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Day 3 — Slide Approval Pack
Research, National Priorities and Curriculum Leadership · Sessions FN 1 and FN 2 (forenoon, 60 minutes each)
Prepared for review by Dr. Shalini Kapoor, Professor of Periodontology and Director, Research and Development

Sessions

Session Storyline What participants produce

FN 1
Research
Leadership:
From
Individual
Research to
Institutional
Research
Culture

Two institutions with identical publication counts are
not equally strong → research moves from an
individual, to a group, to an institutional culture →
national policy now expects this of every institution
→ the research ecosystem framework, with
mentoring and collaboration as the two multipliers →
quality is checked before submission, not by the
journal → participants diagnose their own School →
five leadership actions.

A completed eight-dimension diagnostic of their own
School, their two largest gaps, and a commitment
card with one mentoring and one collaboration
action.

FN 2
Leading
Research
for
Relevance,
Quality and
Impact

Forty papers that changed nothing against six that
changed a protocol → what a publication count
cannot measure → DORA, Leiden and the new NIRF
retraction penalty → outputs, outcomes and impact
→ Pasteur's Quadrant, where rigour and use are
allies → national priorities give institutions their
problems → participants evaluate three research
portfolios on a rubric → three budget-neutral
leadership moves.

Scored rubric sheets for three portfolios, a funding
decision defended against the rubric, and a
commitment card with one change to assessment or
funding practice.

To Decide

# Question What the draft currently does

1 Should the national policy context run to three
slides, or be compressed to one?

Three slides: NEP and ANRF; the
PAIR programme; RDI, ONOS and
research intensity (FN 1 slides 7 to
9, about 5 minutes).

2 Should the interactive elements be run live on
screen, or replaced with static pictures?

Four are live: the diagnostic radar,
the collaboration network, Pasteur's
Quadrant and the rubric scorer.



3 Do the three portfolio cases suit the room? Three fictional composites: a
periodontology and diabetes study,
an engineering deep-learning
proposal, and a district health-
insurance study.

4 Is 20 to 21 minutes of activity per session right for
this audience?

FN 1: 12 minutes individual, 8
minutes table. FN 2: 10 minutes
individual, 11 minutes table.

5 Should either deck name SGT University's own
practice as an example?

No institution is named as an
example anywhere; all examples
are generic or composite.
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FN 1 — Research Leadership: From Individual Research to Institutional
Research Culture

FN 1 SLIDE 1 · 1 MIN
Title slide
Opens the session. Title, her name, role and institution, and the
Day 3 theme.

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 1 SLIDE 2 · 1 MIN
Central question of Day 3
Reads the programme's central question aloud and gives this
session's one-line answer: an institution is intellectually
relevant only when research survives the departure of any
single person.

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

FN 1 SLIDE 3 · 3 MIN
Two institutions, same publication count
Shows two institutions that each published 120 papers, one
concentrated in six people, the other spread across sixty. Asks
the room to vote on which they would fund for five years. The
point: the number hides everything that matters.

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 1 SLIDE 4 · 1 MIN
Session outcomes
States the four things participants will be able to do by the end,
and what evidence they will produce: the diagnostic sheet, the
indicator choice and the commitment card.

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

FN 1 SLIDE 5 · 3 MIN
Individual researcher to research group to
institutional culture
Animated in three steps. A lone researcher carries personal risk
and stops when they stop. A group buffers risk but rarely
outlives its founder. A culture has clusters, mentoring pipelines
and succession.

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 1 SLIDE 6 · 3 MIN
Four levers that change at each stage
Walks the four columns, which are the leadership levers: who
owns the question, who carries the risk, what ensures
continuity, and where quality is checked. Then defines research
culture in one sentence.

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

25 slides · 60
minutes



FN 1 SLIDE 7 · 2 MIN
NEP 2020 and the ANRF Act
National policy now expects research of every institution, not
only elite institutes, and ANRF is the instrument. Funding will
flow to institutions that can show systems, not only to
individuals with track records.

Material or source: NEP 2020 Ch. 17; ANRF Act 2023; PIB, Dec 2024

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 1 SLIDE 8 · 1.5 MIN
ANRF PAIR programme
The Government's own method for spreading research culture
is mentoring between institutions: hubs mentoring up to seven
spokes each. If it works at national scale, it works inside a
School.

Material or source: DST, PAIR; PIB, April 2025

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

FN 1 SLIDE 9 · 1.5 MIN
RDI Scheme, ONOS and research intensity
Three instruments in eighteen months. ONOS removes the old
excuse about journal access; what remains is whether the
institution has built the habits to use it. India spends about
0.8% of GDP on R&D, while DST's own report notes most
developed countries spend more than 2%.

Material or source: PIB, July 2025; PSA, ONOS; DST R&D Statistics
2025-26

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 1 SLIDE 10 · 2.5 MIN
The research ecosystem framework
Built in four steps: leadership vision at the centre, four enabling
conditions around it, three governing conditions enclosing
them, then the links to national priorities and impact. An
ecosystem fails when any one element is missing.

Material or source: Framework developed for this session

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 1 SLIDE 11 · 2 MIN
Eight dimensions as leadership questions
Each dimension of the diagnostic restated as a question a
Dean can answer tonight, for example whether a new faculty
member has a named mentor within a year. She reads two or
three, not all eight.

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

FN 1 SLIDE 12 · 1 MIN
Mentoring cascade
One researcher who mentors three, each of whom mentors
three, reaches twenty-seven people in six years. The condition
is that mentees become mentors, and that mentoring is
recognised in appraisal.

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change



FN 1 SLIDE 13 · 1 MIN
Collaboration network simulation
A live model on screen. With no collaboration, removing the
three most productive people collapses output. With
collaboration and mentoring turned up, output is higher and far
more of it survives. She says openly that this is illustrative, not
data.

Material or source: Illustrative model, labelled as such on the slide

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 1 SLIDE 14 · 2 MIN
Quality is checked before submission
Four things an institution can do that an individual cannot:
design review, ethics as a scholarly conversation, internal peer
review, a published integrity procedure. Notes that NIRF now
deducts marks for retracted work, and the deduction hits the
institution.

Material or source: NIRF India Rankings 2025 methodology

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 1 SLIDE 15 · 2 MIN
Diagnostic instructions
Explains the activity: score the School or Faculty you lead,
choose the level that describes what actually happens rather
than what the policy says, and record one piece of evidence
per score.

Material or source: Printed diagnostic sheet

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 1 SLIDE 16 · 1 MIN
Live diagnostic demonstration
She moves the sliders on screen so the room sees how a
profile takes shape, and makes the point that the shape
matters more than the total.

Material or source: Interactive radar on the slide

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

FN 1 SLIDE 17 · 12 MIN
Activity: individual scoring, 12 minutes
Timer on screen. Participants score all eight dimensions on the
printed sheet and mark their two largest gaps. She circulates.

Material or source: Printed diagnostic sheet

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 1 SLIDE 18 · 8 MIN
Activity: table discussion, 8 minutes
Timer on screen. Tables compare profiles, find the two weakest
dimensions, and agree one action a Dean could take within a
term, with an owner and an observable result.

Material or source: Printed table worksheet

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change



FN 1 SLIDE 19 · 3 MIN
Debrief: the room's profile
She enters rough table averages on the sliders to draw the
room's shared profile, then asks why the two most common
gaps travel together. In most rooms they are mentoring and
recognition, because mentoring is unrewarded.

Material or source: Interactive radar on the slide

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 1 SLIDE 20 · 3 MIN
Institutional research indicators
A balanced indicator set reports activity, quality, people, culture
and relevance. An institution that reports only the first two is
reporting the weaker institution from the opening slide. Each
row is tied to NIRF or NAAC.

Material or source: NIRF 2025; NAAC Criterion III

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

FN 1 SLIDE 21 · 1.5 MIN
Five leadership actions
Five things within a Dean's own authority in one year with no
new budget line, each tied to a dimension of the framework.

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 1 SLIDE 22 · 1.5 MIN
Commitment card
Participants write one mentoring action and one collaboration
action, each with an owner and an observable result in six
months. Two minutes of silence, then cards are collected.

Material or source: Printed commitment card

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

FN 1 SLIDE 23 · 1 MIN
Key takeaways
Three points, read once: culture is what remains when
someone leaves; mentoring and collaboration are the
multipliers; quality is checked before submission.

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 1 SLIDE 24 · 1.5 MIN
Return to the central question
Closes on the central question and hands over to FN 2: this
session asked whether the institution can sustain research, the
next asks whether it is pointed at what matters.

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change



FN 1 SLIDE 25 · NOT PRESENTED
References
Reference slide, not presented. Kept in the deck so sources
are available if anyone asks.

Material or source: All sources listed

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change



FN 2 — Leading Research for Relevance, Quality and Impact

FN 2 SLIDE 1 · 1 MIN
Title slide
Opens the second session with the same title block.

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 2 SLIDE 2 · 1 MIN
Central question and the FN 1 / FN 2 split
Restates the central question and separates the two halves:
FN 1 asked whether the institution can sustain research, FN 2
asks whether the research is directed at what matters.

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

FN 2 SLIDE 3 · 4 MIN
Forty papers or six
Two programmes up for renewal: forty papers with no trace
outside the literature, or six papers one of which changed a
state screening protocol. Asks which they would fund, then
which one looks better on a report that lists publication counts.

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 2 SLIDE 4 · 1 MIN
Session outcomes
The four things participants will be able to do, and the
evidence: rubric sheets, quadrant placements, commitment
card.

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

FN 2 SLIDE 5 · 2 MIN
What a publication count measures and misses
A count records what passed a journal's threshold. It does not
record whether the question mattered, whether the design
could answer it, whether anyone used the result, or whether it
was true.

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 2 SLIDE 6 · 3 MIN
DORA, Leiden Manifesto and NIRF 2025
Three frameworks have moved assessment away from volume.
The Leiden principle about protecting locally relevant research
is the one most useful to an Indian institution trying to be
relevant to India rather than to a citation index.

Material or source: DORA 2012; Leiden Manifesto 2015; NIRF 2025

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

24 slides · 60 minutes



FN 2 SLIDE 7 · 3 MIN
The research-impact pathway
Five stages built left to right. Her own example: a salivary
diagnostic study is an output, a district screening protocol using
it is an outcome, fewer patients losing teeth is the impact. Only
the first three stages are under the institution's control.

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 2 SLIDE 8 · 2.5 MIN
Payback framework and REF
Two established reference points. Payback treats capacity
building and informing policy as legitimate returns. REF defines
impact as change beyond academia, judged on reach and
significance, and accepts that the path is often indirect.

Material or source: Buxton and Hanney 1996; REF 2029 guidance

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

FN 2 SLIDE 9 · 3 MIN
Pasteur's Quadrant
Two axes: does the work seek understanding, and is it
motivated by use. The most consequential research sits where
a real problem forces a fundamental question, so rigour and
use are allies. Cards can be dragged into quadrants on screen.

Material or source: Stokes, Pasteur's Quadrant, 1997

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 2 SLIDE 10 · 2 MIN
Quality, relevance and impact matrix
Three toggles on screen. Each combination has a name:
consequential research, a report that will be filed, advocacy,
scholarship that may matter later, and so on. Low on all three is
what publication counts reward.

Material or source: Interactive on the slide

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

FN 2 SLIDE 11 · 2 MIN
Relevance to national priorities
Relevance is easier to demonstrate than institutions assume,
because the State has published its priorities. But relevance
without quality is harmful at scale, which is why the rubric
weights them equally.

Material or source: Viksit Bharat @2047; national missions; ANRF and
RDI; SDGs

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 2 SLIDE 12 · 2 MIN
Exercise brief
Explains the task: three proposals for the same Rs 15 lakh
grant, only one can be funded. Ten minutes to score
individually, eleven minutes at the table to agree a ranking and
choose.

Material or source: Printed case sheets and rubric

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change



FN 2 SLIDE 13 · NOT PRESENTED
Case 1: salivary biomarkers in diabetes
Summary on screen while participants read the full sheet.
Strong team, confirmed clinical partner, state interest verbal
only, assay capacity the real risk. Written in her own field.

Material or source: Illustrative composite case, labelled on the slide

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 2 SLIDE 14 · NOT PRESENTED
Case 2: retinal image classification
Productive team, reproducible results, but no clinical
collaborator, a foreign dataset, and a national priority named
rather than engaged.

Material or source: Illustrative composite case, labelled on the slide

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

FN 2 SLIDE 15 · NOT PRESENTED
Case 3: health insurance utilisation
A district administration asked for the work. Early-career lead
with a mentor, design not yet reviewed by a statistician, ethics
pending.

Material or source: Illustrative composite case, labelled on the slide

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 2 SLIDE 16 · 10 MIN
Activity: individual scoring, 10 minutes
Timer on screen. Participants read the three cases and score
each on quality, relevance, potential impact and feasibility.

Material or source: Printed rubric

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

FN 2 SLIDE 17 · 11 MIN
Activity: table analysis, 11 minutes
Timer on screen. Tables agree consensus scores, place each
case in Pasteur's Quadrant, and choose one to fund with two
sentences of justification.

Material or source: Printed table worksheet

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 2 SLIDE 18 · 4 MIN
Debrief with the live rubric
She enters a table's scores on screen and the totals and bands
update. Usually the case that would produce the most papers
does not rank first, and tables disagree about whether
feasibility risk outweighs impact potential.

Material or source: Interactive rubric on the slide

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change



FN 2 SLIDE 19 · 2 MIN
Where the rubric changes the decision
Compares the three cases: most papers, strongest team,
highest impact potential. Makes the point that Case 3's
feasibility risk is reducible within the grant, and that a mentoring
culture is what makes such a project fundable.

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 2 SLIDE 20 · 2 MIN
Three leadership moves
Change what is reported, what is funded, and what is
rewarded. All three are budget-neutral and visible within a year.

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

FN 2 SLIDE 21 · 1.5 MIN
Commitment card
Participants write one change to assessment or funding
practice they could begin before the next term, who must
approve it, and who would object.

Material or source: Printed commitment card

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 2 SLIDE 22 · 1 MIN
Key takeaways
Three points, read once, closing the argument from counts to
consequence.

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change

FN 2 SLIDE 23 · 2 MIN
Return to the central question
Closes the morning and hands to the afternoon on curriculum
leadership, where the same question applies to teaching.

DECISION

Keep

Cut
Change

FN 2 SLIDE 24 · NOT PRESENTED
References
Reference slide, not presented.

Material or source: All sources listed, including the note that the three
cases are composites

DECISION

Keep
Cut

Change



Overall

Question Response

Is the level right for Deans, Directors
and Heads of Department?

Is anything important missing from
either session?

Anything to remove because it will not
land with this audience?

Should the printed sheets (diagnostic,
cases, rubric) change in any way?

Any example of her own to be worked
in, and where?
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