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Introduction 

The University is currently in receipt of its third Wellcome Trust Institutional Strategic Support Fund 

award, which runs from 2016-2021 (funding for years 4 and 5 subject to progress) and supports three 

key areas for Institutional development; Frontier Science, Career Development and Public 

Engagement. The ISSF funds allocated to public engagement are used to support one PER Officer post 

(1x FTE split 50:50 between two posts) as well as a range of activities that align with and further our 

Institutional PER Strategy.  

In essence, the key aims of our public engagement strategy are to increase the amount, quality and 

diversity/interdisciplinarity of our public engagement portfolio. Therefore the PER Committee (PERC) 

and Team felt it was important to use some of the ISSF funds to support great ideas from academics, 

as well as centrally driven projects and schemes. In March 2018 PERC approved the new PER Fund and 

now, one year on, we are seeking to assess its success and value and make improvements where 

possible.  

 

Aims: 
The scheme was designed to operate on two levels; providing rapidly responsive small awards of 

<£250 to support researchers to take part in individual events or training and larger grants of <£2,000, 

awarded quarterly, to support new, high-quality, novel and/or disciplinary projects that might not find 

financial support otherwise. The application process was intentionally designed to be simple and 

straight-forward to not deter those with little or no experience of writing applications. The criteria 

around staff eligibility was also set intentionally loosely, with the focus being on supporting good 

ideas, wherever they originate. All applicants must however, demonstrate a clear link between the 

activity they are proposing and engagement with active University of Birmingham research. 

 

Key scheme features: 

 Open to all research staff and students (and others where there is a clear research link) 

 Up to £250 available on a rolling basis, quarterly deadlines for up to £2,000 

 Straight-forward application and openly available scoring criteria 

 Rapid yes/no outcome for small grants 

 Feedback and support from PERC and PER Team to improve areas of weakness 

 Provides seed-corn or pilot funding to support high-quality external applications  

 Encourages novel ideas and improves quality 

 Improves visibility of activities e.g. through case study blogs to inspire others 

 Provides insight into projects being planned and long-term outcomes 

 Iterative and responsive (form now version 1.5, though changes from original very minor and 

old forms still accepted) 

 Demonstrates value of high quality PER to the institution (respected senior academics score 

applications and reported on through PERC to Research Committee)  



Overview of Applications and Awards 

Applications 

Total number 
 

Average 
Male : Female ratio 

Seniority* 
 

Value requested 

28 
 

2.5 per month 
1:1.5    (13 M, 16 F) 

13 PhD, 8 Mid, 7 Senior 
 

£25,758 

Success 

Total number 
 

Rate 
Male : Female ratio 

Seniority* 
 

Value funded 

20# 
 

71% success rate 
1:1.6     (9 M, 14 F) 

11 PhD (85%), 4 Mid (50%), 5 Senior (71%) 
 

£14,544 (56% of value sought) 

Budget 

Projected 
 
 

Requested funds 
 
 

Awarded funds 
 

£12,000 
40% of total annual budget 

 
215% of projected spend 

86% of total annual budget 
 

121% of projected spend 
48% of total annual budget 

* Seniority is defined as: PhD – PhD students only, Mid – Research Fellows and Lecturers, 

Senior – Professors and PIs 
# 1 large grant application still awaiting decision 

 

 There is clearly a demand for this type of funding as requests far outstrip provision - 

monetary value of support requested is 86% of our total annual operational budget.  

 Applications are well spread across gender and seniority with 46% of applications coming 

from postgraduate students and 57% being from women. This suggests that the application 

process is approachable and not off-putting to those with little experience of securing 

funding.  

 Success rate is high at 71% overall (or 56% based on monetary value rather than number), 

but this reflects our approach of working with applicants to improve their applications rather 

than simply turn them down. Of the 20 funded 50% of those required amendment before 

funding was approved.   

 The numbers are still too small to do any meaningful analysis of success rates by seniority or 

gender, however it is reassuring that there are no obvious disparities (ratio of M:F all 

applicants vs successful is very similar. Success rates of PGRs overall is higher than other 

levels of seniority, but this is reflective of the fact that this group more often applies for 

small amounts (<£250), where the threshold for approval is intentionally lower.   

 The overall cost of the scheme is currently higher than budgeted, but is affordable in the 

short term due to additional funds made available through BBSRC and EPSRC.  



 Although this overview suggests that the scheme is working reasonably well, we should be 

wary of over-interpretation as the data are still quite limited and we know it can often take 

months from a first mention or approach about an idea to it being developed into an 

application and can take several years for relevant downstream projects to be developed.  

 There appear to be seasonal peaks and troughs in the numbers of applications received, but 

it will take several years to understand whether there are any consistent / significant trends 

that may affect the running of the scheme (e.g. move to biannual deadlines for large 

amounts).   
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Analysis by College 

College 
Applications Awards Success Rate 

Number Value Number Value Number Value 

MDS 4 £3,240 4 £3,240 100% 100% 

LES 8 £8,676 6 £4,701 75% 54% 

EPS 8 £8,890 5 £4,690 63% 53% 

CAL 8 £4,952 5* £1,913 71% 39% 

CoSS 0 - - - - - 

*1 application TBD. If approved would take success rate to 75% (number) and 79% (value) 
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 Striking lack of any applications from CoSS despite our efforts to ensure all five Colleges are 

represented at events / workshops / as exemplars. It seems likely that there are several, 

over-lapping contributing factors: 

o Engagement may be more embedded in CoSS research and funding. For example 

one researcher who took part in a ‘Research at the Heart of Brum’ event was able to 

support her activities through her research budget because the materials could also 

be used directly with research participants. 

o CoSS researchers are more likely to consider engagement activities as part of the 

research, rather than an extension or add-on. 

o Funds may be being accessed from elsewhere, such as through the ESRC Impact 

Acceleration Fund, which can provide much larger grants than those available 

through PER Fund and has supported the activities of over 120 academics to date.  

 Application numbers are even across EPS, LES and CAL, though CAL applications tend to be 

of much lower value. 

 High value of unsuccessful applications in LES and EPS are due in both cases to two large 

unsuccessful grants.  

 MDS is noticeable for having a 100% success rate which stems from applications being of 

high quality (and interestingly we know of several cases where the application was 

developed over a long time before submission) as well as a tendency of MDS applicants to 

take all comments on board and be responsive to suggestions for amendments, though the 

numbers are too small to determine whether this is significant / consistent.  

 Reasons for grant rejection have been:  

o Application withdrawn 

o Applicant already having been awarded large grant from PER Fund in the last 6 

months and with outcomes of the previous project unknown 

o Project out of scope (e.g. for attendance at academic meeting) 

 Frequent areas for improvement in grants where amendments are requested are:  

o Lack of clear link to active research  

o Lack of innovation – not clear what is novel or distinctive about the project 

o Lack of sustainability / reusability of materials or resources 

o Practicalities / logistics not fully considered 

o Lack of evaluation plan 

o Lack of audience targeting 

o Unclear aims and reasoning  

 

 



List of Awardees 
 

Awardee Title Value Notes 
Mike McKnight, PGR, GEES 
(with Jack Richardson and 
Jonathan Hall)  

Fossil Forensics at 
Lyme Regis Fossil 
Festival 

£200 Also secured £800 College funds 

Victoria Anker, Research 
Impact Fellow, BRIHC 

Engage Researchers 
Academy 

£225 Also secured £970 College funds 

Marta Filipova, Research 
Fellow, BRIHC (submitted 
by Josh Allen) 

Czech Identity events 
at Ikon  

£150 Also secured ~£400 College funds 

Mel Grant, Senior Lecturer, 
Dentistry 

‘Stoma Fotis’ (Fire 
Mouth) exhibition 
and participatory 
workshop 

£1,500 
Paid for artist, Justin Wiggan, 
secured match-funding 

Naomi Green, Research 
Fellow, Mech Eng 

‘Art Implant’ 
participatory patient 
workshop 

£1,360 

Medical implant patient workshop 
facilitated by artists, In Public, on 
‘National Grateful Patient Day’ 
project to form basis of Wellcome 
Trust application 

Bill Chaplin, Professor, 
Astrophysics 

‘hertz’ vibrations of 
the universe public 
exhibition 

£1,940 
Funding to cover exhibition 
materials only, other costs secured 
from elsewhere  

Rachael Jennings and 
Amanda Field, PGRs, Met & 
Mat 

‘3D Printing the 
Future’ at RAF 100  

£240 
For consumables - department 
provided 3D printer and marketing 
materials 

Steve Hewitt, Lecturer, 
SHAC (submitted by Josh 
Allen) 

Battle of Algiers 
screening and Q&A 

£150 Also secured ~£300 College funds 

Olalekan Aiyegbusi, PGR, 
Applied Health  

Defining the role of 
ePROMS forum 

£1,250 

One day forum for patients and 
clinicians to explore the use of 
electronic patient reported 
outcomes  

Wilf Nelson, PGR, 
Psychology 

Watercooler 
Neuroscience 
Podcast 

£236 
For microphones and editing, to 
pilot idea before seeking external 
support 

Sarah Kuehne, Lecturer, 
Dentistry 

Build a Biofilm £250 
Match funded by School, featured 
activity at Research at the Heart of 
Brum and Lapworth Lates 

Heather Flowe, Professor, 
Psychology 

Are You a Good 
Eyewitness?  

£175 

Funding used to purchase dongles 
to allow online testing activities in 
New Street Station and other 
events 

Eleanor Dobson, PGR, 
English Literature 

The Mummy Returns £60 
For consumables used at Lapworth 
Lates (and useable for other 
events)  

Sam Cruz Rivera, PGR, 
Applied Health 

ePROMS family 
activities  

£240 
Support to take part in PPI 
Research Changes Lives event at 
Library of Birmingham 



Alicia Hidalgo, Reader, 
Biosciences 

The 3D Printed Fruit 
Fly - Pilot 

£1,950 
Aligned to BBSRC IAA funding call. 
Intended to be pilot for external 
grant application.  

Ting Yan and Galen Reich, 
PGRs, EECE 

Pint of Science 2019  £900 
Funding to develop audiences and 
diversify speaker representation at 
Pint of Science 

Jonathan Hall, PGR, GEES 
Lava vs. Ice: the 
Tjörnes story  

£1,990 
Pilot funding to set up exhibition in 
Iceland 

Oonagh Pennington-
Wilson, PGR, Classics 

MYTH Today £1,328 
For co-creation of a Pandora-
inspired play with school children. 
Pilot for ACE application.  

Wilf Nelson 
Neuroscience 
Podcast – top-up 
grant 

£150 
Additional funding to pay for 
editing as initial plan to use BURN 
FM is no longer possible.  

Rebecca Bird 
Plastics, Energy and 
the Environment  

£250 
To support a community 
demonstration event to be held in 
Four Oaks Methodist Church  

 

 

 

 

 



Awardee Follow-Up  
A

p
p

ro
a

ch
ed

 

 
Total number 

Total value 
 

Responded 
Value responded 

 
12 (60% of those funded) 

£7,766 
 

10 (83% of those approached) 
£7,416 (95.5%) 

 

C
o

m
p

le
ti

o
n

 

 
Number completed 

 
Issues with 
completion 

 
Total cost 

 
8 (67%) 

 
2 applicants activity is still ongoing, 2 have postponed due to ill 

health. All expected to be completed by April 2019. 
 

£7,868 – 1.3% overspend  
 

O
u

tc
o

m
es

 

 
Match funding 

 
 
 

 
Additional activity 

 
 
 

 
£8,170 (104% of PER Fund contribution) 

 
Bill – exhibition on tour to We The Curious in Bristol, possibly 
elsewhere afterwards including Green Heart  
 
Sarah – activity to be reused for Science Teachers (ASE) 
Conference and Green Heart Festival  
 
Sam – activity to be reused at Institute ‘Tea @ 3’ event  
Rachael and Amanda – planning to reuse for other events 

 

 

Applicant Feedback 

“The scheme is an excellent idea which encourages researchers to disseminate their findings to 

the public - an often neglected aspect of research.  The application process was straight forward 

and queries were dealt with promptly.” 

“The scheme has been extremely helpful in supporting my PE, thank you for the continued support 

both financially and through chatting through ideas!” 

“Benefitted career progression and development” 

“The scheme is a great opportunity to carry out public engagement activities. Caroline and Leah 

were very helpful and provided me with great feedback to improve my application. The 

application process is quick and I received my fund within time to get the material needed for my 

presentation.” 

“The activity has done well to generate a public engagement buzz in the School of Psychology 

department and with the new CHBH centre.” 

“The PER funding has helped us to start the ‘build a biofilm’ activity, which is fantastic. The activity 

was very well received and we will offer it again in the future.” 



Appendix – Copy of Current Application Form and Assessment Criteria 

 

UoB Internal PER Funding Application Form 

 

The public engagement with research funding scheme supports researchers to develop, carry out and 

share their public engagement activities. The scheme is open to all staff and PGRs who carry out 

research as part of their role.  

The main fund accepts applications for amounts from £250-£2,000 and has 4 deadlines per year on 

28th February, 31st May, 31st August, and 31st November. These will be reviewed and scored according 

to agreed criteria by the Public Engagement with Research Committee, chaired by Prof Alice Roberts 

and Prof Ian Grosvenor. Applicants should expect to hear the outcome of their application within 14-

21 days of the deadline.  

Activities requiring smaller amount of funding (less than £250) will also be considered and will be 

reviewed and scored by the Public Engagement Officers, Leah Fitzsimmons and Caroline Gillett. 

Outcomes for these applications will be made known within 14 days of submission.  

All applicants should complete the form below and return it to engage@contacts.bham.ac.uk. Note 

that those applying for <£250 will not be expected to complete the form in detail, though all points 

should still be addressed, where possible. 

All successful applicants will be required to report on the outcomes of their activity (ideally in the form 

of a short blog post with photos) and we will assist any unsuccessful applicants to identify alternative 

strategies or schemes for their project. We would also ask successful applicants to record their funding 

and activity on Pure.  

 

Applicant Details 

Please include name(s), staff or student ID(s), School and College affiliation(s). PGRs please give the name 
of your supervisor and confirm that they are aware and supportive of this application.  

 
 
 

Project Title and Aims 

Please provide the title, description and rationale of the project/idea and identify the target audience(s).  

 
 

 
 
 

 

Timescale 

Please include key dates for any activity and the expected duration of development and delivery phases 
with any relevant details. 

 
 

mailto:engage@contacts.bham.ac.uk


 

Project Delivery Plan 

Please tell us how you plan to carry out this project. Include any partners or collaborators and their roles as 
well as any relevant processes and/or logistics. Also comment on whether ethical approval for planned 
activities has been sought or approved. You should also consider any health and safety implications of your 
activities.  

 
 
 

Distinctiveness of Project 

Please outline the importance of this project: does it meet an unmet need? Will it directly enhance or 
change your research? What is the expected impact?  
 
 

 

Costs and Funding Request 

Please provide a full breakdown of costs and include details of other funding being sought or match 
funding secured. Applicants should also outline any previous successful applications to this fund.  

 
 
 
 

 

Expected Outcomes 

Please outline the expected outcomes detailing the expected number of people affected/reached as well as 
the anticipated benefit of the engagement for both the public and the research(er/s) involved. Be as 
specific as possible. Include whether this activity will contribute to any REF Impact Case Studies and what 
further engagement activities or change in research practice this activity will lead to and how 
reusable/repeatable the activity or elements of the project might be.  
 
 
 

 

Evaluation 

Please describe how you will evaluate the quality and effectiveness of the project and what you expect to 
learn. Also outline any potential legacy, for example, a website, re-usable prop or networks created.  
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



PER Funding Assessment Criteria 

 

For large grants (£250-£2,000), the following criteria will be assessed. Where multiple suitable 
applications are received in a single round, those that score most highly overall will be awarded.  
 

Eligibility 

All UoB researchers including PGRs are eligible. 

Aims of the project must align with UoB PER strategy. 

Ethics  

Have ethical issues been considered and addressed where appropriate? 

Aims and target audience  

What is the specific form of engagement with research that the project seeks to achieve?  

What impact will the activity have on the target audience? Has the application considered the types 

of audiences relevant to the work - and the relevance of the activity to the target audience? Has the 

application considered the best ways to engage with these audiences? 

Feasibility  

Is the project carefully planned and achievable? 

Is there evidence that the project team will manage the process effectively?  

Timeframe 

Are the timescales for development and implementation realistic?  

Originality 

Is the project concept strong, interesting and imaginative in its approach to the subject matter? Is 

the project innovative in terms of content or process? 

Evaluation 

Does the application describe how the participants will measure and document progress and 

outcomes? Does it describe how that evaluation might be used to improve current or future 

projects?  

Dissemination  

Will this project have an impact beyond that on the primary audience?  

Is the project intending to disseminate any learning amongst peers?  

Sustainability and legacy 

Will the project create a lasting or sustainable impact (on audience or researchers)? 

Could the project form part of a REF Impact case? 

Is the project intended as a pilot before applying for external funding?  

Budget 

Is the budget sufficiently detailed and realistic?  

Value for money 

Will the project be good value for money in terms of depth and reach of impact (audience 

numbers)?  

Suitability 

Are we the most appropriate source of funding at this stage? 

 

https://thinkpe.files.wordpress.com/2018/10/per-strategy-a4.pdf


Criteria Reasoning 
 
Score  

Is the applicant / application eligible?  Y/N 

Are there any ethical issues?  Y/N 

If yes, have these been addressed?   Y/N 

Are the aims of the project clear?  /5  

Is the project achievable and the 
timeframe realistic? 

 /5 

Is the project innovative or distinct in 
some way?  

 /5 

 

Has evaluation been adequately 

described? 

 /5 

Are there plans for dissemination?  /5 

Are there plans to extend the project 

beyond this grant or to use it as an Impact 

Case Study? 

 

 
/5 

Is the budget realistic?  /5 

Does the project deliver value for money?  /5 

Are we the most appropriate source of 
funding?  

 /5 

Funded?  /45 

 


