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FACULTY ANNUAL PERFORMANCE REVIEW
Faculty of Engineering and Physical Sciences
Tuesday 27 October 2015


The Review Group consisted of: 
Professor Dame Nancy Rothwell (President and Vice-Chancellor) (Chair), Professor Colin Bailey (Deputy President and Deputy Vice-Chancellor), Professor Clive Agnew (Vice-President for Teaching, Learning and Students), Professor Luke Georghiou (Vice-President for Research and Innovation), Professor James Thompson (Associate Vice-President for Social Responsibility), Professor Keith Brown (Vice-President and Dean, Faculty of Humanities), Professor Ian Greer (Vice-President and Dean, Faculty of Medical and Human Sciences), Mr Will Spinks (Registrar, Secretary and Chief Operating Officer), Mrs Karen Heaton (Director of HR), Mr Steve Mole (Director of Finance), Ms Helen Barton (Director of Planning), Ms Naa Acquah (General Secretary, Students’ Union).

The Faculty was represented by: 
Professor Martin Schröder (Vice-President and Dean), Professor Stephen Flint (Associate Dean for Internationalisation), Professor Danielle George (Vice Dean for Teaching and Learning), Professor Lin Li (Associate Dean for Business Engagement and Development), Professor Tim O’Brien (Associate Dean for Social Responsibility), Professor Ann Webb (Associate Dean for Graduate Education), Professor Stephen Yeates (Associate Dean for Research), Professor Hugh Coe (Head of Earth, Atmospheric and Environmental Sciences), Professor Peter Duck (Head of Mathematics), Professor Andy Gibson (Head of Mechanical, Aerospace and Civil Engineering), Professor Jim Miles (Head of Computer Science), Professor Peter Lovell (on behalf of Head of Materials), Professor Simon Rowland (Head of Electrical and Electronic Engineering), Professor Mike Sutcliffe (Head of Chemical Engineering and Analytical Science), Professor Steve Watts (Head of Physics and Astronomy), Professor Richard Winpenny (Head of Chemistry), Ms Rachel Brealey (Director of Faculty Operations), Mrs Pauline Morgan (Head of Faculty Finance), Ms Sue Field (Head of Faculty HR).

Apologies:
Professor Martin Humphries (Vice-President and Dean, Faculty of Life Sciences), Professor Bill Sampson (Head of Materials). 

In attendance:
Mr Ian Bradley (Head of Academic Services, EPS), Ms Pia Pollock (Project Officer, Planning, EPS), Mrs Alison Holt (Office of the VPD, EPS), Mrs Roxanne Bretherton, Ms Nicky Evers (Planning Support Office).


1. 	Purpose of the Faculty Annual Performance Reviews

The purpose of the Faculty Annual Performance Review (APR) was to analyse and evaluate the Faculty’s strategic and operational performance in 2014/15 and progress towards the goals and enabling strategies defined in the University’s Strategic Plan, Manchester 2020, in order to inform future priorities. The meeting focused on a review of performance and on forward planning, including setting and meeting challenging but realistic targets. Actions have been identified which will be followed up during the year in addition to reporting on implementation at the next Faculty APR. Key performance indicators relating to sustainability and HR issues, including equality and diversity, will be considered by the Capital Planning Sub-Committee and the HR Sub-Committee respectively. A complete evaluation of University performance in 2014/15 will be presented to the Board of Governors at the conference in March 2016.

2. 	Priorities Highlighted in the 2014 Annual Performance Review

	The Faculty reported progress on the key strategic priorities which had been identified in last year’s APR report in its APR documentation.
3. 	Outline of Faculty Performance

	The Vice-President and Dean (VPD) began by thanking the Faculty for the warm welcome and strong support he had received since taking up the post in June 2015. He highlighted the following points about the Faculty’s current and future position:

· the Faculty’s financial position was good;
· some areas of the Faculty had high teaching loads and high staff:student ratios (SSRs) and there may be a case to redress this balance. Greater efficiencies in teaching needed to be achieved;
· the percentage of good degrees (Firsts and 2(1)s) awarded across the Faculty required further consideration;
· the two points above may have some adverse effect on student satisfaction;
· the lower number of teaching only staff compared to the other Faculties needed to be reviewed;
· research quality was generally strong but more time needed to be released for researchers;
· the outcome of REF2014 was disappointing, and the Faculty needed to improve outputs and closely monitor research income;
· a number of significant opportunities were opening up with the enormous capital investments being made in Manchester Engineering Campus Development (MECD), the Graphene Engineering Innovation Centre (GEIC) and the Sir Henry Royce Institute (SHRI). However, there were also risks to be managed with such large ventures;
· the Faculty needed to focus on staff workloads in relation to teaching and research;
· performance and development review (P&DR) processes needed to be strengthened;
· all Schools should develop a five year strategy to help the Faculty focus on a more strategic view of its future direction.
	
4.	SWOT analyses

		A common theme across the Faculty and School SWOT analyses related to issues of space, and in particular the opportunities and threats presented by MECD. The Review Group sought reassurance that the Faculty was managing the MECD project effectively in order to realise a step change for the Schools concerned. The Faculty acknowledged that the MECD project was a huge challenge, but also a significant opportunity to give the Engineering Schools the modern space, the interdisciplinary environment and state-of-the-art facilities that they desperately needed. The Faculty emphasised the amount of planning being undertaken for the decant and eventual re-homing of the Engineering Schools while acknowledging the disruption that would be caused over the next four years. MECD also presented a great opportunity to work differently and change the culture around certain processes as well as teaching and student interaction. MECD was viewed as an opportunity to prioritise research activities and set high quality thresholds, moving away from some areas and investing in others. The Faculty was actively pursuing improved performance management to embed a high performance mind-set in staff before the move.

	Space in other Schools, such as Earth, Atmospheric and Environmental Sciences (EAES) and Chemistry, was full to capacity. The Faculty needed to look at the opportunities for interdisciplinary teaching and research using the new capital builds which would help develop strategies to support the Schools not included in MECD. All would be encouraged to engage across disciplines and share facilities, and to prioritise their space utilisation to get the best out of the available infrastructure. However, although it was understood that the capital budget was finite and already under pressure, there were some ongoing investments in other areas, for example in Chemistry, and the Schuster extension.

	Some Schools had noted the difficulty in recruiting high quality staff in key areas, mainly due to the competitive profile of specific subjects for example in statistics and some engineering disciplines. MACE was mitigating against this difficulty by focusing on the development of early career staff. Another solution could be to offer higher salaries but this was not ideal.
	
	Another theme across the SWOT analyses was that of staff workload and the associated effects on stress levels and morale. The Faculty recognised that it had high SSRs, and planned to undertake modelling to analyse workloads. It agreed that over-assessment might be an issue with a high proportion of continuous assessment in some areas, as well as over-supervision in some labs. However, there was a benefit to students with this system as they had more contact time with staff, and this linked to student satisfaction. It was also noted that the PGT teaching structure ran over the full twelve months which made it difficult for staff to carve out research time. A more efficient method of timetabling would be welcomed, to allow quality time for both teaching and research.

	The Faculty had noted “managing underperforming staff” as a weakness, which was also reflected in some of the Schools’ SWOT analyses. There had been a slight change in emphasis since the REF, with focus now more on developing the middle performers than on underperformance as such. It was noted that the Schools worked hard at performance management and that underperforming cases were demanding and time-consuming, and that sometimes staff were not aware that they were underperforming. Performance management was challenging for Heads of School and the support of tier 4 managers was key as well as the support of HR partners and Heads of School Administration. The Review Group asked how well the P&DR process was used, noting the low scores in the staff survey, and reminded Schools that setting clear targets and objectives was key, and that the process should be about optimising performance. The Schools reported that they were developing P&DRs, however, when staff chose not to take up their P&DR opportunity, managers would carry out smaller and more informal reviews to cover the same aspects as the formal process. This could, over time, help build relationships with managers and help staff to see the benefits of P&DR rather than seeing the process as a threat.

5.	Financial Issues

	The Review Group commended the Faculty on its strong financial performance in 2014/15, highlighting its high level of contribution (£78.5m), but noted that its finances were predicated on high student numbers. The Faculty reported that it was working on mitigating the risks to its financial position, and would be investigating different financial models in order to release quality time for staff. The Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) would play a major part in shaping the Faculty’s finances, and a balance had to be struck between student numbers and research income. Savings would be difficult to achieve from non-pay expenditure. Income from teaching was potentially at risk from the heavy reliance on the Chinese market. In terms of research income, diversification was key. Although industrial income was currently flat, there were some significant opportunities ahead, relating to opportunities from MECD, SHRI and the National Graphene Institute and GEIC. The Faculty expressed the desire to establish a task force to raise additional funding from industry and alumni to invest in MECD, whilst the Review Group noted the importance of taking a strategic overview of the current portfolio of large projects to optimise the opportunities they created, to take stock of equipment, to seek investment etc.The Faculty was actively exploring prospects with companies and strategic partners in the Middle East and China for major investment in research collaborations (e.g. nuclear). The Review Group urged the Faculty to push harder to recover full costs on research bids, particularly from industry, and to stop thinking about certain costs as ‘overheads’. The Faculty noted that its Business Engagement and Innovation Committee was currently developing a strategy to support the growth of its business relationships.
	ACTION: (i) to ensure that the contribution target for 2015/16 is met; and (ii) to improve recovery rates by ensuring that research grants and contracts are costed and priced effectively in line with the University’s pricing guidance and the Faculty’s PI/Co-I recovery guidance.

6.	Goal One – World Class Research
	
	Research quality
	The Review Group was concerned that some Schools had focused on the wrong kinds of outputs, as indicated by the REF outcome. The Faculty recognised it needed to improve research quality. Following the REF2014 it had undertaken the Research Review Exercise and had recalibrated the outcome to help it reassess its position in relation to its peers. In Chemistry, for example, the School was analysing outputs to identify the top performers and also those who could contribute to 4* papers and therefore claim part of the credit. Improving citations was a key challenge: as well as the use of open access, the Review Group suggested that even simple changes, such as making titles and abstracts more accessible, or the use of social media, could have a positive impact on citation rates. The Review Group emphasised the importance of citation rates in league tables, and that action to improve them should be taken immediately. One of the Faculty’s priorities was staff with publications with low or zero citations, as there was an issue with serial offenders who would only publish in particular journals and were never cited as a result. The Faculty agreed that a top-down approach by Schools was necessary to make the appropriate interventions in publication strategies. There was also a need to identify for each discipline which journals to target for publication. 
	ACTION: Schools to continue to implement their publication strategies in order to improve citations and reduce the number of zero citations.

	Research income
	The Review Group congratulated the Faculty on its impressive increase in RGC income, which had increased from £79.5m in 2013/14 to £100.5m in 2014/15. However, the Faculty still needed a step change to reach the University target in Manchester 2020 and to compare favourably with the top five Russell Group comparators, e.g. the per capita RGC income was 71% of the average of the top five. A particular challenge was income distribution with 26% of RRE eligible staff with no credit share, and a proportion with sub-critical income levels (13% bringing in less than £25k per year), compared to the excellent achievement of those with income greater than £1m (10%). The Faculty was actively looking at setting higher discipline relevant expectations. The Faculty acknowledged that it was concerned about the ‘tail’ but wanted to concentrate on the middle performers who had the potential to improve, and to improve the ‘gradient’ of performance. It reported that there were issues of space capacity, particularly in relation to Chemistry and MIB. The Review Group urged the Schools to look in other buildings for lab space, and that the culture of academics ‘owning’ lab space rather than having space because they held a current research grant should be looked at. Space utilisation was a serious issue, and it was noted that competitor institutions often had much less space but used it more effectively.
	ACTION: to review space utilisation and the culture of ‘owning’ lab space, to encourage sharing and enable growth.

	The Review Group commended the Faculty on the 13.9% increase in awards from £104.5m in 2013/14 to £119.0m in 2014/15. However, if the Faculty Office line (which related to the GEIC) was removed from the accounts, the remaining awards stood at £83.9m which was a significant drop from the previous year. The Faculty recognised this and was addressing it by setting targets, providing support for checking and quality at the application stage, offering short term, focused sabbaticals, and through performance management, with particular focus on the middle performers. There had been some recent successes from new sources, e.g. the Newton Fund.

	Postgraduate research
	Completion rates were improving, with 77.6% of students completing within five years in 2015, compared to 74.0% in 2014. The University target was 90%. Mathematics was congratulated for its 100% completion rate, as well as Physics and Astronomy with 92.2%. The Faculty recognised that the main issue was non-completion rather than late submission. It had undertaken a number of actions to improve completion rates, including tightening up the end of year examination process and increasing the quality of intake, but noted that there would be a five year time lag to see the benefits from these initiatives.

	The Review Group noted that the results from the Postgraduate Research Experience Survey (PRES) showed an improvement in overall satisfaction from 81.2% in 2013 to 84.3% in 2015. However, the Faculty’s scores were generally lower than the University average which was a concern. The Faculty reported that it was already looking closely at supervision, but agreed that more analysis was required to understand these differences, and that it was important to drill down to School level.
	ACTION: to analyse the PRES results at School level to find out reasons for lower levels of satisfaction compared to the University average, and to report on actions taken next year.
	PGR numbers were improving but the Review Group queried whether the rate of growth was sufficient. The Faculty felt it was currently on track in terms of its own targets but the challenge was to maintain this trajectory to meet the target in 2020. It was becoming more challenging to increase numbers year-on-year and a strategic overview was required to focus on the areas with capacity for growth. Student funding was a known issue, and internships were considered to be a good option to help support students. The Faculty was working with business engagement colleagues to seek industrial support for PhDs. It was also expanding its overseas initiatives, for example building a relationship with King Saud University, and was working hard to ensure that the quality of applications and intake was high, which was a challenge. 
	ACTION: to continue to increase the number of PGR students.

7.	Goal Two – Outstanding Learning and Student Experience

The Faculty was congratulated on its excellent performance in teaching and learning, highlighting overall improvements in employability, recruitment, tariff scores, and widening participation. The Review Group reminded the Faculty of the need to benchmark its performance at subject and discipline level in the light of the forthcoming teaching excellence framework (TEF). The Faculty reported that this was a challenging and exciting time due to the opportunities to be realised from MECD and the Faculty restructure following the Review of Life Sciences and Cognate Disciplines. It acknowledged the need to share best practice across the Faculty and between Faculties, and was considering the best pedagogic approach for cross-Faculty teaching. The Faculty noted the commitment of its students and staff, and in particular wished to thank Dr Louise Walker who had acted as Associate Dean (Teaching and Learning) during much of 2014/15.

Student satisfaction
The Review Group commended those Schools which had maintained or improved their high scores on question 22 in the NSS (Electrical and Electronic Engineering (EEE), Chemistry, and Physics and Astronomy). It noted the drop in score (87% in 2013/14 to 69% in 2014/15) for the School of Earth, Atmospheric and Environmental Sciences (EAES), and queried whether there were any links to the School’s low rate of employability (71.3%) and increasing levels of international recruitment. The School reported that there were differences in the three main disciplines within the School. Geology scored highly on student satisfaction (93% and in the top quartile), although there were issues with employability particularly due to the recent changes in the oil and gas industries. In environmental science, students often took longer to secure graduate jobs in the UK, with a number taking a gap year, although employability was good for international students. However, the NSS score in environmental science had fallen in 2015 due to a number of issues related to service teaching and low student numbers which had had a negative impact on the 2012 entry. The School believed that this was a one-off for this particular cohort. The biggest area for concern was petroleum engineering which had been affected by some teaching issues with CEAS related to tariff disparities, but these had now been addressed. MACE also showed a reduced score for overall student satisfaction (80% in 2014/15 down from 82% in 2013/14) and was addressing this with a number of actions.

The Review Group reported that there was likely to be a move away from question 22 in the NSS as the main measure used for benchmarking student satisfaction, and that some of the other questions with a more specific focus would move to the forefront (e.g. teaching, academic support etc). The key for Schools was to drill down and analyse data at programme level to understand where improvements were required.

Employability
The majority of Schools in the Faculty had improved their rates of employability leading to an overall Faculty score of 80.2% in 2014/15 up from 76.6% in 2013/14. Despite the improvements, the Review Group noted that comparisons with the Russell Group were not favourable, and asked how performance could be improved in relation to competitor institutions (e.g. at least 84% at institutional level to be in the top ten for employability in the Times Good University League Tables). It was recognised that there were differences in job markets across the disciplines, and that Schools were working hard to improve employability rates. Mathematics had introduced ‘Managing My Future’ and a mock interview scheme, parts of MACE held dedicated days on career development, and EEE emphasised the importance of their degree programmes ‘with industrial experience’ for students to make contacts with companies at an early stage. The Review Group stressed that employability was highly likely to be a key metric in the TEF.

Retention
The Review Group queried why the Faculty had a poor retention rate (9.7% new entrants withdrew from the University in 2014/15, up from 8.3% in 2013/14), particularly where tariff scores were high. There was a huge variance between the Schools, from EEE with a 25.5% withdrawal rate to Materials with an impressive 1.9% rate. Schools were looking into their poor retention rates but as yet were unable to pinpoint what the key issues were; equally Schools with good retention rates were also unable to explain the reasons why. One possible factor in EEE was students with different qualifications, so compulsory interviews had been introduced. There may be other factors including varying levels of ability in maths, which could often lead to disengagement within the first few weeks. It was also noted that many student withdrawals were due to academic failure at the first year exam stage, rather than ‘drop-outs’ within the year. The Review Group urged the Faculty to be proactive in addressing this issue. It was also noted that BTEC students, a key recruitment area, were capable and that the curriculum was changing. However their maths could be weak and support had been put in place. The Faculty should also continue to analyse the data to understand more about retention overall. Significant improvements would have to be made to help create a step change in the University’s position in league tables and compare more favourably with competitor institutions.

Degree attainment
The Review Group noted that 72% of students in EPS had been awarded a ‘good degree’ (2:1 and first class) in 2013/14 compared with 69% in 2012/13. There was concern that, in comparison with the Russell Group, the ‘learning gain’ from students entering with high tariff scores but leaving with lower degree attainment was not sufficiently competitive (the average attainment required to be in the top ten of the Times Good University League Tables was 84%). The Faculty did not want to compromise its degree standards, but the Review Group argued that it was probably disadvantaging its students by marking more harshly than its competitors. Employers were primarily interested in 2:1s and firsts, and degree attainment was a key metric affecting student satisfaction, employability and league tables. The Review Group felt strongly that steps could be taken in-year to start to address this.
ACTION: to implement action to address marking disparities with comparator institutions. 

It was noted that degree attainment for BME students in the Faculty had risen from 64% in 2012/13 to 70% in 2013/14, and that the Schools should share best practice to try to increase this further, as there were variances across the Schools. The majority of BME students in petroleum engineering in EAES entered through the Foundation Year and the access criteria for this had been lower than fellow students entering through CEAS. Increasing the tariff to match CEAS should have a positive effect on degree attainment; however actual numbers were small. BME students in MACE, on the other hand, performed better than their white counterparts, and it was noted that MACE also had a very good mix of BME staff which may well be a positive factor in students’ degree success. 

ACTION: to analyse data and benchmark performance against competitors relating to (a) teaching quality and assessment and feedback in the NSS, (b) the links between entry standards, degree attainment and employability, and (c) retention, with a view to identifying and implementing actions as appropriate to address discrepancies with comparators and to address any significant differential attainment.

8. 	Goal Three – Social Responsibility

	The Review Group congratulated the Faculty on its good performance in terms of research and teaching with social and environmental impact, increasing participation from its students in the Manchester Leadership Programme (MLP) and University College courses, and its proportion of BME staff at senior lecturer, reader and professor (13%).
	Socially responsible graduates
	Students in the Faculty participated well with the ethical grand challenges, but there was more variation in engagement with University College (including MLP), with 12.2% of Chemistry students undertaking a University College course, but no MACE students engaging. The Faculty confirmed that University College was promoted to its students and that Schools were engaged, but that some programmes were constrained by the requirements of professional bodies. The Review Group urged the Faculty to monitor the differences between Schools.

	Sustainability
	The Faculty had successfully increased its numbers of green impact teams (20 in 2014/15, up from 15 in 2013/14) and sustainability enthusiasts (37 in 2014/15 compared with 24 in 2013/14). However, the Review Group recognised that sustainability was the core business of the Faculty, and this was not reflected in the APR documentation and needed to be made more visible externally. There were a great number of examples that could be highlighted, such as the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research, water quality monitoring etc.
	ACTION: to include in next year’s APR a showcase of the Faculty’s key sustainability exemplars.

Communications
The Review Group noted the Faculty’s development of campaigns such as ‘The World Works Better with Us’ to help promote key areas of research with impact. The Faculty reported that its Communications Team, appointed 18 months ago, had developed themes and networks to promote initiatives and had introduced an awards system to recognise and celebrate good practice within the Faculty. These campaigns and initiatives provided a focus for open days (e.g. the Big Bang Fair) and social responsibility was understood to be a key message in student recruitment. The Review Group also noted that social responsibility was embedded in the Faculty’s teaching, and that this should be articulated more strongly to external audiences. Current students regularly volunteered to help with public engagement events, such as those at Jodrell Bank Discovery Centre. The Review Group felt that as an institution, the social responsibility aspects within courses could be better articulated for all students and this could be an effective tool in advertising and marketing.
ACTION: to review how to articulate the social responsibility elements of the Faculty’s teaching activities. 

Leadership
The Faculty reported that it had identified staff to champion the five core social responsibility themes and develop networks in Schools.
ACTION: to continue to embed social responsibility leadership structures in the Faculty.

9.	Quality People
	
	The Review Group was concerned at the very poor response across all Schools except Mathematics and CEAS to question 5.1 “have you had an individual performance and development review or probation review in the last 12 months?” The Faculty reported that it was monitoring P&DR rates, and that there was low participation from technical staff who generally chose not to take part because the process was not linked to pay. Instead managers set targets and objectives in a separate discussion that was not formally badged as a P&DR. The Review Group felt that this was an acceptable alternative and that it could perhaps be reflected in the wording in the next staff survey. In response to the low scores for question 2.6 “on the whole, communication in the University is effective”, the Faculty had introduced individual School visits by the VPD. These had been well received so far, but it was acknowledged that communication of messages in a consistent way was difficult in such a large and diverse Faculty.

	The Faculty reported that Schools were developing workload allocation models and would be meeting to discuss and share best practice. It felt that Schools needed to be allowed to reflect their own culture within a workload allocation model so was content for different models to exist provided they ensured consistency in certain areas. Openness and transparency were key.

	The Review Group queried how the Faculty was encouraging its ‘middle’ performers to achieve a fuller potential, whilst acknowledging the huge investment in time to manage underperformance. The Faculty reported that it was freeing up academic time and encouraging staff to make links with larger collaborative groups, especially in key theme areas and new research areas. Working across traditional boundaries (e.g. engineering/science) was to be encouraged. The VPD sent personal letters of thanks to academics to acknowledge their efforts in securing significant grants or studentships. However, active management of the underperformers continued to be a challenge, and staff in key leadership positions often felt underequipped; the Faculty was holding workshops to help staff with performance management and providing the tools from HR.

10.	Risk and Compliance

	The Review Group noted that there had been no changes to the risks on the Faculty’s risk map since December 2014 and that they were clustered together as ‘rare’ and ‘possible’, meaning it was not clear which risks the Faculty was most concerned about. The Faculty clarified that serious health and safety matters would be the biggest risk. Although there had been a number of concerns raised in the Schools’ SWOTs and in the APR meeting, the failure of MECD was classed as ‘rare’ because the Faculty felt that it had a number of mitigating actions to underpin this risk. Some risks may need revisiting as their likelihood and impact altered over time.
	ACTION: to revise the risk map to reflect concerns in the SWOTs.

	The Review Group noted the non-compliant returns in relation to staff with access to personal data. The Faculty reported that the relevant data protection training course was compulsory for PSS staff but not academic staff, who had different thresholds for defining data. This situation was common to all Faculties, and the Review Group felt strongly that this situation should be rectified as soon as possible.
	ACTION: to define clearly which staff (both academic and PSS) should undertake mandatory data protection training and instigate catch-up training at the earliest opportunity. 
 	
11.	Other issues

	A number of issues and opportunities were raised as worthy of note. These included the need for the Faculty to identify and explore areas of potential income growth, e.g. distance learning and philanthropy. There were opportunities in relation to the Faculty restructure, including the opportunity to integrate EAES and environmental biology and address major inter-disciplinary research opportunities, including in the longer term the possible opportunity of creating an Institute of Environment. It was also important to make optimal use of the research beacons and to maximise opportunities relating to Jodrell Bank, the Northern Powerhouse and devolution.
	ACTION: to seek and exploit opportunities arising from devolution and the Northern Powerhouse.

12. 	Summary 

	The Review Group thanked the Faculty for its good performance and willingness to deal with challenges. The Faculty’s breadth and scope was recognised but a key issue for the Faculty to consider was focus and discipline and, given limited time and resources, identifying those activities that it should cease. It needed to lift both the ambition of staff and the expectations of Schools.

	The Faculty wished to note its thanks to Professor Stephen Flint who was taking on the University role of Associate Vice-President (Internationalisation), and Ian Bradley who was moving to the Division of Student Life. 

	The Faculty had identified the following key operational priorities for 2015/16:

· increase research funding;
· recruiting more of the best PGR students in the world and increasing PGR submission rates (and numbers);
· achieving high levels of student satisfaction;
· providing staff with the infrastructure/support they need to improve their teaching and research;
· developing MECD and interacting with other parts to the benefit of all Schools;
· developing an overarching interdisciplinary strategy across the Faculty to improve performance in research and teaching.

In addition the Review Group identified the following actions.

	Financial Issues

a) (i) To ensure that the contribution target for 2015/16 is met; and (ii) to improve recovery rates by ensuring that research grants and contracts are costed and priced effectively in line with the University’s pricing guidance and the Faculty’s PI/Co-I recovery guidance.

	World Class Research

b) Research quality: Schools to continue to implement their publication strategies in order to improve citations and reduce the number of zero citations.
c) Research income: to review space utilisation and the culture of ‘owning’ lab space, to encourage sharing and enable growth.
d) Postgraduate research: (i) to analyse the PRES results at School level to find out reasons for lower levels of satisfaction compared to the University average, and to report on actions taken next year; and (ii) to continue to increase the number of PGR students.

 	Outstanding Learning and Student Experience

e) Degree attainment: to implement action to address marking disparities with comparator institutions.
f) To analyse data and benchmark performance against competitors relating to (a) teaching quality and assessment and feedback in the NSS, (b) the links between entry standards, degree attainment and employability, and (c) retention, with a view to identifying and implementing actions as appropriate to address discrepancies with comparators and to address any significant differential attainment.

	Social Responsibility

g) Sustainability: to include in next year’s APR a showcase of the Faculty’s key sustainability exemplars.
h) Communications: to review how to articulate the social responsibility elements of the Faculty’s teaching activities.
i) Leadership: to continue to embed social responsibility leadership structures in the Faculty.

	Risk and Compliance

j) (i) to revise the risk map to reflect concerns in the SWOTs; and (ii) to define clearly which staff (both academic and PSS) should undertake mandatory data protection training and instigate catch-up training at the earliest opportunity.

Other issues

k) To seek and exploit opportunities arising from devolution and the Northern Powerhouse.

These priorities should be incorporated within the Faculty’s Operational Priorities for 2015/16 and will be followed up on a regular basis. In addition, an interim report should be submitted to the Planning Support Office by 12 February 2016 detailing the actions taken to address the priorities identified.

Planning Support Office    
January 2016
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