was particularly impressed by the
scholarly contribution made through the medium of
Irish to a very high standard in the development and
maintenance of academic discourse through the Irish
language. It also noted the very fine range of scholar-
ship in various areas of specialism ranging from the
bardic period to the present day, and covering areas of
language and literature, and the contextual history and
background of both. Of particular note are the high
standards of textual scholarship, especially in relation
to Munster literature, by members of the Department.
The linguistic study of the Irish language, as well as
improving its understanding of the structure of the lan-
guage, also makes important contributions to the test-
ing and modification of current international linguistic
theory. The Department, in its research outputs, con-
tinues to contribute significantly to the local regional
cultural economy by providing scholarly editions of
regional literature and folklore, and by organising and
contributing to local and national cultural events as
well as national media productions; this Knowledge
Transfer capability is an undeniable strength of the
Department. Contributions to contemporary Modern
Irish literature and writing, and to literary criticism,
continue to be a major strength of the Department’s
research activity. There was evidence of editorial roles,
which is important for the maintenance of the infra-
structure of the subject area. In most instances, the edi-
tors had also made individual scholarly contributions
to these publications.




While the published work of postgraduate students
did not fall within the remit of this particular exer-
cise, the Panel noted with approbation the published
output of postgraduate students arising from post-
graduate theses completed within the Department.
Special mention should be made of the monumental
volume of eighteenth and nineteenth-century West
Cork poetry.

The Panel noted the pressure of undergraduate and
postgraduate teaching, and the potential effects that
heavy workloads can have on research productivity.
The Panel would like to stress to the University the
importance of recognising and safeguarding the dedi-
cated research time and infrastructural support nec-
essary to produce research of the highest calibre, and
to ensure that staff are supported in their ambitions
to produce work at the highest level of achievement.

Postgraduate Training

Under this heading the Panel has made a clear dis-
tinction between the supervision of MPhil and PhD
students - which has figured in its overall assessment
of Research Environment for all three units - and
postgraduate training and monitoring (encompass-
ing both generic and discipline-specific skills train-
ing, annual review processes, upgrade or confirma-
tion procedures, and conflict resolution structures).
In all instances the recommendations that are made
to Departments must be implemented alongside Col-
lege and University standardization and formaliza-
tion of best practice, the recommendations for which
are included in Appendix A. While the report explic-
itly invites the Panel to assess the individual unit per-
formance under this heading, the Panel would like to
make clear that policy at this level must be coherent
and holistic, and therefore its recommendations are
necessarily multi-facing, addressing the Department,
the relevant College, and the University in general.

The submission document provides statistics on
MPhil and PhD students and conferred degrees
rather than a description of the postgraduate train-
ing in place. However, the visit to the Department
enabled the Panel to gain an impression of practice
in relation to postgraduate training. Based on the evi-

dence available, the Panel judges that the postgradu-
ate training in Modern Irish is good to very good,
although there is still substantial room for improve-
ment both in terms of the formalization of monitor-
ing practices and especially in the support given at
University level. The Panel found evidence that the
training of postgraduate students forms a central part
of the Department’s strategy and that this aspect of
the work has been carried out successfully and effec-
tively within the subject area; this view was supported
by the completion rates of postgraduate research stu-
dents (see Research Environment below for more
information on this). Collaboration with Early and
Medieval Irish on training in palacographical skills
is to be applauded. It was clear that postgraduate
research students met regularly with their supervisors;
received bespoke instruction to suit their professional
development requirements; had one main supervisor;
were required to attend regular departmental research
seminars; and were encouraged to gain teaching
experience and were supported in so doing. In this
context, the Panel noted with dismay the temporary
freeze on funding for part-time teaching which could
impact on future postgraduate recruitment and reten-
tion. Although the timetable unfortunately did not
allow for an opportunity to interview postgraduate
research students in depth, those students the Panel
did meet appeared to be well-integrated into the
research culture of the Department.

In terms of improvements, the Panel suggests the
implementation across the University of bi-annual
progress review meetings and the formalization of
monitoring procedures. At present formal monitor-
ing reports are completed only for those students in
receipt of IRCHSS funding. The Panel suggest that
the guidelines for codes of practice for PhD stu-
dents and supervision be made compulsory across
the University, thereby enabling departmental prac-
tice to happen within a defined structure and with
the necessary administrative support (see recommen-
dations to the University included in Appendix A).
These guidelines could be strengthened in line with
best practice in other institutions, through the provi-
sion of adjunct or joint supervision for all MPhil and
PhD students, documented and archived supervi-
sion reports, and obligatory bi-annual thesis advisory
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meetings with written reports (these suggested time-
lines are of course for full-time research students and
should be adjusted accordingly for part-time students).
The system of co-supervision has the additional ben-
efit of providing mentoring to early career staff in best
practice with regard to postgraduate supervision.

The Panel recommends that the Department consider
developing, with the support of the University, a sub-
ject-specific research methods and skills training course
for postgraduates building on the existing informal ad
hominem training which supervisors provide for their
postgraduate students. The Panel would also encourage
the University to provide increased support in the form
of generic research methods and skills training as well
as career development seminars. The Graduate Studies
Office appears to be an excellent initiative and would
be the obvious means for the kind of provision outlined
here. It is important that this provision does not rely
wholly or substantially on volunteer academic input
but is formalized within the University process for both
staff and students alike. To that end it is also important
that the skills training credits earned by students have
a specific bearing on their degree progression as well as
appearing on a final transcript.

The Panel had the opportunity to visit the office
accommodation for postgraduate students of Modern
Irish which is shared with Early and Medieval Irish.
The accommodation was unsatisfactory in that it could
cater for only 6 students at a time, yet 30 students had
a call on the space. The Panel would strongly encour-
age the University to provide increased support in the
form of additional postgraduate workspace and IT
facilities for Modern (and Early and Medieval) Irish
postgraduates.

The Panel also recommends that funding should be
provided in order to support both postgraduate attend-
ance at conferences and the organisation of conferences
by postgraduates, as these are vital for their professional
development.

While recognizing the challenges and difficulties fac-
ing a Department of Modern Irish, whose teaching and
supervision is carried out through the medium of Irish,
the Panel would encourage the Department to seek

ways of attracting international students via Erasmus /
Socrates or other means, building on the international
teaching links recently or currently being established.

Research Related Activities

There is evidence of an excellent range of research-
related activities. The internationally renowned annual
Irish Texts Society Seminar, organized in collaboration
with the Department of Early and Medieval Irish, has
been particularly successful, the proceedings of which
have made a very significant impact on Irish studies
scholarship both nationally and internationally. The
Department is ideally placed for taking the lead in the
organisation of other conferences and symposia (e.g. on
contemporary literature, linguistics, folklore, manu-
script studies, and so on).

Staff deliver keynote addresses and give papers at major
conferences and colloquia in Ireland and overseas on a
regular basis. They contribute to the discipline of Celtic
and Irish Studies through serving on editorial boards,
the boards of professional organisations, and carry-
ing out other duties such as acting as external readers
for prominent publishers and external examining of
postgraduate theses (cf. section on Peer Esteem). The
editorship of journals is evidenced, such as the Jour-
nal of the Cork Historical and Archaeological Society,
and Béascna, and staff also serve on the Cork Univer-
sity Press board. Service on national committees of
relevance to Modern Irish includes Coiste Léann na
Gaeilge (currently convened by the Department), An
Coiste Téarmaiochta and the Appeals Committee of
IRCHSS.

Collaborations exist between the Departments of Early
and Medieval Irish, and also Folklore and Ethnology.
There is evidence in some publications of wider col-
laborations, for example with English (Literature), and
there is much scope and potential for further develop-
ment in this regard at both national and international
levels.

Funding

The external income from IRCHSS for the funding

of postgraduate research is impressive by any stand-




ards and is to be highly commended. Approximately
€300,000 has been awarded during the review period.

Externally generated income for staff research activi-
ties during the census period has been relatively low,
however, in comparison to previous periods and cog-
nate areas. There is therefore considerable room for
improvement in the attraction of external funding.
It is clear to the Panel, based on the research exper-
tise and track record of the Department, that there
is great potential for staff to make successful applica-
tions to IRCHSS and other funding bodies both for
individual and collaborative team projects. The Panel
would strongly recommend that the Department
develop within its research strategy a number of indi-
vidual and collaborative research projects (building
on ongoing research) capable of attracting research
funding, and that a timetable be prepared for the sub-
mission of funding applications to external agencies.

Peer Esteem

There is evidence of national and international peer
esteem as illustrated by: the substantial number of
invitations to deliver lectures and talks at conferences
and symposia (in England, Wales, Scotland; Rennes,
Bulgaria, Berlin, Notre Dame, Japan, Poland, Russia,
etc.); membership of national committees (IRCHSS,
Coiste Léann na Gaeilge, An Coiste Téarmaiochta);
invitations to examine higher degrees at home and
abroad; refereeing for journals and publishers; crea-
tive work translated into languages other than Eng-
lish. Awards also testify to the high esteem in which
individual staff are held. There is a good deal of
potential to develop existing international connec-
tions, which could be particularly beneficial for early
career researchers.

Research Environment

Many of the elements the Panel took into considera-
tion under this heading overlap with other sections
of this report, but it took particular cognisance in
this instance of the postgraduate research community
in general, including the securing of external schol-
arships. There is a strong group identity among the
postgraduate students attached to the Department,

and this is bolstered by provision of seminars, skills
training, and bespoke instruction. There was a very
good record of recruitment during the census period.
During the census period there were 15 postgradu-
ate registered research students, 8 Masters and 7 PhD
students. During this period there were 13 successful
completions / graduations of research students, 7 at
Masters level and 6 at PhD level. Although the Panel
did not have access to 3 / 4-year PhD completion
rates, these statistics suggest a significant postgradu-
ate community, which is well serviced and supported
by the Department.

One of the greatest assets of the Department in terms
of research environment is its staff and their rich and
varied research interests and expertise in Modern Irish
scholarship. The Irish-medium context for research is
a particularly strong hallmark of the Department’s
research environment. The environment is consider-
ably enhanced by collaboration with the Department
of Early and Medieval Irish, most notably, in the
organisation of the Irish Text Society Seminars and
the editing of the resultant proceedings. The strong
links which the Department has with the Munster
Gaeltacht plays an important role in the research
environment, and this is reflected in a significant
number of the research outputs of the Department.

Research is supported and enhanced by the provi-
sion in the main library, including resources held in
Special Collections. The library provision for Modern
Irish in terms of funding and stock is good. The Spe-
cial Collections, which houses, inter alia, important
manuscript collections, catalogues, periodicals, and
monographs, is a highly-prized resource. However,
communication between users and library staff could
be made more effective and a satisfactory and secure
space should be made available to enable users to take
the material from the shelves and read it in suitable
surroundings.

While there is evidence in some research outputs
of informal collaborations within the Department,
there is room for a more collaborative approach to
research as is acknowledged in the Modern Irish sub-
mission itself. While the external funding for post-
graduate research is excellent, there is great poten-
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tial to increase the staff-related research income of the
Department.

There is considerable room for improvement in the cur-
rent accommodation of staff and postgraduates which
is cramped and inadequate.

With University support, as outlined elsewhere in this
report, the research training and monitoring of post-
graduate research should be more formalized. The
majority of postgraduates in the Department are UCC
graduates. The Department should consider ways of
attracting postgraduates from other universities, both
national and international, by developing a marketing
strategy for enhanced postgraduate recruitment.

Given the high staff-student ratios, there is a real dan-
ger that research productivity could be potentially
hampered by the lack of a departmental and college
sabbatical research leave strategy.

Overall Assessment

Based on the evidence provided, a good deal of the
research activity as assessed under the various criteria
is of an excellent standard of scholarship and virtually
all other research-related activity is of a good standard

of scholarship.

The Department of Modern Irish is a highly produc-
tive research unit with over 50 publications within the
review period (not counting reviews, plays or poems,
which number almost 30); this includes 10 books or
monographs, 9 journal issues and 1 conference pro-
ceedings. This work encompasses an impressive range
of areas and subject fields. Despite losing two leading
professorial members of staff in 2004 and 2006, whose
work was not included in the submission and which
inevitably has impacted on the submission, the Depart-
ment continues to maintain the central and important
role that it has traditionally played in Irish scholarship.
This is reflected in the fine range of scholarship with
which the Department is engaged, covering all major
aspects, including language (linguistics, dialectology,
historical lexicography), literature (textual editing, tex-
tual criticism, creative writing, folklore) and history -
contextualising literary texts and the language itself.
The scholarly contribution made through the medium

of Irish to a very high standard in the development and
maintenance of academic discourse in that medium is
to be highly commended. Contributions to contempo-
rary Modern Irish literature and writing, and to liter-
ary criticism represent a major strength of the Depart-
ment’s research activity. The Department contributes
significantly to the local regional cultural economy
by its involvement in outreach activities at local and
national level. The high levels of external funding for
postgraduate research is excellent and to be highly
commended.

The vast majority of research outputs have been judged
to be excellent or very good, and there is evidence of
world-leading research which is potentially agenda-set-
ting. Indeed, some of it has already made an impact
on the discipline. The research outputs represent the
strongest aspect of the submission. There is also evi-
dence of very good practice in the areas of research-
related activities, research environment, peer esteem
and postgraduate training (although there is room
for improvement in some of these areas). However,
improvement in most cases will depend very much on
enhanced University structures and investment (see
recommendations and Appendix A below).

The high quality research output of the Department
is achieved in the context of heavy teaching require-
ments at the undergraduate level, and the staff-student
ratios that were provided during its visit were testi-
mony to the pressures and demands on staff time that
may delimit or constrain research opportunities in the
future. As stated elsewhere in this document, study
leave remains a key instrument for success in Arts and
Humanities research and for the Department to main-
tain its research activity, and to continue to improve,
provision of adequate and ongoing study leave for staff
will be a crucial factor.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The overall research activity and performance has
been judged to be very good and of a high standard as
outlined in the preceding section. Areas for improve-
ment include wider collaboration and the attraction
of increased external funding for research, which the
panel believes the Department is particularly well




placed to access; the high levels of postgraduate fund-
ing received provides indirect testimony to this.

The Department’s postgraduates have enjoyed con-
siderable success in obtaining IRCHSS funding.
External research grants for staff during the census
period are relatively low; however, the context of lim-
ited national funding for the Arts and Humanities
needs to be recognized but this looks set to increase
as proper structures of mentoring and support have
been put in place to help applicants through the proc-
ess. A similar structure of post-award support would
also be beneficial to the Department’s work in future
years.

Issues

The main issues facing the Department of Modern
Irish relate to space, study leave and stafhing. The
space which is available to departmental staff and
postgraduates is cramped and inadequate. A clear
strategy on, and support for, staff research leave is
a desideratum. The average staff-student ratio dur-
ing the period 2004-9 was 1 : 26, and the ratio has
steadily risen each year, with the current ratio being
1 : 32. The staff level has fallen from 9.27 in 2005-6
to 7. Given the extra workloads involved in teaching
and assessing language skills, such high staff-student
ratios inevitably impact on research time and research
productivity. Similarly, such ratios present challenges
for internally covered sabbatical leave. Further staff
investment to replace retired staff is an urgent neces-
sity if such pressures are to be alleviated. The appoint-
ment of one extra member of staff would result in a
staff-student ratio of 1: 28, which is still relatively
high.

Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

* the appointment of at least one extra member of

staff

* the promotion of staff with outstanding research
and teaching records

* the introduction of a clear and regular programme
of sabbatical leave for staff (which did not involve

stafl necessarily having to surrender their office
space)

* the development of collaborative research projects

* peer review and / or mentoring of grant
applications

* the development of an enhanced track record of
competitive external research funding

* the provision of adequate space for departmental
staff and postgraduates

* the provision of more infrastructural support for
postgraduate students

* the release of funds to support part-time post-
graduate teaching in good time which will allow
forward planning of teaching and which will
enhance postgraduate recruitment and retention

* the development of a marketing strategy for
enhanced postgraduate recruitment from other
universities, both national and international X
thus enhancing the internationalisation of the
research environment

* the development of a visiting programme of lec-
tures and seminars at UCC involving staff, post
docs and postgraduates from elsewhere

* taking the lead in the organisation of more confer-
ences and symposia (e.g. on contemporary litera-
ture, linguistics, folklore, manuscript studies, and
so on)

* the improvement of reading facilities within the
Special Collections section of the Library.

Please also see Appendix A which reflects on the
review process and makes a series of wider recom-
mendations to the University.
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Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL
1. Published Output % of published output % of published output
ranked 4 and above ranked 3 and above
61% 94%

2. Research Related Activities

3. Funding

4, Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem
is ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem
is ranked at 3 and above

65%

100%

Overall Assessment: Level 4




Appendix A

Comments by Panel on Procedure

The Panel, as a panel, would like to begin by making
the point that it has been extremely impressed, not
only by UCC’s decision to undertake this exercise,
but also the manner and spirit in which it has been
conducted. In particular, the Panel would applaud
the decision to include site visits by the review panels,
which both amplified and complemented the written
submission, as well as the open and supportive frame-
work in which these visits have taken place.

The Panel have been mindful throughout this proc-
ess that this is the first time that any such review has
been undertaken within the Irish Higher Education
system and that, necessarily, this has been a learning
curve for all involved. In making a series of recom-
mendations arising out of the process to the Univer-
sity (included with this report as Appendix A), the
Panel would also recommend refinement of the proc-
ess were a similar procedure to be carried out in the
future. In particular:

i. The Panel found considerable discrepancy in the
relationship between the descriptors used for indi-
vidual areas of assessment and those for the over-
all assessment of a unit. In addition there is some
confusion between descriptors for 4 and 3 in the
published outputs category, particularly in the sec-
ond sentence, and for that reason the Panel placed
its emphasis on the first sentence when reaching
its final decisions as a panel.

i. A more organized system of pre-visit panel discus-
sion of the criteria to be used and the parameters
for the exercise would be beneficial. Virtual com-
munication would be acceptable in this instance
but the time and commitment involved would
need to be recognized and accounted for in the
initial invitations to panel members and chairs.

i. The Panel had some opportunity to meet post-
graduate students and to discuss their experiences
in one of the units and this proved extremely help-
ful in determining the question both of research
environment and postgraduate training for that
unit. In a future version of this process, the Panel
would recommend such meetings be formalized
as part of the process and also that they be made

i.

confidential meetings between reviewers and stu-
dents. 'The opportunity for parallel confidential
meetings with early career researchers might also
be beneficial to the process.

The process could be strengthened by clearer
requests to units about the provision of an evi-
dence base for several of the categories, and in
many instances the provision of a clear template
for the submission would be helpful. The Panel
would also suggest that an internal screening
process be carried out, perhaps at College level,
to ensure that panels do not spend valuable time
identifying and substituting publications which,
for example, were outside the census period or
ineligible for other reasons. The initial submis-
sion was unnecessarily long and difficult to nav-
igate and the Panel would encourage any future
exercise to be based around a more succinct and
clearly focused initial document.

It would have been helpful to the panel to have a
clearer outline from the start for the way in which
departments were asked to participate in the proc-
ess and the criteria and timeframe they were given
in order to do so. In the event of a similar process
would recommend a series of roll-out workshops
to explain and contextualize the process and clear
advice to heads of units to assist them in the selec-
tion of material and outputs for inclusion as well
as a screening facility at College level as described
in item iv).

A clearer sense of the future of the panel report
and documentation from the outset and certainly
by the time of submission of the report would be
advisable.

There is also a broader question relating to consist-
ency across panels. Future exercises should include
some articulation or communication between
panels. In this particular review UCC managers
and staff will inevitably make comparisons across
panels, but the Panel would have strong reserva-
tions about the meaningfulness of such cross-
comparisons in the current context.
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Account of the practice and procedure of Panel L

At the beginning of the site visit Professor Roibeard O
Maolalaigh was appointed as deputy chair at the rec-
ommendation of the entire panel. The Chair of Panel
L, Professor Julie Sanders, attended presentations from
all 3 units as well as all additional site visits and ques-
tion & answer sessions. The whole panel was involved
in the discussion of the quality profiling of each depart-
ment. All the submitted outputs were assessed in detail
by at least two members of the panel with the relevant
expertise and were collectively considered by the panel
as a whole. No single panel member was responsible for
examining the entire outputs of a researcher and the
Panel would wish to emphasize that it assessed outputs
and not individuals. The wider published research out-
put during the census period was considered as part of
the ‘Research Related Activities’ and ‘Research Envi-
ronment’ categories. A calibration exercise was under-
taken to ensure parity of approach across the panel
when assessing published outputs.

This report has been drawn up with the input and
approval of all the panel members. In the case of Dr
Bateman, who was unable to attend the site visit, she has
participated in the published outputs category in which
her expertise rests (i.e. in Early Modern and Modern
Irish). She has also been part of the report writing exer-
cise in a virtual capacity. In the case of Professor Séa-
mus Mac Mathtina, who was only able to attend some
of the site visit due to a late invitation to join the panel
and conflicting commitments, the Panel would like to
make clear that all decisions and outcomes made dur-
ing and following the site visit (including the content of
the presentations to the departments on the final after-
noon) were agreed with him and contributed to by him
via telephone and email conversations.

It is salient to note that while in some instances (which
the Panel has made clear in the report) UK compara-
tors have been instructive, the Panel has never assumed
that this exercise is simply a version of the UK Research
Assessment Exercise. Both in the specific context of
UCC and Ireland, but also in the blended nature of
this exercise, involving both paper documentation and
personal meetings, the Panel has been mindful that
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this was a separate exercise with its own parameters and
different, though broadly similar, criteria.

The Panel would like to thank all staff and students of
UCKC for their help, input, and engagement with this
process.

Recommendations to the University and Quality
Promotion Unit

1. The Panel would ask that the University recognize
in any future planning exercises the distinctiveness
of Arts and Humanities research and the centrality
of regular research leave to it, as well as the need for
the control and proper management of undergrad-
uate teaching numbers. In that context the Panel
would also recommend that the University take
cognizance of the increasing need for IT support in
the context of the digital humanities and that disci-
pline-appropriate support from the University man-
agement be securely put in place for the long-term
to enable adequate planning on the part of depart-
ment leaders.

2. The Panel recommends provision of clearer statistics
as a required part of the process to enable full con-
textualization of narratives and discussions. In par-
ticular the Panel would ask for the provision from
the outset of

i. StafF-Student Ratios for the census period

ii. PhD 4-year completion rates for the census
period

iii. A clear separation of internal and external
grant funding in figures provided.

iv. A clear separation of postgraduate student-
ships and external research funding in fig-
ures provided. The University might also
consider breaking these figures down into
incurred external income and awarded exter-
nal income.

v. Units should also be encouraged to provide
discursive content on postgraduate training
which was lacking in the submissions.

[NB: the provision of templates to units would simplify
and clarify the process for all concerned]




The Panel would advise a strengthened role for
the College in terms of research support, gradu-
ate skills training provision and delivery, and
the articulation of relations between research-
ers in cognate areas in different departments and
disciplines.

. 'The Panel would recommend enhanced provision
of postgraduate work-space, especially in view
of the projected growth of postgraduate num-
bers reflected in both departmental and univer-
sity strategies. While the space limitations within
UCC are recognised, provision of staff space is
also a matter of concern.

The Panel would strongly recommend that, for
academic staff, there be a clear, regular expecta-
tion of sabbatical leave without cost to the indi-
vidual concerned and that the requirement on
staff to vacate office space during periods of leave
be revisited.

. The Panel would recommend more structured
support for early career researchers, including
mentoring, opportunities for early sabbatical
leave, reduced teaching loads, and clear career
development guidance.

The Panel recommend the incentivisation of all
staff in terms of support for external research
applications, and the protection of sabbatical enti-
tlement especially for (but not limited to) staff
who are successful in acquiring external funding
for particular projects, both individual and col-
laborative. The Panel would also recommend the
implementation of formal college structures to
support and incentivize major collaborative grant
application and to support PIs and teams who are
successful in achieving these grants.
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Department of French
Department of German
Department of Hispanic Studies
Department of Italian

Irish Institute of Chinese Studies




Panel M Members

* DProfessor Jean Duffy, School of Literatures, Lan-
guages and Culture, University of Edinburgh,
Scotland

* Professor Diana Knight (CHAIR), Department of
French, University of Nottingham, UK

* Professor Jos¢é Montero Reguera, Department of
Hispanic Studies, Universidade de Vigo, Spain

* Professor Brian Richardson, Department of Ital-
ian, School of Modern Languages and Cultures,
University of Leeds, UK

* Professor Lesley Sharpe, Department of Modern
Languages, University of Exeter, UK

* Professor Philip Swanson, Department of His-
panic Studies, University of Shefhield, UK

e DProfessor Verner Worm, Copenhagen Busi-
ness Confucius Institute, Copenhagen Business

School, Denmark
Site visit

The site visit was conducted over 3.5 days from 9 — 12
March 2009 and included visits to departmental and
library facilities in UCC and meetings with:

* Professor Paul Giller, Deputy President, Registrar
& Senior Vice-President Academic

¢ Mr. Diarmuid Collins, Bursar

* Professor Peter Kennedy, Vice-President for
Research Policy & Support

* Professor Michael Berndt, Head, College of Medi-
cine & Health

* Professor David Cox, Head, College of Arts,
Celtic Studies & Social Sciences

* Professor Alan Kelly, Dean, Graduate Studies

* Professor Irene Lynch-Fannon, Head, College of
Business & Law

¢ Ms. Michelle Nelson, Head, Graduate Studies
Office

* Mr. Michael O’Halloran, Computer Centre

* Mr. Mark Poland, Director, Office of Buildings
and Estates

* Dr. Norma Ryan, Director, Quality Promotion
Unit

* Dr. Mark Chu, Head, and staff of Department of
Ttalian

* Professor Fan Hong, Head, and staff of Institute
of Chinese Studies

* Professor Nuala Finnegan, Head, and staff of
Department of Hispanic Studies

* Dr. Paul Hegarty, Head, and staff of Department
of French

* Dr. Manfred Schewe, Head, and staff of Depart-

ment of German

An exit presentation of the principal findings of the
Panel was made to Heads of institutes/departments in
the afternoon of the fourth day.

Introduction: Scope and context of this review

The Panel would like to record its thanks to the
following

* Dr Ryan and her colleagues in the Quality Pro-
motion Unit for their quite exceptional helpful-
ness throughout the three days of the on-site visit.

* Professors Giller and Kennedy for their initial
briefing and the various officers of the Univer-
sity for their courteous and frank responses to the
Panel’s questions.

* The relevant staff of the Boole Library for their
very usefully conceived tour.

* The Heads of all five departments for their presen-
tations and their colleagues for their helpful and
articulate contributions to the open discussions.

Procedures

Rather than splitting into two teams for the Depart-
mental visits, the Chair and Deputy Chair partici-
pated in all visits along with the relevant subject spe-
cialists and one other panellist. Each subject specialist
therefore participated in two departmental visits in

4
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all. To maximise parity of approach, each open discus-
sion was broadly structured around a set of pre-agreed
questions.

Detailed consideration of outputs focused on the three
items chosen by individuals as their most significant. A
selection of other publications from the period under
review was also consulted and longer-term publication
profiles were noted.

All panel members read all departmental submissions.
Quality levels were collectively discussed and agreed, as
were the generic and unit-specific contents of the exit
presentations.

General comments and generic recommendations

to UCC

¢ The Panel felt that brief CVs (two sides maximum)
for individual staff members would have been ade-
quate, with relevant information on publications
and esteem indicators extracted and restricted to
the period of the review. In the case of the three
most significant outputs selected by individuals, the
percentage contribution should have been specified
for jointly authored publications, and a brief expla-
nation should have been included explaining how
edited volumes, creative writing and pedagogical
material met the definition of research as set out
in the guidelines. In some cases the Panel felt that
individuals had not in fact selected their strongest
publications for this exercise, and would have ben-
efitted from more advice. Indeed, it appeared that
Heads of Department and their colleagues had been
left to their own devices to negotiate the review
guidelines and produce their submissions, and that
the submissions could have been made more profes-
sional by some mentoring or targeted guidance at a
higher institutional level such as the College.

e The Panel firmly believes that a major external
research review requires a much longer run-in than
seems to have been built in for this exercise. This is
not so much because the preparation of submissions
was clearly very time-consuming for over-stretched
units, but mainly because it is crucial that the tim-
ing, framework and assessment criteria of such a
review be communicated several years in advance.

For evaluation to be meaningful, both units and
individuals need to be able to plan strategically
against known targets.

For this reason, the Panel hopes that this review has
a developmental rather than judgemental status. It
recommends that the review be followed up with
clear opportunities for improvement within a pre-
determined timescale, rather than a premature real-
location of resources based on the quality profiles.
The Panel was alarmed to learn that an earlier inter-
nal collection of individual profiles and research
plans right across UCC had apparently led to no

feedback whatsoever.

The Panel’s most general impression was that a
number of problems derived from weak institutional
structures for the strategic management of research
at the relevant local levels. For all the enthusiasm,
hard work and energetic commitment of individu-
als to their own research, and for all the impres-
sively high volume of various forms of research
activity across all five units assessed, the Panel was
struck by the lack of formal structures at Depart-
mental level, and the lack of structures to integrate
the departmental parts into the institutional whole
so that strategic planning might be a genuinely two-
way process. Where Departmental Research Com-
mittees were mentioned, they appeared to act as a
focus for conference planning and visiting speaker
programmes rather than for strategic formulation
and monitoring of short, medium and longer term
overall research objectives for the unit. The Panel
believes it is the institution’s responsibility to ensure
that such structures are in place, whereas at present
things seem to be left to the Head of Department
to do or not do according to their workload and
experience and the priorities of the department. The
Panel certainly recommends the introduction of
more formal mechanisms for staff development and
research mentoring of individuals, perhaps through
the appointment of a senior experienced colleague
to the role of Director of Research. The balance
between teaching and research should not be left to
individuals to decide. Research time should be pro-
tected, especially for early career researchers, and
plans and targets should be negotiated in the inter-
ests of the research profile of the unit as a whole.




It may well be that the imminent creation of a
School of Languages will provide an enabling
structure in this respect, and will prove the
appropriate level for more strategic management
of the research of the constituent Departments.
The Panel believes an external appointment with
a brief to provide strong research leadership
across the School as a whole would be an excel-
lent investment. When resources next permit an
appointment at professorial level, the Panel rec-
ommends this be given serious consideration as
an obvious way of maximising the research poten-
tial of the five language units. It further believes
that the appointment of a dedicated Humanities
Project Officer to provide specific encouragement
and support for grant-capture activities should be
urgently considered.

All Departments spoke positively about the Col-
lege of Arts, Celtic Studies & Social Sciences and
the Panel found its meeting with Professor Cox
particularly informative. However, from its dis-
cussions with senior officers of the University, the
Panel shared the perception of several Depart-
ments that the nature and importance of the
research carried out in Language Departments
was not well understood beyond College level. The
apparent institutional inability to appreciate the
need for regular study leave was indicative of this.
It appeared to the Panel that institutional unease
with a policy of entitlement to apply for study
leave, as much as the current financial crisis, was
driving the current moratorium. All Departments
appeared to have found strategies for doubling up
their essential teaching so that periods of study
leave could be cost neutral. Moreover, it is easy
to set in place procedures to monitor their appro-
priate and productive use. The five Departments
reviewed carry out primary research on the lan-
guages, literatures, cultures and societies of China,
Canada and Mexico, as well as France, Germany,
Italy and Spain, and all research-active staff need
periodically to make extensive visits to libraries
and other archives in these countries. Moreover,
longish periods of concentrated and uninterrupted
writing time are essential to the completion of the
monographs that remain the gold standard in arts
and humanities research. The Panel cannot over-
stress that time is one of the crucial resources for

research in non-laboratory disciplines like Mod-
ern Languages. This argument has been accepted
and understood in the UK, where a basic entitle-
ment to apply for study leave on a regular and
predictable basis (at most one in seven semesters,
and often one in five or six) was crucial to a rea-
sonable score for Research Environment in the
2008 RAE. In the Panel’s experience, colleagues
may well over-estimate what they can achieve in
terms of outputs in a single period of leave, but
this does not mean that they have not worked very
intensively and made important progress on their
projects. The Panel therefore urges UCC to rein-
state a study leave scheme as soon as feasible (pref-
erably managed closer to Departmental level), in
the interests of an increase in the quality and vol-
ume of outputs.

The Panel understands of course the severe diffi-
culties UCC faces in the current financial crisis.
It wishes to put on record, however, its extreme
concern about the inevitable impact on individual
and collective research performance of the with-
drawal of financial support for such basic research
needs as foreign travel to archives and interna-
tional conference attendance. This will need to be
remembered in any future reviews of individuals
or units. The panel is alarmed, too, by the suspen-
sion of the promotions exercise which, if it con-
tinues, is bound to disincentivise staff and lead to
the loss of strong researchers to other institutions.
Most of all, however, the Panel is concerned that
non-replacement of staff due to short-term finan-
cial considerations may cause already small units
to shrink beyond the level of research viability.
The potentially irrevocable damage to an excep-
tionally strong research unit like Hispanic Studies
is the most obvious and urgent example, but other
units of considerable potential could easily find
themselves in the same position. The panel there-
fore urges UCC to protect a minimum level of
research-active staff across all five units reviewed.
As indicated above, a School of Languages could
be managerially beneficial, but it will only thrive
if the research base of each constituent unit is pro-
tected and adequately resourced.
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Quality Profile
Published Output

The Panel noted that over the review period the
Department of French published a substantial body
of diverse outputs in a wide range of sub-fields within
and beyond French studies. Outputs included mon-
ographs, edited volumes, articles, essays, conference
papers, reviews, electronic and other media production.
The review focused on the three items chosen by indi-
vidual staff members, though also consulted a selection
of other publications and took into account the profiles
provided in the appendices and the volume of work
published in the review period.

The Panel judged the outputs to range in quality from
level 1 to level 4, and some unevenness in productivity
was noted.

The range of outputs is unusually broad. Although the
Department identified a number of research strands
within its research activities, the Panel concluded that
it should consider ways in which its very diverse inter-
ests might be more tightly integrated into a fully devel-
oped departmental research strategy.

The Panel recommends that the Department focus its
research efforts on increasing its publications in high-
impact, international peer-reviewed journals and on
the production of high-quality monographs which
would enhance its international profile and its impact
on research and debate in the discipline.

The statements regarding personal research plans var-
ied considerably in the amount of detail provided.
While some offered strong evidence of clearly focused
plans and realistic and well-defined objectives, in other
cases statements regarding future projects were vague
or absent.

The Panel recommends that the issues of unevenness of
quality and productivity be addressed by the Depart-
ment through the development of more formal research
mentoring and the negotiation of realistic medium
and long-term research publication targets with all
research-active staff.

Postgraduate Training

French is to be commended for its expansion of post-
graduate activities and the significant increase, within
the review period, of the number of postgraduate stu-
dents at both Master’s and doctoral levels. The Depart-
ment acknowledged past problems relating to PhD
completion rates and outlined the mechanisms which
French
is currently involved in five taught M.A. programmes

it has devised in order to address this issue.

some of which have recruited well in a difficult eco-
nomic climate. To date, the cross-listing of courses
across programmes and the participation of Erasmus
students would seem to have ensured the viability of
these courses. It is clear that the Department consid-
ers that the benefits, in terms of student retention and
preparation for doctoral study, justify the investment
of staff time and effort. Additionally, the Panel recom-
mends that French revisit its policy with regard to the
research M.A. which might provide other opportuni-
ties and a flexible framework for future development.

Provision at College level and within the Library for
research training and the development of generic trans-
ferable skills appears to be wide-ranging and robust.
The Department has a postgraduate study committee
and sound procedures for the monitoring of student
progression. The introduction by the Department of
an annual Study Day for postgraduate students is to be
commended as an example of good practice. The Panel
commends the strong encouragement given to post-
graduates to disseminate their research results through
publication and conference presentations and noted the
high volume of outputs and activity at this level.

Research Related Activities

Staff in French engage in a very wide range of
research-related activities, some of which carry signifi-
cant responsibilities and have brought prestige to the
Department. These include journal editorship, con-
ference organisation, invitations to speak at interna-
tional conferences, external departmental reviews and
membership of external policy-making committees.
These activities have facilitated the development of
the research networks of individual scholars, have pro-
moted a strong awareness of research developments and




changes in the research environment outside Ireland
and have allowed staff at UCC to participate in the
broader debates taking place within the discipline.

The Panel noted a high volume of knowledge trans-
fer activity and engagement with non-specialist users
of research. The Department appears to be thinking
constructively about ways in which this type of activ-
ity might be developed to attract external funding.
However, the Panel was concerned about a potential
tension between such endeavours and the produc-
tion of high-quality research outputs and recom-
mends that the relationship between these competing
demands be kept under review.

Funding

French is to be commended for its success in obtain-
ing competitive University funding (notably, the
President’s Fund postgraduate awards) and, in partic-
ular, IRCHSS Fellowships (2 Research Fellowships,
1 Senior Research Fellowship, 1 Postdoctoral Fellow-
ship during the period). The Department has also
attracted a number of externally funded students. The
panel commends French’s continuing and sustained
efforts in this respect: at the time of the review 9
applications for postgraduate/ postdoctoral student-
ships (7 studentships and 2 postdoctoral fellowships)
are under consideration. Overall the Department
seems to be very well-informed about external fund-
ing opportunities and to be constructive and forward-
looking in its approach. It has responded well to local
College and University funding opportunities in
order to finance essential research visits to overseas
libraries, conference attendance and organisation.

While the Department expressed its appreciation
for the financial support offered by College and for
the practical support provided by Research Office in
the preparation of bids for smaller research grants,
it would appear that opportunities to secure larger
awards have been lost in part because of the low pri-
ority given to the Arts and Humanities in the alloca-
tion of support resources (e.g. the absence of a desig-
nated Arts and Humanities Research Officer).

Peer Esteem

Although the distribution of peer esteem indicators
across the Department is uneven, a wide range of evi-
dence was provided including the following: highly
competitive funding awards (notably research fellow-
ships) and studentships, appointments to the Execu-
tive Committees of subject associations, journal edi-
torship, editorial and advisory board membership,
special issue editorships, invitations to contribute to
scholarly editions, edited volumes and conferences,
invitations to review for international peer-reviewed
journals, peer-reviewing for journals and publishers,
postgraduate examinerships and service as external
advisors to promotion and appointment committees.
The contribution of UCC staff to the discipline has
been recognised by French government honours: for
example, several members of staff are Chevaliers dans
I'Ordre des Palmes Académiques.

In its assessment the Panel took into account the
‘career age’ of staff and any personal circumstances
that had been brought to its attention.

Research Environment

The internal research environment of the French
Department appears to be generally good. Although
no new permanent appointments have been made
within the review period, recent past practice seems
to have ensured that early career researchers have
been protected from heavy administrative and teach-
ing duties during the early years of their appointment.

Positive indicators include: a regular Departmen-
tal Research Seminar attracting prestigious external
speakers; evidence of research collaboration within
and beyond the department; the development of
several research strands and related Master’s pro-
grammes; a strong commitment to regular conference
organisation.

The Department has a research committee with
responsibility for the organisation of the Research
Seminar series, the facilitation of conference organ-
isation and the preparation of major funding bids.
The Panel recommends that this committee take a
more pro-active role in the development of a collec-
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tive long-term research strategy. The Panel also rec-
ommends that the Department appoint a designated
research advisor with a brief to provide research men-
toring for staff at all levels, to conduct personal devel-
opmental meetings with all staff, to provide regular
updates on funding opportunities and deadlines and to
liaise with the relevant College and University officers
on matters relating to research.

At present, the policy on the ratio between teaching
and research appears to be very flexible, with decisions
about the number of specialist option courses offered
by staff left in part to the discretion of the individual.
The Panel recommends that the Department review its
policy in this respect with a view to establishing greater
standardisation of practice and to giving due weight to
the protection of research time in the interests of its
overall research profile.

The Panel noted a decline over the period in the
number of research-active staff in French. While the
Panel recognises the restrictions imposed by the cur-
rent financial crisis, it draws the University’s attention
to the importance of investment in the French Depart-
ment, of the maintenance of a balanced age profile and
of long-term planning that will ensure that the Univer-
sity plays an active and positive role in sustaining and
renewing the discipline.

DEPARTMENT OF FRENCH

Quality Profile

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The French Department is an energetic unit which has
maintained a high volume of research activities within
a broader University environment that appears to have
attached low priority to research support in the Arts
and Humanities. Despite the current freeze on sup-
port mechanisms — e.g. internal research funding, the
research leave scheme — which are essential to the pro-
duction of high quality research and which are the
norm in UK institutions, staff in French remain con-
structive in outlook and committed to research.

Issues

The key issues have been raised in the foregoing
commentary.

Recommendations

In addition to the specific recommendations made
in the body of this report, the Panel draws attention
to the generic recommendations made in the Panel’s
Introduction (in particular, regarding the immedi-
ate reinstatement of sabbatical leave, the review of
institutional research management, policies and pro-
cedures, the reinstatement as a matter of urgency of
internal research funding provision, the maintenance
of research-active staffing levels).

METRIC LEVEL

1. Published Output

4 and above

% of published output ranked

% of published output ranked

3 and above

26% 52%
2. Research Related Activities 4
3. Funding 4

4. Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

56%

100%

Overall Assessment: Level 4
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Quality Profile
Published Output

The outputs submitted included single-author mono-
graphs, journal articles, edited volumes, translations,
critical editions and essays in contributed volumes.
The range of subjects was wide and included aesthetic
theory, literary criticism, the pedagogy of second-lan-
guage learning and intercultural training. Some items
fell into the category of English Literature and in a
UK RAE would have been cross-referred to another
panel, but this was not feasible in the present exer-
cise. Assessment of the outputs was based on detailed
examination of all the items named by researchers as
their three best pieces of published work. The Panel
also took into account the volume of published work
in reaching a view of the overall research activity and
performance.

Although outputs were submitted by seven members
of staff, the Panel decided to focus on the work of
the five colleagues listed as ‘academic and research
staft” on page 4 of the submission and discount Col-
lege Language Teachers because their research is not
part of their contract with UCC. The contribution of
these members of staff to environment and research-
related activities was, however, taken into account.

The Panel judged the outputs to range in quality from
level 5 to level 2. A small proportion of the work
was identified as world-leading. Although the total
number of publications produced during the assess-
ment period indicated sustained effort, the Panel
noted few journal articles published in the leading
international journals in the subject area and suggests
the Department consider directing more of its work
to such journals in order to gain feedback from the
wider research community and raise its international

profile.
Postgraduate Training

The Panel recognised the difficulty (also evident in
the UK) of recruiting PhD students in German; the
availability of scholarships and bursaries, which are
also an effective means of attracting able research
students from Germany, are crucial to success in

this area. Although postgraduate research students
have been relatively few in the assessment period
(3 research master’s degrees and one PhD awarded)
the Panel noted the successful introduction of an
MA in German Studies with potential to lead on to
PhD study. It noted also the collegial and support-
ive atmosphere of the Department, where postgradu-
ates were integrated into departmental activities such
as the research seminar. The development of a Col-
lege Graduate School offers well-designed modules to
support the individual departments in postgraduate
training in generic skills and helps form a postgradu-
ate community. The Panel was concerned to hear of
the pressure on postgraduate study space in the build-
ing housing Modern Languages.

Research Related Activities

The Panel noted the Department’s extensive links
with European and overseas institutes and its con-
tributions on a national and international level to
cross-disciplinary activities, among them theatre
studies, women’s studies, second-language acquisi-
tion and intercultural competence. The Department
is home to an innovative web-based, peer-reviewed
journal and colleagues are active as members of edito-
rial boards of journals and yearbooks. A substantial
number of guest lectures and international confer-
ence papers were given.

Funding

The Department has successfully sought internal
funding for research and publication projects and
one member of staff’s research was recognised by a
College Research Achievement Award. National
research council, EU and other external funds have
also been obtained but recent applications are sparser.
The Panel noted the Department’s recognition of a
changing funding environment and efforts to iden-
tify common research areas on which to base exter-
nal grant applications, for example its identification
of “Transfer and Mobility of Culture’ as a collective
project on which to base large-scale grant applications
and to explore potential external partnerships. Exter-
nal grant income (also from the DAAD and the Alex-
ander von Humbolde-Stiftung) might be increased
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if members of the Department planned a series of
smaller individual and collaborative grant applications
to an agreed timetable, perhaps drawing on the advice
and experience of other colleagues in the College. The
availability of dedicated research support staff, per-
haps at College level, would greatly help in this proc-
ess, as would more active management and planning of
research and mentoring arrangements for all staff.

Peer Esteem

The Panel noted a range of esteem indicators, relating
mainly to international invitations, prestigious awards,
editorship of journals and membership of editorial
boards. It took into account the age and stage of each
member of the Department in developing a profile.

Research Environment

The Panel was concerned by the absence or withdrawal
of a number of elements vital to the support of humani-
ties research, which the institution should be urged to
reinstate as soon as possible. These are mentioned in
the general Panel M introduction and include matters
such as study leave and travel allowances.

The Panel recognised that the Department was work-
ing under great pressure to maintain its student FTEs
and that this pressure forced it to engage in a wide
range of teaching activities in relation to its staffing,
including contributions to cross-disciplinary modules
outside the Department and evening classes to generate
income. While recognizing that this degree of institu-
tional pressure over FTEs conflicts with the pursuit of
research, the Panel suggests that the Department might
review its teaching commitments to see if economies of
effort can be achieved that would yield more research
time for all staff and help support the younger mem-
bers of staff as they develop their research. Every effort
should be made to safeguard one day in the teaching
week as a research day for each member of staff. The
administration of the university at all levels should
review whether its demands on academic staff are best
timed to guarantee maximum research time in the
vacations.

At departmental level, the Panel noted a collegial spirit
conducive to the exchange of ideas, a research seminar
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and a lively programme of visiting speakers. It con-
sidered that career development of individuals and
the formulation of research goals would benefit from
more active management. The creation of a School of
Languages and Literature could be very effective in
enhancing the sharing of ideas and expertise in devel-
oping research plans and in peer-reviewing applica-
tions. Individual research development might be sup-
ported by periodic research dialogues, which could be
conducted across the School.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The Department of German has produced some
impressive publications over the assessment period and
sustained a good range of research-related activities,
particularly journal editing and guest lectures and con-
ference papers. It should make a priority of increasing
the number of publications appearing in the leading
peer-reviewed international journals. As a Department,
while pursuing its collective research project, it should
also take a planned and strategic approach to increas-
ing its overall number of external grant applications. It
should also ensure that each colleague is advised and
supported in developing his/her programme of publica-
tions and applications through a system of mentoring.

Issues

Please see the general matters raised in the Panel M
introduction.

Recommendations

In addition to matters raised by the chair of Main Panel
M and under ‘Overall Research Activity and Perform-
ance’, the University should consider the administra-
tive burden imposed on small departments by reviews
and promotions procedures and whether procedures
could be streamlined and thus made less onerous. The
University administration should review its timetable
to see whether the research time staff have in the vaca-
tions is maximized. This is particularly important for
Modern Languages academics, whose research regu-
larly requires them to spend time in archives and librar-
ies abroad.




Overall Conclusion

The Department of German is working under great
pressure to sustain its student numbers and its
research productivity at the same time. Its achieve-
ment in the assessment period should thus be com-
mended, even though there is scope for considerable
improvement in postgraduate recruitment and in the
active management and promotion of research. Two

DEPARTMENT OF GERMAN

Quality Profile

new permanent appointments have given the Depart-
ment vital support. If the wider environment in which
it operates can be improved (see issues raised in the
Panel’s Introduction), it can consolidate its strengths
and raise its collective profile in the field of German
Studies internationally.

METRIC LEVEL

1. Published Output

% of published output ranked 4

% of published output ranked

and above 3 and above
31% 62%
2. Research Related Activities 3
3. Funding 2+
4. Peer Esteem % of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem is

ranked at 4 and above

ranked at 3 and above

40%

60%

Overall Assessment: Level 3

235



DEPARTMENT OF HISPANIC STUDIES

L ¢

Quality Profile
Published Output

The Panel examined in close detail the outputs of cur-
rent staff in the areas of Mexican Studies, Modern
Spanish Narrative, Golden Age Literature and Galician
Poetry. It also considered their outputs over the review
period and noted those of staff now retired but research
active in the review period. The outputs range from
very good to world-leading.

Some work can be seen as genuinely agenda-setting:
this work is not only rigorous but also original and a
very significant contribution to knowledge in the rel-
evant field. There is also excellent work that has had
or is likely to have impact and shape future scholar-
ship. Other work was deemed to have enough elements
(originality, rigour, and discipline) to be considered as
very good work with a likely significant impact.

Publishing patterns are geographically international in
most cases, though some individuals should consider
publishing in a wider range of international outlets.

Postgraduate Training

The Panel noted a very strong performance in the sup-
port of postgraduate activity, especially given the size
of the unit and the context in which it has to operate.
Recruitment and completion rates are very good. Num-
bers have been increasingly healthy and there has been
very impressive growth since 2007 in the number of
PhDs conferred. The striking completion rates would
suggest an excellent level of training and supervision.
The Panel commended the encouragement given to
postgraduates to participate in conferences and to pub-
lish, and noted the strong external profile generated by
the Department’s postgraduates.

Postgraduate activity takes place across the Depart-
ment’s three main remaining research areas: Golden
Age Studies, Modern Spanish Narrative and Latin
American Studies. The Department was traditionally
considered as very strong in Medieval and Golden Age
Studies, but the retirement of two outstanding scholars
specializing in these periods means a decline in activ-
ity in these areas. There is a particularly high level of
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postgraduate activity in Latin American Studies, spe-
cifically Mexican Studies. This is highly commend-
able, but there is scope for extending activity in Golden
Age and Modern Peninsular Spanish Studies. Galician
Studies is also an area of steady activity and given the
Department’s unique status as a centre for Galician
Studies, this is an area for potential continued recruit-
ment and development. However, this is only likely to
happen if the University supports Galician Studies by
confirming a permanent position in this area.

The Panel welcomed the development of a College
Graduate School and noted growing provision here
and within the Library for research training and the
development of generic and transferable skills. More
development is needed at institutional level of formal-
ized policies and processes on training, monitoring and
supervision at postgraduate level, but the panel was
pleased to note that this was already being taken seri-
ously and that a number of initiatives at institutional
level were in hand. The Panel welcomed the creation of
a postgraduate library, but remained concerned about a
lack of adequate space and computer provision in Mod-
ern Languages. In general Library resources for post-
graduate research are patchy and ILL support is wholly
inadequate for students working on foreign cultures.

Research Related Activities

Researchers in the Department are active in all the
main relevant areas indicated in the Guidelines, and
in some of them in an outstanding way. The record
in peer reviewing and external examining of research
degrees is very good. The Department is particularly
strong in the area of international conference organi-
zation. Moreover, the Panel was impressed by the way
these conferences linked into specific research projects
and led to specific high-quality research outputs.
The organization of a biannual conference on Span-
ish Golden Age Studies and an annual one on Latin
American Studies has been crucial in putting Hispanic
Studies at Cork on the international map and in devel-
oping a vibrant and collaborative research community
within and beyond UCC. The activities of the Centres
for Mexican Studies and Galician Studies are equally
impressive and important, though the latter now
requires proper institutional support. The Panel noted




the ongoing intellectual expansion and development
of core research activities into new and interdiscipli-
nary areas (including links with art, film, Chicano
Studies and XIXth Century Latin American Studies).
All researchers are extremely well linked into appro-
priate international research networks. KT activities
are strong and appropriate, properly linked to hard
research as opposed to substituting for it.

Funding

The Department is commended for its attraction
of funding for a range of research-related activities
(including postgraduate support) from a wide range
of sources: internally (CACSSS and UCC), nationally
(e.g. ICRCHSS) and, more remarkably, internation-
ally from bodies such as Xunta de Galicia, Institut
Ramon Llull, Instituto Cervantes, Spanish and Mexi-
can Foreign Affairs Ministries. The ability to con-
tinue to attract funds from the Xunta de Galicia will
doubtless depend on the continued institutional sup-
port within UCC for the Centre for Galician Studies.

While the Department has benefited from the sup-
port of the College and Research Ofhice, it is clear
that there is scope for improved support at institu-
tional level, particularly in bids for larger grants. The
Panel noted the absence of a dedicated Humanities
Project Officer within the institution. The develop-
ment of an HRI should help with grant-capture sup-
port and this should be one of the Institute’s main
focuses.

Peer Esteem

Impact factors and examples of professional contri-
bution and standing are extensive and important. It
is reasonable to say that, from the outside, the unit
is widely regarded as the best in Hispanic Studies in
Ireland and enjoys a very strong reputation amongst
the wider international scholarly community.

An important aspect of the peer esteem indications
is the standing of the two recently retired Professors.
While, as the review clearly demonstrates, the other
people in the Department are of the calibre to main-
tain very high standards, they must have additional
staff to allow the unit to function properly and thrive.

Research Environment

The research environment as evidenced within the
Department, in terms of its own culture, activities
and practices, is exceptionally good. The staff are
enthusiastic, committed, hard-working, collegial, and
conscientiously focused on developing and improving
their own research as well as developing a new gener-
ation of highly-professionalized scholars. They are all
fully engaged with an international research agenda
and work well individually and as a team in gener-
ating awareness of and engagement with appropri-
ate research initiatives. The Centres for Mexican and
Galician Studies are a crucial element in the unit’s
research environment (once again, the latter requires
proper institutional support for it to be sustained). It
should be noted that there is also a very strong, active
and internationally-orientated research culture in the
areas not attached to a Centre, namely Golden Age
Studies and XXth Century Spanish Narrative.

It is nonetheless recommended that the Department,
with appropriate support, introduce a more formal
structure for strategic research management.

The research environment at institutional level is
less commendable. Though healthy in some areas,
Library holdings show major gaps and funding levels
are problematic. Centrally, there appears to be virtu-
ally no proper formal structure for strategic research
management. At the very least, communications on
such matters would appear to be poor. Staff devel-
opment policies appear to be inadequate and are in
serious need of improvement in order to foster an
appropriate research culture and identify appropriate
means of support. Clearer and more clearly commu-
nicated policies need to be put in place with regard to
research monitoring and support, in particular (but
not only) for Early Career Researchers. The apparent
culture of leaving such responsibilities in the gift of
the Head of Department or individual staff is clearly
problematic (though, in the case, of Hispanic Stud-
ies, staff have taken to this responsibility very well).
The recent suspension or curtailment of a number of
schemes for research support is also clearly detrimen-
tal to the maintenance and development of research
quality. In particular, the perceived threat to a proper
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system of sabbatical leave is a matter of huge concern
(a proper system of eligibility for consideration for sab-
batical leave in at least 1 semester in every 7 would have
been an essential component of any Research Environ-
ment submission in the UK RAE). The lack of main-
tenance of appropriate staffing levels in Hispanic Stud-
ies especially is a particular concern: indeed it seems
almost perverse given the exceptional quality of the
unit and its clear ability to recruit well.

It should be noted that the score given for research
environment is based on departmental rather than
institutional factors. It is clear that in the UK RAE, the
lack of proper institutional support would have been
damaging to research environment scores.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

Research activity in all aspects ranges from very good
to world-leading. The Panel commends an outstanding
performance in an extremely challenging context.

Issues

The key issues have been raised in the text above. Staff-
ing levels need to be improved urgently. The Univer-
sity needs to address strategic research management.
Basic research support funding needs to be re-intro-
duced as soon as possible. Sabbatical leave needs to be
properly supported. Library resources need to be re-
visited. Research space for postgraduates needs to be
considered.

DEPARTMENT OF HISPANIC STUDIES

Recommendations

It is reccommended that consideration be given to:

* The generic recommendations given at the begin-
ning of the Panel M report (especially re the pro-
vision of sabbatical leave, institutional research
management policies and procedures, the re-intro-
duction of basic research support, the maintenance
of adequate levels of staffing).

* 'The urgent addressing of the staffing situation in
Hispanic Studies. The immediate confirmation of
the (apparently previously promised) permanent
replacement post for a senior lecturer (following her
Chair appointment) will help stabilize the provision
of Galician Studies. At least one further full-time
academic post should be created as a priority. Pro-
vision at this level would still certainly represent a
saving on the Department’s previous level of provi-
sion. A further full-time academic position would
be desirable for proper consolidation and develop-
ment of the discipline.

* Consideration should be given to making an exter-
nal appointment at professorial level for the new
position of Head of School. This might allow for
stronger leadership and research management. If the
appointment were for a Hispanic Studies specialist,
then more than one problem might be addressed
simultaneously.

Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL
1. | Published Output % of published output ranked 4 | % of published output ranked 3
and above and above
60% 100%
2. | Research Related Activities 5
3. | Funding 4

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

75%

100%

Overall Assessment: Level 4




DEPARTMENT OF ITALIAN

Quality Profile
Published Output

Outputs published by colleagues in the Department
during the assessment period dealt with varied aspects
of modern Italian literature and of Italian and Euro-
pean film studies. Some of the outputs set the works
studied in the context of critical theory. The outputs
included co-authored monographs, articles published
in peer-reviewed journals and invited essays in edited
collections. Their quality was rated by the panel as
ranging from level 2 up to level 4. One of the outputs
submitted within the ‘best three’ was not published
within the period specified for the review; hence the
presence of a small percentage at quality level 1.

Postgraduate Training

The Panel commended the strength of postgraduate
recruitment since 2003. The Department has more
than played its part in supporting the national pol-
icy of increasing research postgraduate numbers. This
marks a successful change in approach after a period
in which doctoral study was discouraged. Postgradu-
ate student numbers are now buoyant. Eight of the 15
registered during the review period graduated outside
UCC, including four who have been attracted from
Italy. Italian film studies, a distinctive specializa-
tion of UCC within Ireland, have recently played an
important part in this expansion. Ten of the fifteen
PhD students received competitive funding awards,
and this indicates their high quality. The recruit-
ment policy is now leading to successful completion
of PhDs: three in 2008, after several fallow years. In
the longer run, the Department may need to keep an
eye on preventing supervision loads from becoming
too heavy.

Pathways into doctoral research are provided by the
taught MA programme in Italian, which has a cul-
tural and a language stream, and by the MA in Film
Studies. The Department does not offer an MA by
Research, and it might consider adding this to its
portfolio of postgraduate degrees.

The recent creation of the Graduate School of CAC-
SSS has provided welcome new opportunities for

cross-departmental training for all research post-
graduates in generic research skills. The Depart-
ment makes a substantial and valuable contribution
to this programme: for instance, a colleague organ-
izes a module in professional training for those near-
ing completion of their thesis. Training for doctoral
students is offered by the Department in the form of
workshops, for instance on seminar presentations.
Doctoral students are required to draw up a develop-
ment plan in consultation with their supervisor. The
taught MA in Italian includes a compulsory Research
Methods module. The Library offers training in
information retrieval.

The provision of study space for postgraduate research-
ers in the College as a whole has not kept pace with
the expansion of student numbers, and this problem
should be addressed as soon as resources permit.

Research Related Activities

The Panel commends members of the Department for
their activities in organizing conferences and confer-
ence panels during the assessment period. As well as
benefiting the wider research community, these activ-
ities have helped considerably to raise the profile of
Italian at UCC. The Department organized, among
other events, the biennial conference of the Society
for Italian Studies (for Great Britain and Ireland) in
2003. A welcome initiative, and an example of good
practice, was the launching in 2008 of a Graduate
Conference in Italian Studies, intended mainly but
not solely for students in Ireland. An Irish centre for
graduate studies in Italian literature and film is now
being considered. Further academic conferences are
planned in 2009 and 2010.

The panel also welcomed and commended strong evi-
dence that research postgraduates in the Department
have been active in presenting their work in publica-
tions and at conferences.

Funding

The Department made considerable use of internal
funding throughout the assessment period, particu-
larly from the Arts Faculty’s Conference Fund and
Publication Fund. One colleague benefited from two
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IRCHSS awards within the period (and has obtained a
very substantial grant from the same source in order to

study Irish home movies for two years from December
2008).

Awards of research funding from external sources were
spread rather unevenly across the Department. The
Panel recommends the drawing up of concerted plans
for individual and collaborative external grant applica-
tions in coming years.

As mentioned above, substantial scholarship funding
was obtained by PhD students. Awards included five
prestigious President’s scholarships and three IRCHSS
awards.

Peer Esteem

Evidence of esteem was reflected in factors such as
membership of editorial boards for book series and
journals; external examining for a PhD degree over-
seas; peer reviewing of grant and scholarship applica-
tions, journal articles and books; visiting professorships
and invited lectures; and membership of committees of
learned bodies.

A colleague in the Department received a CACSSS
Research Achievement Award in 2006.

In assessing peer esteem, the Panel took into account
the ‘academic age’” and personal circumstances of indi-
vidual members of the Department.

Research Environment

Research in Italian can draw on the Library’s very sub-
stantial collection of books on Italian literature from
all periods and of video material. The Panel was very
pleased to learn that the Library budget allocation for
Italian has been improved markedly since the Qual-
ity Review of 2004/5. Currently there are subscrip-
tions to sixteen periodicals. However, the Panel shares
the Department’s concern that the process of book
ordering, which has to be carried out on paper rather
than online, is unnecessarily laborious and that, once
ordered, books take too long to arrive in the library.
The Panel recommends that attention is given to the
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implementation of the facility for online book ordering
that is at present offered on the Library’s website.

The Department runs a series of research seminars
with invited speakers, often from outside Ireland. A
colleague helps to organize a research seminar in Film
Studies. Both the departmental series and conference
attendance by PhD students are funded by income
earned through the provision of evening classes in Ital-
ian (and currently Polish) language and in Italian film.
However, the Panel was informed of a recent decision
that this income cannot be carried over from year to
year. The College could consider supporting such activ-
ities from its resources.

The Panel felt that research in the Department would
benefit from the resolution of a number of wider organ-
izational and infrastructural issues:

* 'There is a lack of research management at local level,
i.e. below College level. Staff development processes
do not provide adequate advice and support in the
planning of individual research activities including
publication and grant applications. The introduc-
tion of a system of annual reporting on research and
of a system of research mentoring would benefit the
career development of all members of staff, not only
the less experienced. Reporting on research would
also provide an efficient means of sharing informa-
tion on research activities at departmental level.
This report might be updated half-yearly. The Panel
recommends that a member of staff in the Depart-
ment — or perhaps in the School, in due course —
should be designated as director of research or
research advisor; s/he would oversee and coordinate
research activities, and liaise both with colleagues

and with the School or College.

* It has been difficult and is currently impossible for
staff to bene fit from applications for study leave;
and when leave was available, it entailed doubling
up teaching in advance. There is a perception that
possibilities for leave in CACSSS have been reduced
under pressure from other Colleges. This is partic-
ularly regrettable in Modern Language studies, for
which extended research in overseas libraries and
archives is often essential. The Panel recommends
the introduction of a fair and transparent system of




applying for (and then of reporting on) research
leave. Without such a system, it will be impos-
sible for colleagues to undertake major research
projects.

There is uncertainty within the Department about
the introduction of a School of Languages and
about the benefits that it might bring to Italian. It
is right that Italian should retain its departmental
identity and a degree of autonomy, but the ben-
efits of a School might include greater awareness
of shared research interests, leading to increased
possibilities for collaborative and interdisciplinary
activities such as joint grant applications, joint
research seminars, joint supervision of research
postgraduates and School-wide taught MA pro-
grammes; sharing of best practice in research;
relief from some non-subjectspecific adminis-
tration; and the sharing of the administration of
some service language teaching.

There is no workload model to ensure that staff
undertake a set of teaching and administrative
responsibilities that is reasonable and appropriate
to their level of experience, and that incorporates
time spent on research. It appears that staff on
probation need to undertake a fairly heavy teach-
ing load in order to be confirmed in their posts;
yet research time for colleagues at the start of their
career may well need special protection.

Although it has been decided to create a Humani-
ties Research Institute when funding permits, at
present there is no College-level office that could
provide information about research grants and
assistance in applying for them.

There is a perception that some administra-
tive processes, e.g. promotion, are unnecessarily
time-consuming.

The departmental website could be used more
fruitfully to provide information on research
activities and to attract postgraduates. Technical
help in managing the site should be provided from
outside the Department.

There is currently a lack of training in research
supervision and in internal examining procedures.

This should be addressed at University level.

* The current freezing of the promotions exercise
and of travel grants will not help to encourage
research activities.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

There have been four members of academic/research
staff in the Department of Italian throughout the
assessment period, except in 2004-05, when the staff-
ing level fell to three. The present staff comprises three
senior lecturers and one lecturer. There has not been
a chair in Italian studies since 2003-04, and the loss
of a chair inevitably brings a potential loss of research
leadership. The Panel noted that one colleague was on
maternity leave twice between 2003 and 2008.

All academic colleagues show strong commitment
and enthusiasm in activities related to research. They
have taken the decision to focus on modern stud-
ies, and this provides a sense of collective purpose
for their work. Their overall aim is ‘to establish the
Department as the centre of excellence in Ireland
for the theory-based study of modern and contem-
porary Italian culture, both literary and visual’. Indi-
vidual members have distinctive expertise in certain
areas. Some common themes link their research,
and these links provide opportunities for collabora-
tion, of which some use is being made. A recent new
appointment at lecturer level has been of clear benefit
to the Department’s research activities. The Depart-
ment has interesting and viable plans for research in
the medium term, including publications of mono-
graphs, conferences and possibly an online journal.
The research interests of one colleague extend beyond
Italian studies and have recently come to include Ire-
land; the integration of these interests into the overall
research activity of the unit will be important.

The Panel commended the Department for its helpful
and informative written and oral submissions to the
Research Quality Review.

Issues

See above, especially under Research Environment.
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Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to
implementing suggestions made in the Quality Profile.

Overall Conclusion

The Department of Italian in UCC has established itself
over the review period as a lively and important centre
of research in modern literature and film. Members of
staff show a high level of commitment to research, they
work in a collegial spirit and they have developed some

distinctive research expertise. Activities over the period
represent a considerable and creditable achievement in
many respects, especially in postgraduate recruitment
and conference organization. The judgements on the
quality levels attained by the Department need to be
seen in the context of what has been achievable within
the wider research environment in which the Depart-
ment operates. There is clear potential for continued
success in Italian research in UCC in the future as long
as full support is provided by the University.

DEPARTMENT OF ITALIAN
Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL
1. | Published Output % of published output ranked 4 | % of published output ranked 3
and above and above
17% 42%
2. | Research Related Activities 3
3. | Funding 4

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

25%

75%

Overall Assessment: Level 3




IRISH INSTITUTE OF CHINESE STUDIES (IICS)

Quality Profile
Published Output

The panel noted that, despite the Institute’s short his-
tory of two years, a considerable amount of publica-
tions had been produced. Until now publications are
mainly about research into Chinese sport (6 out of 9
submissions), but the Institute wishes to expand into
Chinese history, political science, and social change
in China. The Irish Institute of Chinese Studies is
certainly the Department in the EU that has carried
out the most research on Sports History in China.

The quality level ranges from 5-2.

There seems to be a good entrepreneurial team-spirit
among the four researchers, which is promising for
future research output.

The Panel recommends that the Institute’s mem-
bers aim at publishing in a more targeted fashion, in
major peer-reviewed international journals. Materials
provided during the visit suggest that the Institute’s
members are already aware of this challenge.

Postgraduate Training

The Irish Institute of Chinese Studies has 13 Ph.D.
students and aspires to have a number of up to 40.
In order for the Institute to benefit from PhDs, they
need to be fully integrated as part of the research
environment. It is unclear to the panel to what extent
such a large numbers of PhDs could receive sufficient
supervision. It was mentioned that the policy was to
produce ‘researchers’ rather than research: if this is
the case it is does not appear an entirely appropriate
formulation of policy. In addition, adequate space for
postgraduates is perceived as a problem.

The Institute also runs a Masters program in Con-
temporary Chinese Culture and Business. Most of
the teachers come from other departments, which is
understandable, but not ideal. A couple of diploma
programs are also run by the Institute. In this area
too, the panel recommends a more focused approach.

Research Related Activities

The staff of the Irish Institute of Chinese Studies
engage in a wide range of research related activities.
These include editorship of journals, arranging con-
ferences and participating in conferences in other
places and giving lectures. In addition the Institute
is setting up “The Asian Studies Ireland Association’
(ASIA). The organization is to be based at IICS.
These activities have facilitated knowledge transfer
and a strong awareness of IICS, which seems more
and more to be becoming a centre of excellence for
Chinese Studies in Ireland. The trade-off between
arranging conferences and allocating time to core
research should be carefully considered.

Funding

IICS has received funding from IOC and WADA and
the Department is applying to a wide range of exter-
nal funding entities such as ASEF, EU-China Dia-
logue ESE. Under current conditions, writing these
applications seems necessary in order to keep IICS
as a dynamic Department; but it is important that
administrative backup is in place as many of these
applications are time consuming. Hopefully the Uni-
versity will be supportive of this endeavour.

Peer Esteem

Outputs typically provide new historical informa-
tion, but sometimes lack a sufhicient theory-building
dimension. Other articles are rigorous and most of
them conceptually clarifying. Not all provide sub-
stantial new knowledge about Asia.

From an academic point of view, it might not be
a good idea to publish so much in edited volumes:
they typically have a small circulation and the review
process is rather weak.

Research Environment

The research environment at IICS seems unstruc-
tured. The newly-appointed staff appear to be
involved in teaching and administration as much as
more experienced staff. The Panel suggests that early
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career staff are protected and given appropriate time
and support to pursue and develop their career.

All members of IICS are research active, which is seen
as an expression of the team spirit at IICS for which it
should be commended.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

The overall level of research activity is good for a
department that is two-years old, but the panel feels it
is time to target more prestigious journals — so called A
journals in social sciences. These journals will typically
feature in appropriate citation indexes.

Issues

If IICS wishes to continue doing research in the social
sciences, key data bases are needed and the space issue
has to be solved.

IRISH INSTITUTE OF CHINESE STUDIES (IICS)

Recommendations

It is recommended that consideration be given to:
¢ Fixed research time for the academic staff;

* the space issues brought up be considered by the
University.

The potential of a very dynamic research environment
at IICS exists, but it requires a physical framework,
where the researchers can meet and discuss formally as
well as informally. This will be even more important as
the Institute develops and grows larger.

Overall Conclusion

To sum up, IICS is a very dynamic, small department
with a lot of potential. With the rapid growth pro-
jected, the Panel recommends that a clear strategy for
developing and sustaining activity be worked out.

Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL

1. Published Output % of published output ranked 4 | % of published output ranked
and above 3 and above
89% 89%

2. Research Related Activities Above average (4)

3. Funding Excellent (5)

4, Peer Esteem % of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem is

ranked at 4 and above

ranked at 3 and above

89%

89%

Overall Assessment: Level 4




Panel N

Department of History
Discipline of History of Art
Department of Classics
Department of Philosophy
Roinn an Bhéaloidis — Folklore

Study of Religions
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Panel Members

* Professor George Boyce, Department of Politics and
Government, University College of Swansea, Wales

* Professor David Braund, Department of Classics &
Ancient History, University of Exeter, UK

* Professor Nicholas Davey, Department of Philoso-
phy, School of Humanities, University of Dundee,
Scotland

* Professor Douglas Davies, Department of Theology
and Religion, Durham University, UK

* Professor Martin Goodman, Professor of Jewish
Studies, University of Oxford, UK

* Dr. Debbie Lewer, Department of History of Art,
University of Glasgow, Scotland

* Dr. Martin Lovelace, Department of Folklore,
Memorial University of Newfoundland, Canada

* Professor John Morrill (CHAIR), Department of
History, Selwyn College, University of Cambridge,
UK

* Emeritus Professor Dame Janet Nelson, Depart-
ment of History, King’s College London, UK

Site visit

The site visit was conducted over 3.5 days from 19 — 22
January 2009 and included visits to departmental and
library facilities in UCC and meetings with:

* Professor Paul Giller, Deputy President, Registrar
& Senior Vice-President Academic

e  Mr. Diarmuid Collins, Bursar

¢ Professor Peter Vice-President  for

Kennedy,
Research Policy & Support

* Professor Michael Berndt, Head, College of Medi-
cine & Health

* Professor David Cox, Head, College of Arts, Celtic

Studies & Social Sciences

e Mr.
Transfer

Brendan Cremen, Office of Technology

* DProfessor Stephen Fahy, Chair, Academic Council
Research Commiittee

*  Mr. John Fitzgerald, Librarian

* Professor Patrick Fitzpatrick, Head, College of Sci-
ence, Engineering & Food Science

* DProfessor Alan Kelly, Dean, Graduate Studies

¢ Ms. Michelle Nelson, Head, Graduate Studies
Office

*  Mr. Mark Poland, Director, Office of Buildings and
Estates

* Professor Brian Bocking, Head, and staff of Study
of Religions

* Professor Dermot Keogh, Head, and staff of
Department of History

e  Mr. Simon Knowles, nominee of Head, and staff of
History of Art

e Professor Graham DParkes, Head, and staff of
Department of Philosophy

e Dr. Stiofan O Cadhla, Head, and staff Department
of Folklore & Ethnology

* Dr. David Woods, Head, and staff of Department
of Classics

An exit presentation of the principal findings of the
Panel was made to Heads of institutes/departments in
the afternoon of the fourth day.

Introduction

This is a report in three sections
A. Introduction and Narrative ( A1-15)

B. Matters for the College and Senior Management
(B1-16)

C. Departmental Reports (C1-C6 each in 8-12 para-
graphs). A ‘score-sheet’ following the guidelines
received by the Panel is attached to each Depart-
mental report.

The Panel intends that from the beginning each Depart-
ment should be shown Sections A, B, and their own
report from Section C, with or without the scoresheet.

All members of Panel N have contributed to the writ-
ing of this report, and all have commented on earlier
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recensions of the whole. All members unanimously
approve of everything contained in it. It is hoped that
the report reassures the University that much research
of good quality is being published and to good effect;
but the Panel also believes that there are a number of
challenges (perhaps rather more top-down than bot-
tom-up) that need to be faced up to if research qual-
ity, volume and impact are to be optimised.

Section A: Introduction and Narrative

Al.  Panel N consisted of nine scholars from Eng-
land, Scotland, Wales and Canada. There
was an excellent spread of skills amongst
them: some had extensive prior knowledge
of UCC especially as externs to the Depart-
ments involved in this review, and some had
extensive knowledge of the research culture
in Ireland, both from service on IRCHSS
committees and, in one case, from service on
the HEA committee that reviewed PRTLI
I[-III. Some members of the Panel had little
or no such experience and brought the criti-
cal eye of newcomers to the system. Several
members had extensive experience of the UK
RAE, cither from membership of panels or
from managing Departmental and school
submissions; others had served on AHRC
panels (one had been on the Council itself
and had served as Chair of its Research
Committee) or had experience of evaluating
research programmes for EU/EC funding
bodies. One brought valuable transatlantic
experience.

A2.  Before arriving at Cork, members of the
Panel had read more than 1,500 pages of
material submitted by the six Departments
covered by Panel N. They received six sub-
missions of between 41 and 750 pages from
those six Departments and also five Quality
Improvement/Assessment reports with their
follow-up documentation (these reviews
were conducted between 2002 and 2004).
The Department of the Study of Religions is
too new to have been through the QI proc-
ess. Members of the Panel had also spent

A3.

A4.

significant time reading the (up to) three
key outputs identified to them by academic
members of staff and they had gained a sense
of the wider research activity of submitted
members of staff.

The Panel arrived in Cork on the evening of
Monday 19 January and had an initial brief-
ing that evening. It spent three full days in
UCC from 20 to 22 January (beginning at
0830 and ending with a working supper).
During those days a total of 29 hours was
spent in engagement with the process. Mem-
bers of the Panel met with all six Departments
and, in each case, almost all those members
of staff not on leave attended those meetings.
In some cases graduate students also took
part in these formal sessions. The Panel also
had scheduled meetings with members of the
Senior Management Team, with the Head of
the College of Arts and with members of the
Library staff. It also asked to see the Dean of
the Graduate School.

The Panel spent more than half of its time
alone and deliberating. Members read such
outputs as had not been available to them
before arriving in Cork, and reread (in the
light of the Departmental meetings) some
outputs that had already been read. In all
cases, more than one member of the Panel,
including non-specialists, took part in the
discussions that led to the formal grading of
outputs — i.e. non-specialists listening to and
confirming/challenging specialists’ suggested
grades. The whole Panel takes responsibility
for the consistent application of grading. The
members of the Panel also shared experience
about the structures which enable and which
inhibit the achievement and development of
effective research cultures within Depart-
ments/schools (from the bottom up) and
those which enable/inhibit effective research
cultures at senior management level (from
the top down).

4
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A7.
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A9.
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The Panel concluded that it was essential to
draw up this report in three parts, two looking
at top-down issues that affect all Departments,
one looking at the issues that are specific to
each Department.

This was a complicated review because of the
very different natures of the Departments
reviewed. History has almost thirty perma-
nent staff, all the others have fewer than ten
and in most cases 4-6, but one, the Study of
Religions, has only two. Some (e.g. History
and Classics) are as old as UCC itself, others
much younger (History of Art was established
(within the Department of History) in 2001),
the Study of Religions is entirely new and
only three years old. It was also noted that all
Departments (except for Study of Religions)
had seen major changes of leadership in recent
years, with the retirement or departure of their
Heads or senior Professors (Medieval History,
Philosophy, History of Art, Folklore, Classics)
and in several cases the non-replacement of the
Professors (Medieval History, History of Art,
Folklore, Classics). In some cases this had seri-
ous consequences for the balance and effec-
tiveness of the Departments and their ability
to retain or develop established research foci.

The Panel would like to offer the following

comments on the process as it was experienced.

The Panel commends UCC on the process
it has undertaken and, in general, the way it
has been structured. Although the material
submitted to the Panel was uneven in quality
and completeness, the process was designed
to elicit the right kind of information for this
kind of review.

The Panel is deeply grateful to all staff in the
Quality Production Unit for the excellent
arrangements (social as well as academic!). The
members of the Panel were very well looked
after and all reasonable requests for additional
information or meetings were met.

Al0.

All.

Al2.

Al3.

Al4.

Al5S.

The returns were uneven. The Panel was sur-
prised that no attempt had been made to
ensure that the Departmental submissions had
been screened for consistency. It was frankly
astonished that the Head of College had
no knowledge of the contents of any of the
returns. Some returns were especially defective
on aspects of ‘research culture’ and most of the
missing numbers in the Departmental reports
in section C (as they point out at the appropri-
ate places) result from this.

The Panel felt that the inclusion of the 2002-4
Quality Improvement reports and follow-ups
was of great value.

While the Panel was happy to see graduate stu-
dents (all fiercely loyal to their Departments)
at the Departmental meetings, it would have
welcomed the opportunity to have a private
meeting with a number of graduate students
to talk about their experience of the research
culture of the institution.

From what it heard (for there was too little
about it in the written submissions), the Panel
came to believe that more could be done to
monitor the progression of doctoral students.
It is now routine in UK universities for all
PhD students to have a second supervisor/
assessor whose role is essentially a monitoring
one, and for them to undergo formal (at least)
annual reviews of progress.

The Panel had a most helpful meeting with the
Dean of Graduate Studies and it considers that
this should be scheduled into all Panel visits.
It would have welcomed greater clarity in the
paperwork about the inter-relation between
the Graduate School and the Departments.

The Panel was concerned at the lack of evi-
dence of the existence of strong links between
Departmental research committees (where
these existed) and the College. Their sense (to
put it no more strongly) is that Departments
do not effectively monitor the research plans




of individual scholars, and that College does
not monitor the effectiveness of Depart-
mental monitoring or even of Departmental
research policy.

Section B: Matters for the College and Senior

Management

BI.

B2.

B3.

B4.

BS.

The Panel took the view that the Depart-
ments reviewed contained many scholars
with outstanding research potential but that
the lack of a consistent research culture had
prevented too many of these scholars from
realising this potential to the full.

In general, the laudable plans of senior mem-
bers of the University to encourage research
seem to be inhibited by worrying failures
of communication in both directions, and
a serious vagueness about the way policy
reviews are implemented and assessed.

In particular, the role of the College of Arts,
Celtic Studies and Social Sciences in the
encouragement of a research culture was
insufficiently clear, and the expectation of
senior officers of the University that the Col-
lege would play a central role in this respect
was not borne out either in the self-presen-
tation of the Departments or in the Panel’s
discussion with the Head of College.

One effect of this lack of clear communi-
cation was the variable size and type of the
items submitted by the Departments for
review by the panel as research outputs. It
was evident that no proper guidance had
been given to Departments as to what would
be deemed appropriate for submission as an
output and no attempt had been made at
College level to ensure that Departments
submitted their most appropriate work for
appraisal. The grading of some Departments
may have been prejudiced as a result.

The Panel noted that, because there had
not been a consistent culture which encour-

Bo.

B7.

BS.

B9.

aged production of research at an interna-
tional level in UCC during the period under
review, it would be inappropriate to expect
the same quantity of research as can be
found in research universities elsewhere, and
that in fact the total amount of output was
low across most the departments reviewed.

The Panel therefore decided to base its judge-
ment of research output not on the quantity
but on the quality of the (three) key pieces of
research submitted by each individual. The
Panel would note that in all Departments
known to them in the UK, decisions on what
to submit for the RAE was taken out of the
hands of individual scholars. Normal prac-
tice is for Departmental/school committees,
often working with outsiders, to review the
works nominated by individuals. A typical
example from the recent RAE was a Depart-
ment that asked individuals to submit a com-
plete list of publications with rough rankings
which were then scrutinised by the panel
who sent suggested lists of four submis-
sions (often changing the order) back to each
scholar for discussion with the panel making
the final decision. However the final decision
was reserved for the departmental or school

RAE panel.

The Panel judged these three key outputs per
scholar rigorously to an international stand-
ard. (There was a partial exception to this
in the case of Roinn an Bhéaloidis where
[regrettably] there was no member of the
panel competent to read work in Irish).

The Panel recommends that research output
should be reviewed again in three or four
years after staff have had sufficient time to
prioritise research appropriately, and that
mechanisms should be established to moni-
tor the quantity and the international quality
of research.

The Panel noted that many synergies for
research were possible both within and across
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B10.

BI11.

B12.

B13.
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Departments but that such synergies were not
always currently articulated or encouraged.
The Panel noted that promotion of such syner-
gies between Departments might well be a role
for the College, but that there was little sign of
such a role in operation at present.

The Panel noted a number of areas in which
the funding reserves and personnel policies
of the University did not sufhciently support
research. In particular, the panel noted a wide-
spread perception among many members of
staff that there are deficiencies in the Univer-
sity’s policies on sabbatical leave (which appear
to penalise staff in small Departments) and on
promotions (for which there appears to be no
provision to offset to any extent excellence in
research and graduate supervision against a
diminution in undergraduate teaching). The
Panel noted the lack of any policy to incentiv-
ise young and recently appointed staff to max-
imise their research output.

The Panel was much impressed by the library
and the enthusiasm of its staff, and believes
that the library is a major research asset for
the Departments under consideration. The
Panel noted, however, that in certain areas the
library stocks are seriously underdeveloped for
research use; that current policies for the use
of inter-library loan are detrimental to research
in small Departments and may need reconsid-
eration; and that liaison between the library
and Departments needs to be further strength-
ened, clarified and publicised.

The Panel also thinks it appropriate to draw
out some more specific conclusions that focus
on the interaction of the academic staff, and
on the University’s practices as they bear
directly upon quality research support, and
the Library.

While the ball is and should be in the court of
the Departments to introduce greater monitor-
ing and encouragement of a research culture
to create a more considered approach to when,

B14.

where and how each academic member of staff
completes and disseminates her or his research,
the Panel feels that there is much the College
and the central bodies of the University can
and should do to assist and facilitate the work
of individuals and departments. The Panel saw
no evidence of indolence, sloth or downright
opposition to change; but it did witness a lot
of incomprehension and suspicion of what lay
behind this Quality Review initiative, and it
invites the University to see that there is much
they can do to assist and free up staff energies.

The Panel notes some incoherence in arrange-
ments for Sabbatical leave and career develop-
ment. There appears to be confusion about the
criteria for the granting of Sabbatical leave. The
University needs to clarify its requirements for
leave and to give clear explanation why, or why
not, leave has been granted in particular cases.
In the opinion of the Panel, this is something
that can better be left to College or Depart-
mental level as in almost all UK and North
American HElIs. It seems to the Panel inap-
propriate that where a Department believes
research leave is necessary or even desirable for
the achievement of the research objectives of
members of staff and believes that appropri-
ate teaching arrangements are in place to cover
for absence, a committee outside the Depart-
ment and College can (and does) deny leave.
The Panel was told (and could not get this con-
firmed) that leave was approved only for the
completion of projections not for their devel-
opment. If that is the case, the Panel assumes
that a model appropriate to some disciplines is
being imposed on all, and it thinks it unhelp-
ful to UCC’s aims to develop a strong research
culture in the Humanities and Social Sciences
disciplines. Clarity on these issues would help
Departments manage their research plans
more effectively. Staff should be offered guid-
ance and support for career development. In
particular, the criteria for promotion to the
grade of Senior Lecturer should be reviewed
in the light of the University’s drive for qual-
ity research leadership. For example, there is




BI15

Bl16.

a widespread perception that if a scholar is
given lighter teaching duties for a semester
or year in order to complete a major research
project, this would count against them in
any application for promotion. This and
other of the present requirements seem to be
both rigid and contradictory.

The University might consider whether its
research funding regimes constructively sup-
port research. It should review what funding
streams can be accessed and also the sums
of money available to promote research and
their allocation. For example, the Review
Panel was concerned to hear that staff in
small Departments could only take leave if
the individuals concerned paid for the costs
of replacement teaching. The Panel thinks
that money should be made available for
small Departments where staff cannot cover
for one another’s leave to ensure appropriate
leave cover. This should, of course, in no way
compromise the incentive for Departments
to apply, collectively or individually, for
national and international research funding.
The issue of University financial support for
foreign language courses for academic staff,
in furtherance of their research work, should

be addressed.

The University must address the issue of how
best to incentivise younger staff in commit-
ment to research. This relates to the issues of
financial support, career development and
promotion discussed above, but more specifi-
cally to the need to strike an appropriate and
fair balance between teaching and research.
The teaching workloads of young or newly
appointed staff should be carefully moni-
tored (in many UK universities, some tar-
geted teaching relief is often made available
in the early years). It is of course important
to arbitrate fairly between the interests of
younger and long-serving staff; this should
be done on the principle of encouraging and
facilitating research of the highest quality.

B17.

A library is the hub of a University’s research
support structure. UCC is fortunate in hav-
ing a superb library building, and enthusias-
tic and expert staff. The Special Collections’
premises and organisation are impressive.
The recent acquisition of consortium-led
access to journals and electronic publica-
tions has been a major positive development.
The Review Panel offers some observations
on how the Library’s role might be further
enhanced. Holdings are uneven: for exam-
ple (and especially) those in the History
of Art fall well below those necessary for a
Department required to undertake research
of international standard. The inter-library
loan arrangements need to be reviewed.
This is a costly facility, and one that must of
course be assessed in the light of other press-
ing claims on the Library’s resources, but
it is a vital asset in research work, and the
University should be aware of the implica-
tions of keeping it at its present level. Low
levels of use and high costs to the individual
have suppressed demand. The rapid spread
of on-line resources will reduce the cost of a
proper service but not eliminate it. In most
research-intensive universities in the UK and
North America, this service is generously
funded for staff and postgraduates. It cannot
be said often enough that libraries are to the
Arts and Humanities as laboratories are to
the hard sciences. Liaison between Depart-
ments and Subject Librarians could be fur-
ther developed. The Library should continue
to be vigilant in ensuring quick and regular
delivery of copyright books.
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SECTION C: DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS
C1 DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY

L ¢

General points:

Cl1

Cl.2

252

Before arriving at Cork, panel members had
read the designated outputs with the utmost
care. In a number of cases, outputs were read
by more than one panel member. In some
cases outputs were re-read during the panel’s
visit. All were discussed by History specialists
on the panel.

Those panel members who visited the Depart-
ment of History, and relevant parts of the
Library, were in general very favourably
impressed by what was seen and heard.

The Panel warmly commends the His-
tory Department’s evident commitment to
research-led teaching and its engagement
in research nationally and internationally.
It equally commends the Department’s evi-
dent commitment to public engagement with
wider communities and outreach at local and
regional levels. The Panel recognises that ten-
sion can arise between these two sets of strong
commitments and it appreciates that balanc-
ing them is not always easy: it does neverthe-
less think that some rebalancing is necessary
so that the Department can play fully to its
The Panel thinks this

is best achieved by a stronger Departmen-

research strengths.

tal research committee that works with each
member of staff to plan and monitor research
activity and outputs. Hitherto there has been
no pressure to place monographs, essays and
articles with higher-profiled and dissemi-
nated publishers. The Panel found a significant
number of the outputs nominated by mem-
bers of the Department as their best work had
appeared in books and journals with very lim-
ited international visibility (it checked against
international library catalogues). Many of the
publications would have benefited from the
kind of rigorous peer review available from
major international publishers. Much of the
very good or excellent work showed poten-
tial to have been raised by a notch in such an
environment. Regular (annual?) guidance (not

mandation) at Departmental level (perhaps
with occasional input from critical friends
from outside Cork) about what to publish, and
where to publish could and should make the
work of this Department even more distin-
guished and better recognised internationally.

Specific headings:

Cl.3

Cl4

Cl5

Published output

The Panel rated a clear majority of outputs at
‘very good’ or better, and some were rated of
world-class standard. A minority were rated
no more than adequate. As the Department
itself is aware, several of its members entered
no outputs at all, and a further three members
entered fewer than the three assessable outputs
sought: these shortfalls inevitably reduced the
overall rating of the Department on the Panel’s
criteria. However, the Panel has learned that
those without research outputs are (in conse-
quence) on part-time contracts. These mem-
bers of staff are excluded from the gradings of
research outputs, but (under the rules given to
us) have to be taken into account under the
headings relating to peer esteem and research
environment.

Post-graduate training

The Panel rated this highly, noting much evi-
dence of efficient and innovative post-graduate
teaching and organisation.

Research-related activities

The Panel considered these good, commend-
ing in particular the volume of papers read
at conferences, conference-organisation, and
publication of conference proceedings. Activi-
ties in these areas were clearly extensive. Nev-
ertheless, the Panel considered that it could
have been still more fruitful had it had more
coherent direction at the level of the Depart-
ment as a research unit.




Cl.6 Funding

The Panel rated this highly. It was evi-
dent that members of the Department had
successfully accessed a variety of funding
streams. There was clear evidence of a grow-
ing confidence and achievement in this area.

Cl1.7 Peer Esteem

The picture here was patchy. Some Depart-
ment-members were considered outstanding,
while the majority were considered good or
adequate. A minority did not attain the level
of adequacy, however, and this last finding
suggests a need for more vigorous monitor-
ing, not least through regular staff appraisal,
of research effort (but see C1.1). The Panel
considered that such monitoring ought to
operate both within the Department and
also at College level.

with concern the Department’s perception of
institutional indifference.

Overall Assessment

Panel N is reluctant to give overall grades for reasons
that are contained in the main body of the report.
The Panel felt that failure to ensure full and consist-
ent responses from departments over and above the
full record of research outputs by members of staff —
i.e. responses that would allow the Panel to evaluate
research environment and research culture, and the
rather different ways in which internal and external
policies impacted on different departments — made
the award of overall grades especially difficult. Panel
N unanimously reiterate that its chosen criterion was
to grade according to RAE-type standards. In the UK
it has taken nearly twenty years to achieve optimum
performance around those standards, with individu-
als being guided in their research activity and huge
institutional investment in changing research envi-
ronments away from seeing research as being ‘fitted

C1.8  Research Environment around’ teaching. The Panel does not think that its
1l grad liable guides t h ¢ -
The Panel judged this good, but it considered .ove’ra ‘gra o At r.e @ : grices ° researc‘ .capac
| , , . ity. With all that in mind, and with an insistence
that insufficiency of strategic and co-ordi-
/ e that these grades should not be used for the purposes
nated self-reflection within the Department . oy .
. ) of any resource allocation within UCC, the following
had somewhat reduced potential strength in .
. : overall grades are offered in the table.
this area. At the same time, the Panel noted
DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY
Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL
1. | Published Output % of published output ranked 4 | % of published output ranked 3
and above and above
25% 68%
2. | Research Related Activities 3
3. |Funding 4

4. Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

12 %

52 %

Overall Assessment: Level 3>4

4
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C2 HISTORY OF ART

| 4

General Points

C2.1 'The discipline of History of Art is small and has

been in existence for seven years. Assessment
was on the basis of 4.4 staff, currently research
active in History of Art.

C2.2  'The Panel was impressed by the commitment,

C2.3

C24

aspiration and enthusiasm of the young staff.
It particularly recognises and commends the
pro-active approaches that have been taken to
post-graduate teaching and the establishment
of successful new courses. In the Panel’s view,
these programmes have considerable poten-
tial for ongoing development and as a basis for
strengthening the research culture of the Unit.

It was noted that the strong initial momen-
tum of the Unit, in terms of its international
research activity, has slowed. In part, this was
due to the loss of key staff, but the panel sees
no reason why, with adequate support, this
momentum might not be regained. On the
basis of the submission and the visit to the
Unit, the Panel is of the view that the History
of Art team has good international potential in
terms of research.

As is to be expected in view of the comparative
youth of the Unit, much of this potential is
still being realised. The Panel emphasises that
the research activity of staff will need encour-
agement and practical support over the coming
years if it is to yield significant international
research output. The Panel were concerned by
some of the difficult conditions (including spe-
cifically accommodation, library support and
provision, and sabbatical leave policies) under
which staff and research students work.

C2.5 'The Panel noted with regret that arrangements

254

for its visit to the unit were inadequate — the
lack of a fitting meeting space, disruption to
the meeting and the absence of the head of
department for the second half of the visit
meant that not all questions could be addressed
as thoroughly as the Panel would have hoped.

Specific Points:

C2.6  Published output

C2.7

C2.8

Published output was read, assessed and com-
pared by a number of panel members. Assess-
ment was based on the three best outputs by
staff. In some cases, staff did not have three
assessable outputs, but legitimate reasons for
this were recognised (one member of staff is on
a 0.4 contract, another is a very new appoint-
ment at a very early career stage). On the basis
of the outputs assessed, all were judged to be at
least adequate, with a strong proportion very
good, some excellent and a small proportion of
world-leading status.

Postgraduate Training

The unit submission contained only sparse
information about postgraduate training, so it
was not possible for the panel to form as full
a picture of this as it would have liked. None-
theless, it is clear that the Unit has attracted
an impressive number of research students. It
noted that current supervision of PhDs is not
evenly spread among staff and recommends
that PhD supervision in a wider subject range
is developed. The growth of taught MA courses
was recognised as a particular strength. Anec-
dotal evidence that postgraduate students are
required to pay for foreign-language training
was, however, a cause for concern. The Panel
recommends that the policy regarding the
acquisition of language skills for research be
reviewed and improved.

Research-related activities

These were assessed as adequate, but in need of
improvement and development. Past research-
related activities (such as the hosting of a pro-
gramme of international speakers and events)
were extensive, but this activity has dimin-
ished in recent years. Nonetheless, staff are
active on an individual basis. Most are work-
ing well given the constraints of their circum-




stances and limitations on their opportuni-
ties for wider activity. Greater international
activity should be encouraged.

C29 Research Funding

The acquisition of external funding could be
improved. The Panel recognised that strong,
funded research work is being carried out in
the unit, but in assessing the unit as a whole,
the level of funding was considered no more
than adequate.

C2.10 Peer Esteem

In accordance with points made above, it
was noted that evidence of peer esteem was
clearer in previous years than at present.
Nonetheless, there are some individual
indicators of very good and excellent peer
esteem. Given the early and mid-career sta-
tus of most staf, it is hoped and anticipated
that peer esteem of the unit will grow in the

coming years.

C2.11 Research Environment

The research environment was the cause
for greatest concern for the panel. Com-
pared with other Departments and institu-
tions internationally, the panel considered
the research environment inadequate. The
main factors that are failing to support and
are even inhibiting the production of high-
quality research are the inadequate library
holdings in History of Art, and the severe
and counterproductive limits on staff and
research students’ to access inter-library
loans. Adequate access to research materials
is all the more vital given the poor subject-
holdings at UCC and Cork’s geographical
distance from major research libraries. It
was noted that the unit’s programme of vis-
iting speakers is limited. The Panel recom-
mends that the unit and University explore
collaborative possibilities (with e.g. other
Departments and the Glucksmann Gallery)

to enhance such activities and to enable more
visits from international scholars in the field
of History of Art. Sabbatical leave policies
were also identified as a factor inhibiting a
significant and sustained research output.
Given the considerable research potential of
the unit, measures to remedy these poor con-
ditions are strongly recommended.

Overall Assessment

Panel N is reluctant to give overall grades for reasons
that are contained in the main body of the report.
The Panel felt that failure to ensure full and consist-
ent responses from departments over and above the
full record of research outputs by members of staff —
i.e. responses that would allow the Panel to evaluate
research environment and research culture, and the
rather different ways in which internal and external
policies impacted on different departments — made
the award of overall grades especially difficult. Panel
N unanimously reiterate that their chosen criterion
was to grade according to RAE-type standards. In
the UK it has taken nearly twenty years to achieve
optimum performance around those standards, with
individuals being guided in their research activity and
huge institutional investment in changing research
environments away from seeing research as being ‘fit-
ted around’ teaching. The Panel does not think that
its overall grades are reliable guides to research ‘capac-
ity’. With all that in mind, and with an insistence
that these grades should not be used for the purposes
of any resource allocation within UCC, we offer the
overall grades in the following table.
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HISTORY OF ART

Quality Profile

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked 4

and above

% of published output ranked 3

and above

36% 72%
2. | Research Related Activities 2
3. |Funding 2

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

60%

80%

Overall Assessment: Level 3
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C3 DEPARTMENT OF CLASSICS

C3.1

C3.2

C3.3

The University should clarify the future of
this unit, whose numbers have been allowed
to dwindle in recent years through the non-
replacement of departing and retiring staff.
The three permanent staff now in place (with
one temporary appointment) continue to
maintain a clear and laudable commitment
to high-quality research of international sig-
nificance, despite substantial teaching loads.
The unit as presently constituted offers clear
scope for significant synergies with other
Departments across UCC.

Neo-Latin in particular offers a major
research opportunity, which UCC should
consider very carefully with a view to tar-
geted investment. While other research top-
ics should continue to be pursued within the
Department, it is Neo-Latin which has the
greatest potential for research development,
building on an impressive record of external
funding, postgraduate activity and substan-
tial publication (especially under the aegis of
the respected European publisher, Brepols).
Among the Departments considered by this
review, there is already an important syn-
ergy with History (although this may have
been put at risk by recent retirements and
non-replacements). The Panel notes also the
major research resource won for the Library
in 2004 in connection with this activity
(Transmissions & Transformations: 450,000
euros, jointly with History and English).

The possibility that Classics might be asso-
ciated formally in a Centre for Medieval
Studies was given close consideration. How-
ever, the Panel was not convinced that such
a Centre would be advantageous either to
the Department or to the Humanities as a
whole.

C3.4 Published Outputs.

These judgments are based wholly upon the
work of the three permanent staff currently
in post. The work of the recently-retired

staff member, which was also submitted, is
not included in these figures. The work of a
young scholar on a temporary contract was
treated in the same way. It shows real prom-
ise, but needs further development. The
Panel draws attention to the high ratings
given to most of the research of the Depart-
ment, which represents important achieve-
ment at international level.

C3.4 Postgraduate training

While aware of appropriate training, the
panel saw no documentation on this and so
offer no grading.

C3.5 Research-related activities

The Department is heavily committed to
international and interdisciplinary research,
including international conferences held at
UCC and full engagement with the Euro-
pean scholarly world. The International
Latin Summer School is important to these
links and should be encouraged, with its sur-
plus unfrozen for investment in acquisition
of research materials as in the past

C3.6 Research funding

This has been very healthy and promises to
continue, given UCC support.

C3.7 DPeer esteem

The Department has been notably successful
in making a name for itself in Neo-Latin and
other interdisciplinary niches.

C3.8 Research environment

The Summer School should be supported
energetically. The Library now constitutes a
fine resource.
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Overall Assessment

Panel N is reluctant to give overall grades for reasons
that are contained in the main body of the report.
The Panel felt that failure to ensure full and consist-
ent responses from departments over and above the
full record of research outputs by members of staff —
i.e. responses that would allow the Panel to evaluate
research environment and research culture, and the
rather different ways in which internal and external
policies impacted on different departments — made
the award of overall grades especially difficult. Panel
N unanimously reiterate that its chosen criterion was
to grade according to RAE-type standards. In the UK
it has taken nearly twenty years to achieve optimum
performance around those standards, with individuals

being guided in their research activity and huge insti-
tutional investment in changing research environments
away from seeing research as being ‘fitted around’
teaching. The Panel does not think that its overall
grades are reliable guides to research ‘capacity’. With all
that in mind, and with an insistence that these grades
should not be used for the purposes of any resource
allocation within UCC, the Panel offers the grades in
the following table.

Note added after finalisation of report

Appendix B contains some brief comments made by
the Panel in response to commentary from the Depart-
ment of Classics. The Panel requested this be appended
to the report.

DEPARTMENT OF CLASSICS
Quality Profile
METRIC LEVEL
1. | Published Output % of published output ranked | % of published output ranked 3
4 and above and above
78% 78%
2. | Research Related Activities 4
3. | Funding 4

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

34%

100%

Overall Assessment: Level 4>3




C4 DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

General Observations

C4.1

Although a long-established Department,
the Philosophy team has recently experi-
enced considerable changes: the retirement
of long standing members of senior staff, the
major university-wide restructuring initia-
tives and the appointment of two new staff
one of whom is now Head of Department.
The unit is for the most part a young, moti-
vated one in the process of reconstruction.
Under new and focussed leadership, there is
a clear chance of achieving a world=leading
status in the innovative area of comparative
Philosophy and most certainly international
performance in other key areas of continental
Philosophy and aesthetics. A clear challenge
for the Department will be the formation
of a coherent and unifying Departmental
research policy which will, at the same time,
invest time and effort in targeting areas of
likely success and nurturing the research of
early career lecturers whose interests do not
necessarily fall within the main grouping.

Specific Headings:

C4.2

Research Evaluation

The Panel applied exactly the same crite-
ria in the assessment of research outputs as
those deployed by the British RAE Panels.
This immediately restricted the type of out-
put evaluated: book reviews, translations
of standard texts without a very substantial
scholarly commentary, teaching material
though innovative, editions of essays edited
by a Department member without a contrib-
uting essay from that member, short intro-
ductory essays to collections in which the
distinct contribution of the submitted staff
member could not be discerned, and PhD
manuscripts, were all discounted. This led
to 20% of the Department’s output being
judged as non-permissible in RAE terms.
UCC requested the visiting panel to judge its

Departments’ research according to interna-

C4.3

C4.4

C4.5

tional standards and this it did. The result-
ant judgement is not intended to be harsh
but to assist both the Department and the
University towards the pressing need to focus
clearly on what is properly defined as a legiti-
mate research output (monographs, collabo-
rative books, innovative essay collections,
learned articles in peer-reviewed journals,
etc) in order to deploy its funded research
time towards achieving properly understood

and, it is to be hoped, profitable ends.
Published Outputs

The Review Panel noted that 7 members
of staff submitted a total of 20 items for
review. The Panel adjudged the outputs to
attain the following research gradings. The
rationale for grading a clear proportion at
0 is explained above. Both the Department
and the University should agree on an inter-
nationally recognised definition of research
outputs. It must be noted that this grading
does not reflect the Department’s more likely
grading. World-class work of one new mem-
ber of the team was known to the Panel but
because of a lack of clarity concerning defini-
tions of research output by UCC, this work
was not submitted.

Post-Graduate Training

No grading can be given: the Department’s
report gives no evidence of its own proce-
dures or of its relationship with the Gradu-
ate School. The Panel noted that the unit has
in the past nurtured a known supportive cli-
mate for a limited postgraduate community
and has a commendable plan to expand Phi-
losophy postgraduate activity.

Research-Related Activities

The Department has an impressive level
of international involvement with scholars
world-wide and should contemplate utilising
that involvement explicitly in Cork.
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C4.7

C4.8

C4.9.
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Research Funding

Performance in this area is low. There are small
signs of a nascent culture of grant application
which should be much further developed. It
would be excellent if the unit could undertake
a campaign for applications, in particular to
secure the advantages of professional advance-
ment, over-head income, staff expansion and
teaching relief. If UCC does not set targets for
such income, the Department should set its
own targets.

Peer Esteem

The Department achieved a good range of
gradings, given the wide profile of the staff,

their career stages and expertise.
Research Environment

The inherited ad hoc provisions for the discus-
sion of papers and policy direction amongst
staff are excellent and should be made a proper
part of its strategic self-reflection. There is
a commendable culture of self-help in the
Department which should be built on specifi-
cally with regard to research development. A
clear work-load module might be developed so
that the whole team can understand its mutual
investment in teaching and research. There
is plain evidence of workshops and visiting
speaker programmes. The Department might
consider more inter-disciplinary research
projects to extend its research mass and to
widen the experience of both staff and stu-
dents. All staff in the Department should be
fully acquainted with all appropriate research
procedures across the University and where
inadequacies exist, lobby internally and exter-

nally to remedy them.
Conclusion

This is a fine and potentially healthy research
Department. It has a substantial base to build
on and is already exemplary in its international

outlook. Focussed planning, clear strategic

directions, inter-disciplinary  cooperation,
careful teaching and good time- and resource-
management should see this young team
develop into one of the most effective Philoso-

phy Departments in Eire.
Overall Assessment

Panel N is reluctant to give overall grades for reasons
that are contained in the main body of the report.
The Panel felt that failure to ensure full and consist-
ent responses from departments over and above the
full record of research outputs by members of staff —
i.e. responses that would allow the Panel to evaluate
research environment and research culture, and the
rather different ways in which internal and external
policies impacted on different departments — made
the award of overall grades especially difficult. Panel
N unanimously reiterates that its chosen criterion was
to grade according to RAE-type standards. In the UK
it has taken nearly twenty years to achieve optimum
performance around those standards, with individuals
being guided in their research activity and huge insti-
tutional investment in changing research environments
away from seeing research as being ‘fitted around’
teaching. The Panel does not think that its overall
grades are reliable guides to research ‘capacity’. With all
that in mind, and with an insistence that these grades
should not be used for the purposes of any resource
allocation within UCC, the Panel offers the overall
grades in the following table.




DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

Quality Profile!

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

4 and above

% of published output ranked 3

and above

10% 57%
2. | Research Related Activities 4
3. | Funding 2

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

28%

85%

Overall Assessment: Level 3

1 The research evaluated did not fully include all the research

output of the newly appointed Professor of Philosophy
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C5. ROINN AN BHEALOIDIS (FOLKLORE AND ETHNOLOGY)

Cs.1

Published output.

The Panel was impressed by the obvious cohe-
sion of this Department and it recognized that
the Department clearly saw their work as a
collective achievement. Collaborative work-
ing as practised in this Department is to be
commended.

C5.2  Assessment was somewhat complicated by the

C5.3

inclusion of work by part-time staff, a doctoral
student who also does some teaching, a mem-
ber who retired during the assessment period,
and one member who has been on leave for
two years.

A high proportion of research published by
members of this Department is in Irish which
the panel was not equipped to assess. Staff
members were cognizant of the difficulty this
presented in the academic “bench-marking”
of their work but felt that the responsibility to
publish in Irish outweighed personal advan-
tage. In some parts of Europe (e.g. Scandina-
via) research grants are made conditional on
publication in English or German. For exam-
ple the international peer review of applicants
for places at the Collegium of Advanced Study
in Helsinki can only submit work in those lan-
guages. This includes applicants in the area
of Folklore and Ethnology. If UCC wishes
to follow ‘best European practice’ it would
have to encourage such practice. The custom
in Wales is to support dual-language publica-
tion. Major publications from the Centre of
Advanced Celtic Studies at Aberystwyth are
published in Welsh first and a year later (with a
Welsh Assembly grant) in English. So there are
many models. But wherever international peer
review and evidence of international impact
are seen as a measure of distinction, Irish-only
publication would be seen as being at a disad-
vantage. The Panel neither endorses nor dis-
courages this view and is mindful of the very
different historical and cultural reasons for
privileging within Ireland the Irish language
in research publication. On this occasion, it

Cs5.4

G55

C5.6

was unable to grade any of the work submitted
in Irish.

All this made it difficult to reduce a complex
and varying situation to numerical scores.
Clearly, however, all staff in the Department
are active researchers with publication records
which range from adequate to excellent.

The assessment of the quality of research out-
puts in Béaloideas presented additional spe-
cific problems for the Panel. This was due to
the fact that, in addition to creating standard
monographs, essays and journal articles, the
Department has also taken advantage of new
media for the dissemination of their research,
including a website on traditional song, CDs,
radio programmes, films, exhibitions, and a
searchable database. Given the subject matter
of Folklore studies: oral literature in perform-
ance, custom, traditional crafts, and many
other fields, this embrace of new media is
essential. Comparison with the research out-
puts of Folklore Departments in North Amer-
ica, Scotland, and the rest of Europe, would
show that publication in new media is well
accepted, and indeed is expected.

In the light of all the foregoing, the Panel
assessed twelve outputs submitted to them.
It felt all but one reached at least an adequate
standard, and demonstrated significance; that
a clear majority of the outputs were of very
good standard demonstrating significance to
the discipline, and that some — but less than
a third — can be called of excellent quality in
originality, significance and rigour.

C5.7 Postgraduate training

The Panel’s opinion is that this was not ade-
quately reported for it to render a full opinion,
but that nevertheless some points deserve men-
tion. Since 2003, eight M.A./M.Phil. degrees
have been conferred; nine Ph.D. students are
in progress. Given the small number of full-
time staff, this reflects a substantial work- load.
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Cs.8

A distinct achievement of the Department
is its post-graduate journal Beascna. This is
an excellent initiative, giving training in aca-
demic editing and journal production, and
it speaks well of the enthusiastic attitude of
students in the programme, and of the level
of mentoring provided by their teachers.
The Panel examined the copy provided and
found that it contained work of professional
academic standard. Once more, there is a
tension between publication of outputs in a
worthwhile local journal (with low visibility
and unchallenging peer review) cuts against
publication in internationally recognised and
competitive journals leading to limited chal-
lenge and impact.

Research-related activities

The Panel considered that at present the
Department’s research activities were ade-
This

judgment, however, depends on assessment

quate but capable of improvement.

of the more conventional forms of research
being conducted in the unit. A very strong
component of this Department’s sense of its
own mission is contained in its perceived
obligation to “give back” to the commu-
nity which provides the knowledge, béaloi-
deas, that is the subject of its research. The
principal embodiment of this mission is the
Northside Folklore Project. This is a highly
original and socially responsible example
of a university’s outreach to the public who
help to sustain it. Through participation in
Ethnographic information-gathering, unem-
ployed people have gained new skills, espe-
cially with computers and other media, help-
ing them with re-entry into the workforce.
The concept of “public Folklore”, in which
experts in Folklore place themselves at the
service of communities, helping them with
projects which materially improve their lives,
rather than in any sense exploiting them as
“raw material” for disinterested academic
study, is the current face of Folklore studies
in North America where, for example, more

C5.9.

than half of the membership of the Ameri-
can Folklore Society, the leading professional
body, are employed as public and applied
Folklorists in heritage organizations, gov-
ernment agencies, and private companies.
The teaching of skills and theories under-
lying public Folklore are an expected ele-
ment in post-graduate education in U.S. and
Canadian Folklore programmes and Cork’s
Northside Folklore Project is on the leading
edge of this development. While the admis-
sibility of this kind of activity as “research”
posed questions for the majority of the Panel
a minority opinion would argue to the con-
trary. 'The Panel did recognize the impor-
tance of university outreach to the commu-
nity, and praised the Department’s work in
this regard.

Funding

The Panel rated this as adequate. It was
apparent that the Northside Folklore Project
has been diligent and creative in sustaining
its activities from a variety of sources exter-
nal to the University. The Department has
also been receiving substantial external sup-
port for its CD-ROM, An Léann Duchais
Leictreonach, a valuable teaching resource
for Irish Folklore studies. It is not clear that
these awards were made through a rigorous
peer review (and academic) process. There
was no evidence of successful bidding for
Research Council funding.

C5.10 Peer esteem

The Panel rated this as ranging from ade-
quate to excellent. Two of the senior mem-
bers of the Department have won major
book prizes for their works, and a recently
appointed younger member has taken part
in several international teaching and research
exchanges. A great deal of the energies of the
member most associated with the Northside
Folklore Project have been taken up with this
very time-consuming activity; nevertheless
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the staff member does enjoy an international
reputation as an experienced public Folklorist
in addition to work as an academic Folklorist.

Research environment

Cs.11

The Panel felt there was inadequate informa-
tion on this to allow for grading, but noted
the strong mutual support which staff-mem-
bers were obviously providing to each other,
and that the post-graduate journal Beascna
was a real strength. When questioned as to
what would most improve their situation as
a research unit, Department representatives
answered: the provision of an archivist/techni-
cian. Given that the organization, storage, and
retrieval of primary research data in Folklore
and ethnology creates distinct problems not
found in most other disciplines, this response
is entirely understandable. Much of the work
of digitization is currently being done out of
good-will by staff but this obviously takes up
time which could be freed up for scholarly
research.

Overall Assessment

Panel N is reluctant to give overall grades for reasons
that are contained in the main body of the report.
The Panel felt that failure to ensure full and consist-
ent responses from departments over and above the
full record of research outputs by members of staff —
i.e. responses that would allow the Panel to evaluate
research environment and research culture, and the
rather different ways in which internal and external
policies impacted on different departments — made
the award of overall grades especially difficult. Panel
N unanimously reiterates that its chosen criterion was
to grade according to RAE-type standards. In the UK
it has taken nearly twenty years to achieve optimum
performance around those standards, with individuals
being guided in their research activity and huge insti-
tutional investment in changing research environments
away from seeing research as being ‘fitted around’
teaching. The Panel does not think that its overall
grades are reliable guides to research ‘capacity’. With all
that in mind, and with an insistence that these grades
should not be used for the purposes of any resource
allocation within UCC, the Panel offers the grades in
the following table.

ROINN AN BHEALOIDIS - FOLKLORE & ETHNOLOGY

Quality Profile
Metric Level
1. | Published Output % of published output ranked | % of published output ranked 3
4 and above and above
22% 53%
2. | Research Related Activities 2
3. | Funding 2

4, | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

25%

50%

Overall Assessment: Level 2>3




C6 STUDY OF RELIGIONS

Co.1

Comments on this Study of Religions
Department are, properly, qualified by
the fact that it originated with fixed-term
appointments of individuals in 2006 and
2007 leading to the two permanent appoint-
ments, of different individuals, from January
2008 and September 2008 who were the sole
personnel in post at the time of the assess-
ment. This time-frame inevitably meant that
much material in the documentation con-
sisted in descriptions of the present and of
anticipated plans for the future and not in
accounts of past performance.

C6.2 Published Outputs

C6.3

C6.4

A focus on this material made it evident that,
in terms of the publication of the two current
staff members, all was of a very good stand-
ard, much was excellent, and some was of
world-leading quality.

Postgraduate training

As far as postgraduate activity was con-
cerned, there was nothing to report at this
stage.

Research-related activity

Already a fine picture was emerging as far as
research-related activity is concerned, in that
a major research award had very recently been
gained to study forms of Islam in Ireland.
This is important because it inaugurates the
unit’s strategic plan to work on religious phe-
nomena in Ireland that also bear a relevance
to global issues, and because it reflects from
the very beginning a commitment to seek out
research funding. This grant will also facili-
tate the academic career development of the
new lecturer at a very early point in his work.
Furthermore, this grant offers prospects for
future developments along similar and allied
thematic lines.

Co6.5

Co.6

Co.7

C6.8

Peer esteem

As for peer-esteem, this also has excellent
potential for the future. The new professor
comes not only with extensive experience
of teaching, research, and academic man-
agement in different kinds of universities
in Scotland and England but also with an
extremely strong reputation for work in both
theoretical aspects of the Study of Religion
and in the focused study of Japanese reli-
gious-cultural contexts.

While these considerations make it clear that
the Study of Religions is a promising innova-
tion within the UCC College of Arts, Celtic
Studies & Social Sciences, the Panel is con-
cerned that this unit stands at a potentially
vulnerable stage within its early development.
The hope and expectation of the Panel is that
it will be enabled by the University to fulfil
its promise. The Panel expresses some appre-
hension over such funding issues and seri-
ously hopes that financial problems will not
inhibit the current strategic vision of creating
an appropriately integrated Department.

Research environment

In terms of research environment, there is a
huge opportunity for the future in this field
of study, with potential for global and local
interests to develop and cohere. This would
be greatly enhanced through synergies with
adjacent disciplines within UCC and the
panel hopes that these opportunities will
be fully exploited. The areas of Philosophy,
Folklore and Ethnology, and the Social Sci-
ences all present obvious avenues of explora-
tion that would be valuable in and of them-
selves whilst also fostering an attitude of col-
laborative research within UCC.

The Research Strategy sections of the Qual-
ity Review Submission Form seem eminently
incisive on both the strengths and weak-
nesses of the current situation, and once
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more the panel’s attitude is entirely supportive
of the planned schema for a rounded Depart-
mental growth, always assuming that the com-
mitment that UCC demonstrated in initiating
this innovative development can be sustained
in terms of basic economic resource.

Overall Assessment

Panel N is reluctant to give overall grades for reasons
that are contained in the main body of the report.
The Panel felt that failure to ensure full and consist-
ent responses from departments over and above the
full record of research outputs by members of staff —
i.e. responses that would allow the Panel to evaluate
research environment and research culture, and the
rather different ways in which internal and external
policies impacted on different departments — made
the award of overall grades especially difficult. Panel

N unanimously reiterates that its chosen criterion was
to grade according to RAE-type standards. In the UK
it has taken nearly twenty years to achieve optimum
performance around those standards, with individuals
being guided in their research activity and huge insti-
tutional investment in changing research environments
away from seeing research as being ‘fitted around’
teaching. The Panel does not think that its overall
grades are reliable guides to research ‘capacity’. With all
that in mind, and with an insistence that these grades
should not be used for the purposes of any resource
allocation within UCC, the Panel offers the grades in
the following table.

Overall Assessment:

The Panel was of the opinion that it is too early in the
life of this unit for any overall grade to be possible.

STUDY OF RELIGIONS
Quality Profile’
METRIC LEVEL
1. | Published Output % of published output ranked | % of published output ranked 3
4 and above and above
67% 100%
2. | Research Related Activities N/A
3. | Funding 4/5
Outstanding start
4. | Peer Esteem Only 2 staff
2 The Panel considered that, given the recency of the establishment of

Study of Religions, an overall score could not be awarded.




Panel O

Department of Music

Drama & Theatre Studies
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Panel Members

* Professor Jeanice Brooks, Professor of Music, Uni-
versity of Southampton, UK

* Professor Stephen Bottoms, Professor of Drama and
Theatre Studies, University of Leeds, UK

* Professor Maria Delgado (CHAIR), Drama & The-
atre Studies, Queen Mary College, University of
London, UK

* Professor Christopher Fox, Department of Music,
Brunel University, UK

* Professor James Kippen, Faculty of Music, Univer-
sity of Toronto, Canada

* Professor Ian Watson, Chair of the Department of
Visual and Performing Arts, Rutgers University-
Newark, USA

Site visit

The site visit was conducted over 3.5 days from 21 —
24 April 2009 and included visits to departmental and
library facilities in UCC and meetings with:

* Dr. Michael Murphy, President
e Mr. Diarmuid Collins, Bursar

* DProfessor Peter Kennedy, Vice-President for

Research Policy & Support

* Professor David Cox, Head, College of Arts, Celtic
Studies & Social Sciences

* Professor Stephen Fahy, Chair, Academic Council

Research Committee
* Mr. John Fitzgerald, Librarian
* DProfessor Alan Kelly, Dean, Graduate Studies

*  Mr. Mark Poland, Director, Office of Buildings and
Estates

* Dr. Norma Ryan, Director, Quality Promotion
Unit

* Dr. Ger Fitzgibbon, Head, and staff of Drama &
Theatre Studies

* Dr. Paul Everett, Head, and staff of Department of
Music

An exit presentation of the principal findings of the
Panel was made to Heads of departments in the after-
noon of the fourth day.

Introduction: scope and context of this review

The Panel has found research of internationally excel-
lent standard, and some world-leading outputs, in both
subject areas under assessment by this review. Further-
more, there is significant potential for the develop-
ment of research activity, in both subject areas, around
coherent research foci that build on existing strengths.
The Panel recommends that UCC takes all appropriate
steps to nurture and develop research in these areas,
including the provision of targeted funding.

The Panel considers that the disciplines under review
have made considerable steps in fostering their research
cultures during the assessment period, and realises
that both the institution as a whole and the disciplines
concerned face challenges in maintaining this trajec-
tory in a climate of financial constraint and insecurity.
At present, there appears to be something of a gap in
communication and mutual understanding between
UCC’s senior management and the disciplinary units
under review. It is imperative that these problems be
addressed, and that more transparent procedures be
developed, in order for the institution to effectively
realise its full potential in these subject areas.

This expert review has been informed by the following
means:

e The Panel studied, prior to arrival in Cork, the
Guidelines for Research Quality Review (RQR);
the RQR Submission Forms and Appendices both
for Music and for Drama and Theatre Studies; the
Peer Review Group Reports for both subject areas.

* Both prior to arrival, and on site, the members
of the Panel scrutinised, discussed and assessed
research outputs submitted for review.

¢ The Panel met with the President of UCC, the
Vice-President for Research Policy and Support,
the Director of the Quality Promotion Unit, the
current and prior Chairs of the Academic Council
Research Committee, the UCC Librarian and the
Arts and Multimedia subject librarian, the Dean




of Graduate Studies, the Head of the College of
Arts, Celtic Studies and Social Sciences, and the
Director of Buildings and Estates.

* The Panel had scheduled meetings with the Board
of Drama and Theatre Studies and the Depart-
ment of Music.

* The Panel met with graduate students from both
subject areas.

¢ The Panel toured relevant facilities for both sub-
ject areas, including library facilities.

e The Panel examined documents including the
UCC Research Performance overview for 2002-
07 (comparing UCC’s performance with its main
competitors), Peer Review group reports for both
disciplines, and the Departmental Materials
Budget Allocations for 2008-09 (for both Drama
and Music).

All panel members have contributed to the author-
ship of this review and take responsibility for the
comments and gradings presented.

While the Panel has presented individual reports for
each unit being assessed, there are common find-
ings for UCC’s senior management and the College

(CACSSS) to address in both areas.

The Panel would like to commend UCC and its dis-
ciplinary units for undertaking this process of self-
assessment as a means of informing and developing
research planning and strategy. However, the Panel
would like to propose that a process of consultation,
involving all relevant parties, be initiated in order
to develop appropriate frameworks for any future
research quality assessment. This process might
include:

* Clearer guidelines or parameters for the develop-
ment and support of research in its widest forms,
in accordance with UCC’s stated definition of
research. This may involve the construction of a
template for practice-based research outputs that
would allow for the framing of research ques-
tions, the articulation of research findings, and
the collection of relevant documentation through
research portfolios.

Clearer guidance to departments/units on the
appropriate management of output selection for
review. This would include, for the sake of equal
opportunities, criteria for appropriately-scaled
reductions in the numbers of outputs expected
of early career researchers and fractional appoint-
ments. Also, due consideration should be given to
the status of MA, MPhil and PhD theses, which
would not be considered as appropriate for submis-
sion in comparable research exercises elsewhere.

Clearer guidance to departments/units on the
presentation of collective research strategies (rather
than individual researchers’ strategies), within
clearly formulated templates and word limits.
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DEPARTMENT OF MUSIC

| 4

Quality Profile
Published Output

The Panel noted that UCC is in transition from a
teaching-intensive institution to one developing and
articulating a research agenda — a significant shift for
instruction-orientated disciplines such as Music. This,
coupled with the large number of early career research-
ers, is appropriately reflected in the total quantity
of the outputs listed in the submission. The Panel’s
numerical gradings of output quality levels relate to the
three, self-selected outputs chosen by each researcher
reviewed. For the most part, these selections appear to
have been judiciously chosen from the overall profiles
of work. However, in some cases, the self-selection pro-
cedures did not necessarily locate the three items for
each researcher that best embodied significance, origi-
nality and rigour. In future, such decisions might bet-
ter be arrived at through consultation with a subject-
specific research committee, and care should be taken
to ensure that nominated outputs meet the criteria for
research as currently outlined in Appendix A of the

RQR guidelines.

In Music, the Panel considered 36 of the outputs
nominated for assessment. For early-career research-
ers, the Panel selected for consideration a proportion of
the three nominated outputs per staff member, based
on the date of entry to academic employment and/or
completion of the PhD. The Panel elected not to con-
sider outputs from one researcher no longer in post,
for whom some outputs were not available on request;
this individual was subtracted from the total FTE staff
numbers. One researcher, who was appointed by the
census date but did not formally take up her appoint-
ment until she completed a prestigious external fellow-
ship, has been included in the Panel’s consideration
and the total FTE staff. The Panel noted the appear-
ance of several important outputs in the period since
the census date, either recently in print or scheduled for
2009 publication or dissemination — a sign of contin-
ued research productivity.

Research in Music at UCC covers a broad range,
including outputs in composition, musicology and
ethnomusicology, and performance. The Panel consid-

ered traditional text-based outputs as well as outputs
in other media in each of these areas, and scrutinized a
considerable amount of practice-led research. Each area
shows a range of achievement, with an encouraging
proportion of internationally excellent or world-leading
work in all of the music research domains in which the
department is active (42% of assessed outputs at levels

4 or 5).

Work in composition embraces several different gen-
res, including both theatre and concert music, some
involving conventional acoustic resources and some
employing innovative digital technologies. Research in
musicology shows a healthy blend of established meth-
odologies and newer critical tools, with several mem-
bers of staff engaging productively with major debates
in the discipline. The department has taken steps to
enhance its research in ethnomusicology with highly
promising results, and the panel encourages the depart-
ment to consider how ethnomusicological perspec-
tives can aid in developing its capacity in practice-led
research in traditional music. The Panel noted a lack of
clarity over the research content of performance out-
puts, some of which might better be considered to fall
into the domain of professional practice or pedagogy.
Practice-led research in performance is still an emerg-
ing field in Irish higher education, and the Depart-
ment of Music is in an excellent position to shape
the national discussion once it has developed its own
coherent research strategy in this area.

Postgraduate Support and Training

The Panel notes UCC’s ambition to double postgrad-
uate research student numbers by 2013 (from a 2003
base). However, national funding structures explicitly
exclude scholarship applications by prospective stu-
dents wishing to work in the practice-based research
areas of performance and composition — which are
among the current growth areas internationally.

The Panel encourages the development of clearer guide-
lines for postgraduate supervision. These might include:
annual reviews of progress; documentation of supervi-
sion meetings; guidance on appropriate timescales for
the handing back of written work with comments.




In Music, the Panel noted the healthy increase in
postgraduate numbers resulting from the establish-
ment of new MA programmes and the investment of
income generated by undergraduate teaching (JYA)
in research studentships. The absence of external
funding programmes for critical areas of music post-
graduate research, especially in practice-led domains,
means that the Department should be supported
in these initiatives, which fit well with institutional
aspirations for a larger postgraduate community.
The Panel noted with concern that there are appar-
ently plans to remove JYA income generated by the
Department of Music from its control. This will elim-
inate a highly effective tool for enhancing postgradu-
ate research culture and will hamper Music’s ability
to realise postgraduate research strategy. The Panel
also noted that any reduction of part-time teaching
budgets is likely to have an adverse effect on both
recruitment and training, reducing the opportunities
for employment within the department for postgrad-
uate research students.

The Panel noted that the relatively large number of
early career members of staff, whose research profiles
and ability to attract postgraduate students are still in
an early phase, is likely to affect plans for increased
postgraduate recruitment. Development of institu-
tional support structures for research supervisors is
especially important for these staff members. Reten-
tion, development and promotion of early-career
researchers will be essential to maintaining and accel-
erating the growth in research student numbers the
department has achieved to date.

Research Related Activities

Members of staff in Music pursue research-related
activities in their principal areas of research, but also
work in adjacent domains; there is productive engage-
ment by musicologists and composers with perform-
ance, for example. Several members of staff partici-
pate in international research networks, at times in a
leadership capacity. Members of staff have organized
conferences within the assessment period that have
attracted prestigious international participants, and
maintain a good presence in international confer-
ence circles, although cuts to support for conference

attendance may have an adverse effect on their ability
to continue this activity. Research by staff members
informs their engagement with music festivals, con-
certs and opera production, principally at a national
level but with some high-profile international activity.
Musicologists have taken a particularly proactive role
in new disciplinary bodies, having been instrumen-
tal in the establishment of an independent Society
for Musicology in Ireland (formerly a chapter of the
UK’s Royal Musical Association, with which it con-
tinues to enjoy close links), including the editorship
of its journal. Musicologist members of staff are also
involved with prestigious international publication
venues as advisors or members of editorial boards.

Funding

Music has enjoyed some success in winning nation-
ally funded postgraduate studentships and also
gained funding for a postdoctoral fellowship, but it
is important to note that the main national fund for
postgraduate studentships is not open to students
working in either composition or performance, both
areas of strength for Music at UCC. Institutional
support for lobbying for change in this policy would
be a valuable initiative.

There have also been a number of successful bids
to other national sources of funding for individual
projects, particularly from the Arts Council of Ire-
land for work in performance and composition. More
substantial international awards enabled the estab-
lishment of the Traditional Dance Archive, and they
have also supported some other work, particularly in
ethnomusicology.

Funding bids have evidently clustered around par-
ticular individuals and particular projects and it may
be useful for staff to consider a more concerted pol-
icy. Much greater institutional support is needed to
enable staff in Music to maximise and extend their
expertise in the targeting of funding sources and in
the development and submission of applications. In
the current economic climate EU funding sources are
of growing importance and active institutional sup-
port is needed to assist staff in the development of

bids for these funds.

271



| 4

Peer Esteem

The Panel considered esteem factors relating to 12.5

(FTE) members of staff.

There is an obvious disparity between the percent-
age profiles for outputs and esteem in Music. In large
part this is because there is a high proportion of early
career researchers whose work, while of high quality
in its own right, has yet to receive wider recognition.
Nevertheless there is evidence that staff have a number
of good contacts with prestigious publication sites for
written work and that some of the work in composition
and, to a lesser extent, in performance has attracted
significant international attention. A number of staff
have been successful in gaining research funding, in
some cases from highly competitive international fund-
ing schemes. The Panel was pleased to note the highly
active role members of the department have taken in the
development of national research bodies in musicology.

Research Environment

Music maintains a supportive and collegial research
environment within the discipline, and links with
external research networks are already good and
becoming stronger. Maintenance of provision for exter-
nal speakers and conference organisation will support
further development. The Panel notes that the Music
Department has been successful in attracting excel-
lent early career staff with considerable potential for
future research achievement and for the recruitment of
top-quality graduate students. However, faculty reten-
tion will be a challenge if a lack of resources impedes
the upward trajectories of its early career scholars. In
particular:

* undergraduate teaching loads appear to be substan-
tially above the University average in expected con-
tact hours, which severely restricts available research
time;

* there are difficulties in securing sabbatical leave,
owing to both a lack of transparency in procedures
as well as problems in covering teaching loads for
absent staff;
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* career promotion is essential if senior faculty are
to become effective mentors capable of providing
models of research leadership and development;

* the dissemination of the processes and results of
research is crucial for career advancement, but is
severely hampered by the current freeze in funding
support for conferences and other research fora.

The Panel recognises the comparatively greater invest-
ment of time in graduate student teaching and mentor-
ing. If graduate representation is to continue to increase
in the Music Department alongside popular and suc-
cessful undergraduate teaching, then some considera-
tion of faculty positions as well as the balance between
full-time and fractional appointments is necessary to
the success of the graduate programmes.

The Panel noted the need for effective support for early-
career scholars embarking on their research careers.
The high proportion of early-career appointments in
this unit, however, poses challenges to effective men-
toring, especially given the other administrative roles
devolving to these same few members of senior staff.
Senior staff who entered the institution in a different
climate may also need support of their own in order to
orient their work more effectively toward an enhanced
personal and departmental research profile.

The Panel recognises the importance of maintaining
library resources, and in the context of the physical dis-
tance of the Music Department from the UCC Library
there is an even more urgent need to ensure that IREL
and other electronic library resources continue to pro-
vide essential access to research materials. The exper-
tise of an Arts and Multimedia subject librarian with a
clear understanding of the research needs of both staff
and postgraduate research students is key to ensuring
that the relevance of a relatively small library collection
is maximised.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

In terms of research outputs, the quality profile is most
impressive but the other research indicators are also
encouraging. Nevertheless the Panel believes that there
is potential for even greater achievement and would




urge UCC to make every effort to support further
developments in music.

Issues

The Panel has identified a series of issues for concern
in the report above but would also refer UCC to the
recommendations below.

Recommendations to UCC:

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

* ensuring the retention of good research-active
staff at all levels, in order to develop and sustain a
research culture. Several aspects of the current sit-
uation, such as the procedures for promotion, the
lack of transparency in arrangements for sabbati-
cals, and inadequate funding for teaching cover
and travel to conferences and archives, are signifi-
cant impediments to retaining staff;

* developing greater transparency between senior
management and the music staff, particularly in
the areas of UCC policy and procedures, work-
load allocations and networks of communication
between all levels of the institution.

* developing appropriate support and mentoring
structures for both senior and early-career staff;

* intervening in national postgraduate research
funding debates, to amend the guidelines cur-
rently excluding applications from practice-based
researchers in composition and performance;

* ensuring that Music retains the ability to channel
JYA funding into financial support for postgradu-
ate students ;

* revising the criteria for promotion to ensure that
they are not determined by issues that are inap-
propriate to the discipline, particularly the num-
bers of postgraduate students supervised to
completion.

Recommendations to the Department of Music:

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

* clarifying procedures for the development and
documentation of practice-based research in

music, as a dimension integral to these identified
areas of excellence;

* engagement in national fora for the formulation
and development of guidelines and criteria for
determining excellence in practice-based research;

* defining what mentoring or support research-
ers in Music need to develop or maintain per-
sonal research profiles, appropriate to their status
as early-career or as senior scholars, and working
with the institution to put support structures in
place;

* encouraging more researchers to submit research
outputs to journals and publishers of the highest
international esteem;

* further consolidating the existing research col-
laborations with external partners beyond Ire-
land which facilitate access to additional funding
streams;

* investigating opportunities for pooling resources
for postgraduate training, not only within UCC
but at a regional and national level;

* developing clearer guidelines for postgraduate
supervision;

* exploring the potential benefits in a structural
alignment of Music with Drama and Theatre
Studies, as two research areas with common inter-
ests and strengths in practice-based modes of criti-
cal investigation;

* engaging positively and creatively with UCC
administrative and management structures, to
facilitate greater understanding at all levels of the
particular research needs of this discipline.

Overall Conclusion

There is evidence of considerable achievement dur-
ing the period under review but it is also evident
that there remains even greater potential for UCC to
develop as a centre of excellence for research in Music
of both national and international significance.

4

273



| 4

DEPARTMENT OF MUSIC

Quality Profile

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked

4 and above

% of published output ranked 3

and above

ranked at 4 and above

42% 59%
2. | Research Related Activities 4
3. | Funding 2
4. |DPeer Esteem % of staff whose peer esteem is | % of staff whose peer esteem is

ranked at 3 and above

24%

64%

Overall Assessment: Level 3
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DRAMA AND THEATRE STUDIES

Quality Profile
Published Output

The Panel noted that UCC is in transition from a
teaching-intensive institution to one developing and
articulating a research agenda — a significant shift for
instruction-orientated disciplines such as Drama and
Theatre Studies. This, coupled with the number of
early career researchers, is appropriately reflected in
the total quantity of the outputs listed in the submis-
sion. The Panel’s numerical gradings of output qual-
ity levels relate to the three, self-selected outputs cho-
sen by each researcher reviewed. For the most part,
these selections appear to have been judiciously cho-
sen from the overall profiles of work. However, in
some cases, the self-selection procedures did not nec-
essarily locate the three items for each researcher that
best embodied significance, originality and rigour. As
noted in the introduction, such decisions might bet-
ter be arrived at in future through consultation with a
subject-specific research committee, and care should
be taken to ensure that nominated outputs meet the
criteria for research as currently outlined in Appendix
A of the Research Quality Review guidelines.

In Drama and Theatre Studies, the Panel considered
18 designated research outputs from 6 members of

staff.

The Panel identified a proportion of research that
was judged to be of world-leading standard in the
exploration of linkages between national identities
and embodied performance practices, in and across
the theatres of Europe. Further important research,
of an excellent standard and of significance to the
discipline, was located in these areas, and also in the
field of performer training. The Panel notes that, in
relation to comparable research quality exercises, the
39% of outputs graded at 4 and 5 is a very impressive
figure.

The Panel would have welcomed a clearer articulation
of the research content of performance and applied
practice outputs, some of which might better be con-
sidered to fall into the domain of professional prac-
tice or pedagogy. Practice-led research in Drama

and Theatre Studies is still an emerging field in Irish
higher education, and the unit of Drama and Thea-
tre Studies staff at UCC is in an excellent position to
shape the national discussion once it has developed its
own coherent research strategy in this area.

The Panel would like to make clear that the outputs
graded at 1 were unclassifiable, rather than of an
unclassified standard, because they did not meet the
criteria for research outputs as defined in Appendix A

of the RQR Guidelines.

The unit’s five-year strategic plan locates a core
research strategy in the dialogue between perform-
ance, theory and text. This would benefit from fur-
ther consideration in relation to the areas of research
excellence identified by the Panel in its scrutiny of the
outputs.

Postgraduate Support and Training

The Panel notes UCC’s ambition to double postgrad-
uate research student numbers by 2013 (from a 2003
base). However, national funding structures explicitly
exclude scholarship applications by prospective stu-
dents wishing to work in performance-based research
areas —which are among the current growth areas
internationally.

The Panel encourages the development of clearer
university wide guidelines for postgraduate supervi-
sion. These might include: annual reviews of progress;
documentation of supervision meetings; guidance on
appropriate timescales for the handing back of writ-
ten work with comments.

In Drama and Theatre Studies, the Panel welcomes
the development of MA provision to build post-
graduate studies in the discipline. It is also extremely
encouraging that a number of postgraduate research
students are already registered with the disciplinary
unit. The Panel notes that, given the time it takes to
build up a new discipline within a higher education
institution, Drama and Theatre Studies have made
promising progress to date.

The development of further postgraduate recruitment
in staff areas of expertise would be greatly enhanced
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by the provision of further studio spaces and technical
provision for practice-based research.

The Panel recognises the comparatively greater invest-
ment of time in graduate student teaching and men-
toring. If graduate representation is to continue to
increase in Drama and Theatre Studies, then some con-
sideration of faculty positions (including career promo-
tion for staff members capable of providing models of
research leadership) is necessary for the success of the
graduate programmes.

Research Related Activities

The Panel notes the excellent range of research-related
activities that Drama and Theatre Studies staff have
been involved in. These include:

* world-leading editorial work in bringing research
resources into the public domain, which have
impacted on the pedagogy and teaching of drama
internationally;

* strong engagement with professional theatre prac-
tice internationally, particularly in the areas of
intercultural and psycho-physical performance;

* strong engagement with Irish theatre culture
nationally, through the development of new per-
formances; reviewing performances for magazines
and journals; translations of foreign-language plays
for Irish audiences;

* creation of ongoing dialogues between the academy
and professional theatre organisations;

* ongoing contribution to debates around the devel-
opment of rubrics for practice-based research in
Ireland;

* external examination of PhD theses internation-
ally, and extensive manuscript review for major

publishers;
* high-profile conference organisation within Cork,

attracting international contributors and audiences.

Please see also the positive bullet points listed under
“Research Environment” below.

Funding

The Panel notes that, despite the fact that the disci-
pline is still in its early stages of development at UCC,
Drama and Theatre Studies staff have had some success
in attracting external funding support from research
bodies and arts funding organisations, both within
Ireland and beyond (e.g. Irish Arts Council, Goethe
Institute, American Society for Theatre Research, UK
Arts and Humanities Research Council, Ireland Fund
of France, Servier Monde Pharmaceuticals). It is also
encouraging that initiatives are currently being under-
taken to pursue, more vigorously, funding opportuni-

ties such as PRTLI.

Funding bids have evidently clustered around par-
ticular individuals and particular projects and it may
be useful for staff to consider a more concerted pol-
icy building on research links with other HEIs. Much
greater institutional support is needed to enable staff in
Drama and Theatre Studies to maximise and extend
their expertise in the targeting of funding sources and
in the development and submission of applications. In
the current economic climate EU funding sources are
of growing importance and active institutional support
is needed to assist staff in the development of bids for
these funds.

The Panel recognises the limited funding streams in
Ireland for arts research at both postgraduate and aca-
demic staff level, particularly for practice-based work.
Institutional support for lobbying directed at changing
this policy would be a valuable initiative.

The Panel also notes the very difficult financial situa-
tion currently facing UCC as a whole, and the way in
which this is impacting on Drama and Theatre Studies
in particular, given the small staffing base of the unit,
which makes any teaching relief (for research activities)
extremely hard to facilitate.

Peer Esteem

The Panel considered esteem factors relating to 7 mem-

bers of staff.

Given the relatively early career status of several of the
Drama and Theatre Studies research staff, the unit is to




be applauded for the strong levels of esteem demon-
strated in the submission. This esteem is evident in:

* world-leading and sustained input into the dis-
semination of materials on performer training and
embodied theatre practice;

* strong profile in international conference contexts;

* consultancy and advisory work in both the
higher education and professional theatre sectors,
internationally;

* recognition for a wide range of research-related
creative activities;

* key role in the establishment of the ISTR (Irish
Society for Theatre Research).

Research Environment

Research capacity and potential is evident in:

* the appointment of three full-time College lec-
turers in Drama and Theatre Studies, including a
senior, internationally recognised scholar-practi-
tioner in the field;

* the development of productive relationships with
staff from Modern Language departments, which
has helped identify a research focus in contempo-
rary European theatre and drama;

* informal mentoring and mutual support among
colleagues for the development of research;

* the establishment of the PERFORUM research
forum, which has brought internationally dis-
tinguished practitioners and scholars to Cork, to
speak and facilitate practical experimentation;

* the provision of IREL and other electronic library
resources, which provide essential access to
research materials in the field;

* the expertise of an Arts and Multimedia sub-
ject librarian, with a clear understanding of the
research needs of both postgraduate research stu-
dents and staff;

* good connections with both local arts organisa-
tions and internationally-recognised theatre com-
panies and practitioners, as well as with leading
higher education institutions outside of Ireland.

Research capacity and potential has been impaired by
a number of issues:

* short-term appointments and frozen posts, which
impede future planning;

* heavy teaching loads, which appear double the
University average in expected contact hours, and
thus severely restrict research time available;

* difliculties in securing sabbatical leave, owing to
both a lack of transparency in procedures, and
problems in covering teaching loads for absent

staff;

* difliculties in attending conferences and other
research fora, particularly owing to the current
freeze in funding support for these activities;

* limited provision of dedicated performance spaces
and technical support, for practice-based research
activities;

* apparent difficulties in retention of research staff,
owing to the issues outlined above;

* absence of Departmental status, and the conse-
quent absence of a full-time Head of Department,
making the further development of a coherent
research environment difficult to achieve.

Overall Research Activity and Performance

In terms of research outputs, the profile is very impres-
sive. Given the relatively recent formation of the unit,
other research indicators also appear encouraging.
UCC needs to consider appropriate levels of invest-
ment in this subject area, in order to realise the clear
potential of the unit.

Issues

The Panel has identified a series of issues for concern
in the report above, and would refer UCC to the rec-
ommendations below.

Recommendations to UCC:

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

4
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formalising Departmental status for Drama and
Theatre Studies, as an essential step towards further
enhancement of a cohesive research culture;

appointing a Professor to lead the research agenda
of the new Department;

addressing urgently the distinctly inadequate spa-
tial, technical and administrative provision for
research in a laboratory-based subject;

ensuring the retention of good research-active
staff at all levels, in order to develop and sustain a
research culture. Several aspects of the current situ-
ation - eg. promotion procedures, inadequate fund-
ing for sabbaticals, teaching cover, travel to confer-
ences and archives, etc. - are concrete impediments
to retaining staff;

developing greater transparency of procedures
between senior management and the disciplinary
unit, particularly in the areas of: UCC policy and
procedures; workload allocations; networks of com-
munication between all levels of the institution.

intervening in national postgraduate research
funding debates, to amend the guidelines cur-
rently excluding applications from practice-based
researchers in performance;

exploring the diversification of possible funding
streams for postgraduate research in Drama and
Theatre Studies;

developing appropriate support and mentoring
structures for both senior and early-career staff;

revising criteria for promotion to ensure that they
are not determined by issues that are inappropriate
to the discipline - e.g. numbers of postgraduate stu-
dents supervised to completion.

Recommendations to the Board of Drama and The-

atre Studies:

It is recommended that consideration be given to:

* clarifying structures for discipline-specific research
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management, as an enabling mechanism for formu-
lating a more empowered, cohesive research culture
in Drama and Theatre Studies;

defining what mentoring or support researchers
in Drama and Theatre Studies need to develop or
maintain personal research profiles, appropriate to
their status as early-career or as senior scholars, and
working with the institution to put support struc-
tures in place;

prioritising established areas of international excel-
lence, in particular research on embodied perform-
ance and national traditions in and across the thea-
tres of Europe;

clarifying procedures for the development and doc-
umentation of practice-based research in Drama
and Theatre Studies, as a dimension integral to
these identified areas of excellence;

developing existing plans for the Centre for
Research in Creative Practice, with these previous
points in mind;

continuing an active engagement, in national fora,
with the formulation of guidelines and criteria for
developing excellence in practice-based research;

encouraging researchers to submit research outputs
to journals and publishers of the highest interna-
tional esteem;

further consolidating the existing research col-
laborations with external partners beyond Ire-
land, which facilitate access to additional funding
streams;

developing clearer guidelines for postgraduate
supervision;

exploring the potential benefits in a structural align-
ment of Drama and Theatre Studies with Music,
as two research areas with common interests and
strengths in practice-based modes of critical inves-
tigation (this might include collaboration on the
Centre for Research in Creative Practice);

engaging positively and creatively with UCC
administrative and management structures, to facil-
itate greater understanding at all levels of the par-
ticular research needs of this discipline.




Overall Conclusion

There is evidence of considerable achievement dur-

ing the period under review but it is also evident

that there remains even greater potential for UCC

to develop as a centre of excellence for research in

Drama and Theatre Studies of both national and

international significance.

DRAMA AND THEATRE STUDIES

Quality Profile

METRIC

LEVEL

1. | Published Output

% of published output ranked 4

and above

% of published output ranked 3

and above

39% 72%
2. | Research Related Activities 4
3. | Funding 2

4. | Peer Esteem

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 4 and above

% of staff whose peer esteem is
ranked at 3 and above

43%

100%

Overall Assessment: Level 3
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