BREAKOUT SESSIONS REPORT
Embedding and sustaining the Roberts Agenda

Group 1:

Reflection began with the hypothesis that there will be a decrease of the funding available. The big question therefore would be “how to influence senior management?”

It would lead to an internal political game. So maybe there is a need to measure the impact of Roberts’ funding on research rather than researchers!

So if the ring fenced model stops, then cutting costs is one solution. We might want to think about a programme focusing on “training the trainer” that Vitae could develop. This would help solve the issues of expensive external trainers and raise the profile of internal trainers. Cross-collaboration could also be a solution.

Is the development skills programme useful in terms of employability?

It clearly is for overseas students.

The conclusion was that it is difficult to improve something when we have trouble to measure it! The development training area is a vulnerable one and it seem likely that the training aimed at 1st year PhDs will continue but for the 3rd year and beyond probably not.

Group 2:

There are some practical issues to address:

· Reliance on external trainers

· Embedding new and innovative trainings

The sustainability issue clearly comes too early in the process. How to move toward embedment?
Some solutions were proposed:

· Contribution from each school to the training programme depending on the number of students they’ve got (pro-rata system)

· Use university system to have the programme advertised in a more efficient way

· Run event more cost effectively and attract external trainers with an interest in delivering at certain HEIs (so they are covering all the costs...ex of the medical writing workshop in Oxford)

What about making the training compulsory?

It is seen by some HEIs as the way to embed this in the culture and policy of the University and therefore hard to get rid of.

Impact of the training title:

This has a great influence on increasing the participation rate and to be able to measure a meaningful impact.

Surely we need to develop a network and work together in training by collaborating like the Bloomsbury group. There will be an exchange of knowledge but not of money.

There is a potential to develop collaboration or exchange provision online.

Shall we:

· Train the trainers?

· Involve students in the training development?

· Invite more academics?
Evaluating the impact of Researcher Development training

Discussions started around the definition of level 3 & 4 descriptors. What does RT mean by behaviour and outcomes?

Level 3 was perceived as a stage where deep reflection and visible change in behaviour are required. The training needs analysis and the reflective practice are key activities.
Level 4 was perceived as a complex level which encompasses several complex activities. But overall case studies backed up with stats should constitute strong evidence for level 4 evaluation but also for REF and researcher councils.
Everyone agreed that you can’t jump from a level to another; there is transitional step needed.

The breakout discussion led to discussion about the appropriate way to assess post-docs.

Shall we approach line managers?

It will then create awareness and raise the profile of Post-Docs but there will also be a risk of collecting biased results as Post-Docs might not feel comfortable as this might interfere with their appraisal.

Shall we find mentors for Post-Docs and go through the assessment that way?

The downside of this solution is that the mentor might only see the Post-Docs from a particular angle and might miss out certain essential skills.

