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Oral evidence

Taken before the Science and Technology Committee

on Wednesday 28 June 2006

Members present:

Mr Phil Willis, in the Chair

Adam Afriyie Margaret Moran
Mr Robert Flello Mr Brooks Newmark
Dr Evan Harris Dr Desmond Turner
Dr Brian Iddon

Witnesses: Professor Julia Goodfellow CBE, Chief Executive, Biotechnology and Biological Sciences
Research Council, Professor Colin Blakemore, Chief Executive, Medical Research Council and
Professor Alan Thorpe, Chief Executive, Natural Environment Research Council, gave evidence.

Q1 Chairman: Good morning everyone and could
I particularly welcome our three witnesses this
morning, Professor Julia Goodfellow (we hope that
you might be the chair of the panel if, in fact, it
needs chairing this morning in order to feed out the
questions); Professor Colin Blakemore, welcome
again, Colin, to the Select Committee; Professor
Alan Thorpe, the Chief Executive of the National
Environment Research Council, welcome to you
again, Alan. Can I say that this is the second of
what are called thematic reviews so far as the
Research Councils are concerned. The Committee
made the decision that rather than looking at
Research Councils as individual entities we would
try to pick themes which in fact enable us to look
right across the Research Council. The first was
knowledge transfer and this one is really quite a key
inquiry looking at the Research Council Institutes.
It arose not because I think the Committee should
be interfering in the way in which the Research
Councils actually manage the institutes; that is not
the job of this Committee. The job of this
Committee is in fact to try to protect strategic
science and particularly long term strategic science.
The question we are asking is: are the Institutes the
best way of achieving that? Are they the siren
calls—if they are siren calls—that the work should
all go back into universities? Should they be
heeded? Have we got it right? That is the
background to this rather than trying to pre-judge
whether an institute should close or whether it
should remain open. I wonder if I could start by
saying that the Quinquennial Review in 2001
concluded that there were nine good reasons why
we should have Research Council Institutes. What
are the reasons you would put forward briefly,
Julia, for retaining Research Council Institutes in
your particular area?
Professor Goodfellow: I think many of the reasons
you said and we would say—I think we said in our
submission—that our institutes meet some (or in
some cases all) of those criteria, certainly the long
term, the sort of areas in fact that universities
cannot or do not wish to do. We would say that
plant science and crop science, although we have a

few good science departments in universities, they
are not a large base, there are not a lot of
undergraduates wanting to do plant and crop
science in the universities and therefore the
universities really are the main reservoir of
expertise in the UK.

Q2 Chairman: Colin, in addition to the
Quinquennial Review recommendations or reasons
for keeping institutes, is there anything else you
would put into that pot or should we take that
as read?
Professor Blakemore: I think if you are looking for
a single word to sum up the reason for having
institutes then it is “strategy”. Research Councils
of course develop their own strategies for
supporting an area of science and institutes can
play a critical role in delivering that strategy,
particularly in providing high-quality environments
with sustained investment and a critical mass to
serve a strategic need.

Q3 Chairman: Alan?
Professor Thorpe: I do not think I have anything
to add to that. For us all nine1 are touchstones of
why we have institutes to deliver environmental
science.

Q4 Chairman: In that case could I ask you whether
in fact the mission for the institute should be at the
behest of the Research Councils or the
Government?
Professor Thorpe: I think the mission is for the
Research Councils and, as Colin says, it is certainly
true in our case as well that we see our institutes
as a major player in delivering our science strategy
so the council very much regards the institutes as
a vital bit of that and therefore wants to have a
strong say in the decision making process on how
they go forward.

1 Note by the witness: QQR Criteria.
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Q5 Chairman: Yours or the Government’s, Julia?
Professor Goodfellow: Definitely the Research
Council, but as you will be aware the BBSRC
institutes are very diVerent from the MRC
institutes. They are companies limited by guarantee
with charitable status so they have their own non-
executive directors and trustees of the charity. They
also have multi-funders so as well as being within
the remit of BBSRC they have to be aware of other
funders’ needs as well. They are even further away
from government, if you like, than the ones that are
totally within a Research Council.

Q6 Chairman: Your direction or the
Government’s, Colin?
Professor Blakemore: MRC institutes are a little
diVerent in that they are wholly owned by the
council so the needs are entirely specified by the
council. As with all MRC scientific priorities
consideration is of course given to policy needs and
one role that institutes can play—and some of ours
do—is to provide the potential to respond to those
needs. I give a particular example; the Toxicology
Unit in Leicester. There is certainly a national need
to have a centre of excellence in toxicology, but it
is unlikely that any university could provide the
critical mass to sustain that and we feel there is a
responsibility to do so in the case of a particular
national need.

Q7 Chairman: I am just trying to ascertain at this
moment in time to what extent does the
Government influence the research direction of the
institutes or whether, in fact, the Research Council
could actually ignore an instruction or a request
from government if you did not feel it was
appropriate.
Professor Goodfellow: I think our Councils make
the final decisions on what they want to fund, so
it is a council decision, but it would not be sensible
for the institutes not to think about what we want
and what other funders like Defra or the EU want
because they are getting funds from a lot of
places. Although our institutes come out with
their own five year strategies which are agreed
by their governing board, reflected in that is
their knowledge of what some government
departments—Department of Health or Defra—
might want from them.

Q8 Dr Turner: I would like to ask a broad, almost
cultural question about the place of research
institutes in British science and innovation. I think
to a certain extent the two go together and if you
look back to the halcyon days of British science
after the war there were more research institutes
and they were much more prominent and played a
much more central role. If you look at Germany
you have the Max Planck and the Fraunhofer and
the Helmholtz networks which do enormous
amounts of work. America has the NIH which is
a huge institution. All these things—certainly in the
American and German examples—are productive
and they go with a successful innovation economy
as well which is where we are weak. What is your

view about the true place that research institutes
put and should have in British science and the
economy?
Professor Blakemore: It is interesting that you
choose the examples of Germany; there is France
as well, and the United States. Although the
investment of NIH is enormous it is actually a
much smaller fraction of the total NIH expenditure
than the MRC’s investments in its intra-mural
programmes. We spend about 50% of our money
on institutes and units; NIH about 10%. The size
is simply due to the fact that the overall budget of
NIH is so enormous. I think one could say that in
France and Germany the quality and scale of
science in the university sector has not developed
as rapidly as it has in this country. One could argue
that the need to sustain an investment in high-
quality science through institutes has been higher
there. You are quite right, after the war the best
science in this country was certainly delivered
through Research Councils Institutes but what we
have seen is a gradual increase in the strength and
power of universities and the strategic thinking of
universities. There are many areas now where the
universities are perfectly capable of delivering what
institutes and units used to do.
Professor Thorpe: The NERC certainly recognise
this because we have introduced in relatively recent
years—maybe five to eight years—what we call
collaborative centres which are actually places
where there are university staV working alongside
NERC staV in terms of delivering a centre mission.
We again see a kind of sliding scale between the
collaboration that needs to happen between our
institutes and the university sector.
Dr Turner: It is, however, a sad fact of life—as has
been demonstrated to this Committee—that
university departments are at the risk of campus
politics so there is a sustainability issue
surrounding university departments and work
going in them whereas research institutes by their
very nature should be more sustainable and
longer term.

Q9 Chairman: We will actually come onto that;
there is a whole section that we are going to do on
the relationship with universities. Could I just finish
this first section which is really about trying to
ascertain the influence of government in terms of
research institute funds? That is really what I am
trying to get at. You have clearly stated, all three
of you, that in fact it is your agenda but you will
respond if there is a government imperative. Do
you have capacity to respond like that?
Professor Blakemore: Again I must emphasise the
diVerence between MRC institutes and those of the
other Councils in that there is not such a direct
investment from government departments in our
institutes. I think that the response would be a
matter of negotiation between government
departments, the MRC council and the institute
director, and it might be necessary in some cases to
reinforce, for instance, the funding of an institute
to commission research directly with initial money.
To give an example, the Institute of Hearing
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Research at Nottingham which sustains a wide
range of research is determined by the MRC itself
has taken on a major project over the last several
years to develop neo-natal hearing screening based
on a discovery made by MRC scientists in London.
That work was done by Dr Adrian Davies who has
now moved from the Institute to Manchester. That
work was supported by major investment into the
Institute of Hearing Research by the Department
of Health. The Institute was very happy to
accommodate that work; it fitted very well with the
strategic interests of the Institute as a whole and
was accommodated there with additional funding
from the Department of Health.
Professor Goodfellow: Our institutes get core grants
which go to the director so the director can direct.
Obviously he cannot move money around
immediately but in response perhaps to a Defra call
for a certain area he could certainly look—if he had
extra money coming in from that area—to move
perhaps technical staV around, make facilities
available and maintain the facilities and things like
that. I think institute directors do have some
flexibility to do that.

Q10 Chairman: Both of you have mentioned that
if there were an additional requirement from
government you would expect government to fund
that. Do you feel that government should be
funding more of its own research or do you think
the balance is right?
Professor Goodfellow: I think you will see from our
figures that Defra’s funding in the whole area of
sustainable agriculture and land use is decreasing;
it has also been decreasing a little bit in the animal
health area. That is causing major problems for us
but I am more worried about the longer term
problems that we are losing the skills base and
obviously infrastructure if they continue not to
fund these areas.

Q11 Chairman: That brings me, Alan, to a crucial
question that if, in fact, the resources from other
government departments coming into the institutes
are going down, does that imply it will really put
them at risk?
Professor Thorpe: It is certainly a major factor. As
you know, with our Centre for Ecology and
Hydrology one of the factors in determining our
plan for sustainability was to look at the recent
history of its commissioned research income. As
Julia has suggested, and it is certainly true for CEH
as well, that income has been declining in recent
years, not in that case particularly catastrophically
but nevertheless that is the trend. So we have to
plan the sustainability in the light of that. I think
the other thing I would add is that we see an
important role for us to discuss with government
departments such as Defra in terms of their long
term thinking on strategy as we develop our science
strategy. I am increasingly trying to maintain and
enhance dialogue in terms of the forward look of
what might be needed in the near future. We know
there is a lot of the legislation, for example, that is
coming from Europe et cetera in the environmental

sciences and that is something we need to be ready
for. I would like to see us having a good
collaborative way forward in terms of devising
those strategies.

Q12 Chairman: We are going to come back to this
a little later; I do not want to steal the thunder of
my colleagues. Could we move on because we are
conscious, Colin, that you have to go at half past
ten.
Professor Blakemore: I can actually stay until
quarter to eleven; it is such a pleasure to be here
again.

Q13 Dr Turner: I am glad you are glad to be here,
Colin. We did have an encounter during 2005 over
the question of the future of Mill Hill. Can you tell
us what has happened since then? What progress
has been made?
Professor Blakemore: Considerable progress. I
think we are on track to achieve what we intended
to, which is to create Europe’s most exciting major
institute for translational medical research in
central London in association with University
College. The council, following the plans that were
outlined in your inquiry a year and half ago, has
assessed bids, chosen University College as the
preferred partner, purchased the site for the new
institute which is very close to University College
Hospital. We are in the process of appointing a new
director to replace Sir John Skehel on his
retirement in September this year. We have secured
in principle the funding for the project through
major contributions from the MRC, University
College and the Large Facilities Fund; we are now
entering the Gateway Process in the hope of
obtaining OSI and Treasury approval for the
release of the funds from the Large Facilities
Capital Fund so the project can go ahead.

Q14 Dr Turner: Your original bid to the Large
Facilities Capital Fund was unsuccessful. What
have you been able to do to correct the situation
since then?
Professor Blakemore: The bid was successful. The
bid was ranked equal first by all the chief executives
in RCUK. I am not quite sure where you obtained
that information from. The bid was successful and
the funding has, in principle, been approved. The
funding has been profiled in the commitments of
the Large Facilities Capital Fund to draw that
funding down to have the secure commitment we
need to pass through the Gateway Process.

Q15 Dr Turner: What sorts of levels of investment
are actually involved? How much of this is the cost
of relocation?
Professor Blakemore: The current estimate for the
project is £320 million of which the MRC itself has
already committed nearly £140 million (including
the estimated value of the Mill Hill site), University
College I think about £45 million and the rest in the
working plans will come from the Large Facilities
Capital Fund. There are also possibilities—in fact
high probabilities—of contributions from other
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sources. For instance, GSK made an unsolicited
donation of a million pounds as a gesture of its
support for the vision. That will cover the estimated
costs of the entire new building, more than 40
thousand square metres of laboratories and
facilities.

Q16 Dr Turner: Will you move lock, stock and
barrel from Mill Hill.
Professor Blakemore: Yes, that is the plan.

Q17 Dr Iddon: All of you have been involved in re-
structuring with respect to your research institutes.
I think, Colin, one of the driving forces—if not the
driving force in your case—was the translational
research argument. Perhaps Julia now could tell us
what were the driving force in your respective
organisations.
Professor Goodfellow: We have done several
although perhaps not on the scale of the Mill Hill
one. Certainly Long Ashton which was linked with
Rothamsted Research)2—which was the original
apple and pear association research place a
hundred years old—we decided in the end that we
could not have the institute on two sites. We closed
Long Ashton down. The majority of staV moved
to Rothamsted in Harpenden and we were able to
put in a brand new state of the art lab which you
are welcome to visit if you have not done already.
I think all the staV that wanted to move did move
into that new build. We then felt we could really
focus our investment on one site. We withdrew
funding from the Silsoe Research Institute a couple
of years ago and it formally closed in March this
year. The area of science was not high priority for
us or the UK; it was agricultural engineering and
there is not really any agricultural engineering in
the UK and the quality of the science had been
assessed two or three times over an eight year
period and was not at the level we were happy with.

Q18 Dr Iddon: Can I just follow that up and ask
you who triggers these re-organisations? Is it your
board or does it come from the researchers
themselves who feel they are in inadequate premises
or what? Or is there a bit of everything?
Professor Goodfellow: It normally comes from our
board looking at the broad at the picture, trying
to get the balance between what we are doing in
institutes and what we are doing in universities then
looking at the institutes and asking how we can
make them fit for purpose. Are we spending our
money too thinly? Are we getting the quality of
science we want? We do this on a regular basis. It
normally comes out of long term planning.

Q19 Dr Iddon: Alan?
Professor Thorpe: With our Centre for Ecology and
Hydrology there are three driving forces for that.
The first one was as a result of our assessments
roughly every five years of the future science
programme of each of our centres. We assess those
via peer review et cetera for the science quality and

2 Note by the witness: As part of the Institute of Arable
Crops Research.

also the strategic fit to priority. That was a major
one of the three. The second one was to try to focus
CEH to bring teams together. Currently it is on
nine sites and costing substantial amounts in
infrastructure costs to maintain those sites. In order
to bring scientists together the new plans are for
four sites. The third reason, as we have already
commented on, the recent trends of external
income which for CEH amounts overall to about
40% of its total income. It was not one of those
three, it was all three together, very much driven
by our council and driven by the agenda of putting
CEH into a long term sustainable position; it is
very much the sustainability agenda.

Q20 Dr Iddon: During these re-organisations that
you have all been involved in have any of you
learned anything about the time for consultation
versus the period of uncertainty that this brings?
Professor Goodfellow: You can never win. If you
tell people early on, which you want to do, then
you give them a much bigger time for uncertainty
because they perfectly reasonably say, “What is
going to happen to me?” If you keep it secret for
a while then of course you are rightly accused of
not putting it in the public domain.

Q21 Dr Iddon: Which do you favour?
Professor Goodfellow: I think we are going to much
more open consultation rather than hiding it away.
We are going much more towards that but there is
a real burden on staV who may for a year or two
years not know what their fate is and you have to
recognise and put support in for that.
Professor Thorpe: It was certainly the case with
CEH that much of this was in the public domain
so there has been quite a protracted period of
uncertainty for staV which I regret but I think,
particularly with CEH, this is such a major change
that we need to get this right. I feel that to have
rushed it would have been the wrong thing to do
but I think it is tough because of the period of
uncertainty.

Q22 Dr Harris: It is not a question of rushing, is
it? If you have a process that is going on
unbeknown to the staV concerned then although
you say if they know about that going on they have
more uncertainty, I think most people would rather
have the knowledge and decide how uncertain and
how miserable and worried they want to be than
to find out that this had gone on behind their backs
without any ability to question or possibly even
improve the basis upon which the decision was
being made. I think the arguments for not moving
in the direction that Julia just mentioned are poor,
are they not?
Professor Thorpe: I would say so.
Professor Goodfellow: I must admit, when I went
to see staV and spoke to them some of them said,
“I almost do not mind what decision you make, I
want you to make it”. There are people who really
do suVer through that uncertainty and really want
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a decision to be made quickly even though you are
taking longer to try to make it right for a bigger
group.

Q23 Dr Harris: I think the question we take is not
what the overall timescale of the decision is,
whether people should be aware that a review is
going on from the outset. I am not arguing that
there should be a lengthening of the process; it
should be more transparent because to save their
poor souls from uncertainty by keeping half of the
timetable secret is a little paternalistic.
Professor Goodfellow: I agree.

Q24 Chairman: Colin, can you respond to
Brian’s point?
Professor Blakemore: I recognise the problems that
are generated by uncertainty and delays in the
decision-making process. Surely the key to success
is mutual trust and confidence in the nature of the
process and that must involve engagement between
the council and the staV of the institute at the
earliest possible stage. That engagement must be on
the basis of the recognition of the nature of the
process. If I could refer to NIMR one thing that
has been diYcult to achieve is recognition that
fundamentally the decision-making has to be in the
hands of the council during the radical re-
organisation of an institute. It is not in the end for
institute staV to make decisions about the future.
Of course they must be completely involved; they
must be confident in the quality of the decision-
making and the advice that is feeding into that, but
they should not actually run the process
themselves.

Q25 Dr Iddon: Everybody recognises of course that
Research Councils are run by our top scientists but
that does not mean to say that they are all good
managers. Do you feel that you have the
management structures in place to manage these
rather considerable re-organisations? If not, do you
appoint consultants? Do you feel that the OYce of
Science and Innovation could play a role in these
re-organisations (maybe they do)?
Professor Blakemore: It depends at what level you
think expertise is needed. In relation to the
expertise in making the fundamental strategic and
scientific decisions about the future of an institute
I think the Research Councils have adequate access
to that knowledge and those skills, not only
through its own boards and advisers internally but
external advisers too. Certainly in the case of
institute reviews—quinquennial reviews, strategic
reviews and the kind of reviews that lead to re-
organisation—we involve external experts. To
manage the project of re-organisation—a major
project such as that of NIMR—of course we have
to engage external expertise and we are using
consultants to draw the details of the project plan
in that case.
Professor Goodfellow: I agree with Colin that in
terms of making the decision and realising how
much eVort is going into the implementation, in the
Research Councils—I think over the years with the

re-organisation of the BBSRC previously, AFRC
and previously ARC, with institutes in the
agricultural areas—there is quite a lot of knowledge
on consolidation as that whole area of agricultural
research has declined in the UK. We also have
quite strong institute administrations. There is
normally a senior person there; but that does not
mean we do not have to bring in a consultant to
handle a specific area but they are not normally
making decisions; they are bringing information
together, handling the consultation for example.
Professor Thorpe: I would pick up on the directors’
roles and skills which you mentioned about
management. I think in our case the recruitment of
the directors of our big institutes is definitely on the
grounds that they are managing a big operation.
The British Antarctic Survey for example is a £40
million a year major logistics exercise and we need
not only scientific credibility and leadership from
our directors but also some serious management
skills. We would and have recruited for those skills.
You are looking for some special individuals, I
agree with that. We certainly look for management
skills in recruitment. I would also say that in
NERC we have an executive board which is
composed of myself and quite a large number of
the major institute directors which meets very
regularly to have an extended management of
NERC as a whole so there is a lot of sharing
of practice between our institutes in terms of
management.

Q26 Dr Iddon: How much does increasing the
bringing in of grants to these institutes from the
Research Councils drive this re-organisation? Is it
a major player?
Professor Blakemore: If I could answer for MRC,
in general institutes do not apply for grant support
through the normal extramural process from the
MRC itself. They can be eligible to apply for
special calls, for instance our recent call for work
in the area of pandemic potential NIMR which has
a great strength in that area certainly made bids for
funding. Members of staV in our institutes can
apply and are encouraged to apply for funding
elsewhere if it is within their capacity to take on
additional work. Through a very valuable
agreement between BBSRC, MRC, Wellcome
Trust, the British Heart Foundation and Cancer
Research UK we have now agreed that institute
staV, supported by those organisations, can be
eligible to apply for research support from any of
the other funders.

Q27 Dr Iddon: Is that a major consideration, Julia,
or not really?
Professor Goodfellow: No, it is not a major
consideration. We do run a diVerent system in that
before I started a decision was made by council to
take some of the money away from the institutes
and put it into the responsive mode competitive pot
and they have to compete along with the
universities. They are capped; there is a limit on
how much the institutes can apply for each year but
it does enable them to tension themselves against
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the universities. I would say it can help them to see
where their science is in relation to the university
base but it is not a major driver in any re-
organisation. Funding from other areas like Defra
which historically has put a lot of money in is a
driver, but not the responsive mode from the
Research Councils and again I welcome the
agreement we have with MRC and Wellcome in
our reciprocal funding mechanisms.
Professor Thorpe: We have a similar situation to
the BBSRC except we do not have a cap. Some of
our institutes are rather successful at bidding for
other NERC grants and funding. It becomes a
relevant part of their commissioned research
portfolio in some cases. We have quite a mixture
in terms of the proportion that that accounts for in
institutes. It is not part of the specific drivers for
restructuring; it is part of the general equation of
their financial sustainability. They have to be
successful in that component, in winning that
commissioned research income. As I say, a number
of them are very successful at it.

Q28 Chairman: Just before we leave this question
can I ask whether in fact the OSI has a strategic
involvement in a restructuring? Does it oVer you
additional capacity or do you just basically get on
with it?
Professor Goodfellow: We get on with it.

Q29 Chairman: Is that by choice or would you like
them to have more?
Professor Goodfellow: More money for science
would always be welcome.

Q30 Chairman: But you do not see them as a sort
of great re-organisational expertise.
Professor Blakemore: No.

Q31 Mr Newmark: Lord Sainsbury has told us that
RCIs may be disadvantaged because they are too
specialised. Could you tell us what comments you
have on this?
Professor Blakemore: The balance between
specialisation and focus of research so as to
generate the internationally competitive quality in
a narrow area and the desire to produce an inter-
disciplinary environment for wide ranging research
and training is a tension with intramural
programmes. It is not simply a matter of size. One
might argue that large institutes are more likely to
have the capacity for inter-disciplinary research;
that is certainly true in the case of MRC’s three
institutes (LMB, Laboratory for Molecular Biology
in Cambridge; NIMR and the Clinical Sciences
Centre). However, even in some of the smaller
institutes it is possible to create inter-disciplinary
environments. There is the example of the
Anatomical Neuropharmacology Unit in Oxford
which, although it one of the smallest—perhaps the
smallest—MRC unit has work in biophysics, in
pharmacology and molecular biology, in anatomy
and computing all within a single institute. I think
one has to question whether even very large
isolated research institutes can continue to provide

suYcient inter-disciplinarity into the future because
the demands of the biological sciences in terms of
interaction with other scientific disciplines is
growing all the time. It is that argument that has
driven MRC strategic thinking—and I think it is
shared by the other Councils—that where possible
intramural support ought to be embedded in a
university environment, giving several advantages,
one of which is the possibility to extend the range
of inter-disciplinary collaboration. The other great
advantage is that is brings the special qualities and
strengths of the intramural programme to support
work in the universities; special facilities, skills and
training environments if embedded in the university
are accessible to that university more easily than if
the institute is isolated.

Q32 Dr Harris: That means that no standalone
institute basically can be sure that it is going to stay
that way. That is a generaliseable point; none of
them are safe.
Professor Blakemore: It depends what you mean by
safe. If you think that embedding in a university
environment is unsafe I am the wrong person to
ask; you should be asking the directors of units that
are in that position. Many of them would say that
they gain a great deal.

Q33 Dr Harris: No standalone institute can be
confident that it will remain in its current state and
will not be embedded in a university if the
argument you have just made is as strong as you
say it is.
Professor Blakemore: As far as MRC is concerned
that is the case. Why I mentioned the desire to
increase translational work being the principal
driver for the move of NIMR, in addition it was
the wish to place NIMR in an environment where
it could increase its inter-disciplinary range of
interactions, particularly the physical sciences,
mathematics and so on. When that move is
complete virtually every MRC unit will be so
embedded. We do have units on the Harwell
Campus but they are closely associated with
Oxford.

Q34 Mr Newmark: There is a belief that more
multi-disciplinary research takes place in RCIs than
universities but it sounds to me like your answer
to the last question is that that is not necessarily
the case.
Professor Blakemore: I think that is right; it is not
necessarily the case. Large institutes with 500 or
more staV—that is true for three of the MRC
institutes as I said—certainly are in a stronger
position to provide inter-disciplinary interactions
in-house as it were.

Q35 Mr Newmark: Inter- or multi- or both?
Professor Blakemore: Both.

Q36 Mr Newmark: Those are two diVerent things.
Professor Blakemore: I would be grateful if you
would explain the subtleties of the diVerence. Inter-
disciplinary to me means interaction between
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several diVerent disciplines; multi-disciplinary
simply means have those available in a single place.
It is easy to say that universities must be capable
of providing inter-disciplinary interaction because
they are by definition multi-disciplinary. It does not
always happen; it depends very much on the
structure of the university, on the ease with which
researchers can communicate with their colleagues.
Even the geography of university campuses can
often be a deterrent to a disciplinary interaction.
Simply having more disciplines on one campus or
in one university does not guarantee those
interactions.

Q37 Mr Newmark: How can you best promote
multi-disciplinary research?
Professor Blakemore: I think by the combination
of providing the resources where necessary to the
scientific mission of the institute in-house, within
the institute or unit.

Q38 Mr Newmark: That sounds to me like it is a
top-down approach rather than trying to create a
culture of a multi-disciplinary approach to this
whole issue.
Professor Blakemore: Scientists will always seek the
collaboration that they need to pursue their
scientific ideas. The vast majority of scientists
working in MRC institutes and units have an
extensive network of collaborations with colleagues
not only in this country but overseas.
Professor Goodfellow: I think the institutes, because
there is usually a strategic objective for them, can
bring any discipline they want to bear, and they can
appoint what staV they want unlike a university
department where if you are in a specific discipline
you need to be able to teach that discipline. On the
other hand, universities are changing and have
changed a lot already. We have, for instance, put
in more money in biology to specifically bring
maths and engineers in with the biologists within
the university to make sure that these inter-
disciplinary interactions go forward, and that is
together with EPSRC.

Q39 Mr Newmark: Are there many social scientists
getting involved?
Professor Goodfellow: In some areas yes. Rural
economy and land use is a specific initiative after
the Spending Review 2002 I think and that was a
joint process with NERC, BBSRC and the
Economic and Social Research Councils
specifically bringing those communities together.
Professor Thorpe: In the case of NERC I would say
that we have a mixture and we would defend this.
Some of our institutes are embedded in universities;
some are standalone. I think we may be a little
diVerent in that I think all our institutes have
actually quite a mixture of disciplines because of
their mission and strategic nature of environmental
science, so nearly all of them will have physicists,
chemists, biologists, mathematicians within each
institute. I think they are actually hotbeds of multi-
disciplinarity and inter-disciplinarity. As Colin
says, to deliver their mission they need to be so. I

would not go quite as far as Colin in that we feel
that where it is appropriate we are happy to embed
within a university but we also think that some of
our standalone institutes, because they have in-
house the disciplines they need, are definitely
leaders in that.

Q40 Mr Newmark: Are there any resource
implications to what you have just said or not?
Given the amount of resources available is it better
to have them embedded in universities because of
greater benefit of resources?
Professor Thorpe: I would say that the facilities that
institutes provide for the university sector, which is
an important aspect, they provide to all universities
that can use those facilities. Although there may be
a special relationship with their local university, for
example our Antarctic facilities are used by many
UK university groups not just local to Cambridge.

Q41 Dr Turner: Research institutes have a value
and give a service to the whole wider research
community as well as just to their specific area
particularly in providing support facilities and
maintaining databases and this kind of thing. A
real example of that is the Sanger Institute. Clearly
this is very important to the wider sciences
community. What measures do you take to ensure
that when you are shifting the pieces around you
maintain these important facilities?
Professor Thorpe: In the case of environmental
science this is a critical factor because one of the
major roles of our institutes is long term
monitoring of environmental change. For example,
in our CEH restructuring it was the number one
issue for us to be able to maintain the integrity of
long term records that are used about
environmental change. We spend a significant
amount of funding on data centres. For example
NERC has seven or eight designated data centres
in specific areas particularly to deal with the issue
that you are referring to. In terms of our mission
this is a really critical factor.

Q42 Dr Turner: Do you think the Research
Councils are the best place to carry out research
that is done in response to government policy?
Professor Blakemore: I think it is horses for
courses. If the question that is being asked requires
the expertise which is present in an institute and
only in an institute or access to facilities or sources
of data or to populations that are available only to
an institute then the answer is obvious. It is
certainly—potentially anyway—easier to imagine
focussing a request for a policy driven need within
the institute system because it is more easily
accessible, questions can be asked directly, the
details of the facilities and staV available are more
directly known to the Research Council than for its
wide investment in the university sector. It simply
depends on what the question is and what expertise
or facilities are needed to answer it.

Q43 Dr Turner: They do have an important role
then.
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Professor Blakemore: I think they do and actually
one of the areas of discussion and consultation we
are now carrying out in the context of the proposals
for a single fund for health research is around the
issue of how the intramural programme might be
more responsive to policy needs and questions
within the health service.
Professor Goodfellow: I agree with that.

Q44 Adam Afriyie: There is competition between
universities and research institutes. The MRC
aside, the evidence we have received seems to
indicate that in some areas universities carry out
better research than the Research Council
institutes. Alan and Julia, do you think that is a
fair statement?
Professor Goodfellow: No. I think if you look at the
areas of animal health and welfare and sustainable
agriculture and land use which are the predominant
areas that our institutes do, they are areas in which
universities are not the major player. The institutes
tend to be the major players in these areas. We do
review the quality of the science there and we have
just, for instance, reviewed the Institute for Animal
Health and they have got absolutely excellent
scores for the science that they do this year, as they
did four years ago in line with that which would
happen in a university. We have also got this
tension when it comes to grant income as well; we
can measure how well they do. I think at the
BBSRC we only have one institute that is really
doing cell biology when the majority of cell biology
is out in the university sector or in MRC institutes.
There that is actually very, very high quality but it
is very small, a drop in the ocean of the cell biology
that is done in the UK.

Q45 Adam Afriyie: We have been to the British
Geological Survey and we are very impressed with
the on-going monitoring that goes on. Alan, do you
think that my previous statement was a fair
statement?
Professor Thorpe: I think I would distinguish
between the two parts of the institute’s role. One I
would classify as the capability to do research so
that the long term monitoring, the data sets, the
infrastructure of facilities and I think we look to
our institutes to be absolutely cutting edge at that
in providing that. I suspect it would be rather
diYcult for universities to do as well by the nature
of the structure. The individual research
programmes we certainly test for quality in our
research institutes by their reviews every five years
both in terms of what they have produced but also
in terms of their forward programme by them going
through the same peer review system that university
research grants go through and, as we have said
also, in many cases for their commissioned research
income which BGS is particularly successful with.
Then you have a direct measure of scientific quality
because they are competing with universities on
some occasions. I think the strengths reside where
they reside and I would like to think we certainly

drive to get our institutes to be the highest quality
in their fields, but universities are also strong in
other fields as well.

Q46 Adam Afriyie: Alan has mentioned peer group
review and five year reviews. Does the same apply
to the BBSRC?
Professor Goodfellow: Absolutely. We have been
doing four-yearly reviews—I do not know whether
that is better or worse—for many, many years and
we are about to move to five years; the next one
will be in five years. We do that and we have peer
review panels and we get international referees; the
panels visit the institutes for three or four days; we
also look at knowledge transfer and innovation; we
look at training and we have looked for the first
time this year at Science in Society, what they are
doing on public dialogue. So we do a complete
review. We also look at quality in two ways. We
recognise that papers in Nature and Science may
not be what other policy funders want. If you look
at work on the agricultural side they actually may
want a bit of paper that can go out to a farmer and
that might be the right output so you have to look
at quality fit for purpose. We actually gave them
two scores this year, we gave them the score for the
BBSRC science on the same rating as we would for
any university coming in. We also gave them
ratings on their knowledge transfer, on the output
for other stakeholders and was that what they
wanted? Was it fit for purpose, better than they
thought it was going to be or less than expected?
This is all in the public domain.

Q47 Adam Afriyie: I think we have to face the fact
that there is definitely competition between
universities and Research Council Institutes in
some areas. If a university begins to conduct
research in an area which a Research Council
Institute is already conducting a research in
competition will arise. What is the general policy?
Will the RCI withdraw from that area or will they
compete more vigorously? How do you resolve that
sort of conflict?
Professor Thorpe: In our case it would be
increasingly competitive I would say. As part of the
CEH restructuring we have actually provided,
associated with that, a £2 million a year funding
initiative which is open to universities and CEH to
bid into. Increasingly we see this as collaborative
research between the institutes and the universities
but clearly there will be more proposals than we
can fund so there will be a competitive element as
well. I think it is managing the balance between
competition on quality and also driving the
collaboration agenda which I think is very
important for our institutes and the university
sector. I want to see them collaborating together to
deliver the outcomes we want.
Professor Goodfellow: I would certainly agree
about the collaboration. We have just removed the
cap for the institutes when they come in for
competitive funding with universities. As long as
there is a university partner with them then it will
not be part of their limit under their cap; this is to
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encourage that sort of collaboration. If you look at
our institutes like John Innes I would say they are
pre-eminent in plant science in the UK. They are,
together with a couple of others, leading the UK
in plant science. If an institute was in an area and
we reviewed it in four years’ time and it was not
up to the university sector then there would
certainly be strong recommendations to the
director to consider what was going to happen to
that area.

Q48 Adam Afriyie: Colin, when you are making
those funding decisions between a university bid
and a Research Council Institute bid, clearly in
MRC most of your bodies are pre-eminent in their
area and there is very little research carried on in
those areas in the universities, but when you are
looking at these competitive bids do you bear in
mind the eVect or impact the decision may have if
you award a bid to a university research
department rather than one of the bodies that
you control?
Professor Blakemore: The comparison is not quite
as direct as you portray it. Can I say that it is not
quite correct to say that the research which is
representative of MRC institutes is not
representative of the universities; there is excellent
work in all the areas of science that are covered by
institutes also in universities. It is simply the
concentration of critical mass in the institutes
which distinguishes them from the university
sector. We, like NERC and BBSRC, have tried to
devise mechanisms for tensioning the bids from
institutes and the bids from universities for grants
directly so that it is a transparent process of
comparing quality. When proposals come to
boards for renewal, the quinquennial review of
institutes or units, their quality is expressing
precisely the same terms, the same ranking
mechanisms, peer review and so on as the grant
applications that the same board is looking at in
the same session. I think this transparency is very
important to convince the university sector that
continuing investment in institutes is worthwhile,
the quality of the science is exceptionally high and
therefore in the long run it is in their interests that
that investment should be continued.

Q49 Adam Afriyie: What is the general diVerence
between the research carried out in the Research
Council Institutes and the research carried out in
universities? In your own areas can you define a key
diVerence between those types of research?
Professor Blakemore: I do not think there is a key
diVerence; there are a variety of usually
quantitative rather than qualitative diVerences but
a significant one I think is the capacity for risk
taking. In the institute or unit environment, the
expectation of long term funding—usually ten or
fifteen years—encourages scientists very explicitly
to think about taking more risk in their research.
To give a particular example, between the work
that Fred Sanger did on the sequencing of insulin—
the first sequencing of a protein for which he won
one Nobel prize—and his work on sequencing of

DNA—for which he won another Nobel prize at
LMB several years apart—he published very little.
One could say that he might not have survived in
the university sector; he might not have been able
to attract grants and obviously that would have
been ludicrous. I think the capacity to take risk is
important.

Q50 Dr Iddon: Is it more cost eVective to carry out
research in a university or a research institute?
Professor Blakemore: That is very diYcult to
answer but we will be able to do so very soon when
we see the full analysis of FEC (Full Economic
Costs). Perhaps it would be easier for MRC than
the other councils because our institutes are wholly
owned so we are eVectively paying the full
economic costs for institute support in the past.
Our impression is that there probably will not be
much in it. When we see the full costing from
universities it will not be that diVerent in terms of
value for money compared with the institute sector.
Of course that analysis depends very much on what
you mean by value.

Q51 Chairman: That is not the impression of the
universities is it?
Professor Goodfellow: We will also be able to look
at this as they come in for responsive mode grants
because obviously institutes have to put FEC on
their grants just like a university. We are in the first
year of that but after a year we will be looking and
comparing so we will be able to see. I think it is a
bit mixed. I do think that some of the institutes,
once they go below a certain size, will find the
infrastructure costs are going to be too high for the
amount of science you are getting. We were very
aware of that with the Silsoe Research Institute
where we withdrew funding and we have a rule of
thumb that by the time you get to below about two
hundred people the way our institutes configure we
worry very much about sustainability and that is
why in Edinburgh we are going for this new
Easterbush Research Centre which will bring the
Roslin Institute and the neuropathogenesis unit
which is part of the Institute for Animal Health in
with the university. Both BBSRC and the
governing body of Roslin see that it is not
sustainable in the long term with the number of
people there are at the moment.
Professor Thorpe: I would agree with my
colleagues. My impression is that there will not be
a substantial diVerence in terms of the cost.

Q52 Dr Iddon: On 22 March this year Research
Fortnight produced a table which I hope you have
seen. It ranks all institutes—including higher
education institutes and yours—according to their
success in grant applications on the responsive
mode. I am pleased to tell you that Plymouth
Marine Lab comes top with a 53% success rate. We
have the Babraham Institute, the BBRSC John
Innes Institute, the Proudman Ocean Lab and so
on. The success rate of your research institutes
seems to be above higher education institutes in
many cases. Do you have an explanation for that?
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Professor Goodfellow: Yes, we have. Our institutes
are capped with the amount of money they can
come in for in responsive mode, so they are limited.
Each year they have an amount they can apply for.
We have seen on average 8 to 10% above the
average success rate for the institutions funded by
BBSRC as a whole, so our institutes on average
have a higher success rate than the university
sector. We think this is because they do a lot of
internal work on their grant applications. We think
this is quite important and I have been going round
universities talking to senior management about
their own internal procedures before they sign oV
a grant to come into the system for peer review.
That is why we think the institutes get a higher
success rate.

Q53 Dr Iddon: Is that reflected in the MRC and
NERC?
Professor Thorpe: I would be careful about statistics;
remember that is just one year. The best of our
institutes compete very well with some of the best
departments who are competing for NERC funding.
Those tables, if you look at them department by
department you will find departments with those
sorts of success rates in terms of NERC funding. I
am pleased that we have institutes that compete at
the same level as the best university departments but
there is a range and I would caution against looking
at just one year because there is a lot of variability
from year to year.

Q54 Dr Turner: How much of that is the quality of
the science and because they know how to put good
applications together?
Professor Thorpe: I think those that win, whether
they are in universities or research institutes are able
to put in good proposals. As Julia says, the variation
between university departments is substantial.
Those that perhaps have a mechanism to help
colleagues to write good proposals get good success
rates so I think one’s skills in writing proposals is
important.
Professor Goodfellow: We think internal mentoring,
especially of junior staV coming through the system,
is very important. We all know that whenever we
write something it is always good to show it to
somebody else and get a second opinion or even a
third opinion on what you are doing. If universities
have mechanisms they can not only improve the
science but also improve the way they are explaining
what they are trying to do as well.

Q55 Dr Iddon: Colin, I guess it is the same with the
MRC but I will not prolong that answer, but what
happens to the people who get left behind in this
process, who are not regularly putting grant
applications in perhaps because they are doing long
range research? What happens to those people, do
they survive in your system?
Professor Blakemore: The situation is a little
diVerent in MRC institutes as I explained before
because they are not eligible to apply for response-
mode funding through the normal mechanism to the
MRC itself. The situation might change with the

new arrangements that now allow them to apply to
the BBSRC and Wellcome and so on. They have
high success rates in applications, for instance the
European Union and other international funding
agencies where they can at the moment apply. In
general we expect core support for the institute to be
providing the wherewithal for the basic work of all
the scientists in the institute. It is not an issue;
scientists do not depend on external grants in order
for them to continue their work. They can be
sustained by the central core funding that is
provided for the institute.
Professor Goodfellow: The BBSRC is a mixed
model. The directors get a core strategic grant so
those people within the BBSRC remit—the high
quality science—can be funded from that. They may
also apply for this limited amount of money in
competition with universities but that will not define
whether they succeed or not; it will depend on their
outputs, the papers they publish and then the four or
five yearly review. However, because of the history
of the institutes several of them have a history of
almost half their funding coming from Defra. If they
do not have the Defra funding coming in then we
have a redundancy situation.

Q56 Dr Iddon: Alan, when we looked at your
proposed closure some months ago we expressed
concern to you about projects falling by the wayside,
projects which were measuring changes in bio-
diversity for example.
Professor Thorpe: As part of the consultation for
CEH the council recognised that they wanted to
strengthen those areas so the actual decision
included an extra £1.3 million a year specifically to
make sure that that danger which was identified by
a number of consultees was not realised. The only
point I would make that I think is relevant here for
NERC is that NERC made a change a few years ago
to categorising its funding into ten categories. That
sounds a large number but a number of them are
specifically focussed on the long term monitoring
and capabilities of research institutes and other
categories on more basic research. For each of those
ten categories we have specific criteria when we are
assessing the research proposals. I think I would be
worried about people falling by the wayside but as
long as we are applying the right criteria in the areas
we want our institutes to work in then that drives the
quality in the direction that we want.

Q57 Dr Iddon: All your institutes do research which
can drive government policy, but my concern is that
government also has other laboratories: Forensic
Science, although that has changed recently; the
Laboratory of the Government Chemists was
privatised; Home OYce still have a laboratory which
we visited recently at St Albans. What is the
diVerence between your research institutes and
government laboratories? Why do we not review the
situation and rationalise it?
Professor Goodfellow: Could I answer that by way of
example which is the Veterinary Labs Agency which
is very close to the Pirbright lab which is part of our
Institute for Animal Health. They tend to focus on
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monitoring and surveillance with a very much
smaller part of basic research; that is their reason to
be there and that is why they are primarily funded.
However, we do recognise there is overlap and in
fact the new build at Pirbright—the £121 million for
a new infectious disease centre—is joint with Defra
recognising that the VLA and BBSRC employees
will be working in the same building.
Professor Thorpe: Another example for NERC
which is quite similar is that we work closely with the
Hadley Centre which is part of the Met OYce and
funded under contract to Defra. They have a rather
specific and distinctive mission to predict scenarios
for future climate change or for Defra policy
making. Our institutes work very closely with the
Hadley Centre in terms of translating the science
that is done in our institutes so that it is incorporated
within those predictions for climate change. Where
possible we certainly try really hard to link with
other laboratories funded from elsewhere. I think
that would be the major example for us in our case.
Professor Blakemore: I would agree with Julia that
the basic diVerence is the way in which the scientific
questions are framed and conceived. Perhaps a
caricature of this situation is that in institutes and
units the scientists themselves are generating
scientific ideas and pursuing their own questions
whereas I presume in most government institutes the
questions are being delivered to the scientists in the
form of commissioning.

Q58 Chairman: Before we finish this section could I
ask you one question that I would like to put on the
record. Is there any pressure from OSI or other
government departments to move more resources to
competitive bidding to allow universities greater
access to funds from each of your Research
Councils?
Professor Blakemore: I certainly do not feel that in
MRC. The Quinquennial Review of the Research
Councils reaYrmed the freedom of Research
Councils to fund in whatever way they decided was
appropriate to support the science. The Review did,
however, require the Research Councils, if they
choose support through institutes, to conduct
strategic reviews of those institutes always asking,
“Is this the best way of delivering the science? Could
this work be done equally well or better in the
university sector?” If the answer to that question is
“Yes” then it should be and we do ask those
questions of our units at every strategic review.

Q59 Chairman: There is no pressure from OSI to
do that?
Professor Blakemore: Not that I have felt.

Q60 Chairman: Julia?
Professor Goodfellow: No pressure from OSI.
Certainly government departments like Defra are
doing much less commissioned work; they are not
supporting the long term work and they are going
for short term contracts across the whole system.

Q61 Chairman: Colin, we see the time; thank you
very much for your contribution.

Professor Blakemore: Thank you.

Q62 Margaret Moran: Any organisation that has a
research element in it has diYculty in maintaining its
research base in the face of re-organisation and
closure. I declare an interest in that my brother is an
environmental economist at SAC (Scottish
Agricultural College) going through this process at
the moment. How do you specifically protect
research base and do you monitor or do you keep
any data as to what happens to your researchers if
they have to be made redundant?
Professor Goodfellow: It is quite diYcult to get the
data for that, for what happens to people. We have
been monitoring the process as formally as we can—
which is really very informally—about the Silsoe
Research Institute. We did make considerable
eVorts to provide resource for them and
consultation to help them get jobs elsewhere. We did
move some people on, so areas that we certainly saw
as important we found homes for in the system (one
was within a vet school and another within an
institute). We do know informally that a lot of them
have got jobs in the system; quite a large percentage
of the scientists have actually gone on to other jobs.
Professor Thorpe: It is similar with NERC. In CEH
for example we know of a few instances where
scientists are not able to move in terms of the
relocation and restructuring of CEH and we are
trying to work with universities that have positions
that they might be interested in to try to help with
that transition. In our case we think that the position
at the moment is that scientists who do not want to
stay with CEH are staying within the UK and within
the field. Clearly in the future if they move to
universities they will not only be in the field but also
bidding for funding from NERC.

Q63 Margaret Moran: Obviously it is essential that
we maintain a skill base within the UK particularly
to deal with emerging issues. Is that a role for the
Research Councils or should government play a
role? Do you think the Government should take the
responsibility for maintaining the health of the UK
science base and what more could it do?
Professor Thorpe: I think the health of disciplines is
important; I think it is recognised by government in
OSI, but it is also recognised by NERC. Clearly
environmental science is, by its nature, multi-
disciplinary. We need physicists, chemists,
biologists, mathematicians and so it is definitely a
concern to my council the supply and training of
those basic disciplines leading into environmental
science. We look carefully at times when, for
example, we have recently done a review of our
masters courses which is a major source of training
to look at the overall portfolio to see where there are
skills shortages. We talk to learned societies that
have opinions about particularly shortages of
trained staV and try to link that to the training that
is done in the MSc courses. I think we do take a role
in looking at this but of course we have to do this in
relation to other partners. Universities have a role
themselves in maintaining the health of some of the
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basic scientific disciplines. It is definitely within our
training programmes—PhD and MSc—a factor
that we take into account.
Professor Goodfellow: I would give exactly the same
answer. We do it mainly through MSc and PhD
programmes. We also work with specific
communities if they feel there is a problem. We try
to work with vet schools because not many vets go
into large animal work. We try to have links between
vet schools and our large animal work in our
institutes.

Q64 Dr Turner: We have heard criticism that
training in Research Council Institutes is isolated
and it is not as good as provided in university
departments. Do you think the Research Council
Institutes can actually give added value to trainee
researchers that they cannot get in universities and
how do you respond to the criticisms?
Professor Thorpe: Speaking to a number of students
and researchers who are doing at least part or maybe
even the majority of their studies in our institutes
they find them really great places to work. I have
recently been to Antarctica for example and via our
funding initiatives there are students who are
working in Antarctica on their research projects
using facilities that would be very diYcult to obtain
in a university. Similarly in a number of our
institutes there are a number of unique facilities they
are able to use and are able to work in an
environment where there is a strong number of
people working in the same research area. My
experience of talking to students who are in those
environments is that they find them pretty
rewarding.

Q65 Dr Turner: Research Councils do not spend
much of their budgets on training within the
institutes so how do you decide where you put your
training budget, in institutes or universities?
Professor Goodfellow: Can I just come back to the
first point because where our institutes are close to
universities we often have joint training programmes
anyway so there is not much diVerence for example
between the John Innes Centre, the Institute of Food
Research and the University of East Anglia; they all
run a graduate training programme that is shared. I
think they get the access to resources they would not
normally get through the diVerent infrastructure. I
think there is a problem for some of those institutes
which are isolated. I do not know what the social life
is like in Antarctica but some of them perhaps find
themselves in the middle of the country where they
need to have a car et cetera and we have to find
accommodation for them because they can be in a
completely isolated village. I think socially it can be
diYcult for them but they all have strong
connections with universities, they all have a
university supervisor. In terms of how we give out
our training budget, everybody applies in so the
institutes apply just the same as everybody else.
There is a studentships and fellowships panel which
sets up every three years to renew our training grants
for PhDs; institutes are treated competitively exactly
the same as everybody else.

Q66 Dr Turner: So there is no deliberate act of
policy.
Professor Goodfellow: There is no protective policy
whatsoever.
Professor Thorpe: It is the same for NERC. In fact
we have an algorithm for determining our PhD
studentship allocation and that is based on a number
of factors including research grant income et cetera
and some of our institutes have quite strong
allocations from that algorithm.

Q67 Mr Flello: Julia, in a diplomatic answer to an
earlier question, you said that more money for
science is always welcome. In terms of actual
strategies in place to cater for a reduction in
government funding what strategies do you have for
any reduction in government funding for RCIs?
Professor Goodfellow: Basically we always have a
contingency budget within our budgeting to take
account of issues that can come up. For instance we
were able to start an avian flu initiative very quickly.
If we are aware of potential liabilities—and at the
moment the changing Defra funding is actually a
business critical project for BBSRC, it is being
monitored by our audit board—we plan what we
could do. We do twice yearly business planning
meetings with every institute so we do look forward
and we do try to be proactive. Clearly if we can move
staV onto other posts, the institutes very actively do
move staV around. Really I think we are as proactive
as we can be with business planning and we also have
contingencies and monitoring at the audit board
level.
Professor Thorpe: Similarly for NERC. We are
currently involved in a project to look at our
processes, particularly for this reason, to be able to
respond flexibly to changes in the outside world
whether they come from our overall allocation from
OSI or whether it comes to the institute from
commissioned research income. We have a project
on funding allocation and budgeting specifically to
see if we can build in a better responsiveness and a
more flexible responsiveness to those sorts of
changes. We are looking at a number of processes
there but we recognise it as a critical risk both for our
overall allocation but also in terms of
commissioned research.

Q68 Mr Flello: You mentioned about working with
Defra on the Pirbright new labs, what eVorts could
be made more widely to develop joint working
strategies between the Research Councils and
government for the RCIs?
Professor Goodfellow: I think we have a number of
forums in which we can discuss things. The Chief
Science Adviser at Defra is on my council and I
believe he is on your council so is privy to all the
discussions. We have basically interactions at all
levels within government departments.
Professor Thorpe: We have a thing called the
Environment Research Funders’ Forum which was
instigated about four or five years ago which brings
together all the major funders of environmental
research whether they be government departments,
Research Councils et cetera. That actually provides
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us with an element of strategic long term thinking
about trends such as the ones we have been talking
about. That is an important mechanism for us.

Q69 Mr Flello: Have those eVorts been successful
and what more could be done in those areas?
Professor Thorpe: I think the ERFF for
Environment has been helpful in this regard but I
think we need better and improved dialogue between
key government departments. In our case it is a
number, but let us talk about Defra in particular. I
think at a time, as at the moment, when both Defra
and NERC are devising their new five year strategies
it is a very critical time when we need to have very
good and eVective dialogue. We are certainly
engaged in that dialogue and trying to look at what
collectively and in partnership we can deliver
together. It is also at the moment timely for this
because of course the spending review is coming up
as well. Trying to look at the overall national needs
with contributions from the basic science through to
the policy is where those discussions are at at the
moment.

Q70 Mr Flello: You say there is the need for good
dialogue; do you think that is happening?
Professor Thorpe: We can improve that dialogue. I
have been in this post for a year so it is hard for
me to give you a long term perspective on that.
Julia has mentioned mechanisms of membership on
both sides of management and strategy panels but
we are engaged also in bilateral discussions to try
to improve the situation. I am not going to say that
it is as good as it could be but we are working hard
to make it better.
Professor Goodfellow: I have tried for four years to
make it better. You have the evidence; you can see
the financial figures. It varies very much between
diVerent areas. On the animal health side we seem
to have better dialogue. We certainly have the joint
thing with Pirbright. We are actually doing a joint
review of the veterinary labs and the IAH at the
science level to look at what science is being done.
I feel we have a very good dialogue going on there.
On the land use side which is where the cuts are we
do not see a strategic change going on. We see
random change going on and we see a major drop
in income. The Institute of Grassland and
Environmental Research based in Aberystwyth and
North Devon has had a 33% cut in its Defra
funding over two years. Rothamsted Research has
had a 50% cut in its Defra funding over two years
despite a large level of consultation at all levels
from the scientists doing the work down to myself
and the chief science adviser, and we are just not
getting anywhere. I am not saying they should not
change direction, of course a government
department can choose the direction it wants to go
in, but they have to recognise that they are losing
skills and they are going to lose infrastructure as
well because they are withdrawing resource very
rapidly, so it is not a strategic withdrawal.

Q71 Mr Flello: Do you feel that your
representations are being at least listened to?

Professor Goodfellow: We are making
representations at many levels. I think they are
listening to them but I do not know whether they
have the ability to respond in a strategic way. The
chair of the science advisory committee for Defra—
which we are both on as members—has actually
said that there is clearly a gap in the long term
planning and their evidence and innovation
strategy has been delayed a bit more while they
actually think about some of the longer term issues.
There is some hope there but we have already taken
very large cuts and there are areas which I think
will be diYcult to recover.

Q72 Mr Flello: Julia, what percentage of your staV
are on contract rather than full-time employment?
Professor Goodfellow: You mean in non time
limited contracts?

Q73 Chairman: Yes, in the institutes.
Professor Goodfellow: We have changed very
rapidly; I do not actually have the figures but we
have put nearly everybody onto non time limited
contracts. The only people who are on fixed term
contracts are people at the early stage in their
career where they are gaining extra training and
experience and they are mainly at John Innes and
Babraham. The old idea of somebody in their
forties still on contract does not exist, we have
changed it. We can certainly get the numbers for
you.

Q74 Dr Iddon: Is that reflected at NERC, Alan?
Professor Thorpe: At NERC the vast majority—
perhaps close to a hundred%—are full time open-
ended contract.3

Q75 Dr Iddon: That is good to hear because this
Committee is very critical of short term contracts,
as you know. I mentioned earlier long term
strategic research. How do you balance the needs
of that with an emerging crisis? We have avian flu,
we have had BSE in the past and we do not know
what crisis is round the corner. Presumably when
there is a crisis your institutes are called on. How
do you cope with that?
Professor Goodfellow: Foot and mouth was
obviously an example where everybody at Pirbright
just stopped all their long term research and went
immediately into crisis mode. It is obviously very
hard to do that and we gave money to make sure
PhD students were not disadvantaged. They may
well have used the core strategic grant because they
can direct and do as they want with this, but we
obviously recognised that, and would recognise
that in any review, if they have spent six months
or more of their lives responding to a crisis.
Professor Thorpe: It is a critical advantage of
Research Council Institutes it seems to me that we
can respond very quickly to discoveries. The
Antarctic ozone hole would be a good example for
NERC where the discovery led to substantial
amounts of extra unforeseen activity to be needed.

3 Note by the witness: Not all NERC staV are full time.
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Because NERC has a very major part of its budget
committed to council institutes we have the ability
to be flexible. I see them as an answer to being
flexible.

Q76 Dr Iddon: How do you both answer the
criticism that comes from some quarters that there
is a lack of coordination within government in
terms of provision of research to drive their
policies? Do you think that could be better or is it
as good as it gets?
Professor Goodfellow: The government department
I deal mostly with is Defra and I would say they
have been trying very hard to get coordination of
their policies. I would say their chief science adviser
has been working very hard to get a strategy
through and do that and to change a culture. I
think they are trying.

Q77 Dr Iddon: Is it working?
Professor Goodfellow: I think we need a bit longer
to see that.
Professor Thorpe: I think it has been very
important that the scientific advisers in government
departments have had a key role and provide not
least a point of contact and dialogue with us.
Another department that we attempt to interact
with is DfID and as you known Gordon Conway
is their chief scientific adviser and we are therefore
involved in better dialogue about how to take
agendas forward. As to whether things can be
improved, I am sure they can be improved but I
think the existence of those chief scientific advisers
is incredibly helpful.
Dr Iddon: I think this Committee can take credit
for some of that.

Q78 Dr Harris: Does the approach of Defra
threaten the viability or the sustainability of some
research institutes and, therefore, by extension,
some of the research that government itself needs
to revise on policy?
Professor Goodfellow: Yes.
Professor Thorpe: It is inevitably the case that in
our institutes they actually have a portfolio of
customers who are funding research programmes
and as they change—as I have mentioned with
CEH—there has been a slow decline in recent years
and that has caused us to restructure. It definitely
has a role.

Q79 Dr Harris: It is not just the decline; it is the
lack of clarity about the future funding streams.
Professor Thorpe: That is always diYcult to cope
with.
Professor Goodfellow: I tried to summarise the
situation. In 2000–01 MAFF was contributing 22%
of the total funding to BBSRC institutes. In
2005–06 it is down to 14% of the budget. In 2001
MAFF were basically putting in 50% of the money
compared with what BBSRC put in; they are now
down to 25% of what BBSRC puts in. It is a
massive drop in a short period and there does not
seem to be a strategic driver other than it is
dropping and we have not been able to have the

high level strategic framework which says, “Okay,
if it is dropping, how are we going to deal with it
between us?” We really need to find a way out for
the UK; are we sure we really want to lose this
resource? The last person who works on diseases of
bees has been made redundant from Rothamsted.
She had been on long term funding from Defra;
there is now nobody in the UK working on viral
diseases of bees, for example. I have just given the
one example but I do think there are strategic
things where we could be doing better in this area.

Q80 Dr Harris: In your research institutes you have
a captive population of people that you can survey
for whether they are happy or not as PhD students.
Have you got good survey data asking them what
they think about their lot in life?
Professor Goodfellow: Most of them have university
partners and they may well spend a lot of time in
the university as well; they may not spend all their
time in the institute.
Professor Thorpe: Are you talking about students?
Professor Goodfellow: PhD students.

Q81 Dr Harris: When you were asked earlier about
staV and where they went you gave us some
reassuring anecdotes, a few people had found jobs.
I just thought there was a big opportunity with
your staV to ask them where they are going when
they go. We cannot base recommendations on you
saying that you know of a few people who have got
university places.
Professor Goodfellow: When people start you can
survey them but even then people do not always get
a hundred% response to surveys as you are aware.
When people leave it is then very hard to get
responses and some of them may well take
redundancy and not do anything for three months
or so while they think about what they are doing.
It can be hard to follow them afterwards.

Q82 Dr Harris: Are there published surveys? Are
you attempting to follow up?
Professor Goodfellow: Yes.

Q83 Dr Harris: There are published surveys.
Professor Thorpe: In some of our institutes we do
staV surveys on a number of things including their
views on working in institutes et cetera and also we
do attempt to collate statistics on where our staV
go to.

Q84 Dr Harris: Would you be willing to send us
those surveys.
Professor Thorpe: I would.
Professor Goodfellow: Yes, we will send
information to you.

Q85 Dr Harris: One other thing on an earlier
question, Colin Blakemore made the point about
multi-disciplinary research and he was speaking
very much from an MRC perspective where his
view was very clearly that there is a good argument
that these things are best done in universities. It did
not strike me that that was necessarily your view.
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Is it your view? Do you agree with Lord Sainsbury
basically and I will quote what he said because I
think it is a key question, indeed I think it was what
prompted us to do this inquiry. He said, “There is
a well considered view internationally that separate
research institutes have the disadvantage that they
become obviously specialised science institutions
and in today’s multi-disciplinary world basic
research increasingly should be done in a multi-
disciplinary environment like universities.” Do
your institutes agree?
Professor Goodfellow: I agree that research should
be done in a multi-disciplinary environment with
inter-disciplinary research, ie real connections
between them. However, that can be done in an
institute and has been done in an institute. If you
look at Rothamsted research you have John Pickett
FRS Chemist who is working there and who has
given evidence to this Committee before, and you
have statistics. They generated GenStat which is a
major statistical package for the UK, because they
needed it for their research. I think there are
strengths in the institutes where it can be said, “I
do need somebody like this to do the research I
want to do,” but there are equally strengths in the
universities as well.

Q86 Dr Harris: He said universities; you are saying
universities and large institutes.
Professor Goodfellow: Absolutely, yes.

Q87 Dr Harris: Turning to the management of
RCIs, do you think that RCIs themselves have
enough representation on Research Council
management structures?
Professor Thorpe: I have mentioned that NERC
has an executive board which actually draws
together the directors that are in head oYce and
also our major research institute directors in an
executive board role to manage NERC as a whole.
In terms of our science advisory panels then there
are a significant number of research institute
scientists who are on there but they are on those
panels by virtue of their scientific disciplines and
knowledge. In terms of council, we do not have our
institute directors on council because our council
members are there to be independent and obviously
our research centre directors have particular strong
vested interest in their particular areas.

Q88 Dr Harris: No-one is independent. University
people—present company excepted—will be
interested in universities.
Professor Goodfellow: But Councils do not set a
budget for Oxford University or London
University or any other universities whereas they
do set the budgets for the institutes.

Q89 Chairman: Could I ask you this, Julia, as a
rider to Evan’s question, where you have members
of your board who also have influential positions
on university boards and the question comes up
about where do you allocate funding, either
through direct competition or in fact protected

budgets for research institutes, is there not a bias
towards actually putting the money into
universities in terms of competition?
Professor Goodfellow: At council level there is a
vigorous debate—as there should be—on the
balance of funding between institutes and
universities and that debate goes on. Of course
people have views. There are a number of academic
members of council but I think there are an equal
number of non-university people on councils from
other government departments from industry.

Q90 Dr Harris: The data here says that the
committee members of BBSRC show that overall
only a little over 8% of strategy panels and
committees are made up with RCIs representatives.
Professor Goodfellow: At council we, like NERC,
do not have anybody on it from a member of an
institute because we are making formal decisions
about how much funding they are going to get.

Q91 Chairman: You do have members from the
universities.
Professor Goodfellow: Yes, we have members from
the universities but the council is not making a
decision about how much money goes to an
individual university. They are making decisions
about how much core money—core strategic
grant—goes to a specific institute.

Q92 Dr Harris: You do understand our point that
we are making here that if the split is 60/40 and the
40 is universities, I have not yet met a single
university academic who does not want more
responsive funding available from research
councils.
Professor Goodfellow: You can see the balance, you
have the figures which show how much core
strategic grant has gone up, they had a big increase
last time and you can look at the responsive mode.
A balance has to be reached. The 8% is on the
committees that are giving out money in specific
projects and that is done through an appointments
board and I think that would be one institute
person per committee.
Professor Thorpe: I think you have to look at the
evidence and talk to some council members from
universities. I find that a lot of them are very strong
advocates—in NERC anyway—of our research
centre institutes. Look at the amount of
expenditure that NERC makes on its institutes
relative to what it spends in universities. I think we
spend more in our institutes.

Q93 Dr Harris: That is not the right metric. The
point I am making—I am very keen to make this
point—is that whatever the actual funding is
(which is historic and might change) it is either the
case that there is pressure within that decision
making body for more money to be biddable for
by universities as well as research institutes or it is
seen to be the case from within the research
institutes that they have no voice even if they do
not have a vote—plenty of people with direct
financial interests do not have a vote but can
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actually participate in the debate—so you either
have pressure to move one way or perception of
pressure to move one way and you know (or do
you know?) that many university people think that
research institutes are feather bedded and therefore
believe that they should compete equally with
universities and vice versa. Do you accept that that
is an argument because you have not really
addressed that point?
Professor Goodfellow: I think we try and make the
decision making process as transparent as we can
and to limit the vested interest as best we can. I
think there are university people in our council who
are very positive about work that is going on in our
institutes and they recognise that to deliver the
strategy there are areas which the universities are
not in, do not want to be in and they recognise it
needs to be delivered for the UK and we put the
money into institutes.
Professor Thorpe: They have a vested interest in the
facilities in the institutes being in existence as I have
mentioned. I think all of our institutes provide
facilities and capabilities that the universities use to
deliver their research so there is a strong
dependency and a strong interest in having a
healthy research base for the NERC group of
institutes.

Q94 Dr Turner: Various comments have been made
about the governance of Research Council
Institutes; can you tell us what eVorts you both
make to ensure that best practice is shared between
the institutes? How do you respond to the calls that
some people make for RCUK to take a lead in this,
in determining overall best practice?
Professor Thorpe: In terms of governance NERC
has quite a range of governance models that we are
using for our institutes ranging from so called
wholly owned institutes through to centres that are
under contract in universities involving companies
limited by guarantee with charitable status. Over
the years there have been changes made to
governance where advantages have been seen. We
were talking earlier about the Plymouth Marine
Laboratory, which relatively recently—perhaps
three or four years ago—made a transition to
become a CLG in terms of its NERC governance.
We actually operate a range of governance models
and it is something that we visit quite regularly to
examine what is best for that institute. The
Costigan review of governance pointed, for
example in NERC’s case, to the British Geological
Survey where there was the potential for other
governance models to be looked at and we will
certainly look at that to see if there are advantages
in delivering the mission of BGS. I think NERC
has shown over the years a willingness to change
governance where it is seen to be advantageous.
Professor Goodfellow: The last review of BBSRC
governance in the mid-nineties put them all on the
same model, made them all companies limited by
guarantee with charitable status. That means there

is a tension between how much BBSRC can tell
separate companies and charity trustees to actually
do. We also have a group which meets regularly
once every three months with all the institute
directors and we do talk about internal governance
and we have pushed changes in their own governing
bodies in terms of advertising for members,
nomination committees and things like that in line
with modern governance. We have been pushing
them on that where we can but they are separate
companies and they reporting to the charity
commissioners in their own right. We did recognise
that this model was far from perfect and we did ask
for the OSI to do a review. The Costigan report as
far as we were concerned still left some questions
unanswered so we have asked Brian Follett and a
group of people including two chairs of our
institute governing bodies to take this forward, to
come up with four or five diVerent models, the pros
and cons, what it would look like. They are doing
that at the moment and there is a consultation that
has just gone out and they will be reporting to
council in October. We are certainly going away
from one size fits all models and we will be looking
at the appropriate governance for the science and
the relationships they may have so if they wish to
move closer to the university they may well move
away from BBSRC and from the current model.

Q95 Dr Turner: Is it too soon to ask if you have
got any feedback from Sir Brian Follett that you
can share with us?
Professor Goodfellow: He is looking at a range of
models. He is looking at everything from coming
right in and being like the MRC, which means they
may no longer be a charity, no longer have separate
money, all their finances would come through
BBSRC, where they would have to pay VAT, and
there would be Treasury financial controls—that is
one model—all the way through to being
completely independent. Again there are problems
there as to whether they could employ the staV
because at the moment although they are separate
companies BBSRC is the employer and has all
employer liability. Can these governing bodies
really act as independent companies, really take on
the employment liability? I would say I have serious
doubts about that model being viable—we would
lose the science. Above all we do not want to lose
the science as a result of this review. They are
looking at a range of things between those two. I
think the institute governing bodies will come back
to us with their preferred model and then we will
have a negotiation between council and them. We
may well agree in many cases on the way forward.

Q96 Chairman: Timescale?
Professor Goodfellow: The first report to council in
October. We are hoping to get some specific input
from institutes on the deferred governance model
by December. If we agree I think we can make
decisions by December. If we have a disagreement
then we have an annual meeting where the director
comes to council with the chair of the governing
body in February and we would have time to talk
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about it then. I would hope that in spring next year
we would be well on the way. I think this is a case
where we do need time because a lot of people do
need to think about it and we need to bring the
governing bodies on board with us in that.

Q97 Chairman: Alan, could we ask you what
progress is being made with the re-organisation of
CEH? What factors made you change your original
proposal?
Professor Thorpe: Council made an original
statement of intent in December last year and there
was then a period of consultation. We referred
earlier to the fact that we had a significant number
of inputs to that consultation. The council met in
early March to consider those consultation inputs.
The council felt that there were a number of areas
particularly ones we have referred to in terms of
long term monitoring and bio-diversity where it
wanted to strengthen its original proposals and so
it made a decision on 8 March to allocate an
increased budget relative to the original proposals
to CEH and also set a higher external
commissioned research income target. That has
involved a change such that 40 posts that were
originally at risk have been saved. There was a
significant change in the decision relative to the
original statement of intent but at that point the
decision was taken and since then we have started
our transitional integration project for the
restructuring which will take something like three
to four years to complete.

Q98 Chairman: When we met you informally one
of the concerns of our Committee was how do you
preserve strategic science. One of the criticisms, I
think it is fair to say, from our Committee’s point
of view is that the science plan was not up front.
Could you tell us now what areas of science will
actually be lost as a result of the restructuring and
in terms of the extra £5 million you have, how
much of that will go in competitive bids rather than
go to the institutes?
Professor Thorpe: As well as the £16.3 million per
year in 2004–05 prices that NERC has allocated for
core budget for CEH we have also allocated this
£2 million a year initiative—ecology and hydrology
funding initiative—which is for collaborative
projects between universities and CEH. CEH will
win a proportion, perhaps 50% of that money. I
think that is the overall funding that has been
allocated and the concern about the monitoring
and bio-diversity has been addressed. You asked
about the science plan.

Q99 Chairman: Yes, what is going to be lost really?
Professor Thorpe: The first comment I would make
is that we are looking at a forward looking
programme so there are areas of research but of
course there are new priorities, and so what we
looked at in this review for the restructuring is the
future science that CEH is going to be delivering.

Q100 Chairman: What is going to be lost?
Professor Thorpe: There are areas that they were
proposing in work on climate change and the
description of the land surface in climate change
models where we feel there are strengths in other
parts of the NERC community to deliver that are
not going to be done by CEH and that was in their
original proposals. There are a number of areas like
that where we feel there are capabilities elsewhere
that can deliver those aspects so we have looked at
not only what CEH is going to be delivering but
also where the areas that are not going to be done
within CEH where they will be delivered elsewhere.

Q101 Chairman: Will there be any areas that will
just disappear?
Professor Thorpe: We feel that all of the key areas
that are CEH’s strengths that are high quality and
high priority will be continued with. I think the
amount of change that CEH is making is actually
not as great as perhaps the headlines might portray.
For example, the amount of funds which we are
allocating for each scientist to do research to
support their research within CEH, we have
actually doubled that amount in the new plans.
That has meant that the scientists are much more
able to deliver high quality science from that but
that had a knock-on eVect in terms of the overall
budget.

Q102 Chairman: You are avoiding my question.
Could I ask you to write to us to say which areas
of science in terms of research will be lost
completely as a result of the restructuring? Julia,
you mentioned earlier the issue about the bees and
bee diseases. I know from the Harrogate and Ripon
Bee Keepers Association where I was stung two
weeks ago that they are very concerned about that
particular issue. If that is lost, it is lost; we will not
replace it. I think we need to know in terms of this
inquiry what we are losing but also does it really
matter.
Professor Thorpe: We do not know the complete
plan yet because of course we are identifying which
staV will be part of CEH in the future; those
discussions with our staV are still on-going because
there is relocation involved. We are matching the
scientific expertise of our staV that remain to the
areas of science we want to do. For example, there
will be a number of staV who are currently working
in one area who will be moved into other areas. The
full picture is not yet available but I am happy to
send those details which we published at the time
of the decision about the areas that are going to be
not as strongly figuring in the programme as
previously.4

Q103 Chairman: Can I put a hypothetical question
to you? If, in fact, NERC structures its science in
the way in which it can be opened up for more
competitive bidding with the universities therefore
more work will go to the universities and not to the

4 Note by the witness: An update will be sent to the
Committee.
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institute, which will result in further loss of science
being done by the institute and therefore further
reductions in the number of institutes you actually
require. Is that a possibility?
Professor Thorpe: Of course it is a possibility. I
have mentioned earlier that a number of our
institutes are amongst the most successful in
bidding for openly competitive funding from
NERC and other sources. I would not want to
characterise that somehow they are not actually
rather eVective at that. Of course they are subject
to the risk that their success in that may change
over the years, but NERC as a whole is looking at
the sustainability agenda. It was very much at the
core of the changes to CEH; it was to put CEH in
a position that was sustainable into the long term.
After a period when actually it was finding it
extremely diYcult, in fact losing resources and
money relative to its budget, that sustainability
agenda is there all the time but you are absolutely
right that they are subject to changes in the outside
world funding, also subject to changes in their
ability to win openly competitive funding. It would
be wrong to say that they were other than rather
successful at that.

Q104 Chairman: There is no agenda there.
Professor Thorpe: There is not an agenda there at
all, no.

Q105 Dr Harris: We have not had an answer to the
question which is that if things go to plan and even
if people slot into where you want them to go, what
areas will be lost and you said you will give us that
information.
Professor Thorpe: It will be emerging as we know
where people are.

Q106 Dr Harris: Just reassure me, you are not
going to describe this as the best ever year for the
Centre of Ecology and Hydrology, are you?
Professor Thorpe: Of course this restructuring is
extremely diYcult but I have emphasised here that
there are positive aspects to this as well as negative.

Q107 Dr Harris: I just wanted to be reassured that
you were under no allusions.
Professor Thorpe: Of course for the people aVected
it is going to be a very serious matter and I do not
take that lightly.

Q108 Dr Harris: I understand you found an extra
£15 million, from £1.3 million to £16.3 million.
Professor Thorpe: It is actually an extra £1.3
million.

Q109 Dr Harris: You have also increased the target
for commissioned research income.
Professor Thorpe: Yes.

Q110 Dr Harris: Was that responding to pressure?
Is it based on new data or is it something you had
in reserve to try to ameliorate, that you always have
a reserve position where you can say to us that it
is 160 redundancies and not 200?

Professor Thorpe: NERC Council looked at the
input in the consultation so the change was based
on the new evidence that came through in the
consultation period. Council felt that the
consultation highlighted two things, one was that
there was a very strong desire and case made for
continuing long term monitoring, particularly in
the bio-diversity area. Also the consultation
pointed out that there was a risk that some of those
data sets and monitoring could be put at risk so
council took the view that to mitigate that risk as
much as possible it would add extra funding to
support those areas in particular so the changes
were definitely made in response to those input in
the consultation.

Q111 Dr Harris: This issue of redundancies, you
would like people in the areas you are going to keep
and build to stay and move sometimes long
distances but you cannot control that as we
discussed before. How are you going to monitor
which people are leaving who would not otherwise
have planned to leave? It is still going to be
inevitable so this is not a criticism. Are you going
to monitor that? Are you going to see whether there
is a particular gender bias because women may be
less able to leave an isolated Scottish area?
Professor Thorpe: Absolutely. It is critical for us to
monitor this issue. We are approaching this with
the unions as well. We have identified a number—
perhaps over 80—of key staV straightaway with
whom we have been discussing in detail their
intentions to move with CEH in the future. Those
detailed discussions are coming to fruition and
consequently we will know more definitely which
staV will move and which will not. I have also
mentioned the fact that where we know staV are
not going to move with CEH we are discussing with
them whether NERC can help in terms of them
moving more locally to continue research. You
mentioned Scotland, for example, Banchory is one
of the stations that is going to close. Aberdeen
University is relatively close by and I have recently
talked to the pro vice chancellor at Aberdeen
University about these issues.

Q112 Dr Harris: You obviously know I have a
constituency interest which might even be more
important than the bee keepers of Harrogate. How
is it going with the union? I understand that the
motions of no confidence were passed in CEH’s
executive board. I do not know whether that is
what you expected or whether things have got
better since April when that happened.
Professor Thorpe: I have met recently with the local
union representatives. I meet with the national
representatives both formally and informally but I
have also met with CEH union representatives as
well. Obviously we have to win hearts and minds
with our staV to come with us into CEH in the
future. I think that was a very helpful meeting.
That was relatively recently, about a month ago. Of
course there have been diYculties and some staV
have been angry about the changes that have been
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made. I feel we are trying to bring staV on board
by identifying the key staV who are going to be part
of the future so they can rally behind those areas.
You are right that that will not be uniformly
successful but we are very closely monitoring the
situation and we have a major transition project

that is managed with a new project manager and
with external representatives on that to manage this
as eVectively as we can.
Chairman: Thank you very much indeed Professor
Alan Thorpe and Professor Julia Goodfellow.
Thank you for an interesting launch to our inquiry.
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Q113 Chairman: Good morning. Welcome to our
special guests, our witnesses this morning,
Professor Martin Shirley, Director of the Institute
for Animal Health; Professor Chris Pollock,
Director of the Institute of Grassland and
Environmental Research, and Professor Ian Crute,
Director of Rothamsted Research. Welcome to you
and to the members of the public and indeed to the
Minister as well. This is the second of our oral
evidence sessions in terms of our work looking at
the Research Council Institutes, their place within
British science, the way in which we maintain them,
and, indeed, the way in which they interrelate with
the universities and government departments in
terms of research. We are concentrating this
morning on BBSRC and its links with the research
institutes and also, of course, the relationship
between BBSRC and research institutes and Defra.
That is the broad territory we are in. I wonder if
we could ask you, Professor Shirley, to chair your
panel. If you feel it is important to have another
view, you will turn to one of your colleagues. You
are the boss! Could I start by asking each one of
you to sum up, in a couple of sentences, what is
unique about your institute.
Professor Shirley: In the case of the Institute for
Animal Health what is unique is really quite
obvious: we are working with important pathogens
of livestock and we are studying those pathogens
in the natural hosts. We are therefore committed
to working with large animals in containment and
we are also committed to working with poultry in
containment. The high level of containment, with
specific focus on pathogens in the natural host,
makes the IAH approach unique.

Q114 Chairman: What would British science lose if
you did not exist?
Professor Shirley: If we did not exist, you would
lose that whole capability eVectively to look at the
fundamental and strategic areas of biology of these
important pathogens, which range from foot and
mouth disease through to bacterial foodborne
infections, through to some of the parasites. The
biology of those organisms in proper context is not
being done anywhere else, and so we bring to the
table a uniqueness and relevance which is not being
addressed anywhere else. If we did not do it, it
would have to be done elsewhere. It would have to
be done.

Professor Pollock: The institute covers the
grassland base for the United Kingdom, which is
50% of the land area. It provides the underpinning
support for the £4 billion livestock industry. It also
provides most of our clean water, our clean air, a
large proportion of our eco-system services and a
huge slab of UK biodiversity. The UK is interested
in developing sustainable systems to exploit this in
a way which maximises economic benefit whilst
sustaining rural employment and delivering eco-
system services and environmental benefits. What
is unique about the institute is that it does go all
the way from molecules to muck. It covers the
strand by which humans manage landscape (that is,
by optimising the management of that land) and
also by using genetic improvement to modify the
plants and animals that use that land. What would
you lose? You would lose the joining up, the
systems approach, the added-value, the integration,
the sense of mission and continuity. Our longest
contract is with a plant breeding company. It is a
15-year rolling contract. That is the sort of
timescale you need to work on to make a diVerence.
Professor Crute: Rothamsted Research, as I am
sure the Committee is aware, is the longest
established agricultural institute in the world. It
was founded in 1843, so we have a long history. But
at this particular moment in time, we are unique in
the sense that, certainly within the UK, possibly in
the world, we are the one place where the
mathematical, biological and physical sciences are
integrated in support of, you might say, farmed
land, as distinct from the grassland sector that
Chris was talking about, so, essentially, the major
crops of the UK which occupy about 25% of the
land area: wheat, oil seed rape, sugar beet,
potatoes, and essentially the science that underpins
that, which goes through from molecular biology
and the things which impact on crop improvement,
the genetic improvement of crops, all the way
through to pests and disease, interactions with soil
processes and the recycling of carbon. Obviously
bio-energy crops is a big issue we are right in the
thick of this at the moment. In fact, we recently
introduced seven new high yielding willow varieties
into production for bio-energy. What would the
country and the science base lose? I think the first
thing to say is that probably in the context of
making a complementarity with the higher
education sector and the university sector, really
the agricultural sciences and the sciences which
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underpin production have been eroded in that
sector. We are one of the few places where people
can get firm postgraduate training: field-based
integrated into laboratory-based training in the
postgraduate context. That is the one area I think
is important. We have of course a unique legacy
of 160 years of experimentation through our past
experience. We have an archive of samples of
vegetation and soil data which allows us to address
all of the pressing issues of today which relate to
climate change, which relate to nuclear fallout,
which we can log through these sort of things, a
whole range of environmental issues which the
institute deals with. Ultimately it would be an
inconceivable gap in context of national
competency to think about not having an institute
which covered that sort of territory.

Q115 Chairman: Are you saying that you oVer
additional opportunities for scientific research that,
for instance, the universities cannot oVer?
Professor Crute: The facility, capability and human
resource expertise that we have, in probably all of
the BBSRC institutes, but certainly the three that
you see represented in front of you, are certainly
not duplicated anywhere in the UK, even possibly
in Europe or globally.

Q116 Chairman: Could they be advanced?
Professor Shirley: They could be with unlimited
resources. One could replicate all of this elsewhere,
but, to reinforce the point made by Ian, it exists
and we have this unique resource. In the case of
IAH, we can go from the molecule through to the
cell, through to the whole animal, through
to populations. This is a unique resource,
underpinned by a lot of investment in the past,
particularly in genetically-defined lines of livestock,
whether they be cattle or poultry. It is a unique
resource and to establish this from de novo would
be hugely expensive and it would take years to
reach the state where it is functioning. Currently
this is all embedded within the institute and it is a
huge national resource.

Q117 Chairman: Is there anything, in terms of your
institute, in terms of scientific research that is
carried on that could not be carried on given
enough resourcing in a university setting?
Professor Pollock: No. You could create it in a
university setting but you would end up with an
institute. If you want the sense of mission and the
sense of continuity, if you want the targeting or if
you want the facilities and the ability to maintain
them over long periods of time, you need to set in
place funding management structures that diVer
from the three-year responsive mode graph. If that
is something that is worth doing, you could do it
in a university but you would end up with
something that was exactly like you already had.

Q118 Chairman: But it would be embedded in the
university.

Professor Pollock: And, indeed, if there are
management models for institutes that look very
closely at links between universities. The Welsh
Plant Breeding Station started oV as part of the
University of Wales, Aberystwyth, in 1919. That is
the precursor of IGER. I have worked at the
institute since 1974 and my contract has changed
three times in that period. Initially it was with the
university. But it is still IGER, is still has the sense
of mission, it still has the continuity, it still has the
long-term resources. I am more interested in ends
than means, Mr Chairman.
Chairman: That is a good point to pass on to my
colleague.

Q119 Bob Spink: I am interested in how you
control your work, how flexible you are. The public
interest is served by your long-term commitment to
research projects that go on for years—and you
mentioned the 16-year contract—yet the public
interest is also served by you responding very
rapidly to developing situations—and we have seen
a few of those over the last decade, have we not,
with potentially others coming along that we know
about? How do you get the balance between these?
Are you flexible enough to respond? Does it set
back your long-term strategies?
Professor Crute: The way to respond to that is
perhaps to give one or two examples. You can be
very responsive to requirements if you have a
reservoir of capability and expertise and you have
a reservoir of facility. For example, something
Chris and I were much involved with was the farm
scale evaluations of GM crops. That was something
that came quite quickly politically. There was a
requirement to get significant amounts of data.
Because we had expertise in place in weed biology,
in invertebrate biology and knowledge of the sort
of mathematical processes of sampling, we were
able, literally overnight, to put together very
substantial teams of people to address that.

Q120 Bob Spink: Did you divert those people from
a longer term thing to deal with this and then shove
them back?
Professor Crute: That is a very good question. It
was a combination of taking proportions of
people’s time to divert them on the basis of priority
plus some additional recruitment and training of
staV in order to meet those objectives.

Q121 Bob Spink: Who decides the priority? Who
says, “We are going to slow this down and we are
going to divert you on to this one because the “red
tops” are running it on their front pages this
week”?
Professor Shirley: One of the great things about the
institute is that we can take a long-term view and
certainly there are opportunities as a consequence
of funding streams coming in which are new. I can
give you an example with Avian flu. The Institute
of Animal Health has had a long-term programme
on avian immunology and avian immunology
serves many studies on many pathogens. It is now
very timely to have that programme embedded
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within the Institute of Animal Health with the types
of poultry birds that we have, so we are in a
position then to bid for new money to reinforce our
programmes on avian flu. That is one way in which
we can move because we have the underpinning
capability in place. It has been there for some time.
As an institute we evaluate our science programmes
on a regular basis. We constantly look at the fit-for-
purpose of our programmes. We have the ability to
close programmes down if we think they are not
going in the right direction or are not productive,
but we can also start programmes up if we so wish
by using our core strategic grant. We can make
those changes.

Q122 Bob Spink: Do you step back and look at
value for money, and fundamentally reassess what
you are doing long term? Do you say, “Is there a
better outcome we could get for that resource?”
Professor Pollock: Absolutely. All the time. There
is an external assessment through BBSRC, the
institute assessment exercise—which used to be
every four years and it is now every five—which I
believe Professor Goodfellow described in her
evidence and you would not want me to repeat
that. That provides external validation of both
quality and relevance and that is extremely
important to us. We must stress that all of us work
to a mixed economy. The majority of funding in
IGER does not come from BBSRC. It is a question
of providing the service that the customer wants,
to a significant degree, and that provides another
set of external validations. Within the institute
there are regular meetings with our governing body
and the external evaluation committees that we set
up to look at the strength of programmes. I would
echo Martin’s point that one of the values that you
get out of the institute system is a level of resilience
to cope with new procedures that come up. We
have had a long-standing programme in genetics
that goes back to Stapleton in 1919. It is currently
being manifested through work funded by Defra to
look at gene flow between adjacent crops which
forms part of the regulatory framework for
potential introduction to GM. It is a combination
of capability and opportunity and the job of the
director and senior management of the institute is
to keep that balance optimum.

Q123 Bob Spink: On your data sets you mentioned
Rothamsted have a 160-year archive of data sets.
Do you jealousy guard this or make it available to
the research community? Is that in this country or
worldwide? Do you see that as part of your
mission?
Professor Crute: The first thing to say is, yes, it is
publicly available. People can both access samples,
which they often do, and they can also access data.
Obviously with a data set you have to use it in an
informed way, so we try to maintain contact with
anybody who is using it. We have an electronic
archive which people can access and if anybody
wants anything extra they just have to talk to us.

Q124 Bob Spink: I see your colleagues nodding, so
we will leave it there. Finally, RCIs versus
universities. Do you think that research
programmes in RCIs are more tightly financially
controlled than they would be in the university
environment?
Professor Pollock: They are more responsive to the
external modalities of where the money comes from
and what the customer wants. They are also more
tightly integrated within the institute management
because they are driven by the sense of mission.
Professor Shirley: I would agree.
Professor Crute: I think so.

Q125 Chairman: The accusation, then, which
universities often make, that you are feather-
bedded in terms of your research programmes, is
not true.
Professor Crute: I have not heard the accusation
quite put like that.

Q126 Chairman: I do not expect you to agree
with it.
Professor Crute: Probably the way to look at this
is the fact that we all have slightly diVerent
proportions of core funding. Rothamsted is about
50:50. We get a grant from BBSRC, which
essentially is an underpinning grant which allows
us to have the continuity that we have been talking
about, and we get 50% of our funding in an open,
competitive market exactly like the universities do.
To some extent, the analogy with the universities
is that our core grant from BBSRC is analogous to
the HEFCE grant that would come into
universities, you might say, to pay for academic
salaries and such like. It is the same thing.
Chairman: So we can put that one to bed.

Q127 Bob Spink: Universities have diVerent
objectives from you as well.
Professor Pollock: Exactly.

Q128 Bob Spink: They are teaching institutions. Do
you think research conducted in RCIs is more cost-
eVective than research conducted in universities?
Professor Shirley: I think that is becoming clearer
with the impact of FEC. We will have clear views
on that in due course. It is probably too early to
tell. I think the institutes are very much driven to
deliver cost-eVective science. To pick up on a point
that was made by Ian, the IAH has a core grant
which accounts for £10 million of our current
income and we raise £20 million from outside
sources, whether that be Defra, other research
councils, industry, whatever, so that is not
featherbedding an institute; that is going out and
hard graft. The quality of the science that we do
and of the people we employ winning grants is a
major factor. We stack up, as you probably know,
extraordinarily well in the hierarchy of grant-
winning income in the UK to BBSRC.
Chairman: I wanted to give you the opportunity to
counter the accusation.
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Q129 Dr Harris: The universities say that for 100%
of their research work they have to compete for
these grants, sometimes big grants, and that
therefore the featherbedding—and it is an
expression I have heard used—refers to the fact
that you get 20–50% infrastructure costs from your
parent institute, whereas the vast majority of all
their research has to be funded from grants, which
can come and go if they do not win them, and the
RAE, which is continual assessment eVectively.
Professor Crute: Again, you have to make sure you
are comparing like with like. If you are talking
about the university situation, all the academic
salaries are essentially paid for. We have to
compete essentially for our salaries. Our core grant
is analogous, as I say, to the HEFCE funding
which would be paying for academic salaries. A
huge amount of the infrastructure of universities is
paid for through, essentially, income through
teaching and other such things, so, if you compare
like with like, I think we are now, as a consequence
of the FEC arrangement, competing on an
absolutely level playing field.

Q130 Mr Newmark: How do you respond to the
comments by some academics that training in RCIs
is isolated and substandard to that given within
universities?
Professor Pollock: With amusement. We cannot do
training unless we are linked to universities.

Q131 Mr Newmark: What value-added are you
providing in RCIs?
Professor Pollock: We provide training and
facilities that really cannot be done within
universities. There is no university that can train
plant breeders because they do not have either the
long-term availability of experimental material and
plots or, in many cases, the quantitative genetics.
If you want plant breeding—and the Stern report
yesterday made it abundantly clear that plant
breeding is a major skill gap—then it has to be
delivered through training at Research Council
institutes—in collaboration with universities. They
are all registered in universities.
Professor Crute: At Rothamsted, we have at any
one time 50 PhD students. A significant proportion
of those come from overseas, because they
recognise that this would be the place where they
would get the sort of training they are looking for.

Q132 Mr Newmark: You are saying that in certain
situations they are centres of excellence.
Professor Crute: Absolutely.

Q133 Mr Newmark: They cannot be replicated
within a more generic university environment.
Professor Crute: Absolutely. On the quality
assurance side of things, these students are all
registered through universities and are not only
quality assured through the universities but also
through BBSRC’s assessment. Certainly as far as
my own institute is concerned, the BBSRC
assessment, through the institute assessment
exercise, rated Rothamsted at the highest possible

marks in all the four criteria that were assessed.
Wherever the criticism has come from, as Chris
says, it has to be treated with some derision.
Professor Shirley: I would endorse the comments
made by both colleagues. We have 40 PhD
students. We invest a lot of time in these students
through training and we oVer them access to
facilities and opportunities to study diseases that
are not available elsewhere and they are attracted
to the IAH for that reason.

Q134 Mr Newmark: What help have you received
from the BBSRC in terms of management training?
Professor Shirley: As a new appointee to the
institute—as director from July and as acting
director from November 2004—I was oVered and
I took advantage of mentoring with an ex-director
of a BBSRC institute. Since then BBSRC have
introduced management training. The scheme is
now beginning to kick oV. IAH have been involved
in that—both myself and senior colleagues. I have
also been oVered opportunities to have outside
management consultancy input.

Q135 Mr Newmark: Was it particularly helpful
or not?
Professor Shirley: It was.

Q136 Mr Newmark: I know you went on it but was
it helpful to you?
Professor Shirley: Yes. I think mentoring is
particularly helpful because it addresses needs in a
fit-for-purpose way. It is a considerable opportunity
to work with somebody who knows the issues you
are facing, so there is less abstract about a mentoring
scheme than there is if you perhaps go on a more
generic training course.
Professor Crute: I have been on two-week courses at
Brunel for management research—a good many
years ago now but it was essentially through
previous employment in AFRC rather than
BBSRC—and BBSRC are continually up-skilling its
senior management team through, for example,
recently, diversity training and things like interview
training, so there are some modules of training
which are brought to our attention on a regular
basis.
Professor Pollock: I have very little to add. Training
is an obligatory subject for discussion in our annual
appraisal all the way through the institute system,
from the lowest grade right through to directors.

Q137 Mr Newmark: It may be obligatory, but is it
important?
Professor Pollock: Of course it is important.
Research management is now infinitely more
complex than it was. I have been a director for 13
years, so I have seen a huge number of changes. It is
more important now than it has ever been.

Q138 Mr Newmark: Do you think the Research
Councils should be doing more to support training?
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Professor Pollock: I think the investment BBSRC is
putting into training development schemes via
a third-party provider is both timely and
proportionate.

Q139 Dr Harris: One of the purposes of Research
Council institutes is to develop scientific careers and
career opportunities. How do you see yourselves
doing that at the moment? That is an approach that
cannot be taken at universities. What do you add to
the scientific career path, in general? Obviously at
the moment it is redundancy, but—
Professor Pollock: Over the sort of time we have
been involved, it comes down to two lines. First, it
comes down on to health of disciplines. There are
areas of science that you have already heard about
for which the Research Council institutes provide
career development opportunities for scientists.
Certainly in the whole area of understanding the
ecological consequences of novel crops and novel
cropping systems, which is going to be extremely
important in Europe over the next 20 years, most of
the scientific driving forces for that have come out of
institute-based research both in England and Wales
and North of the Border. So there is a health of
disciplines argument and there is also an argument
that says there are opportunities that you get within
institutes to develop programmes over sustained
periods of time and acquire skills and skill mixes that
are unique, which is particularly appropriate for the
study of whole system processes in agriculture and
land use. I would argue that we deliver opportunities
that are distinctive from and complementary with
those oVered by HEIs.
Professor Crute: May I take a slightly diVerent
direction in response to your question. I
personally—and I think it is true for the three
institutes that you can see represented here—that we
have taken a view with regard to short-term
employment when the employment regulations
changed. EVectively, when I came to the institute
between 60% and 70% of the scientific staV were on
short-term contracts. Now, something like 95% of
our staV are employed on indefinite contracts. It
does not mean to say that when funding terminates
those people will not leave the institute, but,
essentially, we are giving very clear signals to our
people now, which is certainly a major change, that,
provided the funding environment is secure, we have
a training environment and, you might say, a long-
term perspective that gives people the opportunity to
develop worthwhile and far-reaching scientific
careers.

Q140 Dr Harris: When people leave your institutes,
as they would do normally and particularly with this
wave of redundancies, do you have any idea where
they go? Do you set up any monitoring system to
find out whether they are even still in science? That
might be useful to the country.
Professor Pollock: We know those numbers of staV
who have been prepared to tell us. It works out that
roughly 50% get jobs within science elsewhere and

50% of people, mainly the older staV, eVectively
have taken this as an opportunity for early
retirement.

Q141 Dr Harris: You have a rigorous system for
checking where they go.
Professor Pollock: We have a system.

Q142 Chairman: Should you have a rigorous
system?
Professor Pollock: It would be very diYcult to have
a rigorous system because I do not think the staV are
obligated to tell. If they take a three-month gap and
then get a job—which has happened in at least two
cases—they are not obliged to tell us. It would be
information that would be extremely useful to have
on a corporate scale, but I am not sure that we have
the tools to guarantee to acquire it.

Q143 Dr Harris: You would agree that there is no
formal oversight—for the reasons you have given,
you would say—of the scientific skills lost and,
indeed, those retained in public sector research as a
result of Research Council cuts and closures.
Professor Pollock: I would say that is true for
turnover throughout science.

Q144 Dr Harris: Do you think it would be a good
idea if we could capture this, because it could be
argued they are a very expensive resource.
Professor Pollock: Yes, in principle, I would.
Professor Shirley: We did not necessarily put a lot of
resource into monitoring where people were going.
We put more resource into making sure that those
who left during the restructuring had every support
from the institute to have another career in science if
we could facilitate it. We really did work very hard
to make sure that all the scientists who were leaving
the system could, if they wanted to, find jobs
elsewhere. We facilitated that through transfer of
equipment to a new host centre or the transfer of
grants with them as well.

Q145 Dr Harris: You are responsible for your own
staYng plans. Is there any way you can incorporate
within your proposals to when you have cut-backs
the long-term needs of the country in terms of the
skills base in certain areas? In other words, there are
certain things that the country might need and, if
you make redundant two-thirds of the people in that
area, people cannot switch at a later date, at senior
level, into that expertise that has gone. Might that
ever be a factor, or do you have to look at how you
can look at the bottom line?
Professor Shirley: I think we are very mindful of the
long-term needs of the UK science base. When you
are forced to make cuts and lose posts, it is very
diYcult to do. You have referred to the bottom line.
I think that during the course of the restructuring of
the institute we took a much longer strategic view on
what the UK needs and what competencies were
required and we tried to work through that as
perhaps the core to the decision-making process.
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Q146 Dr Harris: If Defra cuts a big research
contract, does not re-commission it, then they are
not considering whether it is sensible in the medium
to long term to lose those people to this country or
to that field. There is nothing you can do about that
because you rely on that funding to employ those
people doing those jobs.
Professor Shirley: I think there is something we can
do about it, because, if we think that this is an area
of science which is critical and it maybe does not fit,
for whatever reason, Defra’s portfolio of interest, we
can—and we have done in the past—use our core
strategic grant to make sure that we can retain the
skills of particular individuals. We can transfer them
from perhaps a Defra-funded grant through to our
core grant. We do that and have done that.

Q147 Dr Harris: Can you give us examples of that
later?
Professor Shirley: Yes. I can do that. This, of course,
then puts tension on the core strategic grant. It
means that we then have to accommodate those
individuals in the course of our portfolio, so there is
a knock-on potential where a Defra action then
leads to something else happening within the system,
where we have made judgments about the longer-
term needs of the UK science.
Professor Crute: I think you raise an important
point. Sometimes you might say that a gap can open
up between the sort of science the BBSRC is very
keen to support and the science that gets supported
by other funders, such as Defra. Under those
circumstances, there is no doubt that the skills can be
lost, because essentially there is no home for them
from the diVerent perspectives of diVerent funders.
Obviously we try to bridge those issues as best we
can. I will not take up the Committee’s time now but
I can certainly come forward with three or four areas
at Rothamsted where you could say that the
national capability has been eroded as a
consequence of that gap opening up.

Q148 Chairman: I have been looking up the statistics
from BBSRC, and, between you, from 2005
onwards, you are likely to lose 200 science posts.
That is a very significant loss of science capability. It
does worry the Committee that we do not know
where those people are going. There is no system to
retrain them into other areas of science and to retain
them in the science base. I am putting the question
to all of you, hopefully with a nod, that that is
something we should be doing, either yourselves,
BBSRC or the Government, or all three.
Professor Crute: It is certainly true that there is no
mechanism in place which will allow us to collate
and integrate a body of data which would put, you
might say, a magnitude of concern on those figures.
Chairman: You accept that.

Q149 Dr Turner: Can you describe the relationship
with the BBSRC. Do they take any close interest in
the day to day management of all institutes or do
they leave you at arm’s length to get on with it?

Professor Shirley: The working relationship I have
had as director and as acting director of BBSRC has
been incredibly positive and very supportive. They
are there to facilitate, they are there to work with us,
but a lot of the running of the institute is left very
much to us to develop a science structure which is
consistent with the BBSRC’s mission. They have the
post of director of science and technology, so there
is a very nice interface between that position and the
institute’s. That works particularly well because
there is now a conduit of information exchange both
ways. BBSRC has been very supportive of its
funding for this whole area of science that we are in
and that has been unequivocal. They really have
stepped in and made sure that the funding and the
quality of the science has been maintained. My
answer is that it is a very positive relationship with
BBSRC.

Q150 Dr Turner: Probably because of the nature of
your institutes and the fact that they have to be on
the land, as it were, you presumably have been fairly
immune from the pressure of other Research
Councils to break up institutes or to co-locate them
with other academic institutions.
Professor Shirley: I am sure the Committee is aware
of the Follett Review of Governance which is now
being played through, so all institutes are now
looking at their governance relationships vis-à-vis
BBSRC. This is a process that is near completion
towards the end of this year, with changes being
introduced from 1 April 2008. We are not immune
to change and we are working with BBSRC to look
at these issues of governance.

Q151 Dr Turner: You agree that we have a strong
element of freestanding-ness in your institutes. What
is the feedback into BBSRC from yourselves? Do
you have representation from the institutes on
BBSRC strategy boards?
Professor Crute: I am a member of the BBSRC
Strategy Board, so the answer to that is yes. I also sit
on the BBSRC Estates and Equipment Board so I
have an input into that side of things as well. All
directors have a role, you might say, within the
operation of BBSRC. The only thing I would add to
what Martin said in terms of the relationship with
the BBSRC is that at the level of running a business,
obviously, on a day-to-day basis, we are chief
executives of our organisations and we have
responsibility for that. We have six-monthly
meetings with BBSRC in the context of business
planning. Essentially, we develop a business plan
and that is something which is reviewed, as I say, on
a regular basis. From the point of view of control, we
are independent organisations, but at the same time
BBSRC is our sponsoring body. They employ the
staV, they provide us with a very large amount of
money and it would be surprising if there was not a
very close relationship. Barely a week goes by when
I am not in contact with somebody at BBSRC about
something.

Q152 Chairman: Would you accept that, Professor
Pollock?
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Professor Pollock: I have nothing further to add.

Q153 Dr Turner: Could you tell us something about
BBSRC’s review process, which presumably you are
subject to at periodic intervals. Is it particularly
disruptive? Do you feel it is fair? Is the peer review
element appropriate, in the sense that your
conditions are very diVerent from those of a short-
term response grant and operation in a university.
What is your feeling about it?
Professor Pollock: I would first of all point out that
I am also Chairman of one of the RAE sub-panels,
so I am very well aware of the detailed research
assessment exercise process as it impinges on
universities. I think I am in a reasonable position to
comment on this. All the institute directors are very
strongly supportive of the institute assessment
exercise because it has been set up in a way that
acknowledges the breadth of mission of individual
institutes and because it involves a personal visit
from the panel to look at the work in totality. The
feedback that you get from the institute assessment
exercise is incredibly valuable. It does oVer us a
chance to benchmark our work against international
standards in a period of review that is both
comprehensive and detailed and hard-hitting but
generally fair. I think most of us would be extremely
reluctant to give up the institute assessment exercise.
The only gripe I have ever had with it—and I had my
first institute assessment exercise two weeks after I
joined the Welsh Plant Breeding Station in 1974—is
that they do tend to come around a bit often. We
have now moved it to a five-year cycle, which I think
is entirely appropriate. It is a very important and
extremely valuable tool in benchmarking institute
outputs as a whole against relevant international
standards.
Professor Crute: The only rider that I would add to
Chris’s point is that the panels or the visiting groups
are composed of a mix of academics and other
people who represent industry or sectoral interests
and inevitably there will not be representatives of
other institutes there because, essentially, that would
be, you might say, too inward looking. That can
sometimes bring about problems because most
people are not used to the institute environment, so
you can get some stochastic variation in the way in
which they look at things, simply because they are
looking at things either from the industry
perspective or an academic perspective and not
perhaps benchmarking us even for the specific areas
in which we operate. I would say I have had the odd
grumble about that sort of thing in the past.

Q154 Dr Turner: Is there any fine-tuning you would
like to see in the review process?
Professor Shirley: As Ian was saying, one likes to
have probably the right spectrum of individuals. We
also have a review of our work for Defra as well and
I think that is an area where perhaps a little bit more
representation might be helpful to make sure we
have covered the right skill base that we have in the
institute. In terms of process, I think it works very
well.

Q155 Adam Afriyie: Professor Pollock, you have
mentioned benchmarking against international
standards as being one of the benefits of reviews.
What eVorts do you think are being made to
share best practice domestically and between
Research Council institutes? Is there benchmarking
between Research Council institutes? Is there
communication?
Professor Pollock: At a scientific level there is
increasing and eVective communication. We have
already joint programmes of work in key areas of
science that stretch between ourselves, Rothamsted,
John Innes and Scottish Crops Research Institute,
so there are, I think, plenty of opportunities to
ensure that good science is being carried out in a
cost-eVective manner. The BBSRC institute
directors meet regularly, informally among
themselves, to discuss issues of improved best
practice in both science and governance and
increasingly those discussions are beginning to
involve colleagues north of the Border as well.

Q156 Adam Afriyie: Which I guess is to be
welcomed. There have been some calls for Research
Councils UK to take a more active lead in the
sharing of information and best practice. Perhaps,
Professor Shirley, you have a comment. Do you
think they are eVectively taking the lead at the
moment? If so, could they do more? If not, what
should they do?
Professor Shirley: Probably at the moment it is a sort
of bottom-up approach of sharing best practice.
That is the way that science tends to work. It is a very
eVective way of operating. This would happen
throughout the Research Council from the active
scientists through to people like ourselves who are
interacting with one another. I hope we are sharing
best practice but there is no formal requirement for
us to do that in the context.
Professor Crute: Certainly when RCUK was
assembled there was a sense that, for example, in
the peer review process and the application for
research proposal there should be some sort of
standardisation of process. It has been put in place.
It is too early to say yet how beneficial that has been
but there is a process now. We are looking to this
shared service centre, which, again, is nothing much
to do with the day-to-day delivery of science but is
very much to do with best practice from the point of
view of eYciency, and time will tell whether that is
going to be a positive or a negative thing. Certainly,
from an institute perspective, we are remote from the
headquarters in Swindon and we would therefore
argue that perhaps it will not have the same sort of
benefit for us, but I could well imagine that between
Research Councils, in a sort of administrative sense,
in the best practice of how you administer science
and how you get best value out of science there are
some gains to be made there.

Q157 Dr Iddon: Obviously you do policy-driven
research for government, namely for Defra. Do you
think you get the policy changes within government
soon enough to alter your research programmes?
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Professor Shirley: This is a diYcult one particularly
for the context of Defra. It is partly because we are
not always aware of the strategy behind the changes,
and currently we are facing a number of issues with
Defra funding that relate to particular areas of
science for which we are not receiving clear guidance
and we are not receiving indications of whether areas
will be funded or not. As an institute I think we do
suVer from a lack of clear decision from a
department like Defra, whereby we have
programmes that are coming to an end, we have
indications that Defra wish to continue with those
programmes in the future, but, because they are not
clear of their funding abilities, they are not able to
take a decision on the continuation of those
programmes and we are in a position where we are
asking for bridging monies to take us from where we
are now, with the grant coming to an end, to the
potential start of the new grant in six months. We are
neither able to get a decision on whether they will
continue in six months time nor a decision on
whether they are able to provide their bridging
money in between times, so we are left, if you like,
high and dry, with individuals who are working on
Defra-funded projects, and the money has come to
an end, with no clear indication of whether Defra
will continue in the future or not. It does make
planning of some areas of science, increasingly
greater areas of science, very diYcult to plan, and we
are having to absorb these positions back on to our
core until we have clarity from the Government
department.

Q158 Dr Iddon: Do you think the bulk of your
funding should come directly from BBSRC rather
than from the Government?
Professor Crute: In the period when Defra was
MAFF, MAFF had a very clear policy, that it was
acting as a proxy customer in the context of research
on behalf of an industry. Their relationship was a
very much clearer one, in the sense that the policy
was clear and there was a dialogue which was able to
be developed. In the creation, Defra has a diVerent
agenda from the agenda that MAFF had, and we
understand that, but that has created a hiatus in
what I will call the dialogue. The sort of things
Martin was referring to are an inevitability about
Defra finding its way. One of the things I have been
somewhat critical of is the fact that Defra’s evidence
and innovation to approach was a very inward
looking approach. Rather than drawing on expertise
from the outside, to think about priorities and future
directions, and the things that would impact on
policy from a science perspective, it was an inward
looking activity on which there was subsequent
consultation and from which we have yet to see the
outcome of that translated into things that they
might want us to take forward. It seems to me that
we really have to establish a much better dialogue,
which is a regular dialogue between Research
Councils and between government departments—
not just Defra but other departments as well—that
rely upon Research Councils and their institutes to
deliver things which are of policy importance, so
that we can vision the future and make sure we do

not have these gaps opening up where we can lose
expertise or we have to bridge for long periods—and
I have several examples of the latter, which I will not
take the Committee’s time on going through.
Essentially, we are to all intents and purposes taking
the risk of holding on to human resource and
expertise pending decisions about future directions
that government departments may or may not take.

Q159 Dr Iddon: Are we in danger of losing some
research which is vital for the national interest as
a result of the declining Defra funding in what you
call this hiatus with government?
Professor Shirley: I would say yes. The reason I say
yes is that it is clear that Defra has priorities, and
quite rightly so, but even areas such as those on
exotic viruses at Pirbright, where we are in receipt
of a surveillance grant, that has been frozen at the
same value year on year for the past few years, so,
in eVect, we are taking a cut on that area of work
with the prospect that it will be kept at the same
level into the future as well. Year on year, we are
able to do less science or we are able to employ less
people, and this is an area of work that spans from
foot and mouth through to blue tongue virus,
which we have become acutely aware of more
recently, to African swine fever, to other exotic
pathogens which pose a threat to the UK. We are
forced to look at this whole area of activity to see
where we can juggle the research, so there is a risk
that we will lose critical expertise.
Professor Crute: Another point is one which is not
just to do with national expertise but is the way in
which the United Kingdom is appearing to the
international science community, where eVectively
we all operate as part of international networks and
when these things happen it raises eyebrows in, you
might say, the scientific world about what is the
United Kingdom doing. For example, a specific
area of activity which we looked to as being world
leading has all of a sudden evaporated due to
decisions taken outside the Institute.
Professor Pollock: I am very happy to echo those
comments. If you want to sloganise this, I think the
institutes are well adapted to cope with gradual
change in direction from policy customers; they
find it diYcult to maintain resilience when the rate
of change is very abrupt.
Professor Shirley: I think there is a danger, with
cuts in these areas of science, that we end up by
losing some of the more traditional expertise and
we in turn have to rely on the expertise being
generated by PhD students, for example, to come
in and to maintain capability in some areas. To me
that is a real worry, that we are putting huge
expectations on a cohort of youngsters being
trained by more experienced colleagues, when in
fact we should have those skills embedded within
mainstream and Defra-funded staV. That is one of
the more subtle changes that is happening in the
Institute of Animal Health: we are losing some of
the key staV and relying more heavily on PhD
students to fulfil that research function.
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Q160 Chairman: Could I try to pin you down on
this question of government-sponsored research; in
other words, research it wants to support its policy
or indeed to inform its policy, whichever way you
want to look at it. Clearly there is a diYculty for
the institutes in terms of being able to respond to
that agenda and at the same time respond to its
own agenda which is generated either through
BBSRC or indeed through its own research
programmes. How best do you think we could
preserve economic capacity to be able to respond to
government demands without having these sudden
cuts of resources to which you alluded earlier?
What is your solution for that?
Professor Shirley: We need to have long-term
guaranteed funding. That is critical.

Q161 Chairman: Who should provide it?
Professor Shirley: If we are going to have a
capability for the UK as a whole then it does not
really matter whether it comes through BBSRC or
BBSRC plus the government department. The
model works well in theory but the practice is that
if one of those government departments comes
under funding pressures then we lose that money.

Q162 Chairman: That is the question I am asking
you. Defra came under real pressure because of the
farm payments and suddenly there was a pressure
on your budget. That is the reality of what we are
talking about. What is your solution to that?
Professor Crute: My solution is something I have
talked about in times past and that is that within
government departments capital budgets are ring-
fenced. You cannot raid capital budgets to look
after recurrent problems. I see no reason at all why
research budgets cannot be ring-fenced in exactly
the same way. That was the original concept when
the Rothschild transfer took place from the Science
Budget to the Department of Health and MAFF.
At the time the concept was that that was a ring-
fenced activity. The transfer was made essentially
to put what you might call customer and market
requirements into the equation in terms of how that
money was used, not that the money should be
used for other things.

Q163 Chairman: Should that money come directly
from the government department or should it
continue to come ring-fenced, as you have said,
through BBSRC?
Professor Crute: I personally see advantage in the
government department involvement because they
have diVerent perspectives on science. The
Research Councils are there with a particular
agenda for looking after the quality of science in an
international perspective with, you might say, very
much a quasi-academic role. The government
department has, as you have said, a policy
direction. It also has an industry to which it is, in
some senses, attempting to deliver science
information. I think that perspective is important
but I think what has really happened, not just in
recent times but over a long period of time, is the
erosion of that and essentially, you might say, the

downgrading of that as being an important
component of the UK science activity. It has been
taken as very much a departmental priority rather
than a national priority for the science.
Professor Pollock: The OYce of Science and
Innovation set up a study some years ago into the
sustainability of public sector research institutes
which addressed this very issue. It made
recommendations about the relationship between
sponsoring government departments which paid
more than a certain percentage of institute turnover
and those institutes and it put forward some
recommendations about how that process should
be managed. Unfortunately, that agreement has
not been implemented. If it was, I think many of
the things that we are concerned about today
would be addressed.
Chairman: We will ask Defra about that in a
moment.

Q164 Dr Iddon: Obviously you have undergone
reorganisations in the past. It what is expected of
you currently quite diVerent? In other words, have
you any experience to handle the present situation
from the past reorganisation?
Professor Pollock: Yes, this looks very like the
near-market cuts of the eighties. What IGER is
going to have to do is to respond in a similar way
to the way in which it responded after the Thatcher
near-market research cuts.

Q165 Dr Iddon: So we are seeing an ad hoc
reorganisation rather than a planned strategy.
Professor Pollock: Absolutely. We have been
reactive not proactive.

Q166 Chairman: What help have you had from the
Research Councils in developing and implementing
these restructuring plans?
Professor Pollock: From my standpoint, the
BBSRC have been extremely supportive. They have
worked out short-term financial measures to keep
the institute solvent. They have helped us to
negotiate through sale of fixed assets a way forward
which gives us the aspiration to a stable business
over the next five years. I could not have asked for
a more positive relationship with BBSRC over the
last 12 months.

Q167 Chairman: Does that apply across the board?
Professor Shirley: In our case they also provided
their own in-house support, which was very high
quality, and they also brought in external support,
which was very high quality. They provided
resource by competency that we absolutely
depended on.
Professor Pollock: I would echo those comments.
We should not underestimate the fact that BBSRC
has had to find very significant amounts of cash
unscheduled to pay large amounts of redundancy
compensation.

Q168 Chairman: The first line of questioning was
really about institutes versus universities in simple
terms. I understand that your preferred solution in
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terms of the changes you are having to make—and
I understand that—is to merge your facilities with
Aberystwyth and Bangor.
Professor Pollock: Could I clarify the position of
the institute. The institute has been charged by its
governing body with looking at three options, one
of which is the option that you describe. It is my
view at the moment that it is possible, in theory,
that all three options could be made credible in
terms of sustaining a science base, but the

Witnesses: Rt Hon Lord Rooker, Minister of State for Sustainable Farming and Food, and Professor
Howard Dalton, Chief Scientific Adviser, Department for Environment, Food and Rural AVairs, gave
evidence.

Q169 Chairman: A quick changeover and we
welcome on our second panel the Rt Hon Lord
Rooker and the Department’s Chief Scientific
Adviser, Professor Howard Dalton, and you are
very, very welcome indeed. Thank you for listening
through the first session because I think it helps to
put this session into context. I wonder if I could start
with you, Minister, by asking how important to
Defra are the research council institutes in terms of
your science strategy?
Lord Rooker: I would just say that Defra is very
much a science-based Department. All of our
policies are influenced by science, whether it is the
environment, food, whether it is animal welfare,
disease production or animals. We are very heavily
dependent on a research base, so we have a fairly
large area of activity where we fund research in a
variety of institutions and the research council
institutions account for, in rough figures, about £20
million out of our budget of about £150 million. We
have our own agencies of course, the Central Science
Laboratory, the Veterinary Laboratories Agency
and CEFAS, and they account for some £36 million.
We fund £30 million worth of research in the UK
universities as well, so our base is a very, very wide
base and there are other contractors as well. I
personally count out £20 million to Kew as part of
the research, although it does not appear in the
budget as research, but essentially Kew is very much
a research-based organisation and it is not just for
looking at flowers or trees, but what goes on in the
laboratories there is enormously important. From
our point of view, our policies are influenced by
research, not by the history of what we did in the
past, and they are influenced by our needs and
priorities as of today and of the future. If I can just
make one point, as you know, I was at MAFF for
just over two years in 1997 and research was part of
my bailiwick there and at that time of course we had
not got the Food Standards Agency, for example, so
the research budget was even greater. Obviously
changes have occurred and we quite clearly now
look, and in the years intervening have looked, at
techniques of research in terms of risk assessment in
changes of the techniques and, and I make no
apology for this, our budget and research for policy
formation is based on, if you like, the priorities that
we have to consider now, not what the history of the
pattern of spending in the past was, and I cannot put
that any clearer. Our three bodies that—

discussions on the option you provide have been
positive. There is a strong sense of engagement with
the university sector and there is no reason to stop
pursuing that avenue as being one of active
potential value.
Chairman: Professor Martin Shirley, Professor
Chris Pollock and Professor Ian Crute, thank you
very much indeed. You have been excellent
witnesses this morning. We thank you.

Q170 Chairman: So you are saying that a lot of the
work that they have been doing is not relevant to
modern science?
Lord Rooker: It is relevant to modern science, but we
have to look at our policy needs, as we are at the
moment. There is no question about it, there is a
shift in terms of the climate and environment. We
are not discounting all that we have done in animal
health, it is absolutely crucial that we continue in
that area, but we do not, for example, core-fund our
own three research bodies, but they have to compete
for funding, so they are major bodies and they are
dealing with multi-million pound contracts. From
our point of view, we are a customer for research to
help formulate our policy.

Q171 Chairman: But it is very diYcult to reconcile
that with the need to have a science facility on tap for
when you, as a government, need it when there is an
outbreak of foot and mouth or bird flu arrives or
whatever. How do you reconcile those two things of
maintaining the institute base or, if it is not going
to be the institute base, what will it be—the
universities?
Lord Rooker: No, I might say the two examples you
give are bird flu and foot and mouth and we make
sure that our procedures are in place to account for
that. We have to account—

Q172 Chairman: But you do not know what you are
going to account in the future.
Lord Rooker: No, but that is why we spend money
preparing for emergencies. That is an investment
from our point of view in the Department, both in
research and in the way the Department is structured
so that we can switch on emergency control rooms at
a second’s notice, as indeed we did last week, so we
are not in any way saying, “Because we are not doing
the work today, we are not funding things”. We are
funding for the future, but the fact is, and I am not
working in a silo here, so please do not
misunderstand me, we do not, as Defra, see it as our
role to support the core funding of other bodies
because that would influence our policy priorities.
We are responsible for our policy priorities and we
are responsible to this House obviously, but the fact
of the matter is that the spending patterns have
changed and are going to change. We have made no
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cuts in any of our programmes to the research
institutes, contrary to what you have just heard, no
cuts, and none of their activities which they have told
you about this morning is in any way related to the
diYculties with the Rural Payments Agency. Not
one penny can be transferred across and it is part of
the myth now that people all over the place are
saying, “Because of rural payments, all these things
are happening”. It is simply not true.

Q173 Chairman: So Defra has not cut any of its
budget to BBSRC?
Lord Rooker: No, no, we have not cut a single
contract that we have got out there, and Professor
Dalton has got a lot more detail than I have. We
have not cut a single contract and we have not cut
short a single contract either with any of those
research institutes.

Q174 Chairman: Do you see Defra, Lord Rooker, as
a customer or a partner with the research council
institutes?
Lord Rooker: If I was asked a black-and-white
question, basically we are the customer, and I could
be corrected on that and there will be a tonne of
bricks on me, but essentially we are the customer. If
you like, we need them there and if one of them was
not there, we would find someone else to do the work
we want to do, it is true.

Q175 Chairman: But they tell us that they are the
only people doing this work in Britain, if not in
Europe and the world. How do you turn on that
capacity?
Lord Rooker: Well, the implication of that is that
nothing changes, that if you start a programme to set
up any institute and whatever your circumstances
are that might change your priorities in the future,
you are bound to continue with what you have been
doing. I do not think that is living in the real world.

Q176 Chairman: Professor Dalton?
Professor Dalton: I would actually very much
endorse what Lord Rooker has said. I think it is very
important to recognise what the research councils do
for us and what we need from the research councils.
There is no doubt at all that the quality of the science
which the research councils produce is first-class.
Their own assessment exercise says that, we know
that and we need them very much if we are to
continue doing the sorts of things we are trying to
do, but you have to recognise that the sort of science
which is undertaken in the research councils is at a
very fundamental level and does in many respects
answer specific questions that we have need to
answer. We also have our own agencies and of
course they deal very much more with much of the
more policy-relevant issues that we have, but certain
research councils fulfil a very important role in
doing that. We are conscious of the long-term
sustainability of what the research councils are and
what they stand for and we have no intention
whatsoever of trying to destroy that. We try to work
very closely with the research councils in order to
ensure that there is a long-term stability for them, as

indeed there is for our own agencies, but what they
do is very much in many cases cutting-edge science,
very highly important science, but not always
necessarily what we want, so we do not fund them to
a very great extent. We put around, I think as Lord
Rooker said, just over £20 million a year into the
research councils and that includes not only
BBSRC, but also NERC and ESRC as we fund both
of those as well, and they do important work for us
which helps to address many of the issues that we
have. We have got a lot of policy-relevant questions
which they are not able to do and they carry on
doing their own fundamental science, but, as far as
we are concerned, they do a very important job in
that sense.

Q177 Chairman: But without some security of
funding, what you are saying is that at the end of a
particular contract, you could just simply say,
“Well, we’re not funding that anymore”, and I do
not know how we maintain the capacity of the
institutes if they are important without that element
of funding. Are you suggesting, as indeed others
have suggested, that it would be better if you were
not part of this equation at all, that all the core
funding actually came from BBSRC?
Professor Dalton: I would not say that is necessarily
the right approach to have all their core funding
from BBSRC. It is very important to recognise the
way in which funding is done in these circumstances.
BBSRC themselves fund universities, as indeed do
we, and they fund universities on very many short-
term contracts, as do we, and universities have learnt
to adapt to that environment. They have learnt to
say, “Okay, we have a three-year research contract,
so we plan for that and we work towards it”, as
indeed do the research institutes, as indeed also do
our own agencies in some cases. Very often you have
to realise the vicissitudes of what is going on in the
policy arena as well. Things are changing all the
time, as Lord Rooker says, and we cannot keep
funding things day in, day out ad infinitum. That is
not possible because there are changes in the policy
agenda that we have to respond to and very often
there will be short-term contracts and we like to
work very closely with the research councils in order
to try and work with them to formulate eVectively
where we are trying to go in the future. As I said
earlier on, we are conscious of the sustainability
issue and we will work with them and we are indeed
working with them. I am very closely associated with
the research councils and I sit on BBSRC’s council
and I also sit on the NERC council and the two chief
executives from NERC and BBSRC sit on my
advisory council as well, as indeed do the ESRC’s
chief executive oYcers as well, so there is very close
interaction between them. I chair a number of
government committees on which the research
councils also sit and in which we plan, and try and
work towards, a long-term objective, but very often
there are short-term contracts which we are all
engaged with and we all have to learn to manage our
research activities. I also have another job in a
university and I indeed apply to research councils for
money as well, so I understand the issues associated
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with trying to keep a research group going in a
university as well as ensuring that the research
activities within Defra are fit for purpose. Much of
that work involves long-term planning and short-
term planning as strategic issues have to be planned
at a managed level within those communities.

Q178 Chairman: If in fact the institutes
disappeared, could their work be done within the
universities? As far as Defra is concerned, you
would still be able to get the quality of output that
you need in terms of policy?
Professor Dalton: If the research institutes were to
disappear and we were to retain our own agencies,
our own science agencies with whom we place quite
a large amount of research contracts, it may well
be possible to get some of that from the
universities, but it does not have, as Chris Pollock
said earlier on, the long-term stability that you need
in order to be able to develop research programmes
and to respond to the various problems that you
have in—

Q179 Chairman: So you have a vested interest in
those long-term programmes?
Professor Dalton: Absolutely.

Q180 Chairman: But you do not want to pay for
them long-term?
Professor Dalton: No, we do, do not get me wrong.
We pay for long-term research where it is
necessary. We have paid for long-term research at
Rothamsted Research, we have paid for long-term
research, as you have heard, at IGER, we have paid
for long-term research at IAH in a number of areas
and where it is necessary for us to keep
programmes going, but very often we have to
respond to the short-term policy needs and those
short-term policy needs very often mean that we
place short-term contracts. At the end of that
contract, as we make it clear to everybody in the
first instance, that research will stop at that stage.
If it produces work which we need to follow up, we
will follow it up, but we cannot keep going on for
ever on the same projects; it would be a waste of
taxpayers’ money if we were to do that.

Q181 Adam Afriyie: So if the British Geological
Survey or CEH shut down completely, you would
not be concerned about the long-term future of
monitoring projects like that?
Professor Dalton: Of course I would.

Q182 Adam Afriyie: But you are not financing them
or funding them?
Professor Dalton: We are not funding the British
Geological Survey, but we are funding CEH
certainly, not a large amount, but the same amount
that we put into, for example, BBSRC. We put
around £4 million a year into the NERC activities
and they work extremely well with us.

Q183 Adam Afriyie: And you would consider
supporting them if they looked like they were going
to disappear?

Professor Dalton: It would depend on what reason
they were disappearing. We do not support people
just for the sake of supporting them. If they do
something that is necessary for us to do, it is
important for us in terms of a long-term dataset or
if they are doing work, for example, as CEH did
very much on the farm-scale evaluations work, very
important work for us indeed, yes, we would fund
that and yes, we would continue funding it if it was
necessary to our policy needs.

Q184 Chairman: This is the bit I really need to pin
you down on. You accept that there are certain
long-term datasets that it is essential for the
Government, for Defra to maintain. My question,
and perhaps, Lord Rooker, you can respond to
this, is: how do you in fact maintain the long-term
financing of that? Could you ring-fence it so that
in fact that was a given as far as the institutes were
concerned or are you not prepared to go that far?
Lord Rooker: The short answer to that has to be
no. We do not do that for our own agencies, and
let us be absolutely clear about this. If you take our
overall research budget of roughly £150 million,
£30 million goes into the universities on contracts,
some short, some long—

Q185 Chairman: This is long-term datasets that you
have agreed and Professor Dalton has agreed that
you have to have in terms of being able to underpin
government policy in terms of long-term science.
Lord Rooker: That is fine, providing it is not seen
as though we are a milch cow for the infrastructure
payments in terms of core funding irrelevant to the
research. Now, it is true that if, for various other
reasons, their income streams disappeared from
other areas, because they have said they need
income from elsewhere and so have our own
agencies as well, and they were left only with that
long-term, then we would have a real problem
because what we have been asked to do from our
budget is to prop up an institution which has no
other work, no other income stream, but it has
some narrow area vital to the Government and to
the public sector and a good thing for the public
to own and buy. Then you have got some major
issue there, but that does not just aVect these
research institutes, but that aVects, as you can
imagine, research right across the piece. If the
question is whether, if I can put it this way, the
infrastructure of particular bodies and institutions,
be they universities or research institutes or indeed
Defra’s own agencies which are subject to these
fluctuations, should be maintained in perpetuity
simply because of a narrow, long-term, vital piece
of work—

Q186 Chairman: I did not ask about that. I asked
about preserving that element which you need, not
the whole institute.
Lord Rooker: Yes, but, with respect, if you take one
of our own agencies, something I happen to know,
the Central Science Laboratory based in York, that
in eVect is vital work and all of its income is related
to contract and it gets work from all the place,
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Europe and other government departments.
EVectively, around 1 January, before you open the
door, it has sort of spent £10–15 million on what
it costs to keep it going, but it has to get that money
from its research contracts, if you see what I mean.
It does not get £10–15 million, as I say, from Defra
saying, “By the way, we need you, you are part of
us, and here’s the bit to open the door”. It has to
get it from its income stream and that is the way
it works with the others. Now, if there is a change
in that, in the way that bodies are funded in terms
of infrastructure, how do you keep the door open,
as it were, that is, with respect, a diVerent issue. As
I say, I am not working in a silo, this is not an issue
just for Defra, but this cuts right across
government; it is the way we fund the public good
of science which is best done by the public sector
because obviously for a lot of it we also have
contracts with private institutions as well.
Chairman: Thank you very much. I am sorry to
have laboured the point, but it is important to get
that covered.

Q187 Dr Harris: As to the eVects of external
pressures which, therefore, force research councils
to reorganise, and you have what you describe as
this “small, but vital stream of work” to you, do
you show an interest in ensuring that the
reorganisation preserves that or do you think that
is a matter just for the research council concerned
with no input from your Department or from
government?
Lord Rooker: The answer is that if it is our work,
we are funding it, so we are very interested if there
are going to be diVerent arrangements because it is
in our interests because it is our work that we are
paying for and we need the results of it. If there are
to be mergers or adjustments in the infrastructure
of the research bodies, we would be interested. We
are not bystanders. As Professor Dalton said, the
whole thing is interlinked.

Q188 Dr Harris: So what does your interest
involve? You are interested, we are all interested,
but on that issue what does your interest result in
in terms of interventions or actions?
Professor Dalton: One of the things that is a good
example of where we actually get engaged with all
of this is certainly through the research councils
themselves and, as I said, I sit on both of those and
we have had a very interesting development over
recent years with CEH, for example. CEH
restructured and reorganised itself and one of the
things that was quite important in terms of the way
in which CEH organised itself, and this is part of
the Natural Environment Research Council
activities, was it said, “Well, what is important for
us to be able to maintain, keep and preserve?” and
it asked Defra how important it was. I was involved
in all of that and it was quite important for us to
recognise that certain areas of research were very
important for us to maintain, so biodiversity
research, climate change research, both of those
were preserved to CEH.

Q189 Dr Harris: What if they proposed not to do
that, what would the Government then do? That is
what I am asking.
Professor Dalton: If they said they were not going
to do it?

Q190 Dr Harris: Yes, despite asking you and your
giving them that answer, do you have any
instruments or interest by way of action to make
them think again or do you say that it is for them?
Professor Dalton: Making them think again? Well,
there is a certain amount of engagement that we do
have. It is not as if they are sort of sitting in a
diVerent department over there and we do not talk
to them. There is an incredible amount of
engagement which goes on between the research
councils and ourselves at all levels, so in that sense
there is a pretty good dialogue going on.

Q191 Dr Harris: I know there is dialogue, but I am
interested to know if people go further than that,
if they say that they are going to preserve other
areas of international significance because they
need to attract grants in that area and the work
they are doing for you is a relatively narrow, as
Lord Rooker says, but vital piece of work.
Professor Dalton: I think it is entirely up to them
as to how they organise the structure of their
organisations. We are in a position of being able to
provide and give them information and advice as
to what is important for us. If, on the other hand,
the research councils decide that it is not for them
and they want to go on and do something else, then
that is entirely up to them, but we would certainly
be active in engaging in trying to persuade them to
do otherwise, but I cannot tell them precisely what
to do, I am not their master.

Q192 Dr Harris: That is consistent with the
government evidence regarding this which is why I
was asking you about it. On this question of cuts,
Lord Rooker is very clear that there were no cuts,
but the impression out there is that there have been
cuts in Defra funding, as you are aware, possibly
because the figures reduced for funding. Last year,
2004–05, for the Institute of Animal Health it was
£9.6 million from Defra and it is now £8 million in
2005–06, for IGER in 2004–05 it was £8.2 million
and it is now £7.1 million and from Defra for the
Rothamsted Research Institute it was £6.4 million
in 2004–05 and it is now £5.1 million in 2005–06,
so that is a reduction year on year in the funding
from Defra for those three organisations. In what
way is that reduction not a cut?
Lord Rooker: Simply on the grounds that the flow of
contracts has changed. To the best of my knowledge,
and I have had this confirmed again, when we have
issued research contracts to these bodies, there is
usually a time limit on them anyway and there has to
be because, otherwise, the things will grow up topsy,
so there has to be a time limit, but we have not
chopped any of these contracts with any of these
bodies earlier than was already planned. Contracts
may have come to an end and the flow of new ones
has been diVerent because the priorities have
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changed. Now, that, with respect, is not a cut. They
may say, “Oh, there’s less money from Defra”, that
is true, but that is not because we have cut an
expected flow of money. They know exactly what is
coming and they can programme for it. If they then
say, “Oh, we know what’s coming and we know the
contract’s coming to an end, but we think we’ve got
to keep this going. They don’t really need this
research, but we need their money to keep our
infrastructure costs going”, and we say, “Sorry”,
then they have got a cut, but the fact is that their
expectations of money from us have been met in full.
Therefore, when it has changed up or down, they
have known in advance. With respect, you cannot
claim that that is a cut.

Q193 Dr Harris: It was not me using that language. I
used the word “reduction”, so you would accept that
there has been a reduction in the overall funding in
the last complete financial year to the year before. I
accept what you say, that that is not cutting oV
supplies which were expected under the contracts,
but they are dealing with a reduction in their income
from you, so would you accept that?
Lord Rooker: Yes, that is the ebb and flow of the
change in priorities which I explained.

Q194 Dr Harris: So what about a moratorium on
funding because it is considered that there was a
moratorium on the funding announced in July 2006?
Most people do not consider a moratorium to imply
an ebb and flow. It sounds a little more draconian
than the ebb and flow of the waves on the shore.
Lord Rooker: Well, I can assure you that there was
a complete moratorium on spending on virtually
anything in Defra at that time because, as I have said
to my house when I am in receipt of a lot of questions
on this on a daily basis, with a new team of ministers
when four out of five arrived in May and in late June
we were told, “By the way”, and I am using round
figures, “there is a £200 million hold on this year’s
budget”, and you are dutybound to do something
about it. Well, the first thing we did was put a stop on
everything just while we had time to look at it and, as
a result of that, we have made certain decisions
relating to this year, 2006–07, and we hope that by
the end of, I can say, this month now because we are
now into November, we will be in a position to give
advance warning for the 2007–08 budget because
there is a knock-on eVect here to all of the bodies
that are involved in Defra. To that extent, the
moratorium was there while we looked urgently over
the summer at what we were doing in Defra as to
where we could find this £200 million. I repeat, that
of the work going on that we were funding, there has
been no cut and no early withdrawal of the funding
from any of the research institutes or cutting short
any contract times.

Q195 Dr Harris: So the moratorium could just be
considered as an unexpected halt in the
commissioning of funding of new research in those
areas which they would have expected to have been
commissioned?

Lord Rooker: Yes.

Q196 Dr Harris: I think it is fair to say that and,
therefore, you would accept that there have been
redundancies partly as a result of that moratorium
on the commissioning of new projects which were
expected to be commissioned, if I can use the term
“commissioned” generally? Would you accept that
at least because this is, I think, the point the
Chairman was trying to get at in his original
question?
Lord Rooker: Well, not knowing all the detail of
what was in the system, anything that we got a
contract for or where the money would have been
committed has carried on, so I still reject this point
that you have heard this morning, that people have
been made redundant as a result of Defra cuts and
then that transfers over to the Rural Payments
Agency and the Single Farm Payment. There is
simply no connection whatsoever. We have not cut
or cut short a single research contract.

Q197 Chairman: If it had not been for the problems
with the farm payments and you did not have to find
the £200 million, is it likely that many of the
contracts would have been extended or renewed as
far as the institutes are concerned? Yes or no?
Professor Dalton: I will try and answer that one, I
think.

Q198 Chairman: Yes or no?
Professor Dalton: The point is that that made no
diVerence to the sort of work we are trying to do.
What has happened here is that this is a management
problem for finances, nothing to do with the science
we are trying to do. We were trying to continue with
all the science we need in order to fulfil our policy
obligations and that will continue.

Q199 Chairman: One of the obligations is that 200
scientists have left or are going to leave those three
institutes.
Professor Dalton: That is nothing to do with Defra’s
organisation of its funding to those institutions at
all, nothing at all.
Lord Rooker: Nothing at all.

Q200 Dr Harris: But I thought we had established
that it was.
Professor Dalton: Can I ask how you have managed
to establish that BBSRC losing 200 posts is down to
Defra? Could you tell me because I do not
understand that?

Q201 Dr Harris: Well, I will ask you the question.
You accept that there was a moratorium which
prevented the expected overall flows of new
commissioned projects, and you have said this
earlier, going to research councils, including some
of the ones that we had before us previously. Is it
not logical that, had that moratorium not
happened, there would have been the flow of new
research contracts and the renewal of others, not
the cutting oV of things which were cut oV as I am
not claiming anything was cut oV which had
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started, and, as a result of the non-arrival of those
extensions or those new contracts, there have been
redundancies because you cannot pay people to do
nothing? I think that is what we would like you
to accept.
Professor Dalton: I do not know if that is
absolutely true, that redundancies have occurred as
a result of Defra’s moratorium exactly. Professor
Shirley gave a fairly important response to one of
the questions you asked a bit earlier on about that,
that they do tend to use their core strategic grant in
order to be able to support the infrastructure that is
necessary in order to continue the research ethos
that they have. Now, what we are talking about
here is not contracting to do a piece of work at a
particular time, but to give you an indication that
sooner or later we will be doing that because if a
grant has been approved, the mere fact that we are
not funding it on day one, but actually funding it
on day 90 or something is what we are really
talking about. Of course we are not happy about
being able to hold a moratorium, we are not really
saying that a moratorium is the best thing to do,
but we do have a responsibility not to overspend
in the Department and that is why the moratorium
has been brought about. I do not know if it leads
to redundancies. It is all to do with management
within the research councils. Do not forget that it
is also true, I might add, with everything we are
funding, so it is not just the research councils, but
it is also our own agencies as well.

Q202 Dr Harris: But we are interested in the
research councils today, so would it be fair to say
that if the research councils tell us that, due to this
moratorium and, therefore, the non-arrival of the
planned budget which was published, the research
budget of the Department not arriving, there have
been redundancies and the people who have been
made redundant say it is because of that and you
say that you do not know, it is reasonable for us
to conclude, on the balance of the evidence, that it
is as a result of that moratorium that there have
been redundancies? What evidence do we have
which would lead us to another conclusion?
Lord Rooker: With respect, I would like to see the
evidence on which that question is based. I have
seen nothing which has crossed my desk and I have
met some of these bodies. It is true, I have
concentrated more, in the short time I have been
there, on Defra’s laboratories because there is a
programme of change going on in the laboratories,
including closing one and a merger, so there is
change going on in our own institutions which, it
is true, I have spent more time on, but I would like
to see that evidence. Nothing has crossed my desk
which indicates in any way, shape or form that
anything that is happening in those research
institutes has been as a direct result of Defra
reneging on any of its promises. I have seen nothing
where there is a direct link at all and I would like
to see the evidence. That is the only way in which
I can base my answer.

Q203 Chairman: Well, it is not our role as a
committee, as you know better than I do as a new
Chairman, to interfere or best-guess the
management structures within the organisation.
Lord Rooker: Sure.

Q204 Chairman: Our concern is about how we
preserve the science—
Lord Rooker: Absolutely.

Q205 Chairman:—and how we make sure that the
Government has access to world-class science when
it needs it rather than having to recreate it, so that
is the reason for that rather than trying to score
points in terms of redundancies or anything else.
Lord Rooker: With respect, I am not making that
point and I cast no aspersions, but there is a
diVerence of opinion, let us get it clear, between
Defra and BBSRC because this issue is raised about
the research council institutes, the public sector
research, the RIPSS study. If you fund more than
15% of another body, there seems to be some
indication in recommendation 2 that you have got
a duty to carry on doing it. Now, in this case we
do fund 40% of the Institute of Grassland, 20% of
Rothamsted and roughly 20% of the IAH. Our
view on this is that we must be in a position of
agreeing their programmes, not simply just because
we pay more than 15% that it is going to flow into
their core. Now, there is a dispute of opinion
between BBSRC and Defra on what I think is this
recommendation or the interpretation of
recommendation 2 and I make that absolutely clear
because that is where we are coming from as we
want programmes agreed because that is what we
pay for, programmes.

Q206 Chairman: It is fundamental to our inquiry.
Lord Rooker: Of course.

Q207 Dr Iddon: Defra’s Deputy CSA told Research
Fortnight last September that there is “an
interaction between us and BBSRC headquarters
which I don’t think is an easy relationship. We are
looking at ourselves as a policy business; their remit
is to advance science. The BBSRC still tends to
think of the funds that were transferred to us”, and
that is following the Rothschild Inquiry of 1972,
“as ‘their money’ which we are supposed to give
back to them”. Now, Professor Dalton, you said
you have a very close working relationship with the
BBSRC, but there do, especially from that quote
which I have given you, appear to be some tensions.
Professor Dalton: Well, there are. There are
tensions largely because of that particular
perception. That is a real problem in that sense.
What BBSRC’s perception of what the Rothschild
allocation was is entirely up to them. That does
cause us from time to time a diYculty. They believe
that money is theirs and, therefore, they want to
get it back. What we are trying to do in a sense,
post-Rothschild, is to try and do all the sort of
science that is necessary in order to be able to meet
our policy objectives in the customer/contractor
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relationship that has been developed post-
Rothschild. Bear in mind that if you read the
Rothschild Report carefully, it indicates there that
that arrangement was supposed to be a three-year
temporary arrangement and it was going to be re-
evaluated thereafter, so if you go back and read it
carefully, as I did the other day, that never
happened; that stayed and stayed for ever. The
important point, I think, we need to bear in mind is
that we do have, to be honest, a very good working
relationship with the research councils and the
BBSRC at a whole variety of diVerent levels and
that relationship that we have is extremely
important in trying to align what the BBSRC
research institutes are doing for us, what they
expect from us and also, very importantly, how all
of this fits in with our own Evidence and
Innovation Strategy, in which they have had a very
important part to play. Do not forget, that
Evidence and Innovation Strategy which we have
been producing, when I first joined Defra, there
was no Science Innovation Strategy, but what we
did within the first or second year was to produce
what we called a ‘Science Innovation Strategy’
which engaged with the research councils and let
them know precisely what we were trying to do
over a three-year period. They were consulted and
they had input to it. Thereafter, we changed it from
‘Science Innovation’ to what we call the ‘Evidence
and Innovation Strategy’ and in that Evidence and
Innovation Strategy, we have engaged very widely
with all of our stakeholders, with the research
councils, they have all been privy to this, we have
already been talking about it to them, and they
have actually come back and told us precisely what
they think is good and what is bad about it. There
was a pretty extensive engagement. Despite what
you might have heard, there was because I have
seen all the written responses from them. Now, that
has been very important in helping to cement,
understand and develop the relationships with us,
but it is not always going to be perfect. I have to
accept the fact that there are times when the
research councils want to do one set of things and
we want to do another. As I said earlier on, the way
in which they do research is somewhat diVerent
from what goes on, for example, in our agencies.
There are many overlaps, but there are many
diVerences as well and it is just a question of trying
to organise it in such a way that they do the right
sort of things for us and we actually let them know
precisely what we want from them and what the
long-term strategy might well be.

Q208 Dr Iddon: That came out very clearly from
the previous group of witnesses this morning, that
the problem appears to be future planning and I
think you personally are working hard with the
BBSRC, according to Julia Goodfellow, to get
some sort of long-term strategy developed. Is
that correct?
Professor Dalton: Yes, that is absolutely right. Yes,
the relationships are pretty good. I think everybody
seems to think they are not, but they are in fact
very good. We sit on each other’s committees, as I

mentioned earlier on. They sit on many of my
committees, we have one-to-one meetings, I have a
lot of meetings with the research council chief
executives on a regular basis and we do discuss
high-level strategy and long-term strategy. We do
not always necessarily get down to the nitty-gritty
detail at those meetings, that is often left to my
science co-ordinators and the chief executives of the
research council institutes who do meet frequently,
and we are trying to draw up a memorandum of
understanding with BBSRC and the research
council institutes right now in order to be able to
advance that. There is one little, tiny sticking point
and the one which Lord Rooker referred to, this
belief that the research councils and BBSRC have
that we have a sort of long-term obligation to put
money into their pot which they are allowed to use
in any way they like. We are happy to fund them
so long as we agree a research strategy and if that
research strategy is agreed, we will put money into
them so long as it leads to a necessary development
of our own policy needs, and they are, they are very
good at doing much of that.

Q209 Dr Iddon: The research councils do appear to
be a pull in at least two ways, one in the direction
of the universities and one in the direction of the
institutes of course.
Professor Dalton: That is right.

Q210 Dr Iddon: There is a tension there obviously.
Would you like to see any changes in the way the
institutes are funded? Do you think the money
going through the research councils is the right
route or should they be funded in another way?
Professor Dalton: I think the way in which the
research councils are currently funded is quite
satisfactory and it does give a pretty good support
for the sort of areas of research that we all need.
We have diVerent needs and the research councils
do support much of what we want. The way in
which they fund their own research council
institutes is fine as far as I am concerned. Their core
strategic grant which they give them allows them to
develop their research infrastructure and to develop
their research programmes and that is fine. They
also have to compete with universities and with the
other research institutes for money from the
research councils themselves and that is fine. It has
raised their game and it has made them highly
competitive in a number of diVerent areas. They
also compete for money from us and we are
delighted to be able to support them when they can
deliver the best research and the research that we
need, and I think there is no reason, as far as I can
see, to want to change that dramatically at this
stage.

Q211 Bob Spink: I think most of my questions have
actually been covered previously, but I wonder if
you could put a little meat on what the diYculties
actually are in reaching agreement with BBSRC
and RIPSS, that is the Research Council Institute
and Public Sector Research Establishment
Sustainability Study, just to get it on the record.
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Lord Rooker: I referred to it previously, but I
stopped reading it out half-way through the title!
Professor Dalton: I am delighted you have raised
that and I am glad you gave it rather than me in
terms of trying to explain the acronym! There is no
diYculty, to be absolutely honest. There is a
stumbling block and the one which Lord Rooker
referred to which is paragraph 2 in the
interpretation of the RIPSS Report, as has been
referred to by Lord Rooker and as has been
referred to by my Deputy Chief Scientific Adviser’s
response in the Research Fortnight article. I think
we have gone over it quite a few times. It is clearly
and simply whether or not we should be funding
and putting money in in the way the research
councils put money into their own research
institutes as a core strategic grant or not. We
cannot do that. We do not have that flexibility. We
are prepared to fund the research councils long-
term so long as they deliver the sort of science that
we want and, as long as they keep doing that, and
in many cases they do, we will continue funding
them.

Q212 Bob Spink: Do you think BBSRC actually
allow the RCIs to get on and do their job and give
them the funding or do they try and retain a little
too much ownership and control because of that
funding?
Professor Dalton: I think you would have to ask
them that specifically as I do not think it would be
fair for me to comment too much on it, but from
my own perception, being on the council of the
BBSRC, I think I think they are fairly good at
being able to let the research councils develop their
own strategies and to develop a strategy which
works eVectively not only with the universities, but
also with government departments as well, so, as
far as I can see, it works fairly well.

Q213 Bob Spink: Why are they sensitive about
that then?
Professor Dalton: I think they are sensitive about
it because of again issues of long-term
sustainability. I think that is a big issue for
everybody. We have issues of long-term
sustainability with our research agencies and we do
worry that there are not enough resources in the
pot in order to keep everything going. If someone
were to double my budget, I think that would be
fine, I would not have a problem with any of that.
We would not be talking about half of this if the
money was there, so what we are trying to do is we
are trying to manage structures with a budget
which is not dramatically increasing. However,
having said all that, look at the research councils’
budgets from BBSRC. Have you seen the figures
between 2002 and 2006? Their budgets have
increased dramatically and, as Lord Rooker said,
ours have actually stayed fairly static over that
period of time, so we do not have the same sort of
flexibility that the research councils have in terms
of being able to develop a research base, but they
are trying very hard to restructure and reorganise
themselves to be much more streamlined and to

deliver value for money, which I think is really
what they are trying to do, and they are doing that
right now. I think it was also mentioned that the
Follett Report was going to look very closely at the
way in which the research councils are using their
research institutions eVectively.

Q214 Dr Turner: This question of sustainable
funding has been worried to death and I will shake
it a little more, if you will bear with me. Clearly the
research institutes are of great value to Defra, so
you must feel some element of responsibility even
if you cannot back it up with money. Would I be
right in interpreting the current situation as being
that the institutes have a cashflow problem which
they have clearly spelt out to us this morning and
from you, JeV, it is quite clear that a part of that
cashflow problem is because of your moratorium.
Does that mean that over the coming financial year
when you plod your way through a moratorium
further income streams will be coming through new
contracts to the research institutes, so this is a
passing glitch?
Lord Rooker: At the risk of repeating myself, our
priorities are not what they were ten years ago.

Q215 Dr Turner: I appreciate that.
Lord Rooker: Therefore, because our research is all
going out to contract, including to our own
agencies, priorities have changed. They have
changed in terms that even our agricultural
research now is more tuned in to the climate and
environmental aspects of food production than the
techniques of production, which is old MAFF in a
way, so the issues of the natural environment, water
quality, sustainable consumption and production
and energy and climate change are priority areas
that were nothing remotely like that a few years
ago. Therefore, we have to work, as Howard says,
mainly within our budget and also looking at what
our policy priorities are. Our policy priorities
cannot be shaped just by the history of what we did
in the past and that is what it comes down to.

Q216 Dr Turner: Absolutely, I quite agree.
Lord Rooker: We are not the bankers for the
research councils, we have to make that
absolutely clear.

Q217 Dr Turner: We are talking about at least two
institutes here, IGER and Rothamsted, which are
ideally placed to respond to the kind of research
which I assume you do want to commission on
adaptation to climate change. Am I right?
Professor Dalton: Absolutely. Hopefully once the
moratorium is lifted, the research activities will
continue. I do not enjoy having a moratorium, I do
not enjoy having to talk to the research council
chief executives and saying, “I’m terribly sorry, but
we are not going to fund you for a couple of
months and that is going to cause some problems”.
It is an issue for us. I do not like to do it. As a
scientist, I want to make sure that there is
continuity and that the research teams stay in place.
Once the moratorium is lifted, yes, that might all
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be going back into the research council institutes
as soon as possible, I hope, so the simple answer
is yes, it will continue once the moratorium is lifted.

Q218 Dr Turner: Can I just ask out of curiosity, if
you contract with a university department a piece
of research, the university department will be
insisting on full economic costs, yes?
Professor Dalton: Yes. Well, it depends. As far as
Defra is concerned, Defra historically has always
paid full economic costs. Even when the BBSRC
and the research councils were not, Defra was and
still is.

Q219 Dr Turner: And you would do the same with
the research council institutes?
Professor Dalton: We do the same for the research
council institutes.

Q220 Dr Turner: That is interesting.
Professor Dalton: There is a big diVerence between
the level of funding that Defra puts into the system
and the level of funding that the research councils
have historically, and currently, put into the
system. At the moment the BBSRC and other
research councils are funding to the tune of 80% of
full economic costs and Defra fund 100%.

Q221 Dr Turner: There are currently plans to
redevelop the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology in
relation to your policy needs in addressing climate
change. Are you closely involved in that
restructuring programme?
Professor Dalton: Yes, I have been involved
through my role as council member of NERC’s
council in restructuring and considering the needs
that the Natural Environment Research’s council
has of its research council institutes, principally
CEH, so the answer is yes.

Q222 Dr Turner: Looking to the future, you
obviously have a science strategy, albeit one which
is constantly evolving. Have you any view, as a
department, about the sort of strategic research
institutions and facilities which are going to be
needed for the future on which you will be able
to draw?
Professor Dalton: That is a good question. Yes, we
have been thinking about it to some extent,
although we had not thought in terms of
specifically what research council institutes or what
research institutes we would need. There is little
doubt, as Lord Rooker has indicated, that our
priorities have been changing and changing quite a
bit over the last few years. We have to respond to a
whole number of changes that are occurring within
society. We heard yesterday of the Stern Report
and the implications that climate change is having
on the globe. That is going to become a very
important issue for us. We fund, for example, the
Hadley Centre. The Hadley Centre were a very
important part of the evidence base for the Stern
Review. Our funding to the Hadley Centre

incidentally has increased by 40% over five years,
so it is not all, as you might like to think, gloom
and doom in terms of what we do.

Q223 Chairman: We have never suggested it!
Professor Dalton: We do fund research which is
necessary for societal needs and for policy needs
and, therefore, things will probably be changing in
the next few years. For example, we are responding
very much to the agenda on new technologies.
Nano-technology is emerging as a new technology.
We would be quite interested in being able to
support research in that area if it is necessary in
order to be able to fulfil our policy needs. The rural
agenda is still very important and we do engage,
and have been engaging, with the research councils
to try and inform research in that area. There will
be changes. Exactly which ones they are going to
be, I do not know, but certainly climate change and
energy are going to be very high up on our agenda.
We know, for example, that the Energy Research
Partnership has been established already, we know
that BP, Shell and Branson even are putting money
into biofuels and bioenergy. There is going to be a
great demand for that sort of work in the future as
well, so I think those are areas that we are indeed
responding to, and have to respond to, really
quite quickly.

Q224 Dr Turner: Are you able to play any co-
ordinating, levering role in getting those sorts of
resources into the research areas that are important?
Perhaps I could first ask you, the Hadley Centre
which is a world leader in its field which we are all, I
think, very proud of, the cost of the Hadley Centre
work, is that coming out of your £150 million
research budget?
Professor Dalton: We fund the Hadley Centre, yes.
Lord Rooker: It is £12 million.

Q225 Dr Turner: It is part of the £150 million?
Lord Rooker: It is part of the £150 million, yes.

Q226 Dr Turner: So can you tell us a little bit about
the sort of value that you think you are getting from
your research budget which, given its wide coverage,
may well be rather impressive and something that
you might want to crow about?
Professor Dalton: Well, we would love to crow about
it. We do not necessarily always sing it from the
rooftops. JeV Rooker mentioned earlier on, for
example, the science that goes on at Kew and we
fund them to the tune of £20-odd million a year. It is
seriously important. In fact I had a meeting the night
before last with Lord Selborne and Steve Hopper,
the new Director of Kew Gardens, about how Defra
might get much more actively engaged in the sort of
things they are doing in terms of publicity. Very few
people at Kew realise that all the science activities
that are coming out of Kew Gardens are sponsored
and funded by Defra. Very few people understand
that the Hadley Centre is also a Defra-funded
operation. Maybe we ought to be raising it a little bit
more and crowing a bit more about it.
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Q227 Chairman: They know about it now!
Lord Rooker: You asked a question about the Met
OYce and the Hadley Centre, that £12 million is out
of the £150 million, but the £20 million for Kew is
not out of the £150 million and it is a separate grant
in aid. In other words, our eVort into science is much
greater than the narrow budget, I suppose, that
Howard is responsible for in that sense because there
are other activities which Defra fund, but the
publicity point is a fair one because, frankly, when I
was at MAFF earlier on, I did not know about
MAFF funding Kew and I had the MAFF logo put
on all the leaflets there which is why the Defra logo
is on them now, but no one takes a blind bit of notice
about it.
Chairman: They do. They talk about nothing else
now!

Q228 Mr Newmark: What do you see as the role of
Defra in actually co-ordinating a strategy and would
you rather the OSI give a clear lead in ensuring a
joined-up approach across government?
Lord Rooker: Yes. Howard can give you a
perspective that I cannot, but if I could come back, I
will home in on this because it is not an unimportant
matter. Defra’s own agencies, which cost nearly £40
million a year, work across government. The Central
Science Laboratory, its name actually is quite clever,
but it is Defra’s Central Science Laboratory, but it
should be the Government’s as other government
departments use it. I am trying to get a wider
customer base for that excellent facility that is there.
It is a huge, complex operation, so it has to go across
government in trying to get other government
ministers, if you like, not to just think about—I am
on the government team first and I am on the
departmental team second and that is the way I have
always approached it and, where we can, to try and
join things up and I am doing this not only in work
on the Foresight Programme but with government
chief scientists across other areas of activity. I do not
think Defra can give a lead, but I think ministers
have to give a lead that you want things joined up
across government. There is an argument—

Q229 Mr Newmark: My question was about Defra
actually. What role do you see for Defra taking a
lead on this as opposed to government?
Professor Dalton: I will answer that to some extent
and it is almost a bit of déjà-vu because we have
already said it before, but the important point to
bear in mind is that Defra does take a very important
lead on a number of government committees and is
responsible for setting up a number of other
government committees, which include research
council representatives as well. What we are trying
to do, for example, we have an Environmental
Research Funders’ Forum which engages with
everybody in the United Kingdom who funds any
sort of work in terms of environmental research and
I chair that. That was set up between the Chief
Executive of NERC, that is the Natural
Environment Research Council, myself and the
Chief Scientist at the Environment Agency many
years ago, recognising that we needed to join forces

to understand the issues, so I chair that and many of
the research councils sit on that. We have had the
Global Environment Change Committee which I
also chair which involves many of the research
councils as well and we discuss strategy and develop
strategies there and Defra takes the lead on that one
too. I also have my own Science Advisory Council of
course which actually engages very widely with
many of the best scientific experts in the country to
try and help formulate policy and scientific research
responding to policy which of course Defra has
taken the lead on as well. I do not take the lead on
it, but of course sitting on the BBSRC and NERC
councils helps us to try and understand a little bit
better the joined-up thinking between the research
councils and government departments, so I think
Defra is taking quite a strong lead in many areas.

Q230 Mr Newmark: Is it working?
Professor Dalton: Well, I think it is working. I think
it works extremely well and I think we are doing
extremely well in trying to understand what the real
problems are and where the gaps in our knowledge
are. That is important. We do an incredible amount
of work with a relatively small budget and what
we also need to try and do is identify where the
gaps in our understanding emanate from. The
Environmental Research Funders’ Forum, for
example, has done a very good job in trying to
identify where all those gaps are so that we can then
plug those gaps and do something about them, but
of course we cannot do everything.

Q231 Bob Spink: We have heard from Lord Rooker
that there is concern about climate change and about
maintaining the science base. An employee of IGER
who works in Devonshire and is responsible for the
analysis of greenhouse gas emissions is a very well-
qualified postgraduate and he earns just £14,500 per
year. Is the Government concerned about this?
Lord Rooker: Are you asking me about an
individual case?

Q232 Bob Spink: No.
Lord Rooker: The general-principle argument is that
people going into science are underpaid. We all
know what the soft options are, the social sciences,
journalism, the law and accountancy. You go and
get kids to do science, engineering and technology
and explain to them that they can change the world
if they do that, it is actually quite exciting, but
people—

Q233 Mr Newmark: But people do not want hot air
and no money!
Lord Rooker: Because society’s priorities have been,
as I have said, on the soft options, they have actually
ended up earning more. You are not trying to lecture
me anyway, but the point about science, technology
and engineering is that actually they should be
better paid and better priority because people’s
understanding of it is vital.
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Q234 Mr Newmark: We cannot do that if the
Government is not putting the funding into science
departments.
Lord Rooker: It is not necessarily down to the
Government in the sense that—
Mr Newmark: Well, the Government provides the
resources which actually encourages people to go
into these. You start oV at university and if the
Government is not putting the money up in
universities and giving the support that is necessary
to universities in science and in engineering, there is
a problem there.

Q235 Chairman: Lord Rooker, I would love to
continue with this, but—
Lord Rooker: I should declare an interest, that I was
once an engineer, by the way.
Mr Newmark: You were once part of the
Government too!
Dr Turner: JeV, an unfair question, but where did the
£200 million black hole in Defra’s budget come
from? What caused it?

Q236 Chairman: Farm payments.
Lord Rooker: No. Let us get it absolutely clear
because the myths are out there, of the £200 million,
some of it came from holdbacks last year which
moved into this year in terms of funding because we
were dealing with the end of foot and mouth and one
or two other issues, so some projects were held back,
so there was a move from one year to the other.
There have been changes in funding rules from the
Treasury which have had an eVect. The Rural
Payments Agency contribution to that £200 million
is £23 million, so it is about 11%. I do not have the
full list. The full list I have disclosed elsewhere, there
is no secret about it and I could send it to you on a
sheet of paper. The fact is that of that £200 million,
as I say, it is peripheral in a way, the Rural Payments
Agency and Single Farm Payments, the
contribution, as I say, is £23 million, about 11% of
that.
Chairman: Thank you very much for that. Lord
Rooker and Professor Dalton, thank you for a
fantastic hour. We are very grateful to you for the
honesty and indeed for the vociferous way in which
you defended your case!
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Q237 Chairman: Good morning to you both, to
Professor Nuttall from the Centre for Ecology and
Hydrology and to Professor Mike Hulme from the
Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research. This,
as you know, is an interesting inquiry looking at
the role of the institutes across all the research
councils and, indeed, saying what their role is
within 21st century science. I will address this
question to both of you: We have heard significant
criticism in the course of this inquiry that research
council institutes should be embedded in
universities. Your institute is, Mike. What is the
advantage of that? What do you perceive as the
disadvantage?
Professor Hulme: The Tyndall Centre is what
NERC call a collaborative centre. It is established
through a time-limited contract between NERC
and the University of East Anglia, in my case,
which means that all of the people working in the
Tyndall Centre are employees of the university. In
the Tyndall Centre we are distributed across six
diVerent universities but every member of the
Centre is employed by the respective university.
The benefit of that type of arrangement, as I would
see it, is that the community of researchers is able
to draw upon a much wider community of scholars
and academics. Again, using my centre as an
example, we are based in the School of
Environmental Sciences at the University of East
Anglia, which consists of 60 academics and close
to 200 researchers. Although the Tyndall Centre at
UEA has a staV of maybe 25, we are embedded in a
much wider community of scholars and academics.

Q238 Chairman: What is the advantage of that?
Professor Hulme: The advantage of that, let us say,
for climate change, is that we are able to mix with
people who are working in many diVerent
disciplinary areas. Climate change is a topic that is
innately interdisciplinary, so, by having a much
larger pool of academics and scholars to rub
shoulders with week in, week out, there is the
potential for a much richer exchange and cross-
fertilisation of ideas. That is undoubtedly one
advantage, as I would see it, of being rooted in a
university environment. I suppose the other
potential advantage is that by being based in a
university we are also in an educational institute
with undergraduate students and postgraduate
students and so the new or the next generation of
researchers and academics is being trained
alongside the research that we are doing. We give

lectures to undergraduate students and we have a
training programme for postgraduate students
doing PhDs or students doing Masters. That
education and training dimension is again
something in which a university-based research
centre can participate. It is harder, but not
impossible to do if it is not university-based.

Q239 Chairman: Do you have an initial comment,
Professor Nuttall? Many of your institutes are not
based in universities. Some are, but most are not.
Professor Nuttall: We have moved to be one centre
now rather than a number of institutes.
Historically, we were a number of institutes, which
came together in 1994; our origins span beyond
that of the Natural Environment Research Council.
The history is diVerent. CEH meets the
Quinquennial Review aspirations of research centre
institute, in that our core business is in monitoring
and survey and in undertaking large-scale
experiments. For example, we run the
Environmental Change Network: we have a
number of sites established around the UK where
we monitor changes in the environment; we look at
atmospheric pollutant deposition; we were the
organisation that fronted the farm-scale
evaluations of GM crops; and, at the moment, the
big project on which we are in discussion with
Defra is the fourth Countryside Survey. It is having
the skills-base to do the long-term monitoring and
survey, which traditionally has not been a strength
of universities, besides being able to call upon an
institute (just as the Defra institutes), that can meet
a requirement when government needs it.

Q240 Dr Turner: The Chairman has semi-
articulated the sort of criticism which implies a one-
size-fits-all model, that you either have freestanding
institutes or we must be modern and embedded in
universities. Could I put to you that it really should
be looked at as a case of horses for courses and
that, sometimes, for diVerent purposes diVerent
bodies are better. The OYce of Science and
Technology—OST as it was and OSI as it is now—
in their Quinquennial Review of research institutes
states things like their “multidisciplinary capacity”
and “critical mass”, things which are diYcult to
replicate in a university department and are not
necessarily replicated in many universities even;
whereas at Tyndall, Professor Hulme, you are a
much smaller unit, part of a sort of multi-ganglia
organisation which operates in a very diVerent way.
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Do you agree that in fact there is a case for diVerent
sorts of research institutes and that they all have a
role to play? Would you care to comment on that?
Professor Hulme: I have not used that analogy of
multi-ganglia for my Centre and it is an interesting
one. I would agree. I think it would be very
inappropriate simply to say there is one
organisational model that would satisfy the diverse
needs and requirements of scientific research.
Absolutely. The Tyndall Centre is diVerent from
many others. In that sense, it is appropriate to be
rooted across several diVerent universities. In fact,
my understanding of why the Tyndall Centre was
designed in that way was deliberately because one
would never be able to gather together in one single
site all of the necessary disciplinary expertise, the
engineers, the economists, the social scientists, the
climate modellers, the hydrologists, the policy
analysts. You would never be able to secure the
best expertise all physically based in one site.
Having this distributive model, rooted in a
community of scholars of many diVerent
disciplines, is necessary if the Tyndall Centre is
going to do the type of research it does. Absolutely,
I would agree with you.

Q241 Dr Turner: Professor Nuttall, would you say
that the organisational model that you have
informs the work that you do, because, clearly,
working on a national basis, as you do, there would
be no advantage to you of being embedded in a
university, would there?
Professor Nuttall: It is probably more to do with
the governance. When you say embedded within a
university, two of our sites are co-located with
universities and there are definite advantages of
that, especially when they are smaller sites, because
they benefit from a larger infrastructure. But, in
order to undertake the sorts of core activities that
we do, our organisational model is much more
appropriate for the definitions that you have just
quoted of a research centre institute than that of a
university body. You are right, there is not one
model. What you need is the end product. We have
a distributed model because we are looking at the
whole of the UK. We are working in collaboration
with many partners in Europe. So that we have a
good spread across the UK and links into the rest
of Europe. Where appropriate, for example, in
Lancaster and Bangor, we have our sites co-located
with a university, so we benefit from the university
environment.

Q242 Dr Turner: You do that out of convenience
rather than any sort of dedicated principle. There
are those who argue that co-location is everything,
yet there are massive institutes being built in
America which are co-located with nothing more
academic than an airport.
Professor Nuttall: It does depend on size. Our
presence at Bangor is comparatively small. Our
target number is 30. It makes sense to have it co-
located with the University of Wales, Bangor,
rather than as a separate institute.

Q243 Dr Turner: Because it does not have the back-
up of your main centre.
Professor Nuttall: Yes.

Q244 Dr Turner: If you were to set up your work
programme starting without your main centre,
would you be able to do it from the university
department as well, do you think?
Professor Nuttall: Within a university background,
where the employees would be university people, I
do not think we could deliver what we are doing
now, no.

Q245 Dr Turner: You are really saying that stand-
alone research councils like yours have a separate
role and a very valid role to play.
Professor Nuttall: Yes.

Q246 Dr Turner: As an essential part of British
science.
Professor Nuttall: I would say there is definitely—
in fact, more than ever—a need for the science that
we undertake. The model that has been adopted is
for research councils to fund the sorts of institutes
as the CEH. If there was a diVerent model of
funding, then maybe that would be appropriate.

Q247 Dr Turner: How flexible is your programme?
Clearly you are undertaking a programme which is
negotiated with Defra which fits very much with the
basic research council institute model. Is that
degree of flexibility that you have a part of your
organisational model? Do you think it stems
from it?
Professor Nuttall: Flexibility is obviously a key to
sustainability. We have suVered in the past from
lack of flexibility. The restructuring that we are
undergoing at the moment, where we are reducing
our infrastructure—because infrastructure costs
money, which means it is not going into science—
will give us greater flexibility and greater critical
mass as four sites instead of nine sites. I think
flexibility is important as long as it meets our
mission for looking at terrestrial and freshwater
environments.

Q248 Dr Turner: Obviously the Tyndall comes
from a diVerent organisational perspective. How
does the Tyndall respond, for instance, to a
government directive to say, “Hey, please tell us
everything we need to know about climate
change”?
Professor Hulme: If there is a contract out for
tender and it meets our skills profile in the Tyndall
Centre then we can make a decision to pitch for
that particular piece of research. We have
obviously done contracted pieces of research for
Defra, DFID, the Stern Review and various other
governmental initiatives. Our core contract comes
from the research councils, and that gives us our
baseline funding, but we are able to respond to
opportunistic calls for government-funded
commissions. Indeed, there is an expectation that
we would match our core funding from the research
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councils with an equivalent stream of funding from
government, civil society, organisations from
business and so on.

Q249 Dr Turner: Could you tell me to what degree
the work of your institutes is laboratory-based and
requires heavy investment in laboratory facilities
and laboratory infrastructure.
Professor Hulme: It is easy to answer in our case.
Very little is laboratory-based research—what I
think you mean by laboratory-based research. I can
think of two examples of our network of
researchers using those types of significant
infrastructure, apart from standard ICT stuV. One
is a virtual reality laboratory where we do
experiments bringing citizens into an environment
to create virtual futures—and that has investment
costs, but that was funded completely separately
from the Tyndall Centre—and some of our
engineers in Newcastle have a facility—again
funded quite separately—where they can look at
scale models of, for example, embankments, to see
how stable embankments are under conditions of
climate change. Generally speaking, the Tyndall
Centre is not laboratory-based research.
Professor Nuttall: We have a mixture. Laboratory
research is very important for us. Sometimes we are
involved in taking samples from the field, bringing
them back to the laboratory, analysing them for
biological material or chemicals. We also undertake
molecular work, which requires quite sophisticated
laboratory facilities.

Q250 Dr Turner: For that you really do need your
core establishment.
Professor Nuttall: Yes.

Q251 Chairman: If I have understood your answer
to Des Turner’s question, you were saying that you
are a product of history and the governance
arrangements which have grown through that
history. You did not say, in terms of the work
which is going on at the CEH institute, what work
could not be done within universities.
Professor Nuttall: Traditionally universities have
found it diYcult to do long-term monitoring
studies because of the continuity issues. I know
there are a number of exceptions but they are small
exceptions. I do not think there are any exceptions
where there is the spread of monitoring that we
undertake.

Q252 Chairman: There is no reason why you
should not, is there?
Professor Nuttall: Universities have a diVerent
rationale. To undertake long-term monitoring
requires a certain amount of routine analysis and it
requires core staV and core skills to be maintained.
Universities are more flexible in their skills base and
traditionally do not tend to have such a long-term
view about the work they do. It is very investor
driven. If there are opportunities for funding,
academics go for the funding rather than think
long-term.

Q253 Dr Iddon: I would like to take a few moments
to examine your relationships with the research
councils and Research Councils UK. How do you
characterise your relationship with the research
councils? Do you feel you are independent of them?
Do they interfere too much in the work that you
do? What about the balance between core funding
that you each receive from the research councils
and the rest of the money that you have to earn in
a competitive environment?
Professor Hulme: Picking up one thing
immediately, I do not feel in any sense that research
councils interfere too much in the research that we
do once a contract is established. We have gone
through two contracts with the research councils:
initially a five-year one and now, currently, a three-
year contract. Once those contracts are assigned
and established, generally speaking we are able to
operate without undue interference. There is
monitoring and supervision, of course, but that is
appropriate. In terms of the wider relationship with
RCUK—and in our case we have three research
councils funding us—the Tyndall Centre was
originally a specific creation: £10 million, ring-
fenced, came through a spending review in 1998.
That was clearly released by the Treasury for a new
centre on interdisciplinary climate change and the
Tyndall Centre was created under my leadership.
As we went through a renewal process, trying to
secure a second contract from the research councils,
that proved quite diYcult and we were not able to
secure the level of funding that we felt was
appropriate. I think therefore that there has been
a change in the way that we perceive our
relationship with the research councils. As we think
of the future of the Tyndall Centre, we are not
thinking of our future as pre-dominantly dependent
on research council funding, as we might have done
three or four years ago, and so we are having
internal discussions in our organisation about how
we maintain and sustain funding of the Tyndall
Centre into the future. We would argue that the
Tyndall Centre brand, which is a name that is
owned by the University of East Anglia, is one that
we are at liberty to do with what we want. It may
be the case, for example, that in three years’ time
we no longer have core funding from research
councils—that might be a scenario—but the
Tyndall Centre will continue to exist because we
have created something that is durable. In that
case, we would secure funding from a variety of
other sources, from government, from business,
from Europe and international agencies, et cetera.
We now see our relationship as now a little bit more
distant from Swindon than we would have done,
say, three or four years ago.

Q254 Dr Iddon: Is it because the three research
councils which have been supporting you up-to-
date are silo’d and do not recognise enough the
value of interdisciplinary research that is causing
you the problem which you have been critical of in
your written evidence?
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Professor Hulme: I do not think it is quite as simple
as saying they are silo’d or they are not silo’d and
it is that which is the primary cause of our
diYculties. I think there are a number of diVerent
levels. There is an instinct within research councils
in Swindon and also an instinct amongst the
professional academics who advise research
councils, do peer review, that is still innately
disciplinary. There are some individuals who are
exceptions to that but there is a natural instinct
still, I feel, both organisationally and individually
within the academic community, and that makes it
hard, sometimes, for the value and the benefit
of interdisciplinary research to be properly
recognised. Also, there is some learning that is still
being done about how research councils make joint
decisions and I think the Tyndall Centre has
pushed at some of those limits or some of those
obstacles to making a joint decision. Certainly,
when we were negotiating the second contract, the
feedback we were getting from three diVerent
research councils was on occasions diVerent and on
some occasions contradictory. One research council
wanted our proposal to move in one direction and
another research council came back and said, “No,
no, we want it to move in a diVerent direction.”
Rather than having one steer, we were getting
multiple steers, and of course that makes things
diYcult. So there is learning to do. I think that is
recognised generally within research councils but it
is genuinely diYcult to find good and eVective
decision processes and mechanisms to make those
sorts of cross-council decisions on interdisciplinary
research.

Q255 Dr Iddon: Research Councils UK I thought
was set up to overcome problems like that. It seems
to me that you are saying RCUK is not working.
Professor Hulme: There is progress that has been
made and there is significantly more progress to be
made but it would seem to me natural that there is
some role of RCUK, as an entity sitting above any
individual research council, to be leading that
process. I do not know enough about the exact
relationships between Keith O’Nions, RCUK and
the individual remits of the research councils to be
able to identify where new opportunities might be,
but I do feel that that level of oversight and
monitoring and leadership from RCUK seems
appropriate rather than the individual research
council having to do it.

Q256 Dr Iddon: Do you think interdisciplinary
research is driving us to a situation where we have
to think about reducing the number from seven
even down to one research council?
Professor Hulme: I do not feel very strongly one
way or another about that. I know there is a debate
and discussion and some comparative work
perhaps looking at other countries and the way that
is done in other countries, but even if there was
only one research council I still think that many
of the problems of funding the type of
interdisciplinary research that we do would
probably remain, so in a sense I do not think that

moving from seven councils to one council would
suddenly solve the problem. It is actually more
important to look internally at the dynamics of
decision-making and, as I said before, it is not just
the paid research oYcers in Swindon; research
councils rely on peer review and the people who do
peer review are the professional academics and
scientists in the country, and there are still instincts
that are disciplinary amongst that community.
There is also this question about how do we
value—and I mean value in the broadest sense—
diVerent types of research, and that is a debate as
well that is on-going and that we have not got to
the bottom of yet. Do you only value research if it
comes up with four international quality peer
review papers in the journal Nature or do you value
research if it leads to a Government bill on
domestic carbon-trading, for example? How do you
weigh those two diVerent metrics?

Q257 Chairman: I suspect that is a full inquiry
which we will need to do at some time in the future.
Professor Hulme: But it is rooted in the same
discussion.
Chairman: Absolutely.

Q258 Dr Iddon: Perhaps I could turn to CEH and
explore the same sort of questions with you, Pat.
How do you regard your relationship with your
core funding research council? Do they leave you
to get on—who was the driving force for the
reorganisation? Presumably it was NERC and it
did not come from the grassroots.
Professor Nuttall: There is a long history, of course,
to that. CEH was created in 1994, as I said, and it
was not created on the basis of a business plan or
any strategic plan, it was created more on a
political imperative, so there has been some catch-
up. When I took over as director in 2001 it was very
much on the basis of the need to change and to
look at sustainability. That required quite a bit of
investment, and there the deciding factor was when
the money became available, because it does cost a
lot—£43.7 million is the budget that we have got
for the change that we are going through at the
moment. I would say it is not totally NERC that
has been the driving force. The senior management
in CEH has realised that we needed to change to
be sustainable. In your question on science and the
role of NERC, Council has left that to the peer
review process so it has not questioned the science
or tried to drive it, but NERC Council has
obviously been very interested in sustainability and
I think that is perfectly reasonable. I would say our
relationship with NERC is a good one now; it has
been through a diYcult time but we now have an
understanding, we have a way forward. As to
RCUK, my personal view is one of frustration with
the funding model adopted by RCUK. There is a
table produced by RCUK that shows what funding
is allocated by diVerent research councils to
diVerent research centres. For CEH, we obtain
funding from NERC, which is entirely appropriate,
we obtained funding from BBSRC—we were
eligible for funding from BBSRC—which is also
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understandable because BBSRC increasingly
is looking at environmental issues, agri-
environmental particularly. But EPSRC, for
example, will not fund CEH which means we had
the strange situation not so long ago of one our key
scientists going through the peer review with the
University of Oxford, to bring a mathematician
into ecology, which is interdisciplinary science.
When EPSRC found that this was funding a CEH
scientist we were refused, even though the
application had gone through the peer review
process and been supported. I do not see the reason
why research councils do not fund the best science;
I do not understand why they put up barriers. They
will fund some but they will not fund others. MRC,
for example, will not fund us any more so NERC’s
first spin-out company Evolutec which is now
floated on the Alternative Investment Market, was
spun-out on the basis of the interface between
biology and medicine, and MRC and NERC. That
would not happen today because MRC will not
fund that sort of research. I find RCUK’s attitude
to funding not helpful, particularly for
interdisciplinary science.

Q259 Dr Iddon: Thank you for that. Can I ask you
both now how valuable you think the reviews of
research institutes have been and whether you
would like to see any changes in the mechanism by
which those are conducted?
Professor Nuttall: For NERC it is changing, and I
am very pleased it is changing; it needed to change.
I noticed Tyndall estimated they went through 24
months of review; it must have been longer for
CEH. I notice you costed your review at £400,000.
If we had costed our review, it would have been
more—we did not dare estimate what it cost CEH.
NERC is at the moment putting together plans for
something called FAB, which I think is funding,
allocation and budgeting (or words to that eVect),
which will recognise national capability as a
separate issue. FAB that will look at national
capability of centres like Tyndall, like CEH, like
the BGS and BAS and it will look at strategic
programmes in which it will invest; so it will be a
diVerent funding model and we welcome that.

Q260 Dr Iddon: Mike, what about your reviews; are
they helpful?
Professor Hulme: Again, it is important to
distinguish that we are a time-limited collaborative
centre according to NERC terminology, although
as Pat has already alluded, we felt we got the full
force of a research council institute review and it
certainly in our case did not feel fit for purpose.
The whole of the NERC machinery seemed to kick
in and treated us as though we were a £20 million
or whatever research council institute although we
were not, and so we just did not feel there was
appropriateness. Again, we hammered that
message back to NERC and I think it has
registered, and there has been a review of the
process, of course, now completed. It is also worth
mentioning in this context that the decisions about
what are strategic national capabilities and what

are time-limited opportunistic capabilities is an
important issue as well. My expectation—and
clearly events proved me to be very naı̈ve in this
regard—when I established the Tyndall Centre in
the year 2000 was that actually inter-disciplinary
climate change was being recognised in the research
councils as being something of a national strategic
priority. My expectation would be that we would
not have had the struggle for funding that we have
had so far, and indeed the prospects of maybe not
even getting any further funding beyond 2009,
because climate change and doing interdisciplinary
research on climate change that is solutions-
oriented was indeed a national research priority.
How those strategic priorities are decided—should
it be left to individual research councils to decide,
should it be RCUK that decides, should it actually
be a science minister or whoever that decides, or
even this committee? Who is actually arguing for
what are the national, strategic research
capabilities? That is an important issue.
Dr Iddon: It is a good question, chairman.
Chairman: It is an extremely good question. Bob
Spink will ask an equally good question.

Q261 Bob Spink: Can I turn to the relationship
with Government, please, and could I start
perhaps, Pat, with you and ask you whether CEH
has seen any diYculties arising from Defra’s
funding crisis?
Professor Nuttall: We are holding our breath at the
moment. A major project is the Countryside
Survey, so this will be the fourth full survey of the
British countryside. It is an £8 million project,
Defra would fund just under £4 million and we are
not quite sure whether it is caught up in the funding
moratorium.

Q262 Bob Spink: What are you doing to get
certainty on this, so you can plan forward?
Professor Nuttall: We are working very closely with
our colleagues in Defra.

Q263 Bob Spink: Do you see Defra—the
Government—as a customer of yours or as a
partner in your work?
Professor Nuttall: We see it as a customer and as
a stakeholder; a lot of what we do is policy-driven
science, so it is meeting policy needs such as
the Water Framework, directives such as the
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. So our science
is providing the evidence base so that government
departments can give advice to the Government.

Q264 Bob Spink: Mike, I wonder if I could ask you
about co-ordination mechanisms between diVerent
government departments; are they well-tuned, are
they sophisticated or are they dysfunctional?
Professor Hulme: In relation to research
commissioning?

Q265 Bob Spink: Yes, and in relation to the work
that you do and directing the work that you do.
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Professor Hulme: There are one or two bodies that
exist that I am aware of across departments that
have the intention of trying to take some broader,
cross-departmental perspectives on what is being
funded and what is coming out of research. There
is the Environmental Researchers Funders Forum,
which has representation from government
departments, there is also a body that I think is
unique to Defra—I am just trying to think actually
whether it has membership from other government
departments. It is the Global Environmental
Change Committee, chaired by Howard Dalton,
and it maybe has observers from other government
departments. There are one or two mechanisms
that I am aware of that try to have some sort of
loose exchanges between government departments.
Generally speaking though, of course, from where
I sit in the Tyndall Centre we do business with
individual government departments. We will do
commissioned research for Defra or commissioned
research for DFID.

Q266 Bob Spink: Is it your staV at the Tyndall
Centre that do the joined-up thinking and pull
together the diVerent government departments and
their objectives and make sure that you are meeting
without gap and overlap their expectations, or are
they driving you, are they doing the co-ordination?

Q267 Professor Hulme: I do not think I could claim
that we do that, certainly not to the exclusion of
Government, I do not think I am quite that
presumptuous to think that is our role, and actually
the Stern review was a very good example of a
review rooted in one government department, the
Treasury, actually drawing upon expertise in other
government departments and of course drawing
upon expertise from the research and knowledge
communities. Also, my understanding is that there
are good examples of collaboration between DFID
and Defra in relation to climate change, specifically
with DFID in relation to developing countries
issues. There are exemplars, therefore, of where
government departments have indeed taken the
lead for trying to connect. I am not saying it is
perfect, of course, but there are examples of
very successful types of inter-departmental
collaboration.

Q268 Adam Afriyie: I just want to explore this
point a little bit further. Some of the evidence that
we have been receiving suggests that it might be
worthwhile actually if the Government and the
research council institutes had some sort of shared
strategy for developing new research programmes,
especially the interface between, for example, Defra
and the NERC and some of the institutes beneath
that. We have been talking about part of the role
that they play in helping to development new
research programmes, but do you think that it
would be wise or appropriate for the OYce of
Science and Innovation to take a more high profile
role in actually co-ordinating the research that

research councils and research council institutes? I
am thinking particularly of things like blue horizon
scanning and that kind of area?
Professor Hulme: If I understand your question you
have to go back a step and go back to the model
that we have in the UK of separation between
government departments and the individual
research councils, that individual research councils
are established by a royal charter to be independent
of any particular government minister or the
government of the day, so there is a research stream
that comes through government departments and
there is a research stream that comes through the
research councils, and of course where I am sitting,
in a university, we have also got another research
stream that comes from HEFCE.

Q269 Adam Afriyie: But in some cases the majority
of the funding is coming almost exclusively, in
some cases, from Defra or from a specific
government department, so in those kinds of cases
where it is almost an extension of a government
department, being a research council institute—to
a certain degree, although I understand there is a
technical separation—would you call for any kind
of an overarching, co-ordinating via a government
department?
Professor Hulme: What I would say then is go back
to one of my earlier comments, and that is how
actually are these national priorities established
and are they national priorities driven by the
scientific knowledge community or are they
priorities driven by policy? Climate change is a
good test case really to explore that question
because, as indeed is now very well recognised in
Government and in Opposition, you cannot just fit
climate change policies into a four year or five year
electoral cycle, you have actually got to have a very
long term view of what you are trying to achieve
and you have therefore got to have a long term
view of what science and the knowledge
communities can contribute to that. Should it be
left to, say NERC, to decide what the research
programme should be? Should it be dictated by
Number 10 or should there be other mechanisms to
try to reconcile those together? I am not providing
answers; it is not clear to me actually where those
strategic priorities are currently decided.

Q270 Adam Afriyie: The purpose of the question is
because from some previous evidence it did seem
unclear at the margins in particular where the
Government’s direction or co-ordination ends and
where the research council institutes and the
research councils themselves have their autonomy.
That is why we wanted to explore it with you.
Professor Hulme: It is rather unclear to me as well,
I am afraid.

Q271 Chairman: There are three conflicting issues
here, are there not? There is first of all the
independence of science, which I am sure you and
Pat would also vigorously defend, that we actually
need to have an independent, scientific thinking
within the country. There is, secondly, the issue of
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national policies and priorities and clearly the
Government has every right to make national
priorities, and international climate change is a
classic example in terms of that. The third dilemma
is how do you create an overarching structure
which allows both those things to flourish at the
same time. If I could just put the question to you,
whether you feel, for instance, that a ministry of
science would actually help in this, where you could
have a single minister within Government at
Cabinet level, who would actually be able to
oversee all that. Do you think that would be an
advantage, or would that interfere too much with
you scientists?
Professor Hulme: That is in contrast to the system
we currently have where, for example, we have a
chief scientific adviser; we have chief scientific
advisers in each government department that have
the responsibility of ensuring that science is
brought to bear on policy debates within
government departments. You have to contrast it
with something else, so would a ministry of science
be better than what we have got at the moment?

Q272 Bob Spink: It could surmount rather than
replace those existing structures, could it not, and
control those structures and make them work more
eVectively perhaps?
Professor Hulme: Through a ministry of science
and some such?
Bob Spink: Yes.

Q273 Chairman: It was just thrown in the air, you
just seem to want your cake and eat it at the same
time. You want your independence and yet you
want this overarching structure which gives
direction and therefore brings the funding bodies
together. The climate change agenda is a classic
example where everybody is agreed that we need to
have this as a main priority and yet nobody seems
to be taking overall control of that agenda. Is that
a fair assessment that I am making or am I being
desperately unfair on you?
Professor Hulme: If you look at the UK as a whole,
I do not think that we have worked out on climate
change how we co-ordinate the knowledge
communities eVectively. There are too many actors
and not enough co-ordination.
Chairman: Not enough directors.

Q274 Bob Spink: Can I just use an example to
develop this point? It is my understanding that the
UK Government has not even decided what target
it will adopt for parts per million carbon in the
atmosphere that is acceptable, linked to average
surface temperature rise. Surely, if there was one
department responsible for science then that would
focus on that question and then you could gear all
policy across all the departments in order to deliver
that target. At the moment we do not even know
what target we are aiming at, would that be a fair
summary, since you are for climate change and I
have got you in the chair?

Professor Hulme: If you have got me in the chair
I will give you an answer to that, and that is I
actually do not think that would be the right way
of doing it because I do not see a climate change
target as being the responsibility of the knowledge
communities to pronounce on. What is “dangerous
climate change” is a political negotiation, political
within the UK and it is deeply political
internationally. What the science and knowledge
communities can advise on is what are the
implications of diVerent concentrations, but for the
knowledge communities to pronounce that two
degrees is dangerous or that three degrees is
dangerous, or that any amount of climate change
is dangerous, that is not our role.
Bob Spink: But you are playing into my hands in
a way in that I accept that the target is political,
but you must set out the consequences. Surely we
need a single department, a minister responsible,
who can set that target.
Chairman: Bob, I will leave that hanging in the air
because I should not have gone down this road, but
I was just interested in your thoughts as to how we
actually deal with these two conflicting objectives.
We will move on to Dr Harris who is much clearer
in his line of questioning.

Q275 Dr Harris: Oh dear, high expectations. I just
wanted to follow up on the last set of questions to
ask both of you whether you have experienced cuts
in Defra funding and what the impact of those cuts
in Defra funding has been, both to your institutions
and to the science base around your institutions.
Professor Nuttall: We undertook a strategic review
in 2005 which analysed our historical records on
external funding, and certainly it showed a decline
in funding from Defra and a very sharp decline
from the Environment Agency and also from
DFID as well.

Q276 Dr Harris: And Professor Hulme?
Professor Hulme: I cannot say it has been a big
issue for the Tyndall Centre because, as I said
before, we have never had core funding from Defra.
We have undertaken a small number of individual
pieces of commissioned research for them, but we
have not noticed the consequences of funding issues
within Defra.

Q277 Dr Harris: In terms of Defra again and the
moratorium, can you just explain again what
impact that has had in respect of how you function?
Professor Nuttall: It has not had an impact yet but
we are at the stage of having submitted a tender for
the Countryside Survey which will be undertaken
next year. This is a very labour-intensive survey; it
comes down to about 50 man years of work over
the next three years. It involves sending experts out
into the field to survey 620 one kilometre squares,
and there is also discussion on producing a land
cover map which is based on satellite imagery. That
will really depend on whether Defra can come up
with the funding for their share of that exercise.
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Q278 Dr Harris: The BBSRC funded research
institutes told us and have submitted to us that they
have had significant impacts on actual jobs because
of both the reduction in Defra funding historically,
by a factor of ten over 30 years, particularly some
issues recently, and the fact that there is a
moratorium on all new commissioned research.
You are insulated from that, are you?
Professor Nuttall: No, we are not insulated from
it, but we are not as exposed as BBSRC institutes.
BBSRC institutes have more than 15% of their
funding that comes from Defra; ours is less than
15%.

Q279 Dr Harris: If you were exposed to the same
degree as the BBSRC institutes you would have had
an impact in terms of redundancies directly because
of this moratorium.
Professor Nuttall: I would think that is very likely if
we were exposed as much, yes.

Q280 Dr Harris: I would like to talk now, Professor
Nuttall, about what is happening at CEH and your
restructuring? Can you give us an update on
progress generally such as timetables for closures
and so on?
Professor Nuttall: Following the Council’s decision
in March this year we have been going through a
process, a complicated implementation plan. We
passed a milestone at the beginning of November
when we were able to tell most of our staV what roles
they would have in the future CEH. We are now in
the process of agreeing leaving dates and working
with our staV; particularly our key staV, to retain
those key core skills. That is the issue with staV, it
has caused a lot of uncertainty but we are now
moving through that phase. In terms of actual
physical restructuring, the first site to close will be
our site down in Dorset, and that will close on 1 June
next year. We have made that announcement and we
are currently putting in place plans to provide the
facilities for staV who will move from the Dorset site
to other sites, especially at Wallingford. We will
probably have a small group located somewhere
down in the South West in order to undertake the
Countryside Survey, so there are science needs for
having a small location down there, but that will be
all. It is a complicated transition and integration
programme that we are following; we estimate it will
take four years in total. We will need new facilities at
our Wallingford site and we are currently drawing
up plans and going to planning permission because
we will need more laboratories there. We are well on
the way to developing those plans at our Edinburgh
site where we will need some more facilities to
relocate some of the staV, particularly from
Banchory. So building facilities is a time-limiting
fact for some of the moves and some of the closures
of sites; also the science, particularly the
Countryside Survey and an Environment Agency
audit which is related to the Water Framework
Directive, requires that people are in place at some
of the closing sites for a defined period.

Q281 Dr Harris: Is it unfortunate that the
Environment Agency’s funding problems and the
Defra moratorium come at this time; is that making
it more diYcult to plan your restructuring?
Professor Nuttall: We are working to our original
plans at the moment, but we will have to see next
year whether there is going to be a major impact
from Defra.

Q282 Dr Harris: It is diYcult, is it not, because you
are trying to say to certain people, “Please stay, we
want you, we are going to bid for this money, it has
been funded before, normally you are part of our
core work”, but because of the Defra moratorium
you might be saying that, but they are not stupid
these people and they know that that funding might
not arrive and that the Environment Agency is in
diYculty as well, so they might say, “Well, you may
say that, but you cannot give any guarantee and we
are a bit fed up anyway because we are having to
move house.”
Professor Nuttall: We know that the relevant people
in Defra are very, very supportive of the Countryside
Survey; this is a priority initiative, so we are working
on the basis that it will be funded.

Q283 Dr Harris: It is just perhaps this perception
that there is this risk. I am asking you whether
realistically—we can agree that that might be a
factor in the minds of the people you are seeking
retain, but have you found that that is an issue?
Professor Nuttall: We have not found it is an issue
with staV at the moment. The more pressing issues
are dates of closures and where people are
relocating.

Q284 Dr Harris: What is morale like and how many
people have already left because they have been
identified as seeking to leave when their site closes?
Professor Nuttall: I do not believe morale is now
rock bottom; I would say probably at the beginning
of November before we were able to announce to
staV that they had roles it was pretty much as low as
it could get. People are coming out of it now,
particularly those people—most of the staV—who
know what their roles are, but there is still a lot of
uncertainty about what the future will look like. So
I would not say morale is great; it is for us to move
with staV and get them involved as much as possible
in building the future.

Q285 Dr Harris: And the other part of my question?
Professor Nuttall: In terms of numbers who have
left. From memory, about 40 staV have left so far;
the bulk of staV will leave at the end of this financial
year, so the end of March 2007.

Q286 Chairman: And that is how many, what is the
total figure?
Professor Nuttall: In total we are losing more staV
than we want to lose, 224 at the last count. That will
be staggered because of course we have some say
about the leaving date.
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Q287 Dr Harris: I am a little confused because I
thought the original plan was 200, then there was
extra money and it was revised and it went to 160
and now you are saying over 220; is that right?
Professor Nuttall: Yes.

Q288 Dr Harris: Why is that, because we heard 200
and then 160?
Professor Nuttall: Your figures are absolutely right.
The diYculty we have is where we close a site;
technically those people are redundant, so they can
leave. The only control we have—if we have
control—is over the leaving date.

Q289 Dr Harris: So what you are saying is that 60
people have left or are likely to leave beyond your
plans.
Professor Nuttall: Yes. We are currently anticipating
having to recruit just over 70 staV.

Q290 Dr Harris: I see. Is that unplanned losses of
staV?
Professor Nuttall: No, we anticipated that that
would be the situation.

Q291 Dr Harris: Do you know where they are going,
these extra people, or the ones who have already left?
Are they staying within the field, within the UK?
Professor Nuttall: Some are staying, and going to
universities. At least one is going abroad; some are
just going to take the generous redundancy terms
and have some time oV.

Q292 Dr Harris: You said “some”, that is quite
vague and implies that some are not staying within
the field, not staying within the UK.
Professor Nuttall: There are quite a few that we do
not know what their plans are.

Q293 Dr Harris: Do you have a monitoring system?
The reason I am asking this, to make it more relevant
to the Committee, there is an issue about how we
retain expertise in these areas and how we know
whether we are retaining it. We do not have the
knowledge; we are just flailing around in the dark.
Professor Nuttall: We do not have a monitoring
system in place to look at what is happening to those
people who are leaving CEH.

Q294 Dr Harris: Could you have? Is it because you
are not allowed to or you never have? How do we
capture this information without tying people down
and grilling them?
Professor Nuttall: We routinely have an exit
questionnaire that we give to staV who leave, but of
course we cannot make them fill it in. With such a
number of people leaving, we just do not have the
resources to do what you are suggesting of chasing
up people as to what their intentions are after leaving
us. We are absolutely overstretched in our personnel
department, we do not have those resources—and
we are being helped by NERC as well.

Q295 Dr Harris: That is an interesting answer; thank
you for your honesty in that respect. The key
question for us is the loss of science that might come
about as a result of this restructuring. It is always
going to be diYcult and you have a plan to keep the
science you want, but in the same spirit of honesty
can you be certain that you are going to be able to
retain key areas of science that you have planned to,
given the fact that people are leaving, as a result,
understandably, of the uncertainties both of the
restructuring and budgetary issues to a certain
extent? Can you be certain that you are going to
retain the bits that you do wish to retain?
Professor Nuttall: At an early stage after Council’s
announcement we identified 77 key staV. These were
people who had unique skills—played a unique role
in CEH—whom we critically needed going forward
in order to deliver our implementation plan.
Currently, of those 77, eight have said that they will
not stay with CEH and five are as yet undecided.

Q296 Dr Harris: Would they stay within science
within the UK have they indicated, those eight?
Professor Nuttall: Those eight who are leaving?

Q297 Dr Harris: Yes, are they going to be lost
potentially to science within the UK?
Professor Nuttall: I believe the majority will not be
lost; I think the majority of that group are going to
UK universities.

Q298 Adam Afriyie: This is quite disturbing actually;
I am rather concerned here. There are 77 key staV,
who are pretty much vital and have unique skills. If
eight have already decided to go and five may or may
not, that is about 15% of the key personnel. My
background is in business and that would be an
alarming figure in a commercial business, if you had
that number of key staV who were not going to be
staying. Am I correct to be alarmed by that or have
you got the situation under control?
Professor Nuttall: At this point in time none of the
losses that we know of have impacted on our
implementation plan. Of the five who have not yet
decided, there are possibly one or two who could
certainly have an impact on our implementation
plan, i.e. we would have to rethink some of the core
activities that we do. We are doing all we can, of
course, to work with those people to encourage them
to stay, but if they are at a closing site they can take
the very generous redundancy package and go oV
and get a new job in a university. It is a challenge.

Q299 Adam Afriyie: Just very briefly, if 15 or 20% of
these key staV do disappear, looking back in
hindsight would that indicate that perhaps the
overall idea of the restructuring might not have been
a great idea, or do you still see the benefits of
restructuring which is saving a few million pounds a
year for a £43 million investment? Is it still
worthwhile in terms of restructuring or do we have
to wait a little longer to make that judgment?
Professor Nuttall: We have to build for the future. I
believe there was a necessity to reduce the
infrastructure and the strategic review certainly
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showed that we were spending a disproportionate
amount of our core funding on infrastructure. The
process that we have gone through, which has been
very prolonged, and the uncertainty that it has
created, and some of the comments that have been
made about CEH, have obviously not helped us to
retain some of the science and the scientists that we
would want to keep.

Q300 Dr Harris: What is the main lesson that you
would take from this—I know it is still early days in
the process, you have a long way to go and I feel
sorry for you in that respect, but if you were starting
again now is there anything you have learned that
you would do diVerently or say diVerently at this
point?
Professor Nuttall: What we should have done is
taken the proactive step at the start rather than take
a reactive step following a large cut to our science
budget funding, which necessitated a comparable
reduction to our science.

Q301 Dr Harris: Really this is a key question: can
you be certain that your restructuring process and
plan will not lead to a loss of science from within the
UK as a whole? Can you be confident on this point?

Professor Nuttall: At this moment in time, no, I
cannot. I can be 75% confident but there is still a
disturbing unknown, yes.

Q302 Dr Harris: Do you think that NERC shares
the view you have just expressed, that you cannot be
100% confident that the restructuring process and
plan will not lead to a loss of science within the UK
as a whole?
Professor Nuttall: I know that NERC Council
shares the concern. They have regular updates at
every Council meeting from us, and one of the key
questions they are always asking is what about the
staV who are leaving; so, yes, they share our concern.
Chairman: On that very sombre note we thank you
very much indeed, Professor Nuttall and Professor
Hulme for your frankness this morning in the
exchanges with the Committee. They are extremely
diYcult issues to address and we are very, very
conscious of that, which is one of the reasons why in
fact we did this inquiry, it was to look not just at the
closure of CEH institutes but what is the role of
institutes across the piece, and this morning has been
a very interesting session. Thank you very much
indeed.
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Chairman: Good morning and may I welcome Dr
Anthony Holder who is here on behalf of the
University and College Union this morning and
who is also the Head of Parasitology at NIMR and
President of the Local Association of the
University and College Union, and Eileen Clark,
the Amicus representative and Chair of the local
TUS. Welcome to you both. The context of this
inquiry and the session this morning—and I quote
from the Committee’s terms of reference—is a
review of progress and current reorganisations
involving Research Council Institutes including the
Centre for Ecology and Hydrology, the National
Institute of Medical Research and the Roslin
Institute. We are not having a separate inquiry in
terms of the NIMR, it is part of our broader
inquiry into the role of research institutes as part
of Britain’s science.
Dr Iddon: I would like to declare an interest before
we begin. I am a member of the UCU.

Q303 Chairman: I would be grateful if you would
give me fairly succinct answers if that is at all
possible. I know that that is not always the case.
Obviously, a very diYcult situation has arisen not
just simply over the last months but over the last
years between NIMR and MRC. How would you
describe the working relationships between NIMR
and MRC at the moment?
Dr Holder: I would like to go back a little in history
to the time when the Task Force made its report
which was at the end of 2004.

Q304 Chairman: I really want to know what the
state of play is at the moment.
Dr Holder: I think that the relationship has become
markedly diYcult as a result of the fact that
although the staV bought into the Task Force
recommendation that we move to UCL and the
opportunities that provided, subsequently we have
discovered that MRC itself is backing oV from the
plan and we look with considerable reservation on
the proposal as we see it.

Q305 Chairman: So, the relationship is still poor?
Dr Holder: That is correct.

Q306 Chairman: Is that because there is a lack of
trust or a lack of direction or you do not quite
know where you are going?

Dr Holder: First of all, there has been a tremendous
lack of communication. We have not been given the
information that we think we deserve in terms of
what the plans are for the renewed NIMR and, in
part, that is because it seems to us that the plans
change all the time and that has been driven partly
by the limitations of costs and the limitations of the
NTH site, the National Temperance Hospital site,
which we think are now driving the case rather than
the science and that is of concern to us.

Q307 Chairman: Eileen, would you liked to add
anything to that or would you concur with that
assessment?
Ms Clark: I generally agree with that. StaV are
particularly demoralised and demotivated at the
moment as a result of the recent statement because
again, with the business case, staV were very much
on board with the idea of a renewed institute with
the same facilities. However, with the budget
capping and with the consideration of split sites
and whatever, staV are very concerned at the
moment about a future for the Institute at all.

Q308 Chairman: What eVect is it actually having
on the work programme at the moment?
Ms Clark: On the work programme, I think very
little because staV generally are very committed to
the Institute and very committed to the science that
is there and at the moment I think that the staV
generally are trying to be very patient to see exactly
what will happen and what will come out of it all.

Q309 Chairman: Tony, in terms of the arrival of
the new Acting Director and the proposed arrival
of the permanent Director, has that improved the
situation?
Dr Holder: Part of the problem is that there is a
block on any major senior appointments at the
moment and that inevitably has an impact on the
science and I think that will remain in place until
a new director is signed up to the Institute. We do
not know when that is going to be or if indeed the
designate new director would indeed do that. It all
depends really on the financial situation and is
presumably going to be some time next year now.

Q310 Chairman: When our predecessor committee
looked at the Mill Hill situation they became quite
upset at the lack of cooperation that there was
between the staV and MRC. Do you feel that the
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staV have a significant role to play in the current
problems or is it entirely as a result of the MRC’s
lack of communication with you?
Dr Holder: We accept that MRC has the right to
make its own policy. Clearly, we are employees and
we do not make policy but I think that we should
have a say in terms of concerns that aVect staV
which is, to my mind, both the science that we carry
out and also the future science that we can carry
out. We are passionate and committed individuals
and we feel that we would like to have some say.
Ms Clark: I think that the staV were certainly
involved in the Task Force and then with the
Project Board and the quinquennial review last
year actually commented that senior staV had very
much taken on board the idea of a partnership with
UCL. So, from the point of view of the science or
anything that the staV have been asked to do, they
have always cooperated fully with the MRC. I
think that the main problem is that the staV in
general do not see the logic of spending the money
to move the short distance and it is at the very
beginning that staV generally are not on board. If
the new Institute is as the business case says, the
same size and with the same facilities, then staV
would be very much on board to move to
something like that, but it continually looks as if
that is not what we are going to get and that science
is really at risk if this move goes ahead.

Q311 Chairman: Is it unrealistic to always expect
an institute to have the same composition
irrespective of what the demands on it are in terms
of science or in terms of what the nation actually
wants to spend in terms of medical science?
Ms Clark: Science evolves all the time, so there are
changes. There are diVerent ways that that can
happen. A new director coming in would be
expected to have their own interests and their own
focus, so staV would expect that there would be
changes. We talked about translational research.
That can be done again with the shift of focus
rather than a change of site.

Q312 Chairman: Finally, the MRC have instituted
a new communication network, set up small user
groups and introduced a communication letter.
Has that helped a lot?
Dr Holder: As far as I can recall, there has been
one newsletter about the NIMR renewal in July of
this year and, quite frankly, that was not
particularly informative. It contained statements,
for example, about an option which involved a 40%
cut without any further explanation and I think
that is fairly disconcerting to staV.

Q313 Dr Harris: You were asked originally about
the relationships and you answered about whether
you were happy, what morale was like and whether
you still had disagreements. One of the things we
found in our previous report was that there was a
personalisation of the argument. It was not just
around the business case and the issues, there was
some quite personal stuV going on. Has that
become any better? Do you accept our analysis that

we had in our report on that without putting any
blame but I think we were quite clear? Has it
become better?
Dr Holder: My personal view is that it is really
about science and what the future of the Institute
is and any personalisation of the issues is actually
irrelevant as far as I am concerned.

Q314 Dr Harris: I am not asking whether you
personally have grudges on a personal level. From
your knowledge of the staV, is there still the
personalisation that there was? Do you agree that
there was personalisation between two key players?
Dr Holder: As you said, in the previous report,
there was some personalisation and of course part
of that was focused on the previous Director who
has since retired, so he is not a player in the current
situation. The kind of distress that we have
mentioned, which I do not think is personalised,
continues.
Ms Clark: From the point of view of the staV and
certainly staV representation, it has never been the
case that it has been personalised. The suggestion
from MRC was that the feeling was purely from a
few individuals who were included in this, but
certainly there is a very strong feeling with the staV
in general and that is who we represent rather than
senior management. There are 700 staV on site and
you would be very hard pushed to find anybody on
site who thinks that this is a good idea.

Q315 Dr Harris: In respect of morale, is there any
evidence that people are leaving in greater numbers
than the usual turnover of good scientists who are
looking to progress themselves? Are senior people
who you would expect to be there for a long time
leaving or threatening to leave?
Dr Holder: I think that they are not but I do not
think we should be complacent about that because
people are really waiting and biding their time to
see what the future will hold and I think it can be
a very unstable situation where once one or two key
people start to leave, then you will find that there
is a mass exodus. I do not think the fact that people
generally speaking have not left yet is any indicator
of what will happen in the future.
Ms Clark: Also, 2012 is still, in terms of science,
quite a long time away. Obviously there is a certain
turnover of staV and, even amongst the research
support staV, there will be some who have strong
feelings about the Institute moving at the moment
but they will be retired by 2012.

Q316 Dr Harris: Other than the new proposed
Director, do you know of people who have been
reluctant to join? I am not sure that you would
necessarily be clued into that.
Dr Holder: There is a block on senior appointments
with the exception of two appointments in the
influenza area and two within the TB area.
Otherwise, there is at the moment a suspension of
that, so I cannot answer the question.
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Q317 Dr Turner: Dr Holder, you will remember
that this process started with the Task Force and
the Task Force recommendation made it clear that
they wanted to see an institute of at least the same
size with world-class facilities and nothing lost. As
I understand it, you have concerns that the site of
the old Temperance Hospital, 0.9 acre, compared
with 42 acres at Mill Hill, cannot provide that. Is
that true?
Dr Holder: That is correct. As we have said, we
signed up to that vision. Subsequently, I think that
the development has been driven by cost and
limitations on the site rather than by the science.
My view is that the Temperance Hospital site, as
you say, is very small relative to the Mill Hill site.
It is too small to accommodate further
developments and potentially too small to
accommodate even the business case that was put
forward in 2005, at least there were some caveats
to that. I do not think that it really is suitable. I
also think that now we have been driven by
constraints on cost and it seems to me that the
current policy is to move from Mill Hill at any cost,
but I think that the price of that is too high both
in terms of the financial price and also in terms of
the scientific cost associated with that move
because it is going to be reduced science, in my
view.

Q318 Dr Turner: Would it be fair to summarise it
as spending £320 million to get rather less?
Dr Holder: Considerably less, in my view.

Q319 Dr Turner: Do you think that that is good
management practice?
Dr Holder: I would not run my personal finances
that way and I would suspect that most
organisations would not run their financial system
in that way either.

Q320 Dr Turner: One of the other consequences of
the move to central London would be obviously
increased costs, which is part of the equation, about
roughly a 20% increase in the running costs. Can
you see any advantages to compensate for that for
location in central London? Would it make it easier
to retain staV or not?
Dr Holder: If I go back to the running costs, again
the Task Force recommended an increase in
running costs to compensate for the increased costs
in Central London. The MRC have recently
announced a cap that would prevent that from
happening. We have existing collaboration with
UCL and many other colleges within the London
area anyway as we have with UK and international
institutions. Again, my personal view is that we
would not benefit scientifically from being co-
located on the NTH site about 15 to 20 minutes
away from the University College Hospital and
even further to the UCL main campus.

Q321 Dr Turner: You could say that being on the
wrong side of the Euston Road, it might as well be
at Mill Hill.

Dr Holder: It is approximately five miles as the
crow flies.
Ms Clark: You asked about retention of staV.
Amicus represents the biological services staV and
in fact there is some evidence that, in central
London, they have trouble recruiting. From my
union colleagues, I believe that the Prion Unit had
to actually pay considerably more over the average
salary to get biological services staV whereas I
believe at Mill Hill we do not have any problem
recruiting. That section of staV was also
particularly concerned at the security of the site at
the National Temperance Hospital. We have
animal rights people once a week at the moment
and they are safely contained outside the gates, so
people can drive in and out without being hassled
too much. Certainly a section of staV are worried
about that.

Q322 Dr Turner: I was coming to that because
there were key facilities like very large animal
facilities, like specialised NMR that have faculties
and level four containment laboratories. Would it
be possible even to replicate those at NTH?
Ms Clark: The original plan from the business case
was to have all these facilities on the one site. We
believe that there are possibly problems with
planning and obviously concerns about the
security. So, whether ultimately they would be able
to put these facilities on the site, we do not know.

Q323 Dr Harris: I would like to ask a question on
the animal facilities. I understand what you are
saying but do you understand the alternative
argument that, if you are seen to change policy,
science policy and planning rules in a free society
because of concerns about intimidation and the
inability of the police to police this, then you just
encourage the extremists to continue to protest. Do
staV take the view that you should not take that as
a stance?
Ms Clark: Yes, I think staV generally would agree
with that but they are intimated potentially on a
weekly basis and it is not very pleasant to have
people waving placards or shouting insults at you
as you go in and out from your work. I think that
people would generally agree with you that that is
the stance we would all like to take but these people
have to deal with it.

Q324 Dr Turner: The MRC’s scientific argument is
that co-location with UCL would facilitate
translational research. What comments do you
have to make on that?
Dr Holder: Eileen is the Technology Transfer
Liaison OYcer in the Institute, so she can probably
answer that in detail. If I give an example of my
own work which is in malaria research, we do
translational science. Our work has led to the
current major candidate for a vaccine for malaria.
We have drug discovery programmes. We have a
diagnostic that is currently used by the National
Transfusion Service. We are doing translational
science already. I do not think that we are inhibited
from doing it on the current site and I think, as we



3427782004 Page Type [O] 16-03-07 23:05:08 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Science and Technology Committee: Evidence Ev 53

13 December 2006 Dr Anthony Holder and Ms Eileen Clark

said earlier, the Institute will evolve to take a
greater share of translational science in the future
without necessarily needing to be located in a
diVerent situation.

Q325 Bob Spink: What specific facilities or skills do
UCL have that would facilitate translational
research that you do not have?
Dr Holder: Our clinical collaborations are in
Africa, so moving down the road from us is not
actually going to help. Obviously, we are in a little
bit of a special case. Clearly, we do not have a
hospital adjacent to us on the Mill Hill site and
clearly UCH has a very good clinical facility. We
already collaborate with the mathematicians and
computer scientists at UCL. We have a strong
collaboration with MRC Technology, which is at
the Mill Hill site, in terms of drug discovery. I think
that in terms of hitting those points, we already do
it. I am not sure that there is a significant advantage
in terms of translational.

Q326 Dr Turner: Do you have anything to add,
Ms Clark?
Ms Clark: Tony mentioned the field of malaria and
we are also involved in TB, human papilloma virus
and the flu obviously is the very current one. There
are treatments which have come out of the Institute
as well: spinal cord repair is one. Again, we are
involved in cancer research. We actually put
reagents out into the scientific world as well, things
like antibodies and devices. We do a fair amount
of translational and I think that it is a mindset with
the scientists rather than where we physically are.

Q327 Dr Turner: Would it be fair to say that, at
the present time, roughly 10% of your collaborative
work outside the Mill Hill site is with UCH and the
rest is with other institutions?
Ms Clark: I am sorry, I do not know the figures.
Dr Holder: Ours would be less than that but I do
not know the figures. There is a lot of collaboration
with, for example, the Institute of Child Health to
take a UCL institution.

Q328 Dr Turner: May I be very blunt with you.
What staggers me about this conversation and this
whole debacle—it is becoming a debacle—is that
you have the Medical Research Council here who
have consistently, not just over the last few years
but even leading up to the proposals to move to
Cambridge, said that there is a need to build new
facilities outside of the Mill Hill centre where you
do not have a hospital to do the clinical research.
We have now had Cooksey which is asking us to
bring together these two elements of pure research
and translational research. Why are they so wrong?
With great respect, both successive Chief
Executives and indeed the successive Chairman of
MRC are not stupid people. They are good
scientists. Why is there such a division between
you?
Dr Holder: I am not saying that they are wrong,
obviously. In terms of overall policy making, the
priority to move medical research in the direction

of translational research is a good one, but I think
that the NIMR Institute is suYciently large and
suYciently diverse and suYciently multidisciplinary
to actually be able to deliver to those health
priorities and those national needs without
necessarily being co-located. In a time of instant
communication worldwide, I am not sure that
geographical closeness really determines whether or
not collaboration will develop.

Q329 Adam Afriyie: It seems to me, with a
background of 15 years in technology, the internet,
easy transmission, even within the NHS, of X-rays
and clinical data, that, in the modern world,
actually there would have to be an incredibly strong
financial or strategic case in order to make such a
move with such huge numbers. Would you agree
that, with modern technology, especially as it has
evolved in the last three or four years and
broadband technologies, it would be relatively
straightforward to keep two separate sites?
Dr Holder: Absolutely. To give you an example,
with have strong collaborations funded by
National Institute of Health in America and we
have conference calls on a regular basis and that
works extremely well. The geographic constraint is
not a problem in today’s world.

Q330 Dr Iddon: Just on the point that the
Chairman was making about the retention of the
Mill Hill site, obviously we all know that the MRC
have turned their back against that quite
adamantly, but have you had any chance to discuss
that decision with the Chief Executive of the MRC?
Dr Holder: The only time that that has been clearly
and expressly stated was at the last council meeting
in October when it was stated, as far as I
understand, that the MRC saw no further potential
for the NIMR to remain on the Mill Hill site. The
Task Force certainly never conclusively excluded
NIMR remaining on the site. As you probably
know, there was some controversy at the time of
the Task Force and it is only in the last month that
this decision seems to have been made and also, as
far as I understand, there was no influence from the
Government to, if you like, embed NIMR in the
university sector. We talked to Lord Sainsbury
when he was Minister in September 2003 and he
certainly assured us at that time that there was no
imperative for that to happen.

Q331 Dr Iddon: In the Step Change Report, the
2004 costs of retention of Mill Hill were £35
million, considerably cheaper than the shortfall in
the cost of moving to the Temperance Hospital site
now. Obviously, those costs will have increased and
I accept that. Has this option been updated in your
view to take account of current prices and, if so,
what is the new option?
Dr Holder: That option has never been really
considered by MRC as an option. It was part of
the enhanced base case but it was never considered
as a real option, it was simply for comparison. That
would not only renovate the building more
speedily, but it would also provide new facilities,



3427782004 Page Type [E] 16-03-07 23:05:08 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Ev 54 Science and Technology Committee: Evidence

13 December 2006 Dr Anthony Holder and Ms Eileen Clark

for example chemistry and an infection and
immunity enhanced facility. I do not know what
the eVect of inflation would be in the intervening
period but I would suspect that we are talking
about £40 million at today’s prices.

Q332 Dr Iddon: Was the cost of new build included
in that price?
Dr Holder: It was, indeed.

Q333 Dr Iddon: What else did the estimate include?
Dr Holder: The estimate included about £10 million
for refurbishment of the current building which is
an ongoing thing but this would enable an
accelerated refurbishment. I think there is about
£2.5 million to £3 million for an enhanced
chemistry facility. I do not have the figures to hand
but I can certainly provide them if required.
Ms Clark: There was also a lecture theatre to do
more public engagement for science which is
something we are already involved in and it would
allow that to be expanded.

Q334 Dr Iddon: Two of the criticisms of the Mill
Hill site are that the site is too old and the buildings
on the site are too old for modern facilities, the
kind that we need, and that the site is too remote
and we are back with the translational research
angle. What do you say about the site issues?
Dr Holder: The building was built in the 1930s; it
is structurally designed such that the entire inside
can be ripped out and remodelled if necessary and
I think that independent consultants have said that
the building is good for at least 20 years and, the
more refurbishment takes place, the more its
longevity would be increased. I think that the
building is not an issue. With respect to translation,
as I mentioned earlier, we are adjacent to MRC
Technology, which is the technology development
arm of the MRC, and of course they would have
to move, which is not quite this particular issue but
is something that should be taken into account.
With respect to communication and translation, as
we discussed, in today’s world, communication is
not an issue. We collaborate with groups
worldwide; we collaborate with companies; we
collaborate with the university sector. It is not
something that I see as an issue.

Q335 Chairman: There is an irony there in what
you are saying because what you are saying is, if
you move to Mill Hill without all the facilities, it
then is a problem to communicate between the
diVerent elements.
Dr Holder: If we move from Mill Hill?

Q336 Chairman: If you move from Mill Hill into
the Euston Road and Temperance Hospital, you
are saying that it then becomes a major problem—
Dr Holder: No, no.

Q337 Chairman: You cannot have it both ways.
Dr Holder: If we moved and the size of the facility
was as good as that which we currently enjoy, then
I do not see a problem. If the facility is going to be

downsized and the Institute is going to be dispersed
across several sites, possibly with the animals in
Camden etc, etc, then we are not talking about a
direct relocation of what we currently have, we are
talking about reduced facilities.

Q338 Chairman: But are you not swapping the
opportunities for new translational science next to
the UCL in the centre of London for having
facilities which are external compared to what you
have now with all your facilities on site and doing
your translational research externally?
Ms Clark: I think that those are two diVerent kinds
of communication that you are talking about in a
way. Again, to go back to the last quinquennial
review—

Q339 Chairman: I need to get it on the record, that
is all.
Ms Clark: One of the strengths of the Institute was
the inter-communication and the inter-disciplinary
collaborations, but that added value to it and
actually helped with the external and I think that
that is what we are saying we would lose if the
Institute were split up and I think that with things
like biological services, with the way it is now,
which are very much part of the vision, the staV
who are there can become very involved with the
scientific projects rather than just being a service to
the Institute. They would either have to replicate a
lot of the lab space for the animal work or we
would totally lose that sort of integration.

Q340 Dr Turner: The Institute at Mill Hill recently
underwent a quinquennial review by international
referees. I gather that the outcome was pretty
favourable and, certainly looking at the metrics of
performance of the Institute, the MRC’s Institutes,
the LMB and Mill Hill, if you were to put them
through a research assessment exercise, you would
have to invent a new category of five star plus plus
to accommodate them. Given that the MRC have
said that if they cannot succeed in the move to the
UCL they would close the Institute, how do you
react to that in the light of your Institute’s record?
Ms Clark: I think that it comes back again to the
staV seeing the logic of it. If something is
apparently excellent and doing good work, then
why do something that puts that it in jeopardy
because it is not proven that it actually will increase
translational research or improve on what we are
doing at the moment. We are not against a move
or a new institute, I think it is at the very beginning
we do not believe the logic.

Q341 Dr Turner: You are facing the possibility of
total closure.
Dr Holder: That is obviously ridiculous, in my
view. To destroy a world-class institution full of
internationally recognised experts which makes a
major contribution to the field makes no sense
whatsoever.
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Q342 Bob Spink: I wondered if I could explore a
little further the terrorist and animal welfare threats
that would be continued on a move. Are you aware
of any evidence that has been provided by MI5 or
any other body regarding this matter?
Ms Clark: All that we are aware of is that there
have been discussions about security of the site with
MI5 but we do not know any details.
Dr Holder: As I am sure you are aware, we have
a high containment facility for working with viruses
such as the avian flu, so we do need to ensure that
that work is continued. Whether or not that sort
of facility can be replicated in central London and
what the risks associated with that replication may
be we are unaware of but clearly poses some
hazards.

Q343 Bob Spink: Are you aware of any discussion
between ministers in this place and those in the DTI
or other departments and MI5 regarding possible
terrorist implications that might increase and be
unacceptable if Mill Hill were to move for instance
to NTH?
Dr Holder: I am personally not aware of such
things.

Q344 Mr Flello: I need to state for the record that
I am a member of Amicus as well as Transport and
General and Unity Trade Unions. Forgive me if
this question has been answered right at the very
beginning before I arrived. There are a number of
concerns and issues that you have raised today.
Have those been put robustly to senior
management and is it the case that you are not
satisfied with the answers that you have had back?
Ms Clark: We have made representation at every
opportunity that we had. Obviously, there was
consultation at the end of the Task Force report.
In fact, the highest percentage of people who
responded to the consultation there felt that the
recommendation for a single site and for the vision
for the Institute was certainly acceptable but that
Mill Hill should be considered as possible for that
single site. We were told that that was not a

Witnesses: Professor Colin Blakemore, Chief Executive, Sir John Chisholm, Chairman, Mr Nick
Winterton, Executive Director, Medical Research Council, gave evidence.

Q345 Chairman: I welcome the second panel in front
ofus thismorning.MrNickWinterton, theExecutive
Director oft the Medical Research Council; Sir John
Chisholm, the Chairman of MRC, and Professor
Colin Blakemore, the Chief Executive of MRC.
Welcome to all three of you. I would ask that your
answers be as brief as possible because we want to try
and get through as much business as we can. I would
like to begin with you, Sir John, and ask you what is
the rationale still, having heard what we have heard
this morning, behind moving NIMR from its site at
Mill Hill? What is the basic rationale?
Sir John Chisholm: My answers are going to be brief
because I am relatively new to the situation. The
policy, as I understand it, has been clear for a while in
that what is required is a new institute for the 21st

referendum and that because a high percentage of
the staV who had responded to that either were
working at Mill Hill at the time or had in the past
had something to do with it, in fact that was not a
reflection of the general opinion because the larger
stakeholders like medical schools and whatever
tended to reply that they thought it was a good idea
to move. So, staV felt that when they were
consulted, they were not particularly listened to.
We made representations before council meetings
and put all these points to council, so that they are
well aware. One problem that we did have in the
past was having any knowledge of what sort of
discussion about concerns there was and the
problems we felt with communication was basically
having anything back from the various points that
we have raised. We have had two statements in the
last six weeks which have been welcomed by the
staV because it gives them a better idea of what is
happening, but we have also had problems with
representatives on the Task Force and the Project
Board being told a lot of the dealings were in
confidence and that they could not discuss it with
us. When we asked for information from council,
we were told that our representatives should be
giving us information and keeping us in touch, so
we just felt that we were in this circle with people
as far as communication was concerned. We have
certainly made representation at every available
opportunity.
Dr Turner: I should declare that I am a member of
Amicus as well.
Chairman: Does anyone else have anything to
declare before we go any further? I would like to
thank you very much indeed, Dr Holder and Ms
Clark, for coming this morning. I would like to put
on record that this Committee in no way wishes to
in any way say that there is not brilliant science
going on at Mill Hill. It would be quite wrong for
us to begin with that conclusion. We not only
recognise that, accept it and indeed the
international quinquennial review confirms that,
so, please, take that very much as the feeling of our
Committee. Thank you both very much indeed.

century with a diVerent orientation towards
translational research building on the brilliant
science thatwebelieveexistswithinMillHill.Wefully
endorse the statement you made at the end of the
previous session that we thoroughly appreciate the
quality of the science that we have in Mill Hill and the
dedication and eVort of the staV within them.

Q346 Chairman: Professor Blakemore, would you
answer that question. What is the rationale between
NIMR’s move from its site at Mill Hill?
Professor Blakemore: There were several drivers for
this decision. One, the very long-standing
commitment of the MRC to use its investment in its
intramural programme to provide maximum benefit
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for the science that it supports. Part of that policy
involves attempts to embed, wherever possible,
within the university sector investments in units and
institutes. That process has been going on over
several decades. In fact, NIMR is the last of the
MRC’s institutes and units which is not co-located
with a university. This is not a new issue, it is a very
long-standing one. The second driver—and in some
senses surely the primaryone—is the scientific driver.
The MRC has a responsibility under its charter to
pursue high-quality research with the ultimate
objective of improving human health. The
opportunities to do that eVectively change with the
changing characteristics of science. There is a
prevailing view, first of all that the biomedical
sciences have new opportunities to move in a
translational direction and to deliver benefits for
healthcare more quickly and secondly that to achieve
that requires close association between basic
research, clinical research and other aspects of the
translational process. We feel that is—that this is a
view that is shared around the world—is best
achieved by co-location between basic researchers
and the broader scientific environment.

Q347 Chairman: I would like to pursue this with
you because this comes to what seems to be the
basic issue in that there was an initial
understanding that the move would in fact replicate
the facilities but 21st century facilities on a new site
on Euston Road and what you were saying in the
first part of your answer was that you want a
change of direction for NIMR which is going to
move into translational research which implies to
me that something else is going to go because you
are changing direction and I want to know what
evidence you have that a move to co-locate the
institute next to a teaching hospital is so essential.
Where is the evidence that this will happen in other
parts of the world? There are examples of institutes
that stand alone with nothing more than an airport
as one of my colleagues described.
Professor Blakemore: I am sure that you are
referring to Janelia Farm, the new development by
the Howard Hughes Medical Institute.

Q348 Chairman: Yes.
Professor Blakemore: I have to say that Janelia
Farm viewed with some scepticism by some of my
colleagues because of its location. But the mission
of Janelia Farm is very, very diVerent from that
envisaged for the new NIMR. Janelia Farm is
unashamedly a purely basic research institute; it
claims to be nothing else; it knows that it cannot be
translational and that has been specifically stated.
Indeed, what has also specifically stated is that to
have been translational, it would have required
contact with the clinical world. Janelia Farm is an
experiment; it is an experiment in developing new
talent in the biomedical sciences for the United
States by providing a kind of hothouse
environment for training with exceptional facilities,
with staV maintained on short contracts who will
provide the expertise to train the next generation
of researchers passing through. The mission is quite

diVerent. Elsewhere, the trend is exactly the
opposite and that is to try to move basic
researchers ever closer into contact with clinicians
and those who are expert in the translational
process in other ways. There are examples all
around the world—Toronto, Singapore and Duke
University, and on the west coast of the States. It
is undeniably a general trend. We do not now
whether it will necessarily deliver; the process has
not been going on long enough to be able to point
to examples that are, as it were, the beacon of an
exemplar in this process. But it is a conclusion that
has been reached independently all around the
world.

Q349 Chairman: I would like to follow this line of
thought about the change and you have explained
the sort of change in terms of the rationale of the
move to embed the institute next to a teaching
hospital for that element of translational research
but your comments to the Times Higher, which
basically said that, unless this move goes ahead, the
Institute as a whole will close, indicate that a lot of
it is redundant at the moment and I find that very,
very diYcult to understand given the quality of
research that is going on currently at Mill Hill.
Would you like to explain why you said that.
Professor Blakemore: I do not have the words in
front of me but I hope that I did not say that. What
I would have said was that the Mill Hill site will
close. The great hope of the MRC and indeed the
expectation of the MRC is that the Institute and its
science will be preserved and we see that the best
way of achieving that would be through co-location
of as much of the Institute as can be
accommodated and supported with UC. If that
should prove impossible, the MRC is committed to
doing all that it can to maintain the excellent
science but not on the Mill Hill site.

Q350 Chairman: I would like to move to you, Mr
Winterton. How would you answer the charge—
and I think this is the impression the Committee
has—that the move to Euston Road has now
become ideological rather than purely research and
science led? How would you answer that charge?
Mr Winterton: I am very actively involved in the
development of the business case at the moment
and there are two areas of work on which we are
focusing: one is the argument around why have an
institute and what is the nature of an institute and
what makes an institute and what does that tell you
about size and, integral to that argument, is an
argument around the importance of a group of
people working in very close geographical
proximity. We are also engaged in presenting the
arguments about the importance of developing the
translational agenda, of broadening the range of
interactions which UCL oVers in relation to the
physical sciences, mathematics, social sciences and
a much wider range of potential interactions, and
some of those arguments are rather similar. They
also come back to what geographical proximity can
oVer you that working at a distance does not, not
just in terms of collaboration but actually in terms
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of the culture and the mindset of the people who
are working there and the potential for
interactions, particularly with clinicians but not just
with clinicians, on a more regular basis. We are
developing those two arguments because they are
integral to the case for first of all retaining the
Institute and then for its move. I would say that
neither of those are ideological in their basis and
certainly, throughout this, I am not conscious that
that has played any part in it at all.
Adam Afriyie: It seems bizarre to me, as someone
with a business background, to be in the process of
developing a business case that would risk a
fantastic institution on the basis of an emerging
trend towards something which has been observed
in one or two places around the world. By
developing a business case now it seems to me that
somewhere some of these enormous decisions have
already been made. For example, option zero,
staying where you are, is not even going to be
worked up. How can you justify such a major
change when you do not currently have a business
case and where the numbers are changing probably
as we speak in terms of rising cost for the option
that you have explored? As a businessman, I am a
little bemused as to how this all works together in
some sort of logical rationale.
Chairman: Who would you like to answer that?

Q351 Adam Afriyie: I think probably Professor
Blakemore and then a word from Mr Winterton
because he has mentioned that he has been
developing a case which is obviously current.
Professor Blakemore: Sir John is the businessman
and, if it is a question about business, I think that he
ought to answer it.
Sir John Chisholm: I will come back to that later, if
I may.
Professor Blakemore: I think that this rests on the
fundamental vision. The business case is very
important: we must demonstrate value for money, it
has to be practicable and we have to be able to aVord
it. I would say that retaining something which we do
not believe in the long run—and the long run means
40 or 50 years—is an appropriate investment for
MRC science is the right thing to do.

Q352 Adam Afriyie: So, it is based on faith.
Professor Blakemore: Yes, based on faith but based
on an enormous range of consultation. This is not an
idea that has been conceived out of thin air by one
or two people. The process has involved the
Forward Investment Strategy committee, the Task
Force and the whole of the Council of the MRC
working over three or four years maintaining a
consistent and unanimous view—the most
unanimous feature being that the Mill Hill site is
simply inappropriate in the long run to deliver the
vision of the science. It is not exactly an inexpert
group which has been giving advice. I was just doing
the sums. All those various bodies which have
advised, even without considering members of the
Council, included nine fellows of the Royal Society

and nine fellows of the Academy of Medical
Sciences. The MRC certainly cannot be accused of
simply making decisions on the hoof.
Mr Winterton: In the context of the business case,
clearly the business case needs to present a range of
options so that an assessment can be made of value
for money and what you gain from, as I say, a
spectrum of options and that is what we are working
on, and one of those options which has to be
presented is the option of doing nothing and then
making a comparison between the nature of the
investments that we are proposing—as I say, a range
of investments—and comparing those in terms of
what they oVer in value for money. That is inherent
in the nature of the business case that is currently
being worked on.

Q353 Adam Afriyie: So, you are working on the
option of doing nothing?
Mr Winterton: We have to present an option which
allows a comparison to be made so that a judgment
can be made about the value of the capital
investment compared to the MRC’s proposal.

Q354 Chairman: Mr Winterton, we now have a
situation where you are having to make a zero
option because the Treasury says so; it has asked
you to do that in terms of the case which you have
been looking at. You have also been asked to
present a case of 40% less investment and then to
go up to the ideal options.
Mr Winterton: Yes.

Q355 Chairman: That indicates that there is a huge
amount of confusion as the Treasury sees it in the
business case that you are presenting. If there was
a clear business case, it would be argued coherently.
Sir John Chisholm: I think it is worth making the
point that this process is not complete at this stage.
We have not presented a final outcome of the
process which we are working on and, in a sense,
we are a little ahead of time.

Q356 Chairman: With respect, it was presented and
it was thrown back at you.
Sir John Chisholm: No, we have not presented an
outcome to the process which we are currently
engaged in.

Q357 Chairman: I am sorry, I am confused now.
Please explain. What went to the Treasury that was
sent back?
Mr Winterton: We consulted OSI and Treasury on
a draft and the draft included reference to the 40%,
the 20% and the do nothing. Part of the comment
that came back—and this was from OSI—was that
they were not persuaded that we had done rigorous
enough work in looking at the 40% and 20%
reduction options, in looking at what was actually
the best possible option at that level of investment.
The material that we presented spoke about the
damage that would be done but did not actually
present, in value for money terms, the most
credible case.
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Sir John Chisholm: The Council has not received or
taken a view on any case up to this time.

Q358 Chairman: Sir John, in terms of the Mill Hill
site itself, could you tell me whether its value is
included in the overall proposals.
Sir John Chisholm: Yes.

Q359 Dr Turner: Professor Blakemore, you invoke
the Task Force in the history of this proposal.
Could I quote from a member of the Task Force
and I know that this view is shared by other
distinguished members of the Task Force, “From
what I understand, the MRC policy now is to build
a substantially smaller institute with poorer
facilities than at present. This policy makes no
sense and I urge the Committee to ask the MRC
to think carefully about proceeding down this path.
An inferior solution that ignores the potential of
the Mill Hill site to deliver the Task Force vision
would go against reason”. How do you react to
that, Professor?
Professor Blakemore: The implication that serious
thought has not been given to this issue I think is,
frankly, an insult to the MRC discharging its
responsibilities. I am the accounting oYcer for the
MRC: I am responsible for the financial decisions
that it makes, the value for money for what it
delivers. The MRC has a very clear mission to
pursue high quality biomedical science and it does
a really good job of that. Britain has just moved
ahead of the United States in the G8 league table
for the productivity of its biomedical science and
the MRC makes a very substantial contribution to
that. And the way in which it does that is by using
the very highest quality advice and the best
thinking to develop its strategies. This is one of its
strategies.

Q360 Dr Turner: In that case, why is it that you
have not pursued the requests both the OSI, who
gave your original proposal seven red lights and
one amber, and the clear direction from the
Treasury that the do nothing option or the de
minimis option should be based on Mill Hill? You
have not so far, as I understand it, presented any
such option but you have said that Mill Hill is not
an option.
Professor Blakemore: I think that the red and
amber lights you are referring to were from the
OGC gateway report and Nick would be better
qualified than I am to respond specifically to what
was said, but the requirement from the Treasury to
include a no change option was simply part of the
formal process of options appraisal. It was not a
statement by the Treasury that they wished us to
develop a case for maintaining the Institute at Mill
Hill. Is entirely the decision of the MRC what it
wishes to do to realise the scientific objectives. It is
simply a part of the options appraisal process that
a no change option should be included and of
course no change implies Mill Hill because that is
where the Institute is at the moment.

Q361 Dr Turner: Yes, but you must understand
why simpleminded people like ourselves are going
to get a little confused because you keep insisting
that Mill Hill is not an option for the future.
Professor Blakemore: I think what this Committee
has to ask is whether it trusts the process that has
served the MRC clearly extremely well given the
record of history, in making decisions about how
to invest public money in science, or not, or
whether you think that an environment like this or
even a consultative meeting with the staV of NIMR
is a better way of deciding how, on balance, to
invest public funds in science.

Q362 Dr Turner: But you are proposing to invest
a minimum of £320 million of public money to end
up with something which is considerably less than
the sum of the parts of what we already have. I
think you will admit that this does require some
justification.
Professor Blakemore: Dr Turner, that is your
assessment of the value of what would be achieved.
I can assure you that that is not the view of the
Council of the MRC as to what would be achieved,
nor University College’s view of what would be
achieved. We are aiming towards the most exciting
Institute for the future of the biomedical sciences
in Europe, a place that people want to flock from
the world to work in, a place that will set the
standard for the combination of basic research and
translational research to develop healthcare benefit.
That is our vision for the future.
Sir John Chisholm: I would also like to make the
point that we have yet to propose anything at this
time. The process is ongoing. If I may come back
to the question of being a businessmen which Mr
Afriyie raised earlier on, it is unusual in business,
while you are conducting a very complicated and
diYcult assessment, to find yourself having to
answer questions in the interim as you begin to
develop a sound case. Of course, the issues you
raise are being addressed. It would be terribly easy
to make a decision which is, we will muddle
through, spend the minimum and let the future take
care of itself. As Professor Blakemore has said, the
responsibility of the MRC is to take a long-term
view as to what is the best investment of exactly
the taxpayers’ money that we are talking about. We
have not reached a decision upon that yet. We are
in the process of trying to produce a balanced
argument weighing up all the issues and the do
nothing case to which you refer is obviously in
the mix.

Q363 Dr Turner: So, you are preparing a business
case for reinvestment in Mill Hill?
Sir John Chisholm: No, the do nothing case, which
is Mill Hill, is in the mix. It has to be.

Q364 Dr Turner: You are telling us two diVerent
things. You are telling us that you are not going to
invest anything in Mill Hill, nonetheless it is your
do nothing option. However, the public has been
told that Mill Hill will close. You cannot have it
three ways.
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Sir John Chisholm: Perhaps Mr Winterton can be
more specific.
Mr Winterton: What we are going to have to do in
the light of that is consider what does do nothing
mean in the context of this. Clearly, we need a do
nothing option which is essentially the status quo
because that is needed in order to assess value for
money in the context of any additional capital
investment. What does it oVer over and above what
you have? So, there is that do nothing and there is
also a do nothing in terms of what alternatives
there might be in terms of relocation which would
be some other form of relocation which would
mean the closure of the Mill Hill site and the
relocation of staV and what that might look like,
so that too can be made as a comparator. That is
the sole purpose of doing this. We have to present
comparators with what ultimately Council will
decide is its preferred option. So, the value for
money of the investment can be made clear to OSI,
Treasury and indeed to our own Council who have
to obviously form that view for themselves and
they have not reached that point yet.

Q365 Dr Turner: What would relocation achieve?
Are you suggesting that you must have relocation
for its own sake? You have not mentioned any
specific alternative to the UCL site. It is clear that
the UCL site has significant disadvantages which
cannot be overcome certainly within the current
financial constraints. It would not surprise me if the
Treasury simply said, “No. Go away. You have not
made a sensible case for anything. We are not going
to give you a penny”. What would you do then?
Professor Blakemore: We have always said that we
would look at the other possibilities and options
that were achievable within the funds that we have
available, but against the background of the
Council having stated very clearly that its desires
to pursue science could not be fulfilled in the long
run on the Mill Hill site. To respond to your
criticism, there is an obvious diVerence between
relocation for its own sake, which is what you are
implying, and co-location. The driving motive
would still be to co-locate the basic science of
NIMR with appropriate university environments
that would reinforce it, that would increase its
critical mass, that would provide opportunities of
collaboration into the future.

Q366 Dr Turner: The critical mass of an institute
such as Mill Hill currently is would dwarf any
university department in which it was embedded,
would it not? It already has a critical mass of
science, it already has multi-disciplinarity within it,
it already has transitional activities far beyond
anything limited simply to UCL. The co-location
which you suggest is not exactly a comfortable or
close co-location because, frankly, it is a very
awkward site. It is almost as quick to go from Mill
Hill to UCH as it is to walk from the National
Temperance Hospital.
Professor Blakemore: I was interested in Dr
Holder’s estimates of how long it would take.
Twenty minutes is, by my calculation, a third of a

mile per hour, which is pretty slow walking even
for an academic. Proximity is important, and the
ease of access to colleagues is essential. That is,
indeed, one of the advantages that would flow from
the discussions and considerations we are having at
the moment about having some parts of the
institute literally embedded into other parts of the
UC campus and, also, the mix that would be
achieved within the main building by having
University College scientists working alongside
MRC scientists. You paint a picture of the institute
as it is now, and I think one of the problems we
have got into is that there is a conception that the
institute as it is now, or really as it was in 2003,
which is what is defended, is inevitably the way it
must be for ever in the future: yet, if you look at
the past history of this institute, it has evolved very
significantly through new appointments and new
directions of science extremely well. We are oVering
to the institute a step-change in the opportunity for
that evolution by placing it in the environment in
which the range of opportunities for interaction
within 300 or 400 yards is enormous, not just with
clinicians but with the physical sciences, with the
social sciences, with mathematics and with
computing—people who can meet each other at the
seminars they will be going to day by day. There
has been a lot of reference to the value of electronic
communication, and of course that is essential, but
I would posit that the internet helps you to pursue
science; it does not help you to start science. You
do not develop that spark of an idea by logging
onto a website and suddenly saying, “There’s
someone doing something there. That’s generating
an idea for collaboration in my mind.” You do it
by face-to-face confrontation. I am afraid human
nature still dominates those kinds of interactions.
Being with people side-by-side is crucial. I went to
a talk by Harold Varmus, Nobel Prize winner,
former Director of NIH, at University College the
other day. He made the point that, at the Sloan-
Kettering Cancer Center in New York where he
works, 20 years ago there were basic scientists and
clinicians in diVerent parts of the building who
never spoke to each other. He said that, over the
years, they have become closer and closer together,
so that now they are literally indistinguishable, with
many clinician scientists working at the bench, and
that has produced a dramatic acceleration in the
translational output of that institute. I think that
is a very good model for what we want to achieve.

Q367 Dr Turner: That implies a very close co-
location and you are not going to get that on the
UCL site.
Professor Blakemore: I would contradict that. First
of all, a significant fraction of the researchers in
the main building will be University College
researchers. Secondly, the plans that we are
working out now in the business case will involve
accommodating part of the institute itself within
the main university campus. The University College
campus is itself evolving and expanding, and there
are plans to move into that triangular area south
of the new institute. Looking 20 or 30 years ahead
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in the future, it will be a very diVerent environment,
so there will be huge opportunities for direct
interaction and they will be built into the way that
the institute works.

Q368 Dr Turner: Where are the plans and where
are the costs?
Professor Blakemore: That is what we are working
on now and we hope to have definitive answers to
that very soon.

Q369 Dr Turner: Will you be able to do anything
if the Treasury refuses to contribute?
Professor Blakemore: That is a hypothetical
question. We want to create an argument which is
so strong that we will convince the Treasury. Of
course, if they turn that down, we will have to think
again but it will be very clear what our preferred
option is.

Q370 Dr Iddon: I think it would be an
understatement if I said that you have adopted an
extremely high-risk strategy here and I want to
examine that for a moment. First of all, Dr Turner
was right that if the Treasury find your costs
unacceptable, that is the first part of a very high-
risk strategy. You have already locked yourself into
this decision in a way because you have paid £28
million, as I understand it, for the Euston Road
site, which is almost twice the previous business
case estimate. If the Treasury do turn it down, what
will you do with that site?
Professor Blakemore: We would have to dispose of
it. Of course, we took full advice before making the
purchase. I would remind you again, I am the
accounting oYcer of the MRC: I was very
concerned that we took good advice that we are
likely to be able to realise that sum by selling on if
we have to. But that is not the intention. By the
way, it was on the basis of those arguments that
the Treasury gave us permission to use that money.

Q371 Dr Iddon: The second part of the high-risk
strategy really is your relationship with Camden
Council in the planning committee. I have been in
local government for 21 years and if you came to
me suggesting that you were wanting to move into
central Bolton a category 4 containment facility,
two animal houses coming into central Bolton from
an area conveniently outside the town, I would just
look at you in amazement as a member of the
planning committee. My question to the three of
you is: What preliminary discussions have you held
with the planning department of Camden Council?
Mr Winterton: There have been three sets of
discussions so far with Camden Council of what
would be acceptable on the site and that has helped
shape the discussion in the context of the business
case, the outline feasibility study which we
presented in May last year which gave us the
security, as it were, that we could develop on the
National Temperance Hospital site a building that
would meet the Council’s needs. We have had two
subsequent discussions with Camden. I would
point out that there are already many facilities in

central London, there are many animal facilities in
central London, and there are also containment 3
category containment facilities in central London.
That, in itself, is not diVerent from what is already
in existence. UCL alone have a number of
animal facilities.
Professor Blakemore: Could I tackle this question
of containment. The requirement and the only
requirement—and I am assured of that by the
former director of NIMR and by Jonathan Stoye,
who is a divisional head, and who is a user of the
present category 4 facility at NIMR—for category
4 at Mill Hill is for work on highly pathogenic
avian flu. That was the basis of the requirement
that the institute presented us with for producing
full HSE CL4 containment facilities in the new
building, something that clearly would be an issue
since there are not such facilities in cities around
the world. It turns out after very extensive inquiry
that CL4 facilities are not required for work on
highly pathogenic avian flu. If I could quote from a
definitive letter from Paul Manser who is the Chief
Veterinary Advisor at Defra and who issues
licences for work on avian flu: “I can confirm that
a laboratory does not have to comply with HSE
ACDP CL4 requirements in order to be licensed
under the Specific Animal Pathogens Order 1998
(SAPO) to carry out research work on avian
influenza viruses that are specified animal
pathogens such as highly pathogenic H5N1”. There
is no work at NIMR or work in the Quinquennial
Review proposals that requires full category 4
facilities.”

Q372 Chairman: Professor Blakemore, that
contradicts the point you made earlier, that you are
not providing facilities for the next five years, you
are looking ahead for the next 50 years. The idea
that you will not need those sorts of facilities to
carry out research in the future should not be ruled
out, should it?
Professor Blakemore: Surely not, but the institute
of course could claim that the MRC could expect
that the institute would want access to any range
of other facilities. It would be ridiculous to suggest
that we have to pack into a single building
everything that a multidisciplinary institute could
conceivably require into the future. We must try to
guarantee that access to those facilities would be
available if the need arose into the future. But how
could we defend spending public money on
providing facilities—at enormous cost, by the
way—even if it were permissible—that are not
required for the work that is proposed? That would
be indefensible.

Q373 Dr Iddon: There are problems with a nuclear
magnetic resonance machine as well being put over
a tube line.
Professor Blakemore: It will not be.

Q374 Dr Iddon: We have already had an alternative
explanation that you can move that into another
building away from the tube line but that is a minor
problem as far as I am concerned compared with
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the two animal houses and the category 4
containment—or category 3 as you are now telling
us. Assuming the worst scenario, that you lose one
or both of these at the planning stage—because it
is not the planning oYcers giving you advice now
who are going to make the decisions; it is the
members of the council who will make the decision
in the end—would you still go ahead with the
Temperance Hospital site?
Sir John Chisholm: I think we have to return to
what we have been saying all along, that we are not
complete on this process yet. We have to take
proper advice in order to make a balanced
judgment and we are not finished on that process
yet. The points you make are pretty good points.
All the points that have been made today—and,
believe me, we are very cognisant of those issues—
have to be properly balanced and weighted in the
judgment that the MRC eventually come to, but
the council has not yet received the case and the
people are working hard in trying to balance these
various issues. We are coming back to the point
about how a businessman would look at it.
Occasionally in business you come across a
situation where you have an excellent business, it
is just in the wrong market, and then you have to
take a long-term view as to what you are going to
do about that. Sometimes it is uncomfortable. We
are very sympathetic, for instance, to the staV, who
have worked incredibly hard and very well to have
achieved the results of the institute thus far.

Q375 Dr Turner: Are you saying that they are in
the wrong market?
Sir John Chisholm: We are saying that for the 21st
century there was a translational vision which is
now very important to us.

Q376 Dr Iddon: As a scientist myself, my biggest
worry is that, with all these limitations that you
have locked yourself into by choosing this
particular site in central London, you are willing,
it seems to me, to sacrifice a hell of a lot of good
science by first of all moving on to a 0.9 acre site
from a huge site in the northern part of London
and, then, if you lose one or both of these facilities
you are also excluding more sites. It is the damage
to science that this Committee is most concerned
about. How would you answer us when we suggest
to you that locking yourself into all these constrains
you are going to have to lose a lot of good science?
Sir John Chisholm: Obviously, the main role of the
MRC is to further science, so damaging science is
the last thing which we believe we should be doing.
Professor Blakemore: It is the opportunities for the
future of science that are the main driver.
Chairman: Could I just say that I think Brian is
absolutely right, this Committee is not trying to
best-guess the business case. We are trying to best-
case what is the science mission in terms of this
movement. It has become clear today that there is
a very significant change of direction. Perhaps that
needs to be better explained, not only to ourselves
in the Committee but also to the staV at Mill Hill,
because that is a major issue.

Bob Spink: As this Committee knows from its
previous inquiries, we are living in an increasingly
dangerous and changing world and the sort of
activities in which this centre has to be involved
have to change along with that world and provide
for protection for society at large. I am going to
ask the team a series of sensitive question, Mr
Chairman. I would suggest that perhaps yes and no
answers would be appropriate and we can follow
up with some private correspondence between
ministers and perhaps the MRC.
Chairman: I always worry what you are going to
say next!

Q377 Bob Spink: Because these matters may be best
kept private. I wonder if you are aware and if
Camden Council is aware that the National
Counter-terrorism Security OYce has expressed
serious concerns that the security of the current
work being undertaken by the CL4 at NIMR may
be put at risk by the move. Are you aware of that?
Professor Blakemore: You are referring to advice
that we had from MI5 as part of our consultation
when we were considering building a CL4 facility
at the renewed institute. We found out
subsequently that a CL4 facility is not required for
the work of the institute, so that is no longer
relevant.

Q378 Bob Spink: As I explained in my opening
remarks, Chairman, that is a matter of conjecture.
All we know is that this is a dangerous world,
changing very fast, and NIMR will have to respond
to that. Secondly, are you aware that there is
concern from the National Counter-terrorism
Security OYce that the move could attract the type
of extremism action on animal rights that has been
seen recently at Oxford and Cambridge? Are you
aware of that?
Professor Blakemore: Of course we are, but, as Dr
Harris said, it would be a very sad development for
science if the research councils were constrained in
their plans for doing the best for science by the
action of a small group of extremists.

Q379 Bob Spink: On containment, are you aware
that it is the case that both the consequences and
the possibility of a failure of containment,
accidental or deliberate, of highly pathogenic avian
flu, H5N1, or some other pathogen such as that, in
central London would be a much more serious and
diYcult matter to handle than such a failure of
containment at the Mill Hill site? That is the
consequences and the possibility.
Professor Blakemore: H5N1 is an ACDP category
3 pathogen. There are dozens of category 3 facilities
in the London area and I think a lot of the
misconceptions about the nature of work of NIMR
have grown around this claim that CL4 is needed.
CL4 is associated with the image of horrendous
pathogens like Marburg and Ebola. Those
pathogens are not being studied at NIMR and
there is no plan in their proposals for research to
do so.
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Chairman: I think you have made that point, so I
do not really want to continue on that.

Q380 Bob Spink: Are you aware that the Counter-
terrorism Security OYce have expressed concerns
about the diYculty of designing the new facility in
central London that would give scientific
functionality at the same time as aVording the
correct level of security, and that they are deeply
concerned about the design of any such facilities?
Professor Blakemore: I think again you are
referring to the design of a full category 4 facility,
which was indeed problematical but is not needed.

Q381 Chairman: I am going to stop there, if you
do not mind, Bob. If we have further questions on
some of these issues, we will write to you.
Professor Blakemore: I would be happy to provide
for the Committee the correspondence that
establishes the nature of the containment facilities
that are required.
Chairman: That would be important to address
that.

Q382 Adam Afriyie: I would like to turn briefly to
some interim issues. On the timetable I have seen,
the relocation of staV and equipment, if you did
proceed on this path, would be somewhere in mid
2012—which is quite some way oV. You have a
long period of uncertainty, even if the building
project goes ahead. What is the latest estimate on
the timetable for completion of the project in the
form which we are all assuming you are going to
be pushing ahead with?
Mr Winterton: It is unchanged.

Q383 Adam Afriyie: There was a little bit of
slippage from when it was first proposed until
today. We have seen the costings change already.
If there were further slippage, let us say by a year
or two more years, would that have a significant
impact on the costs of the project?
Mr Winterton: Yes, because we would have to take
account of a further one or two years of inflation
and inflation of building costs. We have taken into
account at the moment the current estimates of the
inflation rates for building costs in London over the
period in which we will be building. That is what
is incorporated and will be incorporated into the
costs that we are developing. Clearly, one year
further on, you will have another year’s inflation to
feed in or two years. So, yes, it will have an impact.

Q384 Adam Afriyie: From a lot of the
correspondence and some of the evidence we have
received as a Committee there is a lot of concern
about the reputation of NIMR in the interim.
Whilst there is this uncertainty and whilst the
project plans are being worked out and staV are
uncertain of their future and the international
community is uncertain of the future of the
institution, out of interest, why have you limited
the budgeting to two years, which would appear to
add to that uncertainty?

Professor Blakemore: I have to say that this is a
misconception generated within the institute.
At the Quinquennial Review the Committee
recommended that there should be continuation of
100% resource funding, recognising that when a
new director was appointed there was bound to be
reconsideration of the scientific programme with
financial implications. For that reason, the
recommendation that went to council was that the
100% level of funding should be confirmed for two
years, that being the estimate of when the new
director would be in place and would have
proposals. The budget planning line within the
MRC’s plans has always been for the full
Quinquennium, but this, I am afraid, is an example
of some of the problems of misinterpretation. I
would not say that we are faultless in that respect
and these are diYculties of communication with the
institute, but there was never any plan simply to
stop the funding of the institute after two years.

Q385 Adam Afriyie: But you do agree the
perception is that it may add to the uncertainty.
Professor Blakemore: Yes. I would say
unequivocally that I regret the uncertainties and the
anxieties produced by those kinds of
misperceptions and misinterpretations.

Q386 Adam Afriyie: I guess one of the key
uncertainties is the lack of a director at present.
How long is the institute likely to be operating
without a director?
Professor Blakemore: There is an acting director in
place at the moment, Sir Keith Peters, whose
contract runs until October of next year. We have
oVered the position of director to Professor Scott
Fraser from Caltech. The impression I have from
the institute is that this proposal was very much
welcomed. We are actively negotiating with Scott
Fraser about the nature of the appointment but
clearly his decision is going to be predicated on the
outcome of the process we are now engaged in and
the kind of institute that he is likely to be directing
in the future. It is in everyone’s interests that we
should resolve this issue as quickly as possible.

Q387 Adam Afriyie: In the interim, as the
Chairman has said, the key interest of this
committee is the future of science, the skills base
and whether the UK is going to be competing as
well as it has done over the last several decades.
What active steps are you taking at the moment
with all this uncertainty to retain key staV? There
are lots of job oVers out there at the moment I am
aware of surrounding the staV and some of the key
staV. What active steps are you taking to keep them
on board?
Professor Blakemore: First, as Dr Holder said, the
fact is that staV have not been leaving Mill Hill.
The MRC is very grateful for that indication of
support for the institute and commitment to the
future of the institute. I very much hope that the
MRC very soon will be able to deliver a confirmed
vision of the future of the institute that will resolve
the anxieties and that will be seen by the staV as
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attractive. Of course, individuals make their own
decisions. People can and do move on from one job
to another. But we would hope that there would
not be an exodus because of anxiety about the
future because the future is very rosy.

Q388 Chairman: When will you lift the cap on
appointments?
Professor Blakemore: Perhaps I could clarify that
too. Wording says everything: it is another
misinterpretation. There was never a cap on new
appointments, merely a requirement—quite usual
during the transitional direction of any
organisation that there should not be new
appointments without the approval of the chief
executive on behalf of the council. There have been
three appointments during the period of the so-
called cap, so it is not an absolute cap, but it is
understandable that we should want to leave as
much flexibility for making new appointments as
we can, given that a new director will have their
own views about how the institute should evolve.

Q389 Dr Harris: How many days a week is the
acting director Sir Keith Peters employed?
Sir John Chisholm: Two days a week.

Q390 Dr Harris: Do you think the communication
would be better between the MRC and the NIMR
if you had someone who was nearer full-time than
part-time doing that communication role? Because
obviously that person is a key link as your
appointment. There was a problem of
communication with the previous director, so I am
surprised you have a two-fifths’ person in such a
key role.
Professor Blakemore: In an ideal world we would
have had someone of Keith Peters’ stature proven
leadership, who was available full-time for a year
or so. But you will understand it is not easy to find
such a person. All the signs are that Keith Peters
is already, after a very short period of time in the
institute, doing an extremely good job, not only at
a management level but also, I think, in raising the
staV’s confidence in that leadership.

Q391 Dr Harris: That is a view. In our previous
report we looked at the science case. We were not
trying to displace the role of the council of the
MRC in making its decision but everyone put a lot
of store by the taskforce which was brought in—
and we generally thought that was a good idea—
to deal with some of the impasse that existed, in
the sense that that would have everyone on it. Do
you think the original taskforce would be of the
same view now as it was then, given the prospects—
and they are serious prospects—of a reduced
institute with significantly smaller numbers and
doing less perforce than they were doing before, or
being spread out, albeit on a campus, and not in a
single entity which I think was the understanding of
what was proposed as an ideal option at the time?
Professor Blakemore: I think that would depend
very much on the extent to which the members of
the Task Force were as informed about the

evolving issues as the Council of the MRC is. The
Task Force recommendations were extremely
helpful. But the Task Force was an advisory
committee established by the Council and it
delivered views of principle and some views that
were very specific. The Council has taken those,
worked with them, but we are two and a half years
on from that position. I know that those members
of the Task Force who have kept in touch with the
evolving situation are still very much on board for
the present vision.

Q392 Dr Harris: We have had evidence from
Professor Richard Flavell, evidence which has been
read from already in this session, that: “The Task
Force with the consultants help looked carefully at
the size necessary and appropriate for the renewed
NIMR. We came to the unanimous conclusion that
it was important to maintain the renewed institute
at close to its current size. If the MRC plans to
employ more consultants to look at the size needed
for the institute, it implies that MRC no longer
relies on the Task Force recommendation and
devalues the large amount of time that I and others
put into this process.” That is a separate issue, but
I just wanted to complete the quote. It is not clear
to me, at least in terms of his view, that he was, if
you like, a swing person. I think you would agree,
if you could think back to those many hours spent
discussing it. That suggests that the task force
might not have backed one of the possible
outcomes, perhaps probable outcomes, which is a
reduced institute, a reduced institute in size and
breadth.
Professor Blakemore: I think we are discussing
hypothetically and I would just say that if the Task
Force had been sitting through every Council
meeting and had known all of the accumulating
evidence it would still be very diYcult to second-
guess what their opinion would be. On the question
of critical mass, we are very concerned about this
because we have had a lot of discussion in the Task
Force and beyond about what constitutes an
institute as opposed to a research unit. The range
of figures—and you will see it in the Task Force
report—that was accepted was between 500 and
1,000 for the size of an institute that can have
proper interdisciplinary working over a wide range
but is still not too big to be unmanageable. The size
of the functional institute—and that involves, let us
not forget, the supporting contribution from UC—
will still be of the order of the size of the present
institute in any circumstances.

Q393 Dr Harris: Dr Turner, read previously from
the letter we have had from Professor Flavell, and
I will read it again. He said, “There is no doubt in
my mind that the Task Force vision was that a
renewed Institute would be of a similar size to
present with excellent world class facilities. Moving
the Institute did not, and does not, make sense
unless it can be done properly so that it can deliver
more than it can achieve in Mill Hill. From what
I understand MRC policy now is to build”—at
least to contemplate building—“a substantially



3427782004 Page Type [E] 16-03-07 23:05:08 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Ev 64 Science and Technology Committee: Evidence

13 December 2006 Professor Colin Blakemore, Sir John Chisholm and Mr Nick Winterton

smaller Institute with poorer facilities than present.
This policy makes no sense . . .” Again, I do not
think it is hypothetical my putting to you that at
least one member of the task force who on balance
backed your proposals—and I have to say,
speaking personally, was quite influential with the
previous Committee in respect of backing your
view as well, because they did look at all the
detail—says that he could not support what you are
now contemplating. I do not think it is hypothetical
and that worries me. Does it worry you?
Professor Blakemore: I have the greatest regard for
Richard Flavell and his opinions and he is a great
scientist but my judgment of him stops short of him
being a clairvoyant. He has not seen the business
case that we have yet prepared, so it is very hard
for him to make a judgment.

Q394 Dr Harris: He is not making a business case
point; he is making a point about the size of the
institute. There is now more controversy and we are
getting embroiled in the scientific media and that is
not helping matters with all the coverage of this.
Professor Blakemore: It is absolutely not. It is a
distraction, if I may say so.

Q395 Dr Harris: The task force was quite an
eVective way, although it was painful, of reaching
a view with key members of staV. Would you be
willing to reconvene the task force or ask them for
their views on emerging options in order to give
you the confidence to know that you had not been
deflected from some of the scientific reasons—
because they were a science group—that
underpinned your strategy?
Professor Blakemore: That is an interesting idea. It
would not be my decision. Perhaps the Council can
discuss it this afternoon. My immediate reaction is
to say that I am not sure that would add
constructively to the proposals at this stage.

Q396 Dr Harris: Do you think the MRC has
suYcient expertise to handle a project of this scale
without more outside assistance?
Sir John Chisholm: Undoubtedly, once we have
decided on the project and we have launched the
execution of it, we will certainly need outside
assistance to ensure that it is properly, robustly
managed and delivers according to the plan.

Q397 Dr Harris: Are you happy that the
Government is being as helpful as it could by giving
you good advance notice of the problems? Or do
you worry that the next thing you are going to get
from OSI or the Treasury is something quite
negative which may well be in the public domain
and would just be another blow? Do you think
there could be an opportunity for closer working
or is that just not the done thing or not allowed?
Sir John Chisholm: Every project of this size and
importance raises a number of issues and generates
conflicting currents of opinion. We are seeing
those. One of the things we have to do is to make
that balanced judgment at the end. As we have said

consistently in this session this morning, we are not
there yet. All the points you have been making are
very sensible points and we have to balance them.

Q398 Dr Harris: Is there more the Government
could be doing to help in this process?
Mr Winterton: Perhaps I could pick up on that.
There is a range of interaction obviously taking
place informally, so I would not want you to feel
that we were producing a detailed report and then
waiting for a reaction. The whole process that we
are going through will be interacting closely with
oYcials at OSI in order to ensure that the sort of
situation you have described does not arise.

Q399 Dr Harris: We have had letters from NIMR
staV complaining that not everything that you
know has been shared with them; for example,
letters from OSI or the Treasury or whatever. Is
that a mistake or is there a policy? I think we are
talking about the people on the project group, as
well, who have said that they are not entirely happy
with the amount of transparency there has been, if
I may put it like that. Was an error made or do
you think your disclosure to key staV at NIMR
about the problems that emerged from the OSI
letter and the Treasury response was okay?
Mr Winterton: I think it was okay. In terms of
more broadly, there was a Council paper in
October, which was an open paper and was made
available, which set out what the main concerns
were. We did not circulate either the OGC gateway
report or the detailed letters because they would
not make sense unless you had the full draft
business case prepared at that stage—because quite
a lot of it was to do with things that had not yet
been produced and so on. The issues that those
comments raised, in terms of points of principle,
were exposed. They were included in the Council
paper, they were shared, and they are the
background to influencing the next stage of the
Council’s decision.

Q400 Dr Harris: It may be that we will write to you
to ask for a rebuttal of particular complaints about
sharing, but I have one more question. I do worry
personally, as well as politically from the
Committee, that because of the unpleasantness
previously there is now a stand-oV position and it
is going to be very diYcult for the MRC, or,
indeed, for that matter, if it came to it, senior staV
at NIMR, to back down and say they were wrong.
Let us deal with the MRC position because you are
the people spend the money on our behalf. Are you
aware of that sensitivity; that you have a chief
executive who has been through a lot, Professor
Blakemore, Sir John, around this and who may find
it diYcult to say, “Let’s start again” or “Let’s give
this up”?—because of what we thought in our
report was very unfair criticism of him on a
personal level. I know it is diYcult to have this
conversation but I want to ask you whether you are
confident that there is complete objectivity now
available. For understandable reasons, there may
not be, perhaps.
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Sir John Chisholm: I am obviously aware, because
I have read the files, of the controversy and I am
very aware of the currents of opinion, sometimes
very polarised opinions, around this issue. I am
very confident that the MRC was constituted as a
council to make a balanced judgment at the end of
the day. It will necessarily have to take proper
accounts of all the views that have been expressed.
All the issues which we have discussed today are
certainly in the mix of things which we have to take
account of.
Professor Blakemore: I think it is very unfortunate
that a legitimate and passionate discussion about the
best way to pursue a scientific objective should have
been transformed into criticism of individuals.

Q401 Dr Harris: We shared that view. Do you feel
you can make objective decisions, even if it meant
going all the way back to the beginning?
Professor Blakemore: Fortunately, I am not in the
position of having to make decisions alone; I am
supported by the Council, by the range of advice
that is available, and that, I have to say, remains
absolutely consistent.
Chairman: I would like to hope this issue of
communication is taken up by the council because
clearly it is in nobody’s interest, as Dr Harris has
said.

Q402 Dr Iddon: I would like to go back to category
4 versus category 3. You have category 4 facilities
now at Mill Hill. In your planning application, will
you be applying for category 3 or category 4
facilities?
Professor Blakemore: We will be applying for HSE
CL3 facilities—which I believe is uncontroversial
with both Camden and with MI5. Such facilities
exist all over London.

Q403 Dr Iddon: Is it safe to handle the H5N1 avian
influenza virus over those containment facilities or is
that in conflict with the Defra containment
requirements for animal pathogen advice?
Professor Blakemore: To handle pathogenic avian
flu virus, you require a licence from Defra because it
is classified as a Defra 4 pathogen. To obtain that
licence, the facility has to meet certain criteria. There
has to be a shower available at the exit, there has to
be a certain performance of negative pressure, air

Witnesses: Professor Sir Keith O’Nions, Director General of Science and Innovation, and Mr John Neilson,
Director Research Base, OSI, gave evidence.

Chairman: Could I welcome our third group of
witnesses this morning and apologise sincerely to Sir
Keith O’Nions, the Director General of Science and
Innovation, and John Nielson, Director of Research
at OSI, for overrunning on the previous session. You
will appreciate the importance of NIMR and we
wanted to complete that questioning. I will ask my
colleague Dr Harris if he will start.

filtering and so on. It is perfectly possible to provide
such performance within a facility which is classified
by HSE as category 3.

Q404 Dr Iddon: I am aware that a Member of
Parliament but a PQ down which has caused some
controversy.
Professor Blakemore: Yes.

Q405 Dr Iddon: There seems to be a controversy
between whether you require category 3 or category
4. You are saying definitively to the Committee this
morning that category 3 is okay for handling that
virus.
Professor Blakemore: And, as I have said, I will
provide the correspondence that establishes that
with a letter provided by the person who makes the
decisions on issuing Defra SAPO licences.
Dr Iddon: That would be helpful.

Q406 Bob Spink: Is there ever likely to be a situation
in the future where a category 4 facility might be
used?
Professor Blakemore: Anything is possible. If it
should be that this institute in the future requires
access to a full category 4 facility, we will do
everything possible to provide it.
Chairman: I think you have made that point before.

Q407 Dr Turner: Sir John, the council is meeting this
afternoon and will be discussing, as you say, all the
options. Can you give me a yes or no answer as to
whether the future development of Mill Hill will be
one of the options discussed?
Sir John Chisholm: Unfortunately this afternoon we
will not be discussing the recommendation from the
working group because there is not one this time.

Q408 Dr Turner: Is Mill Hill an option or not?
Sir John Chisholm: As we have explained, the do-
nothing option always has to exist to continue as—

Q409 Chairman: Sir John, with the greatest of
respect, I am not going back over ground we have
covered. The transcript will say exactly what you
have said. Could I first of all thank you enormously,
Colin Blakemore, John Chisholm and Nick
Winterton, for a very important session this
morning. Could I thank you for your patience with
the Committee and thank my Committee for their
patience with you.

Q410 Dr Harris: Good morning. The RIPSS
monitoring exercise has highlighted serious
concerns about the sustainability of much of the
Research Council Institute sector. Do you accept
the picture they describe as to the state of health
of research council institutes in general?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: Yes, I have no reason
to disagree with their findings. It is certainly not
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all Research Council Institutes but there are some
Research Council Institutes where we are
concerned about sustainability.

Q411 Dr Harris: I think they said that one-third of
them were in some diYculty. Is that right?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: That is one third of
all the public sector research establishments which
were summarised.

Q412 Dr Harris: That is right.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: Which is about 40.

Q413 Dr Harris: Including some research—
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: Research Councils.

Q414 Dr Harris: And obviously we have taken
evidence from some. How much of this is in issue?
How much is the health of Research Council
Institutes that research councils want to continue
to have—so they have made that decision—an issue
for RCUK or OSI?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: It is crucial. In terms
of sustainability of that part of our research sector,
it is as crucial as is the sustainability of research in
our universities.

Q415 Dr Harris: What responsibility do you take
for changing the attitude of concern that there is
surrounding the viability and future of these
Institutes.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: I think there are two
aspects to that. There are those Institutes that
belong to Research Councils that are supported
and financed through OSI and the DTI, and clearly
we have a direct interest in those through the
Research Councils. More widely than that, the
RIPSS report which surveys all of the PSREs, of
which one complete report has been made since
2004, and another one is ongoing, we take the role
of making available the indicators of the extent to
which they are sustainable to the departments that
own those Institutes. So we have a more direct
involvement with those we finance and we make
information available to those departments that are
responsible for others, such as defence.

Q416 Dr Harris: To deal with the first group, which
is what we really want to talk to you about today,
these Research Institutes need long-termism.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: Yes.

Q417 Dr Harris: And it is the OSI that has a big
role in saying what the Government feels and what,
as far as governments can, the Government—and
I understand that science is long term in this
Government: they say it is—are going to put their
funding towards in terms of the strategy for science.
Do you think the OSI is doing enough to make it
clear to Institutes and Research Councils and
government departments, co-opted government
departments, that these are the areas that there is
going to be a long-term commitment for, to keep

the critical mass in those areas and be assured that
we will continue to invest in those areas because
Britain’s needs are such?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: I agree with all those
points. To come to your question, of those
Institutes that are more or less solely funded by our
Research Councils, let me take the British
Antarctic Survey. That is in a relatively
straightforward category where we are concerned
about its sustainability. We have had discussions
with the Foreign OYce on that. That is in one sort
of category. If we turn to some of the BBSRC
Institutes, owned by BBSRC but have quite a large
investment from Defra, for example, then there is
a question of whether the spirit of RIPSS is being
fully maintained in some of those. That is an issue
that we have been in discussion about.

Q418 Dr Harris: Do you accept, for example, that
Defra having a moratorium on new funding of
projects it is commissioning from Research Council
Institutes has a direct impact on redundancies in
some of those places and on the viability?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: A moratorium is
unhelpful at the best. I think an Institute needs a
planning horizon extending for three to five years.
It is fully understandable that priorities in research
change within a government department—I think
we accept that—but we do need clear indicators of
what the requirements may be of an Institute over
a period of three to five years because there may
well be knock-on eVects of reprioritisation and we
need to be able to plan for them carefully.

Q419 Dr Harris: It is understandable, in a sense,
from a financial point of view at Defra because of
the rural payments agency problem—and that, do
you accept, had a direct knock-on eVect on the
work of Research Council Institutes relying on
funding in year?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: Defra’s priorities for
its research budgets are a matter for Defra. We
know that the climate has a much larger emphasis
now than it did in the past.

Q420 Dr Harris: I think it was a £200 million deficit
that they had to deal with, which they dealt with
by a moratorium in part.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: Yes, but that is
primarily a matter for Defra. The way that impacts
upon us is that it is convenient for us to have a very
clear view from another government department,
particularly where its contribution exceeds the 15%
level that is identified in PSRE’s contribution, that
they do have a longish term view of what increasing
or decreasing capacity in investment the
department may make because of your opening
statements about the long-term nature of it.

Q421 Dr Harris: The OSI have an interest in
ensuring that Research Council Institutes are viable
because they are there for a purpose. They are not
just happenstance; they do important work
complementary to the university. Also, they do
your research, so you need them to be there and
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doing that. Do you think OSI should have a more
proactive role therefore in their governance or at
least in terms of ensuring that there is closer
monitoring of their viability? Otherwise there is the
danger of divide-and-rule or one being threatened
and then another and soon you are left with
significantly fewer.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: Through our
involvement in RIPSS we do have a role in looking
at all of the Institutes and I think there is quite a
good procedure in place for flagging up the
sustainability and changing sustainability with
time. For flagging that up to other departments
which either own those Institutes or co-sponsor
them in some way, I think it is a question of what
role we have to change the behaviour of another
department, because clearly we do not have that
responsibility but we do have the responsibility for
making the information available to that
department.

Q422 Adam Afriyie: Do you treat Research Council
Institutes diVerently from universities when you are
undertaking government funded research?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: At the OSI level, not
in a fundamental way, no, because the balance of
investment between university research, responsive
mode grants and what goes into an institutional
environment is very much a decision that the
Research Councils are best placed to make and do
make. We do of course look very closely at issues
of sustainability and it is very important from our
point of view that prioritisation of research takes
place with appropriate rigour, that is formally
through Gershon-type targets or indeed simply
because there is never enough money to do what
we all that to do and we must ensure that Institutes
are prioritising their programmes with the same
vigour as others. That is the principal level of our
engagement. Quite what the balance of investment
is between the two is a decision best made by the
Research Councils.

Q423 Chairman: Sir Keith, before we move on to
Dr Turner, we received the RIPSS implementation
project Sustainability of Research Establishments,
in which you referred, as Dr Harris said, to one-
third of them having problems with sustainability.
Would it be possible for us to have the traYc-light
assessment of all the PSREs that came with that
report, either on a confidential or open basis?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: Absolutely.

Q424 Chairman: Thank you very much indeed.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: I will decide on what
basis it should be, but I am very happy to let you
have that information.

Q425 Dr Turner: Sir Keith, what steps will OSI take
to ensure that Defra and BBSRC in particular
reach agreement on the RIPSS recommendations
as they aVect the Research Institutes? Are we likely
to see any progress?

Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: I think we will resolve
the issue because the issue is too important not to
resolve. There are a variety of meetings principally
between Defra and the chief executive of BBSRC.
There has been the joint board meeting: the
management board of Defra have met with the
management board of the DTI, not specifically
around this issue but certainly this issue was aired
there. We are anxious for this to be resolved and
my sense is that it will get resolved. I could add that
we do not have the wherewithal financially, and nor
does BBSRC, to solve that problem independent of
their contribution.

Q426 Dr Harris: Contribution from?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: Defra; that is, we
cannot just pick up the pieces.

Q427 Dr Turner: How will you ensure that other
departments fulfil your obligations under RIPSS?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: I was addressing that
point to Dr Harris. As I say, we have taken on the
role of gaining the evidence on sustainability and
making that available to other departments. I
believe, first and foremost, it has to be the
responsibility of the sponsoring department or the
department that owns an institute to run these in a
responsible way. We do not have the levers to force
another department to change its policy. For
example, if the Ministry of Defence was not
sustaining DSTL, certainly that information would
come through this reporting but we do not have a
mechanism by which we can ensure that Defence
does that. It may be a point you would wish to
consider. I would not like to be in a position of
being accountable for the sustainability of
Institutes where we do not have the levers to deliver
on that.

Q428 Dr Turner: But you do have levers when it
comes to Research Council Institutes.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: We do indeed.

Q429 Dr Turner: You perhaps did not hear the
earlier evidence sessions.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: No, I am afraid I
just arrived.

Q430 Chairman: That was very convenient!
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: Sometimes things
work out well!

Q431 Dr Turner: Can you tell us what part the
Sustainability Forum is playing in the agenda?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: Could I turn to John,
because he does this.
Mr Neilson: I chair the Sustainability Forum,
which consists of representatives of the parent
departments who have responsibility for these
particular Institutes. That is why we undertook the
first annual survey, where we published the report
in July to which you referred, and that group met
again in the autumn to commission the second
survey which is under way. We thought it would be
particularly helpful to departments, in bidding in
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the CSR, to have better information on a coherent
basis across government about the sustainability of
these Institutes. If they understand what the issues
are and they are addressed systematically—and
some departments may only have one or two of
these establishments themselves—we thought that
was a pretty useful function. But, clearly, yes, it is
an advisory function.

Q432 Bob Spink: What recent assessment have you
made of the commercialisation of the public sector
research fund and the large facilities capital fund
(worth £100 million a year)? What assessment have
you made of the usefulness of those funds?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: The large facilities
capital fund has been running for a number of
years. The first assessment of the usefulness of that
is the extent to which it puts us in a place where
the UK can have a significant portion of these large
international facilities. That is the first criterion.
The next criterion is how valuable those scientific
facilities are in terms of delivering scientific output
and so on. That is very much a part of the
performance assessment that each individual
Research Council makes of those. Of course quite
a number of these are in areas like CCLRC, so they
are in very international facilities or very large
research facilities like Diamond and so on.

Q433 Bob Spink: Do you think they are a useful
way of assisting RCIs?
Mr Neilson: The Larger Facilities Capital Fund,
potentially?

Q434 Bob Spink: Yes.
Mr Neilson: In terms of evaluation, we are
collaborating with the National Audit OYce who
will shortly be producing a study of the Larger
Facilities Capital Fund. In respect of the PSRE
commercialisation work, I think we published an
evaluation early last year.

Q435 Bob Spink: Perhaps I can ask the more
concrete question: Are they oversubscribed?
Mr Neilson: Are there lots of bids for these funds?
Yes, absolutely there are.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: It is massively
oversubscribed and it has become more so in recent
times. It is about £100 million a year at the present
time and the bids are far in excess of that. It is quite
interesting: the nature of the bids is also changing.
We have tended to see things like Diamond or the
second target chamber at ISIS, the neutron facility,
but last time there was another and very important
sort of bid and that was from the Economics and
Social Sciences Research Council for a very large
household panel survey, which is a completely
reasonable bid. We are actually seeing a broader
part of the research spectrum now bidding.

Q436 Bob Spink: What is your view of how the
Research Councils apportion their funding between
RCIs and grant funding? How would you intervene
if you thought this was going wrong?

Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: We know the
numbers—and I am sure you have the numbers in
front of you as well, so I will not repeat that. As
I said in answer to a previous question, first and
foremost I think it is a matter for Research
Councils themselves to determine that balance
between institutional investment and universities
and, as you know, it varies very greatly across the
Research Councils from none at EPSRC to
substantial at NERC, BBSRC and MRC. I think
institutions are an extremely important part of the
delivery of particular parts of the—

Q437 Bob Spink: If you thought it was going wrong
would you intervene and how would you do that?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: If we felt that there
was demonstrably poor value for money in an
institutional investment rather than spending it in
another way, we would most certainly intervene.

Q438 Bob Spink: How?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: We would intervene
in demanding higher performance in terms of their
outputs. The performance framework within which
we manage them is based on outputs, not inputs.
Another level of intervention, if we are really
concerned about the sustainability of an Institute
where we have information—better information
than we used to have, I should say—is that we
would clearly intervene in requiring a statement
from Research Councils of what they were going
to do to sort that out and when.

Q439 Dr Iddon: With the current restructuring of
Research Council Institutes that is going along at
the moment—and there are a number of them, as
you well know—does the OYce of Science and
Innovation give any direct advice or assistance in
any way to individual Research Councils who are
restructuring?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: I can think of two;
John may think of some others. The first is we have
given advice in terms of governance of these
Institutes, which I think is a very important thing.
There was a review undertaken by Gavin Costigan
in OSI and this was not on the basis that it is all
broken and needs fixing but it is a good practice to
look at the quality of governance. Without going
into the detail of that, there are some specific
elements of advice to BBSRC on governance
around some of its Institutes, some of which have
charitable status and the governance probably is
not best practice. Brian Follett has produced a
report on the back of that. That is one level of
guidance, if you like—if you can call it guidance.
The other is that we very much encourage Research
Councils. I encouraged them, prior to the
allocation in the last spending review—and I will
do the same thing this time—and asked them to
flag up areas where restructuring of Institutes is an
important issue. It is often quite diYcult to contain
restructuring costs within their normal budgets.
There is usually upfront expenditure in any
restructuring. I will be asking them this time. Last
time NERC made it clear that they wished to
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undertake restructuring in CEH and we tried to
make some estimates, early estimates of the cost
and make financial provision for those. Those are
two of the ways.
Mr Neilson: That is fine.

Q440 Dr Iddon: If you look at the current
reorganisations, some people would say that there
seems to be a deliberate policy of embedding
Research Council Institutes now into universities;
for example, by the restructuring of Roslin Institute
on the University of Edinburgh site.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: These are policies that
are determined by the Councils. It is very important
that the Councils are the best equipped to make
these judgments. I have generally concurred, I
think, with the conclusions they come to. Not in all
cases but in some cases there are very strong
arguments for putting these alongside university
research and there is probably no better example,
frankly, than in medical research. We are very
supportive of the vision. MRC have been and gone,
so I do not know what they said, but I am very
supportive of their vision of co-locating medical
research activity with clinical practice in
universities and the Cooksey Report supports that.
It is very evident from my trip to the United
States—and I was recently at the Texas Medical
Centre—that there is immense value to be added
by that, but, not as a general prescription, as there
are other institutes that probably do not need that.
There is no policy that emanates from us but I have
been rather supportive of those policies that are
coming from the Research Councils in those areas.
I think they have come to the right conclusions.

Q441 Dr Iddon: Of course that restructuring is
putting them in a more competitive environment
and one of the things that some members of this
Committee are worried about, if not all, is the loss
of long-term research which is producing some very
valuable data sets. That kind of long-term research
requires scientists with a dedication over a long
period of time and we are concerned that Britain,
which has been good at that sort of research in the
past, might be losing those skills. Are you also
concerned about that?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: I am always concerned
about these things because we do have to find a
balance between the absolute cutting-edge, Blue
Skies research and those things which are, if you
like rather longer term, and produce datasets that
maybe enable the next level of cutting-edge. But at
the same time our research councils from every
quarter are compelled to prioritise excellent
research. Where we have seen these significant
restructurings, they have been based primarily on
the view of quality and excellence and I think that
has to be right. There are examples where this long-
term view is extremely important. Let me take one
which I know quite well. The British Geological
Survey is the national repository for onshore and
oVshore data which underpins the oil and gas
industry and the environment. To our peril would
we undercut that. That is an institutional

arrangement where it earns quite a lot of its money
from external contracts. I do not disagree with you
at all. I think we have to find the right sort of
structure to meet those requirements and it is rather
a general statement to your question rather than
dealing with specifics.

Q442 Chairman: Has OSI considered the issue of
ring-fencing those activities which are long-term
datasets and taking them out, therefore, of the
mainstream of funding?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: I have thought about
it but I have not done it. Let me add: I am thinking
about it.

Q443 Chairman: You are thinking about it.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: And have yet to do it.

Q444 Dr Iddon: I thought one of the reasons for
setting up Research Councils UK, Sir Keith, was
to promote interdisciplinary research and bring the
Research Councils, the seven of them, closer
together and make them interact across the
boundaries. But yesterday we had two
representatives, one from the Tyndall Centre and
one from CEH, who said that was still quite
diYcult. For example, the Tyndall Centre, I think
it was, said they were barred from applying for
grants to some of the Research Councils, yet they
were doing research in both areas. Do you feel the
promotion of the interdisciplinary work has
worked?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: With apology I cannot
comment on the specifics because I do not have the
detail on those specifics. Let me make two brief
comments about interdisciplinary research.
Whatever structure you have, whether you have
one Research Council or eight Research Councils
or a national science foundation and a national
institute of health, you really have to keep working
hard at interdisciplinary research. There is always
a tendency to relax into silos but I believe things
have changed enormously in the last years. I am
sure there will be examples where it has worked
imperfectly but interdisciplinary working has
changed enormously. The Research Councils no
longer feel in competition with one another just for
a slice of the cake. I am engaged with them at the
present time about their priorities for the present
comprehensive spending review. We have started
this one round of dialogue with all the Research
Councils. I am able to tell you—I will tell you—
that each of the Research Councils has as its
highest priorities for CSR issues that are
interdisciplinary. That would not have happened
even three or four years ago. If you were to write
down what you think are the most important things
for the nation to do interdisciplinary research on,
I could guarantee those would be what are picked
up in their priorities. I think things have improved
enormously and will continue to improve, as,
indeed, they have in the universities. Ultimately,
that is where a lot of the research is done and if
universities are not working in an interdisciplinary
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way, it is . . . But I think things have changed a
great deal. I am disappointed that I cannot
comment on the specifics of the one you mentioned.

Q445 Dr Iddon: Why will some Research Councils
not accept freely grant applications from wherever
they come?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: I know where you are
coming from but there are quite good reasons for
that. There are eight of them and you could
sprinkle your proposal to eight diVerent Research
Councils. Some Research Councils have a very
clear agreed lead. In some of the interdisciplinary
areas there is an agreed lead in certain Research
Councils. The e-science programme had a Research
Council lead; we have a research council lead in
energy research through EPSRC. So there are some
natural ways of doing that. All I can say is I would
be very surprised if a rational discussion between
really high calibre researchers who had high calibre
research to get funded and a Research Council just
got a thumbs down, “Sorry, the laws don’t fit you”
but I cannot comment. It is certainly not the mood
of the organisation.

Q446 Dr Turner: You said that you broadly
supported the MRC’s co-location vision for
NIMR. Do you think the current proposals truly
fulfil the co-location argument? What role has OSI
had in the NIMR renewal project?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: Could I repeat my
point, to make sure it is recorded properly. The
Department is supportive of the view of co-locating
some of those or all of those research activities
alongside clinical research and universities because
there is a good evidence base, in general, as to the
benefits you will get from that. That does not mean
to say we have approved that but we have
supported that view. We are also sympathetic with
the view with NIMR that moving a large body of
scientists very far from London would be diYcult.
There are an awful lot of jobs on the way to some
other distant place, so we are very sympathetic with
that notion. That is my starting point. All of the
rest of it, from my point of view, really comes down
to approving business cases that demonstrate value
for money for a series of options in the normal way.

Q447 Dr Turner: So far that has not happened.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: So far that that has
not happened.

Q448 Dr Turner: In your role as DGRC, as it used
to be called, to what extent do you regard the
Research Councils as being totally autonomous
and under what circumstances would you feel the
need to intervene? Let us take the NIMR case:
there has been similar controversy, there has been
bitterness on all sides. Do you think OSI has a
brokerage role to play to help sort this out?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: It is the art of running
an arm’s length body or the art of the Secretary of
State running a body at arm’s length and the degree
to which you intervene. At first call, a fairly high
degree of autonomy is very important. Coming to

the specifics of NIMR, which has probably gone
beyond the point of being a bit of grit in the oyster,
the way I see my role is that I make it clear to MRC
and its new chair John Chisholm that this is for the
Council to work a business case and make their
recommendations as to what is the best way
forward; insist on a variety of options being
worked out in the conventional way that
government does this; and to give every
encouragement and impetus, verging on the cattle
prod, to get a proper professional business case on
the table. When we are able to do that and look at
value for money, not second-judging the scientific
or medical judgment, then we have a decision and
that should be the end of what has been going on.
That is how I see my role. Do I see brokering a
deal between factious parties? I think in this case
every encouragement of a professional business
case will make a decision.

Q449 Dr Harris: Are you not, to a certain extent,
a midwife in this rather than a cattle prodder?—
and I do not think the two can be brought together
in any place.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: I do not think we
should go there.

Q450 Dr Harris: Even in Harrogate! OSI have been
very clear. The minister said we must have more
translation and he was very keen on the idea,
supportive of the idea of co-location; of everything
that the Chancellor has said. Cooksey goes on and
on about the need for translation. Are you really
going to leave the MRC at the altar for the lack of
a few million pounds on a value-for-money
relatively subjective judgment, at the end of the
day? Because that would send a terrible signal
about how serious OSI was about seeing
translational opportunities as worth chasing.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: We are deadly serious.
We are strongly supportive of the Cooksey Report.
We think it is absolutely right. We have, as I have
said, given our support to the view of MRC
Council. It is still the view of MRC Council that
this should be co-located with clinical research and
academic work. We have supported that. There is
no shift in position there at all. In terms of how
much money is spent on this, that is absolutely a
straightforward, business case, value-for-money
of options.

Q451 Dr Harris: Accountants have the last word.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: On any expenditure of
that magnitude accounting oYcers have the last
word and the Treasury will have the last word. We
are not in a position on the time scale of this project
to be utterly inflexible in terms of what the cost of
this project will be over the longer term.

Q452 Dr Harris: This is my last question and I
want to bring you back to the first thing.
Everything you said in our first exchange was
predicated on departments, including Defra,
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understanding the eVect that their policies and
funding policies have on Research Councils and
Research Council Institutes.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: I agree.

Q453 Dr Harris: Can you explain why Professor
Dalton said—in response to the Chairman saying
that “200 scientists have left or are going to leave
those three Institutes” IGR, IAH and
Rothamsted—“That is nothing to do with Defra’s
organisation of its funding to those institutions at
all, nothing at all”? Professor Dalton continued:
“Can I ask you how you have managed to establish
that BBSRC losing 200 posts is down to Defra.
Could you tell me because I do not understand
that.” We just delayed a few grants by 90 days, he
said to me: How is that anything to do with
people’s jobs?
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: I would never be
presumptuous enough to oVer an explanation of
somebody else’s words, but I think the situation is
that we do need from Defra a view on the three-
to five-year period as to what capacity, capability
and requirements will be in order to have a proper
planning situation. It may well be that on those
time scales there will be job losses. I think it is
diYcult to live with if on a year-by-year basis there
are significant shifts in funding inconsistent with

the recommendation of RIPSS. BBSRC who are
accountable for all those jobs—BBSRC employers
have to pick up the tab—I will leave it to you to
decide whether—
Dr Harris: For right or wrong, departments have
to understand—

Q454 Chairman: We would very much like to sum
up the Committee’s view, that, particularly in your
role, you have a closer relationship with the
departments in terms of their medium to long-term
funding in order that Institutes are not places, as
BBSRC was, in the position where suddenly they
are having to make in-year cuts. I do not think that
is that acceptable. That is the point we are making.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: I am saying that is a
situation that is extremely diYcult for us to deal
with and it is contrary to the spirit of RIPSS.

Chairman: Thank you very much indeed, Professor
Keith O’Nions. In the last question we moved you
from having a cattle prod, to being a midwife, to
being a vicar at the altar—an extension to your
current role quite significantly.
Professor Sir Keith O’Nions: We may have to find
a new title for me.
Chairman: Thank you very much indeed and thank
you John Neilson.
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Q455 Chairman: Could I welcome our two
witnesses for the second of our sessions this
morning, Professor Malcolm Grant, the President
and Provost of UCL, and Professor Mike Spyer,
Vice Provost, Biomedicine and Dean of the
Medical School of UCL. Gentlemen, thank you
very much for coming, and thank you for coming
at such short notice, we certainly appreciate that.
I am very sorry about how cold it is in this room,
but the House of Commons is trying to cut down
on its energy use here in order to show an example.
The reality is we do not know how the heating
works! We were very anxious when we started our
inquiry in terms of research council institutes,
which was prompted in some ways by the former
Science Minister, Lord Sainsbury, advocating the
embedding of institutes within universities. It came
at a time when there was obviously concern over
the future of NIMR and also the future of the CEH
institutes with NERC where there is a major
reorganisation going on there. We wanted to test
the thesis with you this morning about what are the
advantages of having major national research
institutes embedded in universities. You have been
very supportive of the move for the development
of NIMR within UCL, and we wondered why do
you want to get involved in this project? Why is it
so important to your university?
Professor Grant: First of all, Chairman, thank you
and to you the Members of the Committee for
inviting us to talk to you this morning. The answer
to your question is a complex one. As you know,
we are a major multi-faculty institution with
research strength right across the whole of the
social sciences, arts and humanities, as well as in
physical sciences, engineering, and biomedicine,
but the biomedicine and lifescience’s end of UCL
accounts for about 65% of our budget; it is an
extraordinarily important area of activity. From
the UCL perspective, one of the huge advantages
of our present structure is the close relationship we
have with partner hospitals. There is, for example,
the new UCL hospital immediately opposite us in
Gower Street, but, beyond that, very close
partnerships with integrated scientific activity
occurring at the National Neurological and
Neurosurgery Hospital in Queen Square, at Great
Ormond Street, where there is the UCL Institute of
Child Health, at Moorfields in ophthalmology, but
also at the Royal Free, the Whittington, and at
Stanmore, so there is an accumulation of clinical
services quite closely integrated with UCL basic

and applied sciences. Perhaps the most remarkable
model is what you will see principally in neurology
and child health where there is a close inter-
relationship between the clinicians, the clinical
scientists and the basic scientists, almost a virtuous
circle in which the problem, as perceived from the
clinicians’ point of view, is analysed with the
scientists, taken back to the laboratory for basic
science, perhaps some modelling, some clinical
trials, and then brought back into translation at the
bedside. That, when it works best, is almost
seamless, and there could be no more compelling
model of the way in which discovery is translated
into health improvement and ultimately, if it is
appropriate, into economic benefit. What we saw
when we were approached by the MRC and invited
to bid for the co-location with us of NIMR was a
real opportunity to develop in this central site in
London, where most of the activity I have just
mentioned to you is within 15 minutes’ walk of the
central point of our campus, one of this nation’s
and one of the world’s leading medical research
institutes. That brings to us not just the glamour
and prestige of having NIMR co-located with us,
because that is not an entirely costless operation,
but a huge advantage, we think, for strengthening
both UCL and the institute by co-locating; co-
locating not necessarily by building an
accumulation of expertise, let us say, in
developmental biology, but co-locating by allowing
scientists within NIMR to interact with,
for example, engineers or computational
neuroscientists, or with economists at UCL. The
opportunities for these interactions are much
enhanced by co-location, building on what is
already a strong interactive and collaborative
relationship which we have with NIMR.

Q456 Chairman: If NIMR in its current guise was
taken from Mill Hill and planted on the
Temperence Hospital site, would that meet your
requirements?
Professor Grant: No, it would not. From the
beginning we have been very clear that it would be
a mistake simply to uplift the whole of the Mill Hill
enterprise and relocate it in a single building which
would be, as it were, a diVerent silo. From our
perspective, the whole point of the co-location
would be for a much better integration of the
science. For that reason we decided from the outset
that we would co-invest with MRC. I have to
stress, this is an MRC project to invest in the



3427782005 Page Type [O] 16-03-07 23:05:08 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Science and Technology Committee: Evidence Ev 73

24 January 2007 Professor Malcolm Grant CBE and Professor Mike Spyer

renewal of one of its institutes and to do so by co-
locating it with a multidisciplinary university. We
wish to co-invest in that. We cannot fund the
MRC, but we can co-invest by taking an option of
space in that building, perhaps providing space
elsewhere on the UCL campus and then cross-
appointing scientists to posts within UCL
departments and cross-appointing UCL academic
staV to be co-located within or beside NIMR
activity. Without denting the position of NIMR as
a national institute, we can get a functional
collaboration which would be much more
powerful, we would argue, than presently we are
able to achieve.

Q457 Chairman: It has been argued that you could
achieve the same objective by leaving NIMR where
it is at Mill Hill by, in fact, developing the
university on that campus so that you had all those
opportunities within three-quarters of an hour of
Central London by developing that as a vision.
Would that work for you?
Professor Grant: Put in those simple terms, no. One
could imagine a model in which, if Mill Hill were
to be retained in some form, there might be a more
open bidirectional flow of activity. We are quite
concerned not to disturb too much the powerful
impact of the concentration that we have got in
Bloomsbury of high quality scientific activity. The
model we have been discussing, which has been
proposed by the MRC, from the beginning has
been a model of co-locating the whole of the
institute with us. We would be open to discussions
about alternative ways of approaching it. One
could envisage, for example, that part of our
enterprise activity and other non-translational
science activity might be located at Mill Hill and
there might be a flow between the two, but this is
still something which we have not fully applied our
thoughts to because it has not come through as an
MRC proposal to us.
Professor Spyer: I just wanted to add one point
because I think Professor Grant has answered the
particular question very well, but I think it would
break down to some degree the link between the
basic science and the clinical environment, which I
think is a very crucial element of what Professor
Grant has described of the strength of the
relationship within, let us call it, the Bloomsbury
environment at the moment because I think a three-
quarters of an hour/one hour translocation to an
institute based out at Mill Hill would mean that
one would not get the easy involvement of clinical
scientists and clinicians being able to wander in
when they have got half an hour or an hour
between doing certain day-to-day activities, and I
think one of the ideas behind the move, most
certainly in developing the plan as a member of the
project board, has been to provide an environment
within the new NIMR where it will be exceedingly
easy for clinicians and natural scientists, other
scientists and humanitists from around the UCL
campus to easily interact in their day-to-day
activities.

Q458 Chairman: With respect, Professor Spyer, if
you look at the translational research that goes on
at the moment at the Stanmore and Whittington
sites, they are a significant distance from UCL and
yet they are successful, are they not?
Professor Spyer: They are successful but I would
think in many ways they are not as successful as
they would be were they within the environment of
Bloomsbury, and indeed we are already looking at
ways in which for example many components of the
Institute of Orthopaedics might relocate to the
centre of UCL because of the problems of
facilitating and maintaining the relationship
between mechanical engineering and orthopaedic
research, so I think there are problems of distance
in terms of maintaining relationships.

Q459 Chairman: It is just that in terms of critical
mass clearly we heard from Sir David Cooksey
earlier in terms of a critical mass that was required
in order to make the basic and translational
research actually sit together and be meaningful,
and it seems to me that there has to be a critical
mass here in order to make this work and whether
in fact we have got the necessary critical mass and
whether the site is capable of doing that. What is
your view on the size which is required in order to
make this a successful venture at UCL that we are
talking about?
Professor Spyer: In very broad terms, at the
moment the National Institute of Medical Research
is about 700 scientists, I think. When you look
internationally at multi inter-disciplinary research
centres it is very much at the low end of that range,
but it functions extraordinarily well and there is no
criticism in that comment. I think in the context of
critical mass if those 700 individuals moved to the
environment of University College one is increasing
the critical mass in many of the areas in which the
National Institute of Medical Research is very
active really quite considerably by doubling the size
at least of the critical mass, and that is in particular
research domains, for example, developmental
biology, infection and immunity, most certainly in
neuroscience. I think the issue that again comes
from the Cooksey Report is the fact of the
importance of the relationship with other
disciplines beyond those immediate disciplines that
are part of the immediate research environment.
For example, University College, unlike many
institutions over the last decade, has invested very,
very heavily in chemistry and we have particular
emphasis in biological chemistry. Biological
chemistry has a real relationship to one of
NIMR’s strengths—structural biology. By bringing
biological chemistry into immediate interplay with
structural biology, the critical mass in essence for
research is going to be elevated dramatically, and
that is just one example.

Q460 Chairman: Okay. I will move on to my
colleagues, Professor Grant, but why did UCL win
the bid?
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Professor Grant: Could I perhaps draw to your
attention the chart that I have tabled for the
Committee. This is the study that was done by the
RAND Research Corporation for the Department
of Health in their recent review of the establishment
of comprehensive biomedical research centres.1

They asked RAND to look at the most highly cited
papers in health-related research. I can supply the
Committee with the full report but this is the table
that I like most.

Q461 Bob Spink: I am not surprised!
Professor Grant: And a close examination of it will
demonstrate why and I hope, Chairman, will help
to answer your question.
Chairman: My question was not prompted for
this—

Q462 Bob Spink: Could I just add to the question:
notwithstanding that report, which is very
impressive, what were the crucial advantages that
UCL had over Addenbrookes and King’s in respect
of this bid?
Professor Grant: I do not want to be too specific
but I would argue on two accounts—
Addenbrookes is not in London and
Addenbrookes is also at the moment home to the
Laboratory of Molecular Biology, which is a
parallel research institute of the MRC. I think the
blunt answer that we had in relation to King’s was
that the share and importance of our investment in
the very things that Mike has referred to was quite
critical, in other words maintaining chemistry as a
fundamental discipline with a double five-starred
department in chemistry alongside physics and
engineering and the other disciplines that are
very strong.
Chairman: Just finish the significance of your chart
and then we will move on.

Q463 Mr Newmark: We know what it is.
Professor Grant: It speaks for itself but I would just
say that there is a cumulative significance which is
perhaps not so obvious, which is if you took with
University College London the highly cited papers
that came from the Royal Free Hampstead NHS
Trust, University College London Hospitals Trust
and Great Ormond Street and so on, you would get
an even greater accumulation of the activity which
crosses the clinical and into the clinical research
and into basic science.

Q464 Mr Newmark: All I can say is you are lucky
Harvard is not there because they would be oV the
chart on the left somewhere! I can understand
totally from your perspective why it makes sense
for Mill Hill to be where you are but clearly there
is a diVerent perspective which is from the people
who are at Mill Hill. I am just curious to hear from
you why there seems to be some resistance from
some people there for that move and what are the

1 Note by the witness: Bibliometric analysis of highly cited
publications of health research in England, 1995–2004
(RAND Europe, 2006), figures, total number of highly
cited publications for selected organisations 1995–2001.

shortcomings to moving, as you see it, from Mill
Hill to UCL? I am just trying to understand how
you perceive the world from their perspective.
Professor Grant: I would start by saying that we
have had a long and fruitful set of collaborations
with scientists at Mill Hill which I think has
brought real benefits to both of the institutions.
Certainly when the choice was being made about a
potential partner, I suspect that the dominant
feeling at Mill Hill was that if it had to be with
anybody preferably it would be with UCL, but it
is the “had to be” and that provides the starting
background which is the decision that had been
taken by the MRC Council (before this came out
as to a choice of selective partner) that they did not
see a future for investing in the renewal of Mill Hill
on its present site and that is what has lain behind
our discussions with them. From our point of
view what we have wanted to do throughout
is to provide the most attractive intellectual
environment possible to attract Mill Hill scientists.
There are diVerent generations of scientists—

Q465 Mr Newmark: Again you are talking about
it from your perspective, not from their perspective.
Professor Grant: That was from their perspective.
We want to provide an operating and intellectual
environment—

Q466 Mr Newmark: You have given me some great
reasons why they should be here; I am trying to
understand why there seems to be this tension, or
residual tension at least, and resistance to this
move?
Professor Spyer: I think it is quite natural because
the Institute has had a long and very distinguished
history. It is a very excellent environment in which
to do research. The scientists within that
environment have developed very good inter-
relationships with one another which are very, very
eVective and change is always something that is a
concern. If we had been in the situation when the
discussions began with an absolute certainty of the
financial resource to complete the project actually
being there and that we could have demonstrated
immediately the real advantages (because the
advantages that both Professor Grant and I have
talked about are less tangible to people who are
working in a very comfortable environment) I think
the process would have been somewhat diVerent.
As it is I think there have been extraordinarily
successful interactions between diVerent working
groups built up of scientists with common interests
between the two institutions, and my own sense is
that the reluctance is one of uncertainty more than
anything else.

Q467 Mr Newmark: So there are no practical or
physical attributes of Mill Hill which people will
point to and say, “No, this is why we have to be
here as opposed to in the centre of London,” there
are no physical reasons?
Professor Spyer: I would say that the primary issue
around which this has been argued is in terms of
providing the appropriate animal facility because at
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Mill Hill they have a remarkable facility. It is quite
clear that that has been an area that has caused
considerable concern for the staV at Mill Hill. I
think to some degree they have under-estimated the
level of support that they have from UCL and UCL
staV in terms of the animal facilities because we
have been supporting their case with the MRC very
strongly that we would not want any diminution in
the facility that will ultimately be in the new
NIMR, so I think it has been issues related to—

Q468 Mr Newmark: Just from conversations I have
had they do not seem to have bought that
argument, at least some of the people I have spoken
to, dealing with that last issue that you mention.
Professor Spyer: Sure, and I think your point is a
good one and I think it is true because we still do
not have a final plan, but most certainly the
discussions that I am involved in within the project
board have centred very heavily on being able to
assure ourselves that there will be a facility
equivalent to that which is at Mill Hill now.
Dr Turner: Of course what you set out describing
was essentially the vision of the task force and also
something rather akin to what you may have heard
Sir David Cooksey setting out in his vision of co-
located translational research, but the hard fact is
that the original proposal met with a very hard
rock in the form of the Treasury which made as big
a hole in it as that ship that is beached on Lyme
Bay at the moment. There is considerable doubt in
many minds, including mine, as to whether it is
physically possible to achieve that vision within the
physical constraints of the National Temperance
site, which cannot really be described as colocation
because although it is not as far distance in miles as
Mill Hill is from UC, in practice you are not exactly
going to walk from the National Temperance
Hospital or another part of the UC campus just for
a cup of coVee and a chat with a colleague; it is
just not on. The ideal model is not achievable and
the money required to fulfil the ideal model is not
achievable, therefore the Treasury has demanded
that other options should be explored. You
Professor Spyer are involved in work with the
MRC; can you tell us something about these
options. Do any of them retain the critical mass
including not only the animal facilities, the NIMR
facilities but the level four containment facilities
which are essential to MRC’s present
commitments? Are you working up options that
can fulfil all of those without reducing the size of
the Institute and are you considering other options
which actually can achieve the same vision based
on Mill Hill with other rather more original ways
of approaching the problem?

Q469 Chairman: Before you answer the second part
of Dr Turner’s question, I am anxious that you
address his conclusion on the first part which is that
you cannot achieve those things on that
Temperance site because I think that is quite crucial
to the whole thrust that you made, Professor

Grant, about this inter-relationship of diVerent
scientists and diVerent disciplines on the whole of
your site. Will they have coVee or tea?
Professor Spyer: I think the Project board and
Steering group of MRC have been considering all
of the issues that you have raised, quite naturally.
I believe that the favoured option at the present
time can meet the objectives that you have laid out,
that can produce an environment that does actually
provide facilities for an equivalent number of
scientists that are currently engaged in work at
NIMR partly through, as Professor Grant
explained in his introduction, the fact that we are
also oVering within UCL additional space and
facilities for the new NIMR other than simply
within the new building that will go up. On the
basis of that I think we do have a favoured option
now that will meet the requirements as laid out by
OSI and Treasury. We have looked at a series of
other options involving far smaller expenditure that
I do not think do provide an opportunity for
meeting the objectives that have been set, but most
certainly there is now on the table an option at a
level of funding which I think will be acceptable to
Treasury that will meet those objectives. I am going
very carefully because I know that the discussions
of the Steering group are being presented in outline
to MRC Council within the next few days and I
need to be rather careful about confidentiality, so
I am responding in a rather general way to you in
that regard.

Q470 Dr Turner: I appreciate that but would it be
fair to assume that there is a minimum level of
capital available below which, taking into
consideration the extreme physical constraints of
sites available to you in central London and around
your campus, it neither works for the MRC nor
adds significant benefit to UCL and that a
completely diVerent approach might be the answer
if you are faced with that situation?
Professor Spyer: Certainly there would have to be
a financial point at which the vision that the MRC
has (which is a vision that UCL endorses) could not
be achieved and at that stage then yes, of course,
other options would need to be looked at.

Q471 Chairman: Would you be prepared to look at
those other options as an institution?
Professor Spyer: We have looked at those options
in regard of whether or not those options meet the
vision that we have.

Q472 Chairman: We are interested in that central
vision. That is our job as a Committee to make sure
that we enhance British science and British
medical science.
Professor Spyer: I think that is absolutely the core
for UCL’s enthusiasm for being involved in the
option. The vision is one not simply because of the
Cooksey Report but the way in which we have been
thinking and developing our strategy in terms of
biomedical research over the last five to ten years,
so we do believe in the strategy and vision that has
come from MRC.
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Q473 Dr Turner: You are in discussion with the
MRC on evolving options?
Professor Spyer: That is right.

Q474 Dr Turner: But in the evolution of the
original project NIMR staV were intimately
involved. Are NIMR staV still involved in the
evolution of the latest set of options?
Professor Spyer: Yes, there is an acting director in
the phase before Professor Sir John Skehel’s
successor is appointed and that acting director is
intimately involved in all of the discussions. On the
project board there is a member of NIMR staV and
most certainly the acting director is liaising on an
on-going basis with all of the divisional directors
within NIMR on the forward planning process.

Q475 Dr Turner: But my understanding is that on
the original project board there were several
divisional directors of NIMR.
Professor Spyer: There were two or three additional
members of NIMR staV on the project board.
Equally, there were several other UCL
representatives and I am now the sole UCL
representative on the Project board. There is the
acting director of NIMR on the Steering group at
the present time.

Q476 Dr Turner: Would either of you like to
comment, within the limits of confidentiality
obviously, on the project management experience
and competence of the MRC to resolve this
situation and carry it through?
Professor Grant: No. I stress again this is an MRC
operation. We have been chosen as their favoured
partner to help to deliver this. We remain constant
to the original vision and I have to say we should
not be regarding NIMR as a salami sausage that
can somehow be sliced up. It seems to me the big
vision is tremendously important in this, this is an
organism. I applaud the way that NIMR staV have
remained loyal to their institution and have been
anxious to try and secure from us an outcome
which is to the benefit of British science. We have
to through the coming period try to model diVerent
options and understand what diVerent alternatives
might be but ultimately the objective has to be to
demonstrate to the Treasury that there is here
a compelling case for the future of British
biomedical science.

Q477 Bob Spink: If you could do it again would
you make greater eVorts to involve NIMR staV at
all levels and to perhaps communicate with all
levels of NIMR staV right across the project or do
you think that the level of involvement of the
NIMR staV with UCL plans has been appropriate
at all times?
Professor Grant: I would commend again the first
report of this Select Committee on this project, and
nothing demonstrates more clearly the tensions
that have emerged within the MRC. Remember,
NIMR is an institute within MRC and this is an
internal management and leadership issue. We are
the chosen partner for carrying it forward and we

have been, I think, faced with quite challenging
circumstances in which there has been a campaign,
outlined fully in your earlier report, amongst
NIMR staV to remain where they were but also—
and to give full credit to them—to be willing to
move to UCL should they be able to be persuaded
that that would give them what they had at Mill
Hill plus the added advantages of colocation with
UCL. I suspect that is the struggling point with the
Treasury—the size and the level of investment that
is needed to achieve that. It is extremely diYcult for
the MRC to engage positively with staV at Mill
Hill, and equally with UCL, around a project in
which their full expectations may not be able to
be realised.

Q478 Chairman: You are indicating though,
Professor Grant, that there is a major failure in
terms of policy management.
Professor Grant: I am sorry, I am not going to sit
here and be critical of the MRC because I do not
think that would be either necessarily true or
helpful. They have a far bigger challenge than we
have in trying to deliver this which is their project.

Q479 Dr Iddon: There seems to be a tension,
Professor Grant, between certain research councils
and their institutes, whether this is a financial
tension in the current climate or not we are trying
to find out, and the NIMR investigation is just part
of a wider investigation that this Committee is
doing on the future of research council institutes.
Do you see a future for research council institutes
or have they had their day?
Professor Grant: I think I do in the sense that if one
looks at the achievements of some of these
institutes they are absolutely outstanding. The
Laboratory of Molecular Biology, which is the
partner or the twin if you like of the NIMR, has
a record number of Nobel Prizes. It is not part of
Cambridge University, it remains a separate
institute but it benefits from its colocation on the
Addenbrookes site and its colocation within
Cambridge with the research endeavours in
Cambridge. So it is an institute that has some of the
advantages of colocation without the advantages of
full integration and governance. The problems that
I think many of the research councils encounter
with their institutes are pretty comparable to what
presidents of universities encounter with heads of
departments within universities except that that is
a multi departmental experience with cross-learning
between the diVerent parts of the institution and an
understanding of what it is that the institution as
a whole is trying to achieve. I think it is much more
diYcult for a research council which may have two,
three or four research institutes which are separate
physically and geographically and often entirely in
areas of specialty to try to manage that as an
enterprise as a whole. It is a diVerent governance
problem and challenge from that which we have
within universities.
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Q480 Dr Iddon: Do you think this embedding of
research council institutes within university
campuses is a current fashion that will continue or
do you think there is a role for research council
institutes to stand independent on somewhat
isolated sites in some cases?
Professor Grant: I think it depends on the mission of
the research institute. One of the driving factors
behind the proposed move of NIMR is that there is
a change in mission. The purpose of the MRC in
proposing this is to bring about a renewal with a
more translational aspect which does, they would
argue, require a colocation with clinical services
particularly.

Q481 Dr Iddon: My final question is this: by
embedding research institutions which are research
only on university campuses we will confirm
the attitude in some academics’ minds that
their departments should become research-only
departments and we all know that some academics
would rather do full-time research than teach as
well. Do you think we are heading towards
research-only universities by bringing these
institutes and attracting academics perhaps to force
their departments to become research only?
Professor Grant: No, absolutely not. To put it in
proportion, these research institutes in terms of
their total turnover are pretty small compared to
our major universities. We are looking at UCL with
an operating budget of £465 million and total

expenditure of £600 million. NIMR is big but it is
a relatively small proportion of that total spend.2

Secondly, any university that became a research-
only institution would have completely abdicated
the right to call itself a university. The most
eVective form of knowledge transfer that we
achieve is by educating our students and
particularly in this context educating the next
brand of PhD students who will become the
biomedical research scientists of the future.

Q482 Chairman: Thank you very much indeed,
Professor Grant and Professor Spyer. Could I just
ask finally, in terms of British medical science if this
project does not get approval through the
Treasury, will British science and medical science
be the loser?
Professor Grant: It certainly will be if it eVects the
destruction of NIMR. There is a very real risk if
there is not a vision for the renewal of NIMR and
there is not a vision for reinvestment in its existing
model at Mill Hill, and there is a big question mark
over one of the country’s most distinguished
medical research institutes, and that cannot be
anything but damaging for British biomedicine.
Chairman: That is a very sobering thought on
which to end. Thank you very much, Professor
Grant and Professor Spyer.

1 Note by the witness: the annual budget of NIMR is
currently £37 million.
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Written evidence
Memorandum from the OYce of Science and Technology

“Research Councils Institutes (RCIS)”

This memorandum has been produced on behalf of the Departments of Trade and Industry, Health, and
Environment, Food and Rural AVairs

1. The role of RCIs in maintaining the UK research and skills base

The institutes, centres, surveys and units (collectively called institutes for the present discussion) of the
Research Councils undertake a very broad range of research activities. Research Council Institutes should
not, as a general principle, duplicate the research missions or raison d’être of Higher Education Institutions
(HEIs) or industry. The rationale for such institutes is to provide research capacity for the UK which does
not exist in the private sector and which would be diYcult for HEIs to sustain on a long-term basis, for
instance as a result of the sheer size of the investment needed, or its long term nature.

Individual Research Councils are responsible for determining the activities and funding for the Institutes
they own and for deciding how much of their Science Budget allocation goes to each Institute. In some cases,
funding is also provided by Government Departments such as Defra.

2. The balance between Research Council expenditure on RCIs and on grant funding

It is for the Research Councils to determine the distribution of expenditure between their Institutes and
other activities in the light of their overall allocation from the Department of Trade and Industry. Data
submitted by Research Councils to the Department shows that planned expenditure by the Councils during
the period 2006–08 can be broken down as follows.

%

Grants 41
Research institutes 22
Training 14
International subscriptions 8
Capital 9
HQ 3
Other costs 3

100

3. The rationale behind the diVerent approaches adopted by the Research Councils to supporting RCIs and the
case for greater harmonisation of practice

Individual Research Councils are responsible for choosing the precise way in which they manage and fund
their Institutes. The Department of Trade and Industry is aware, nonetheless, that practices diVer markedly
in this respect, and therefore undertook a review (The Costigan Review) of what best practice existed and
whether this could be adopted more widely. The Review concluded that there was not a strong case for
introducing a single governance structure for the Institutes, but that improvements could be made in some
cases. The Department has asked the Councils aVected to consider what action they need to take in response,
and to inform the department of the action they are taking.

The specific findings of this Review are the following:

BBSRC Institutes

Improvements are needed in the current governance arrangements for BBSRC institutes to make them
compatible with best practice.

BBSRC Council needs to consider the relationship between itself, the institutes, and their governing
boards, and achieving clarity on the diVerent roles. Given the rolling nature of membership of all these
bodies, it will be a constant challenge to maintain good links and to ensure that everyone involved is fully
aware of their responsibilities.

If the BBSRC Council wish to move towards further independence, it may make sense to ensure that
suYcient independence is given to the institutes to put them outside the Accounting OYcer responsibilities
of the Chief Executive.

There are a number of options available to BBSRC Council for changing the governance model of the
BBSRC institutes.



3427781001 Page Type [O] 16-03-07 22:12:55 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Science and Technology Committee: Evidence Ev 79

MRC Institutes

The overall governance structure employed by MRC in respect of its institutes (ie the fully-owned model)
is compatible with best practice for corporate governance.

There needs to be a balance between scientific freedom and proper levels of assurance within a corporate
governance framework. MRC has been actively considering this issue and developments are underway. I
recommend that MRC Council take stock of the current situation with the new developments, along with
recent reports from Research Councils Internal Audit Service which outline concerns about the engagement
between establishments and the MRC corporate management process, and consider whether further
assurance is needed.

Consideration should be given to the introduction of a review mid-way through the five year period.

The Chief Executive of MRC does not have the time to carry out any meaningful assessment of the
performance of 32 institute and unit directors. MRC Council should consider specifically whether some or
all of the institute directors should report to another director within MRC Head OYce.

MRC are introducing changes to the five year review process, and I recommend that MRC Council should
look at whether those changes match the requirements for five year reviews set out in the Quinquennial
Review of the Research Councils.

NERC Research Centres and Collaborative Centres

The overall governance structure employed by NERC in respect of its Research Centres (ie the fully-
owned model) is compatible with best practice for corporate governance.

Greater commercial freedom might allow British Geological Survey to increase its commercial activity,
potentially delivering greater value for money from current and previous investments in science. There are
a number of ways of achieving this.

Similar arguments may apply to CEH.

NERC’s interaction with Plymouth Marine Laboratory and Scottish Association for Marine Science
(SAMS) are compatible with best practice for corporate governance, although SAMS itself has a conflict of
interest in governance terms which needs to be carefully managed.

The current governance of National Oceanography Centre, Southampton is not compatible with best
practice in corporate governance. The revised structure currently being discussed is a considerable
improvement. The fact that under the new model the director reports to both organisations is less than ideal
but is probably the best available solution. NERC and the university need to work together to ensure that
this potential conflict is carefully managed.

PPARC Sites

The fully-owned model used by PPARC is compatible with best practice in corporate governance.

The corporate governance of the island sites (telescopes in the Canary Islands and Hawaii) is complex
given the international agreements, telescope boards and co-funding of the programme of work, but it is
nonetheless clear that PPARC exercises control over its funding in a way which is compatible with best
practice for corporate governance.

It may be worth revisiting the relationship between the Astronomy Technology Centre and the Island
Sites and the flow of information during a project.

CCLRC Sites and Diamond Light Source Ltd

CCLRC introduced a new corporate structure in December 2005. Not all of the changes have been
implemented at the time of writing, so it is diYcult to make a firm conclusion on whether the new structure
meets best practice for corporate governance.

In most areas, the corporate governance of Diamond is compatible with best practice. However, there
remain issues where there is a lack of clarity—particularly in the areas of transparency about how decisions
are taken.

Charitable Status

Research Council Institutes which are charities are not allowed to pay their trustees. It is becoming
increasingly diYcult to find people with the skills required to act as directors and trustees who can put in
the required level of commitment, without being paid.

Charitable Incorporated Organisation (CIO) status might be an attractive model for at least some
Research Council Institutes, and if the Charity Bill is passed it would be worth examining whether CIO
status was appropriate.
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The Governance issues for BBSRC institutes are similar whether those institutes are exempt charities or
registered charities, but there may be some long-term advantages of moving to exempt charity status.

If charitable status is removed, it is important to ensure that the assets of the organisation can be retained
in a non-charity future entity.

The estimated financial benefit to BBSRC institutes of charitable status is about £2.3 million per year
(approximately 2% of turnover). Most of these financial benefits represent costs moved from one
Government funding stream to another.

The benefits of charitable status need to be weighed up against the constraints which charitable status
imposes.

The Role of Other Funders

The current lack of clarity about Defra’s future needs and budgets presents real challenges to the Councils,
especially BBSRC. As employers, BBSRC is liable for the costs of any redundancies resulting from
reductions in Defra’s budgets. In some cases, BBSRC is carrying a significant risk whilst Defra establishes
its R&D allocations and its own science needs.

4. The role of Research Councils UK in monitoring and improving the eVectiveness of Research Councils’
support for RCIs

RCUK will be responding to this question.

5. The role of the OYce of Science and Innovation in providing support for RCIs

The Department of Trade and Industry, through its OYce of Science and Innovation, provides funding
to Research Councils to support the whole range of their activities. Individual Councils allocate funding to
their Institutes in the light of their overall priorities. The Management Statement agreed between each
Council and the Department of Trade and Industry makes the Chief Executive of each Council accountable
and responsible for the oversight of any Institutes controlled by the Council. This includes a responsibility
to ensure the proper maintenance of the infrastructure of such Institutes. It also states that the Chief
Executive is to be the line manger of the Director of such institutes and is responsible for assessing their
performance on an annual basis.

The Department also undertakes a number of specific activities that impact directly on the work of
Research Council Institutes. These are set out in the following paragraphs.

Public Sector Research Exploitation Fund

Research Council Institutes are among the organisations which are eligible to apply for funding from
OSI’s Public Sector Research Exploitation Fund, which provides support for the commercialisation of
public sector research. A total of nearly £50 million has been awarded to public sector research
establishments from this fund over three rounds of the competition, including £8.5 million for the Rainbow
Seed Fund which provides early stage funding for a variety of Public Sector Research Establishments
including those owned by BBSRC, CCLRC, NERC and PPARC.

Research Establishment Sustainability UK

To help Government Departments and Research Councils implement full economic costing for PSREs,
the OSI, with the support of the Treasury, has established the “Research Establishment Sustainability UK”
forum where matters relating to the implementation of Full Economic Costing and the Research Council
Institute and PSRE Sustainability Study guidelines can be discussed. OSI is completing the first annual
survey of sustainability in PSREs and this information will provide a baseline against which to measure
future progress.

Large Facilities Capital Fund

Councils may seek additional financial support for their Institutes from OSI’s Large Facilities Capital
Fund (LFCF). The LFCF (currently worth in the region of £100 million per annum), is a centrally held DTI
fund, managed by OSI, to which Research Councils can bid to support UK participation in large scale
research projects. It is designed to help Research Councils manage large and lumpy capital investments that
they would otherwise find diYcult to fund from their standard allocations from the Department. Bids to the
LFCF are considered roughly every two years and are prioritized by RCUK on the basis of its Large
Facilities Road Map. A list of prioritized bids is then submitted to the department, which then earmarks
funding to individual projects. Recent bids to the fund have been for the construction of facilities operated
by RCIs or for the redevelopment of the institutes themselves.
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British Antarctic Survey (BAS) Review Group

The OYce of Science and Innovation chairs the British Antarctic Survey (BAS) Review Group. BAS is
a wholly-owned research centre of the Natural Environment Research Council (NERC). The Group was
set up by the Cabinet OYce in 1987 and provides a mechanism at oYcial level specifically to tackle and
clarify issues of BAS funding and extent of operations. It includes representatives from BAS, NERC, OSI,
Foreign and Commonwealth OYce and HM Treasury.

6. A review of progress on current reorganisations involving RCIs, including the Centre for Ecology and
Hydrology, the National Institute for Medical Research and the Roslin Institute

These are matters for individual Councils.

June 2006

Memorandum from the University of Leeds

1. The role of RCIs in maintaining the UK research and skills base

RCIs generally produce good quality research and provide multidisciplinary, well equipped environments
and links with Universities and industry. They oVer an environment that fosters basic and strategic research
and contribute to the provision of PIs of the future which is evidenced in their annual reports and those of
the Institute Assessment Exercise.

RCIs also play a role in the training of PhD students and Postdoctoral scientists. However, specifically
with regard to the training of PhDs, RCIs do not have the infrastructure of large, research-led faculties
within universities to train at this level where there are large numbers of PhD students, MSc and
Undergraduate modules on oVer and where systems have been put in place to ensure the generic skills
training of PhD students. RCIs tend to have small student cohorts thereby students miss out to some degree
on important interactions. Of course RCI students do link up with local universities but it is not certain
whether these arrangements are ideal. However, it must be noted that not all universities have such facilities
and the overall quality of specific rather than generic research training within RCIs is good.

RCIs do have a place in maintaining strategic skills that are essential to the UK nationally but may be
out of fashion in peer-reviewed funding or university courses. For example, work on Foot and Mouth may
not be easily funded, but this expertise is crucial in times of crisis; RCIs provide a pool of resources able to
react quickly to national need. Equally, some research fields, by their nature or cost, or by their close
involvement with a specific practical need, are not easily served by the university sector. One such good
example is BAS, with its need for highly specialist and expensive equipment (aircraft, ships, bases). However,
the recent requirement to bid competitively for at least some of its funding has undoubtedly increased the
quality of its research output.

In principle the idea to create centres of excellence in which scientists can do long-term research under a
common theme without having to teach and to obtain short-term funding is a good one and should be
continued. RCIs should provide an environment for long-term, high-quality research projects that allow the
best people to concentrate on their research. To this end, it is important to maintain a stringent process of
review of research posts in such institutes; after all, science is a high-profile and high-cost enterprise. The
RCIs should, consequently, be subject to serious periodic reviews and should guard against becoming
inward-looking and claustrophobic.

The linking of RCIs with Universities is to be commended in terms of value for money, research
collaboration and development of staV and training opportunities.

2. The balance between Research Council expenditure on RCIs and on grant funding

This balance varies greatly between Research Councils. It has been shown that, again with important
exceptions such as MRCLMB and John Innes, better research is often done in universities at a lower cost
to the Research Councils (despite the fact the researchers there have to undertake teaching and
administration). On this basis some of the more enthusiastic critics of RCIs have suggested closing all of
them and giving the cash to responsive mode grants. Things have, however, improved with the RCIs now
having to bid for some of their support as grants in competition with the universities, and the better ones
have faired well at this; perhaps this idea should be developed further? The success rates of RCIs with
BBSRC, it must be noted, are much higher than that of universities which is not necessarily consistent with
their relative research quality.

DiVerent Research Councils have probably got it about right based on the type of research that they
support. However, we would wish to comment upon the disparity in amounts of MRC funding that go into
project grant funding for cutting-edge science as compared to that invested in Units and fellowships for
doctors who wish simply to go on fast track to consultancy by doing a PhD.
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We would like to specifically mention the EPSRC-funded Newtonian Institute as an example of a highly
successful and internationally operating UK Institute. It still needs to develop a higher web-based service
to the community, but the regular reviews set up by EPSRC and its international advisory structure have
paid dividends in terms of quality. Similarly, the MRC Institute at Cambridge is very good. There is a case,
however, for some rationalisation of RCIs.

EPSRC looks after CCLRC of course which is very good at providing quality access to shared
instrumentation, but does not, on its own, produce research to the standard of the best UK university
groups.

3. The rationale behind the diVerent approaches adopted by the Research Councils to supporting RCIs and the
case for greater harmonisation of practice

The responsibilities of the several Research Councils for quite diVerent fields and characters of research
mean that any imposed “harmonisation of practice” would be at best ineVective and at worst harmful. This
does not mean that knowledge of best practice should not be widely circulated throughout the whole RC
system, especially in the diYcult and sensitive issue of balance of funding and fairness of assessment between
RCIs and university groups.

BBSRC’s policy strikes a healthy balance in funding as between institutes, fellows, and projects and has
a very good way of reacting to new technology developments by quickly launching initiatives. NERC also
maintains a healthy balance between its diVerent funding modes. A major diVerence between BBSRC and
NERC is that BBSRC reviews and renews all its RCIs together, whereas NERC does them separately at
diVerent times. This means that NERC does a more thorough job, but there may be more flexibility in doing
them all together.

For Research Councils which fund applied research, such as the EPSRC, it is probably appropriate that
they have not chosen to invest in RCIs since in applied areas competitiveness for funding fuels innovation
whereas investment in RCIs could lead to stagnation. EPSRC has long taken the view that the fields of basic
science it supports are better based in universities, with their fully international research outlook and more
attractive environment for most scientists. Similarly, on the engineering side, encouragement of direct
university-industry relationships and collaborations have been regarded as the best way forward. However,
it could be argued that EPSRC has no proper way of following up and assessing the impact of the research
they fund.

4. The role of Research Councils UK in monitoring and improving the eVectiveness of Research Councils’
support for RCIs

RCUK should play a role in monitoring the regular review of activities, assessment of research quality
and strategic direction to maintain international competitiveness. Additionally, it should play a monitoring
role in ensuring suYcient funding for maintenance of infrastructure and training provision for PhD students
and for overall best practice.

5. The role of the OYce of Science and Technology in providing support for RCIs

The OSI role should be an overseeing one, aimed only at ensuring best practice. The question of whether
in particular areas the national need to best met by RCIs or other funding routes is best left to the RCs.

6. A review of progress on current reorganisations involving RCIs, including the Centre for Ecology and
Hydrology, the National Institute for Medical Research and the Roslin Institute

Returning to our response to question 1, RCI reviews should be undertaken seriously, regularly and
across the board. For example, Roslin, although it has done valuable work, may have become too
complacent. NIMR is a diVerent and shambolic story. Here a review was also needed, but to dismantle the
entire institute is a mistake. If the NIMR did not fit under the label of “translational research” it should
have been retained under a diVerent auspice (maybe not the MRC). NIMR is an excellent place for basic
science, an institution both in the UK and world-wide. Strong medical research can only grow where there
is excellent basic research and researchers; collaborations do not necessarily need to be next door and are
defined by diVerent criteria such a mutual interest. By organizing grantholder meetings with representatives
doing both basic and applied research and forums on translational research, the LRF has done a much better
job than the MRC to bring bench and bedside together. People need to listen to each others science and then
there will be collaborations.

With regard to the NERC Centre for Ecology and Hydrology (CEH), there is a considerable amount of
work which needs to be done for which a CEH-type infrastructure is essential, such as the long-term
monitoring of ecological change. CEH has also oVered important bioinformatics support to NERC
genomics grants, has minimised duplication between projects and has provided a coherent data policy to a
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community of researchers who were relatively uninformed in these areas. CEH has undertaken an important
role on behalf of NERC in forming, supporting and promoting interactions within and between the
communities it funds. It could possibly, however, be embedded in diVerent universities.

June 2006

Memorandum from the British Ecological Society

Introduction

1. The British Ecological Society is the learned society for ecology in the UK. The BES has 4,000 members
in the UK and abroad, many of which carryout research within or in collaboration with Research Council
Institutes (RCIs). In particular, BES members work in the both the Natural Environmental Research
Council (NERC) and the Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council (BBSRC) institutes.

2. The Society welcomes the opportunity to provide evidence to the Committee’s inquiry, as they are
many changes occurring across the Research Council Institutes. The Society’s main points are:

— RCIs are crucial to maintaining the UK science base, particularly in areas such as large-scale and
long-term ecological research.

— RCIs currently play an essential role in providing the evidence base for making environmental
policy and the innovations needed to achieve sustainable development.

— There is currently no mechanism for ensuring that Research Council and Government
Departments take a joined-up strategic approach to RCIs. The OYce of Science and Innovation
might be appropriately situated to ensure that a joined-up approach is taken.

— Changes underway at the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology have the potential to undermine
CEH’s core strategic capabilities of scientific expertise, large-scale experiments/monitoring and
long-term dataset curation.

General Comments

3. The RCIs support the UK’s world-leading role in many areas of ecology. The NERC’s Centre for
Ecology and Hydrology (CEH) is the largest research institute carrying out fundamental and applied
ecological research in the UK. The NERC’s British Antarctic Survey (BAS) carries out important ecological
research in the Antarctic. The BBSRC’s Rothamsted Research and the Institute of Grassland and
Environmental Research (IGER) carryout fundamental research on agro-ecology.

4. In fields like ecology, RCIs are fundamental to ensuring a strong science base that can be utilized by
other scientists, government and its agencies, and the private sector (both commercial and not-for-profit).

5. Government Departments (such as Defra) and the Research Councils (such as NERC) probably need
to develop a shared strategy for the work that falls at the interface between these bodies. Recent discussions
over NERC’s new strategy as well as some of the consequences of the restructuring at the Centre for Ecology
and Hydology (CEH) suggest that this could be very beneficial and cost-eVective.

6. Research Councils also need to keep a strong link to their institutes because they have mission critical
roles in the Councils. For example, in NERC, RCIs have prime responsibility for the long-term large-scale
monitoring and survey work that allows environmental trends to be detected and pressures on the
environment to be identified and managed.

Specific Comments

The role of RCIs in maintaining the UK research and skills base

7. Research Council Institutes (RCIs) carry out both core strategic science (eg long-term surveying,
monitoring and database maintenance, underpinned by applied research) and commissioned research
undertaken for clients that enhance the public-good. Although there are some exceptions, this mission is
fundamentally diVerent from the objectives of the Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) that carry out
excellent blue skies research and teaching. There should be complementary but diVerent roles for RCIs and
HEIs to ensure the delivery of appropriate scientific outputs consistent with their diVerent missions.

8. Britain’s presence in the Antarctic would be impossible to maintain under the Antarctic Treaty without
the huge scientific and logistic expertise of the British Antarctic Survey (BAS). BAS is a world-leader in
strategic Polar science, with all the implications this has for climate change, the ozone hole, sustainable
exploitation of marine resources etc. BAS conducts work crucial to the UK’s interests.
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Core Strategic Science

9. Ecology needs core strategic science that in most cases only RCIs can deliver. Long-term surveying,
monitoring and data management are crucial to understanding ecological change. RCIs do critically
important long-term studies and experiments in their respective environments. It would be impossible to
understand the dynamics of natural communities in a changing climate without this perspective and
therefore impossible to predict impacts and devise mitigation strategies for climate change.

10. RCIs play an essential part in the long-term management and curation of nationally important data-
sets. For example, within NERC, the Biological Records Centre at CEH Monks Wood maintains long-term
and large-scale data sets on biodiversity that have been used to predict rates of loss of biodiversity (”the
sixth extinction”). At CEH Wallingford, there are long-term and large-scale datasets that provide crucial
hydrological information to predict river flows and flood information.

11. Long-term studies are also crucial within the BBSRC’s RCIs. For example, the Park Grass
Experiment set up at Rothamsted Research in Hertfordshire in 1856 has produced the following scientific
results:

— demonstrated that conventional field trials probably underestimate threats to plant biodiversity
from long term changes, such as soil acidification;

— shown how plant species richness, biomass and pH are related;

— has demonstrated that competition between plants can make the eVects of climatic variation on
communities more extreme;

— provided one of the first demonstrations of local evolutionary change under diVerent selection
pressures; and

— endowed us with an archive of soil and hay samples that have been used to track the history of
atmospheric pollution, including nuclear fallout.1

Commissioned Research

12. Through undertaking commissioned research for Government Departments, RCIs play a crucial role
in providing the scientific evidence needed to underpin government policy. RCIs are not the only type of
organizations that carry out policy driven strategic science, but in the UK, they have special qualities that
cannot be easily replicated by HEIs or by the private sector.

13. RCIs’ commissioned research activities are underpinned by core strategic funding. The core funding
provides the scientific expertise and infrastructure to carry out large-scale policy driven science. RCIs also
diVer from HEIs in that they can direct staV to address national issues, which the research grant mode
cannot. For example, NERC and BBSRC RCIs were able to direct staV to mount the Farm Scale
Evaluations of GM crops. Another example at CEH, is the Countryside Survey, which is a key activity
linked to the Government’s sustainable development strategy.

14. Commissioned Research is also a very important route for Knowledge Transfer (KT) from the
research community to policy makers and environmental managers (including those in the private sector).

Other RCI contributions to the scientific skills base

15. Although not a core RCI activity, RCIs play a role in maintaining the national skills base by hosting
students studying for postgraduate qualifications at HEIs. The students who have joint RCI-HEI
supervision receive a wider exposure to working environments, facilities and training opportunities. CEH
currently hosts around 200 PhD students.

16. Research by RCIs is often done in collaboration with scientists based at HEIs. There is concern by
some scientists in HEIs, that if the RCI scientific capacity is reduced it could reduce their ability to do
collaborative issues-led science. In particular, for NERC and BBSRC RCIs this would be in large part due
to the loss of large-scale monitoring and long-term datasets that are crucial to the wider ecological scientific
community.

17. A recent report for the Department of Trade and Industry showed that RCIs typically produce fewer
un-cited papers than other sectors of the research landscape and that a higher proportion of their papers
published in journals are at the top end of the citation league.2 The scientific outputs of RCIs are equal to
any other research group in the world. For example, international databases show that staV of CEH and
BAS made over 70 contributions to Nature and Science in the period 2000–06.

1 Jonathan Silvertown et al (2006). The Park Grass Experiment 1856–2006: its contribution to ecology. Journal of Ecology, doi:
10.1111/j.1365-2745.2006.01145.x.

2 Measurement of the UK Publicly Funded Science Base: profiles and institute benchmarking (2006) Report to the OYce of Science
and Technology by Evidence Ltd, 103 Clarendon Road, Leeds LS2 9DF.
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The balance between Research Council expenditure on RCIs and on grant funding and harmonization of
practice

18. Research Councils are the main public investors in fundamental research in the UK. Research
Councils have to decide what the balance of risk and advantage is between funds going to RCIs and grant
funding. The BES does not have a view of the exact balance between RCI and grant funding. This is a
decision for Research Councils. However, we do believe that RCIs need to receive a suYcient level of core
strategic funding to carry out their critically important role outlined above. Due to their contribution to
policy-driven science, the question of funding from Government Departments also needs to be addressed
(see paragraph 20).

19. At present, the approaches for funding RCIs diVer between Research Councils.3 The BES
understands NERC reviews its RCIs every five years and that NERC uses a “quality in context” approach
to evaluate its entire portfolio, with diVerent criteria used for diVerent parts of it. For NERC RCIs, decisions
on future funding are made by NERC Council based on past performance and future plans of RCIs
following evaluation of these by a number of expert groups with diVerent remits. BBSRC’s procedures diVer
in detail, but not in principle. BES does not believe that having a common model for all RCIs across all
Research Council’s would be necessarily advantageous.

The role of the OSI and Government Departments in RCIs

20. The Society would like to raise a concern that has materialized over the restructuring of CEH. There
has been considerable concern that the Department of Environment, Food and Rural AVairs, its non-
departmental public bodies, and other purchasers of CEH’s scientific expertise will be adversely aVected by
the restructuring.4 Although Defra has its own scientific laboratories, in many areas it relies on NERC and
BBSRC RCIs to provide the long-term scientific infrastructure to achieve its evidence and innovation
objectives. A major reason for the need to restructure (ie down-size) is because Defra’s funding for
commissioned research in CEH continues to fall. The BES believes that Defra and other departments may
need to do more to maintain national expertise relevant to their evidence and innovation needs.

21. Decreasing the scientific capacity of RCIs (ie CEH) without replacing it elsewhere could seriously
undermine the Government’s ability to address fit-for-purpose scientific advice. There needs to be a more
coherent strategy between Defra and NERC to ensure that the UK’s strategic scientific infrastructure is not
undermined by current funding structures. At present, the balance is struck as a result of the interaction a
wide variety of market-place pressures and review processes, which may have unwanted and uncoordinated
impacts on the national skills base and scientific infrastructure.

22. The OSI might be able to take a more strategic approach to ensuring that the UK has the scientific
capacity to address future pressing scientific issues as it is responsible for Research Councils and overseeing
science in government. The Environmental Research Funders Forum (ERFF) may also act as a mechanism
to provide opportunities for discussion amongst many RCI stakeholders.

A review of progress on current reorganisations of the Centre for Ecology Hydrology

23. The BES raised three main concerns in its response to NERC’s consultation on changes to CEH.5

(a) The BES urged NERC to declare as soon as is possible what science will be cut from CEH. The
BES felt that significant loss of expertise from CEH would aVect the pool of scientific knowledge
available to understand and help address the pressing ecological issues currently faced by the UK
and other countries.

(b) Although it recognized financial constraints on NERC that led to the proposal to close some CEH
sites, the BES urged NERC to declare the measures it will take to maintain the long-term ecological
research conducted by CEH at key sites throughout the UK.

(c) The BES was concerned that possible site closures and staV redundancies could threaten the
curation and maintenance of CEH’s invaluable long-term data sets on the distribution and
abundance of the UK’s flora and fauna, and of key environmental parameters. The BES sought
reassurance from NERC that these data sets will continue to be actively maintained.

24. NERC’s Chief Executive, Professor Alan Thorpe, has opened a dialogue between himself and the
BES, and thus the ecological community, about changes at CEH. The BES welcomes this. Although the
Society has had reassurances from NERC that top quality science, long-term data collection from field sites
and the Biological Records Centre will be maintained the Society will keep asking questions of NERC and
CEH to ensure that CEH’s core functions are not seriously disrupted by the re-organisation.

3 see Costigan review: www.ost.gov.uk/research/councils/revrci.pdf
4 www.nerc.ac.uk/consult/ceh/responses-major.asp
5 The BES response is at: www.britishecologicalsociety.org/publicaVairs/consultations/ceh.pdf
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25. The BES was somewhat relieved by NERC Council’s decision to reduce staV losses by about 40 and
to increase CEH’s core science budget allocation. The BES understands these resources have been used to
boost biodiversity elements within CEH’s programme. The BES is also pleased about the announcement to
support collaborative work between CEH and external partners through a new £2 million fund.

26. CEH has identified the four sites on which its future research program will be based.6 The BES has
been made aware by staV at the CEH that there are concerns that a clear vision for the four remaining labs
is lacking at present and that the feasibility of occupying the Wallingford site might mean facilities for long-
term research could be lost.

June 2006

Memorandum from Dr Robin Lovell-Badge, National Institute for Medical Research

I should stress that these are my personal views drawn from a range of experiences, consequently most
of my responses are concerned with the first two questions posed on the website. I am very familiar with
Research Institutes, having worked before going to University and during my summer vacations at the John
Innes (Norwich), during my second postdoc at the Institute Jacques Monod (“embedded” in the University
of Paris IV) and at the MRC National Institute for Medical Research, where I have been since 1988. The
Select Committee will also know that I was a member of the Task Force looking into the future of
NIMR, 2003–04.

In addition I know the Roslin Institute very well, having served on its Governing Council from
1999–2004. I am also very familiar with Cold Spring Harbor Laboratories, Long Island, New York, USA,
as I have spent from one to three weeks teaching on an advanced course there every summer for the last 19
years. I have also been involved in reviews of other Institutes in the UK, such as the MRC Clinical Sciences
Centre, and abroad, notably the Pasteur Institute, Paris, France, and the Tata Institute in Mumbai, India.

I of course also know the University system, in particular UCL, which is where I did my BSc and PhD,
worked for six years in an embedded MRC Unit and where I am currently an honorary professor. I also
know Cambridge University fairly well, having spent over three years there as a postdoc and subsequently
been involved in collaborations, reviews, etc. I have also been involved in high-level assessments of research
in Oxford University, the Ecole Normale Superieur, Paris, etc.

RCIs, other research institutes, units and centres based in universities, university departments and
research based companies all contribute to the UK research and skills base. Each diVers in the extent and
manner of this contribution and I do not think it fair to say that one is better than another—they are just
diVerent. And the UK benefits greatly from having this wide range of research activity. Each can respond
in diVerent ways to changing needs and bring varying perspectives on issues of research, whether basic,
translational or applied. For example, universities benefit from their broad cultural and academic role. On
the other hand, undergraduate teaching is a responsibility that RCIs do not have, and the departmental
structure necessary for teaching often detracts from interdisciplinary working, which are both matters that
RCIs do not have to face. RCIs should (but do not always—see below) enjoy long term stable funding, which
at the same time allows them to carry out more long term, ambitious projects, but also to be more flexible
in research direction. But this does not mean that university-based research can’t be excellent, indeed it often
is, and there are many examples where long-term projects have been conducted in university settings.
Whichever environment, quality is determined in part by the individual scientist, partly by funding and
management structures, but critically by the strength of the peer review mechanisms that are in place to
judge both the science and scientists.

I have definitely benefited in my own research from being at an RCI, as I think have all who have been
through my lab at the NIMR. So, not surprisingly, I think RCIs do play an extremely important role in the
UK research and skills base. The high quality of the research output (in terms of publications, marks of
prestige, such as international prizes, etc) of many RCIs is evidence for this. They can, and generally do,
provide excellent environments for postgraduate training and for carrying out research. Compared to many
universities, they have fewer of the distractions (such as undergraduate teaching), often better facilities, and
generally a more focused attitude to research. At least in my experience at NIMR, this environment can
engender a special culture of research and excellence that stays with individuals when they leave. It is also
clearly the case with the LMB, as Gerry Rubin has expressed a wish to recreate the culture he experienced
when he was there at the new Howard Hughes Institute at Janellia Farm.

This last point also highlights an additional very critical and important role for the best RCIs. At NIMR
we attract many foreign PhD students and Postdocs, who often bring skills and expertise with them. Some
remain in this country and continue to contribute directly to UK science, others leave, but science is an
international discipline and even if they don’t continue collaborations (in my experience many do), they at
least spread the word and boost the reputation of UK science worldwide.

6 Two out of four (Lancaster and Bangor) are on HEI campuses at and the others two (Wallingford and Edinburgh) are on
science parks.
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I do not know the figures across RCIs, but almost all the technicians, PhD students and postdocs that
have been through my lab have actively remained in research, whether in the UK or abroad, except for two
who have pursued medicine, one who is in research administration and two who have gone into business
(out of 36). This is a direct contribution to the research base, to which can be added all our collaborations,
passing on of skills and expertise, etc.

Senior scientists often choose to leave RCIs to join universities. The latter do have advantages: teaching
and students can be fun, it is possible to build larger groups, etc. Such people also make an impression: the
two most inspiring lecturers I had when doing my degree at UCL had both come from NIMR.

One reason why multidisciplinary institutes, such as the NIMR, are successful is the cross-fertilisation of
ideas and techniques that occur between scientists working on often very diVerent topics. This requires that
there be no barriers, which is easy to achieve in an institute with one main common source of funding and
a flat management structure. In universities, collaboration between departments—at all levels from financial
and administrative, but especially research, has traditionally been very diYcult. (This is evidenced by the
frequency of encountering locked doors between adjacent buildings and departments !) It is because of this
that many Universities, especially in the USA, have established multidisciplinary Institutes on their
campuses. Attempts in the UK to break down these barriers perhaps work in some places, Manchester
perhaps being an example, but most will (at least in private) admit that it is a problem.

While institutes and universities should get along with each other, and benefit from each other, there is
no need for institutes to be embedded in Universities: physical location is not so important. Cold Spring
Harbor Laboratories, the European Molecular Biology Labs, the Jackson Labs, CRUK in South Mimms
or in Lincoln’s Inn, NIMR, LMB, etc, represent some of the very best institutes in the world, and all are
physically separate from universities.

Institutes that earn a bad reputation are those that are either not peer reviewed properly, or have split
missions, eg funding from various sources with diVerent emphasis. The Roslin Institute managed to keep a
good reputation because of a few very high profile pieces of work, but they certainly suVered from the last
problem. When established, the RI had about one third of its funding from the BBSRC, one third from
MAFF (now DEFRA) and one third from industry, biotech, contracts. This was all necessary to maintain
a critical mass to support its science and infrastructure. However, MAFF and DEFRA support declined
significantly and the industry contracts were an equally unreliable source of funds. If a contract failed to be
renewed, whjch frequently had little to do with the science, then not only did those scientists have to leave,
but any redundancy had to be met from the BBSRC core funding. It was always on the cards that the
institute would not be a viable entity on its own, unless the core BBSRC support did not increase
substantially. But, of course, they would only do this if the research output of the Roslin Institute were seen
to be universally excellent. But its mixed mission made it very diYcult to both conduct and interpret peer
review, with only about 50% of the institute carrying out basic research and the rest doing translational or
applied research.

So in my view it is critical that RCIs have majority of funding from a single source (or at least sources
that can be rolled into one), and that this must be relatively stable, and of course suYcient. Research
Institutes should represent a very eYcient use of research council funds, after all it is simple to calculate the
real costs, as opposed to somewhat vague accounting often seen in universities (eg where animal costs can
vary more than three fold), and if they are of a suYcient size there will be economies of scale. However, it
is important that the Research Councils protect their RCIs by adequate long term planning and investment.

Because RCI funding is controlled largely by the institute’s director, it can be channeled flexibly according
to need. Grant support is often thought of as flexible by the funding agency, because they can choose whether
to fund or not. But once funded, a project has to be completed (otherwise the next grant will not be funded)
and that money is tied up for three to five years. This means it can be much slower to change the direction
of research compared to work in an RCI. Similarly, with good peer review and management, staV turnover
can be controlled much more in an RCI than in a University, as the latter has also to satisfy teaching
requirements.

A few general comments about research institutes versus universities and about their relative importance in three
other widely diVering countries

The USA remains very keen on research institutes. While those of the NIH have come under some
criticism, this reflects inadequate peer review or willingness to act on the results of peer review. As mentioned
above, many universities have set up multi- or at least interdisciplinary institutes in order to overcome
departmental boundaries and there are the new institutes being set up by Scripps in Florida and Howawd
Hughes in Janellia Farm, and other recently established institutes such as the Stower’s in Kansas City, that
are doing very well.

In India almost all high quality research is conducted in Institutes—perhaps to the detriment of
Universities. It is important to have a balance, with some people moving to and from universities.
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Japan has a similar range of research enterprises as in the UK, but a diVerent set of problems. The
government created the relatively new Riken Institutes, such as the one working on Developmental Biology
in Kobe, to solve some issues of hierarchy, etc, which made Universities particularly unattractive to women
and to foreign nationals. The Riken Institutes work very well and it is hoped they will have a positive
influence on the management of science in Universities.

June 2006

Memorandum from the Campaign for Science & Engineering

Clarifying the Role of Different Parts of the Science Base

1. The Campaign for Science & Engineering is pleased to submit this response to the Committee’s inquiry
into Research Council Institutes. CaSE is a voluntary organisation campaigning for the health of science
and technology throughout UK society, and is supported by over 1,500 individual members, and some 70
institutional members, including universities, learned societies, venture capitalists, financiers, industrial
companies and publishers.

2. Research Council Institutes serve to conduct the kinds of research that cannot be readily achieved
through the Councils’ normal procedure of awarding of grants to external bodies, primarily the universities.
The kind of research that falls into this category might include studies that rely on data from long-term
monitoring or some areas of science required to inform Government policy.

3. Such work is not distributed evenly among subjects, which is why the Natural Environment, Medical
and Biological & Biotechnology Research Councils (NERC, MRC and BBSRC) have always had their own
Institutes while the Engineering & Physical Sciences Research Council (EPSRC) has not.

4. Setting the balance between the investment in research through Institutes and investing through other
mechanisms can never be an exact process, and it depends in large part on what is expected of the Research
Councils. The Government has recently argued that, as science becomes more interdisciplinary, it is more
appropriate to channel resources into universities than into Institutes, because universities by their nature
cover a wide range of disciplines, while Institutes are inherently specialized7.

5. However, this argument appears to ignore the fact that Institutes can bring together the specific sets
of skills needed to build a multidisciplinary team to work on a particular problem, rather than relying on a
university to have departments covering all the necessary fields. This is particularly relevant following recent
changes to university structures and funding, which have led to several institutions abandoning parts of the
science base altogether by closing some departments, especially in the physical sciences. There is no longer
any guarantee that a university, even an established one with a track record in research, will have researchers
in all of the core scientific disciplines, let alone the range of individual subjects that might be needed for a
major multi-disciplinary study.

6. CaSE believes that the changes currently driving closures and mergers of Research Council Institutes
are not primarily to do with the inherently multi-disciplinary nature of modern research, but rather with the
need to clarifying who is supposed to pay for what in the British science base, and the boundaries between
diVerent parts of the system. It is no longer possible to assume that the Research Councils will pick up the
tab for any piece of science just because another part of Government wishes to see it performed but is not
prepared to fund it.

7. The introduction of a system of “full economic costs” for Research Council grants is part of a wider
process by which politicians and civil servants are taking a greater interest in how and where taxpayers’
money is spent on research. The justification for this interest is that as public funds for research have
increased massively in recent years, so should the level of scrutiny on the part of those people charged with
ensuring that the taxpayers are getting what they pay for. As a consequence of this harder-nosed approach,
blurred edges in the funding mechanisms are being sharpened up.

8. Thus, when the Science Minister said that Institutes were becoming less important because of
increasing multi-disciplinarity, he was referring specifically to “basic research or blue-sky research”8. But
the high-profile criticism of NERC’s decision to close parts of the Centre of Ecology & Hydrology (CEH)
has been largely based on concerns about specific policies on climate change, particularly the Government’s
ability to achieve its targets in this area9. In other words, the two sides are talking about diVerent things.

9. While new investment has gone into the science base, the Government has (rightly) pressed for the
highest quality basic research and the maximum economic benefits from spin-oV companies, licensing, and
other forms of exploitation. It has not simultaneously clarified how it intends to ensure that it can procure

7 Minutes of Evidence before the House of Common Science & Technology Committee, 26 January 2006, Questions 59 and 60.
8 Minutes of Evidence before the House of Common Science & Technology Committee, 26 January 2006, Question 59.
9 Hansard [House of Commons], 1 February 2006. Column 312.
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the policy-driven science it needs, given that individual departments are not always in a position to
commission it and given that it is no longer possible to blur the edges between what the Research Councils
pay for and what ministries must pay for.

10. If the UK needs more climate change research to inform its policies, the Department for the
Environment, Food & Rural AVairs should have a suYcient budget to pay for it (and may choose to do so
in through the CEH). Financial comparisons are diYcult because of changes in departmental
responsibilities, but DEFRA’s budget for research and development is currently 33% lower than the
combined budget in 1997 of the old Ministry of Agriculture and Department of Environment10. In other
words, as Research Councils are more reluctant to invest in work that does not meet the agenda of basic
research and its exploitation, the relevant ministry does not have the facility to take up the slack. That is no
doubt why the Minister at DEFRA with responsibility said the cutback at CEH “does not make sense”11.

11. Much of what the current Government has done in the field of scientific research has been admirable.
Notably, it has substantially increased investment in the Science Budget and has sought to put public
funding for some parts of the science base on a sustainable footing. But the role of Research Council
Institutes is in danger of being something of a casualty in the process. Historically, they had a mixed,
somewhat unclear function. They were partly funded on the basis of excellent curiosity-driven research that
was for some reason not suitable for more conventional funding routes and partly funded on the basis of
the need for background research that might very well prove useful in developing Government policy but
which was not necessarily concerned with a single, easily identifiable political question.

12. If the scientific community considers that the first of these roles is now better done in other ways, then
it may be appropriate to divert Research Council resources into universities. But unless a clearer distinction
is made about who should continue to pay for second kind of research, it seems probable that it will largely
disappear. By its nature, it is unlikely to be missed immediately, but sooner or later, the nation will lose (and
regret the loss of) capacity in areas of research such as long-term environmental monitoring or into diseases
that it happens to be unfashionable to study.

May 2006

Memorandum from Rothamsted Research

Rothamsted Research is one of the BBSRC family of independent Institutes and has a 160 year history
in international agri-environment research. About 600 people work at Rothamsted. This document is
submitted to the Science and Technology Select Committee in response to its request for evidence on how
Research Council Institutes contribute to maintaining the UK research and skills base. This document can
be considered as a case study that expands on the document submitted to the Committee by BBSRC
Institute Directors who comprise the Biosciences Network.

Summary

With special emphasis on Rothamsted, this submission notes the mission-driven, programme-focused
nature of institute research whose strategy is long term and well defined in pursuit of goals that are linked
to users’ needs in a variety of sectors. Rothamsted has a flexible organisation that makes the very best of
multi-disciplinarity as well as specialised facilities which are valuable to many diVerent collaborators in all
sectors and for training, especially PhD students. Examples are given of how the Institute structure fulfils
a vital role in the UK research landscape.

1. Rothamsted Research typifies Research Council Institutes (RCI) in that it has a clearly enunciated
strategy driven by a mission with specific sectors and beneficiaries in mind. Rothamsted’s work focuses on
research that provides innovative policies, products and practices to enhance the economic, environmental
and societal value of agricultural land. This mission is addressed by taking a long term, strategic approach
that draws on multidisciplinary science and unique resources.

2. Across the Institute there is a programme-based culture, with each programme integrating a portfolio
of basic, strategic and applied research projects towards the delivery of sub-components of the Institute’s
overall objectives and overarching mission. Thus, there is long-lived emphasis on achieving certain key goals
of economic and societal relevance. This contrasts with, but is complementary to, university-based research
which typically, is not so mission driven and where the expertise base reflects a need to respond to the
demands of fashion in student teaching provision. Much university-research responsive to individual
researchers’ interests, is opportunistic and is rarely able to address long-term research objectives. In the UK,
the Rothamsted role and remit is unique and the collective scientific capability and facilities are specifically
put in place to serve a strategic UK research requirement in the land-based sector.

10 SET Statistics, Table 3.2, available at http://www.dti.gov.uk/files/file22027.xls
11 Hansard [House of Commons], 1 February 2006. Column 312.
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3. In particular, Rothamsted’s mission emphasises outcomes for end-users. Institutes such as
Rothamsted have actively developed a deep understanding of the needs of research users and they provide
a continuum between basic research and its application. Rothamsted works closely with stakeholder groups
through a dedicated team, including its members’ association (the Rothamsted Research Association). This
association facilitates communication and knowledge transfer between scientists and those involved in
agricultural, environmental and other land management businesses. One example of the benefit that can be
derived from this approach is the LINK project “Providing a scientific basis for the avoidance of fungicide
resistance in plant pathogens” which developed innovative assays capable of detecting specific, low
frequency mutations in fungal populations. Project outputs guided company policy on the use and
marketing of their products, impacted on the disease control strategies of farmers and influenced Pesticide
Safety Directorate Policy. Rothamsted science has been used to inform a wide variety of government and
European policy makers. The Farm-Scale Trials of GM crops were carried out by a consortium of research
institutes that included Rothamsted Research. These trials were vital in informing UK and EU policy on
GM crops.

4. Similarly, Rothamsted Research has made a major contribution to improving national fertiliser
recommendations over the last 30 years and has contributed to the development of national policies on
nitrates in the environment. As a consequence of these studies surplus N applied to wheat crops is now less
than a third of what it was 20 years ago and leaching in nitrate vulnerable zones has been reduced by 20%.
Given the extended time periods, large scale and experience required for both the GM and nitrogen projects
it is clear that Institutes are ideally suited to make these sorts of critical scientific contribution to issues of
major economic and societal consequence.

5. Rothamsted is sited on a 480ha estate, including woodland and farmland that represent important
experimental resources. These have been used to build up long term datasets on crop performance, soil
processes and insect diversity and abundance that are internationally unique. These datasets are vital to our
understanding of the impacts of pollution and climate change on our managed and natural ecosystems.
Rothamsted also holds the National Willows Collection, the repository for willow germplasm, which is the
source of genetic variation for breeding new disease resistant, high-yielding willow clones for bioenergy
production. Other unique national facilities at Rothamsted include the UK Centre for Plant and Microbial
Metabolomics, the Rothamsted Centre for BioImaging and the Rothamsted Radar Entomology Unit.

6. Genuine multi-disciplinarity is a strong feature of institute science and is particularly important at
Rothamsted where there is an emphasis on ensuring a coherent view across diVerent levels of biological
organisation from genetics, biochemistry, cell biology and soil processes, integrated through the whole
organism, to investigations at the level of ecosystems and landscapes For example, at Rothamsted, links
between ecology and mathematics are strong and have led to the development of spatial analysis techniques
that quantify the distribution patterns of pests or species of conservation interest.

7. Institutes such a Rothamsted oVer an excellent training environment for PhD students who also
provide one route through which strong linkages with academia are maintained. At Rothamsted, and other
institutes, training opportunities exist in areas that are not easily provided in a university environment. This
includes the prospect of undertaking specialist field-based projects or projects requiring access to unique
facilities or data sets. For this reason, Rothamsted hosts a vibrant post-graduate student community.

This short overview of Rothamsted Research, including the context in which the Institute operates has
provided just a few examples of the role the Institute plays within the UK science base and the strategic
contribution it makes. We have not covered aspects of the relationships with the sponsoring body (BBSRC),
government departments such as DFID and Defra or the commercial sector. All these issues are important
but are generic to other BBSRC institutes. In conclusion, we point the Committee in the direction of the
Strategic Plan (2005–10) for Rothamsted Research12 and “Science and Innovation in BBSRC-sponsored
Institutes: the Next Ten Years”.13

June 2006

Memorandum from Dr Judith Henjes

As a resident of East Anglia and as a scientist’s wife I am acutely aware of global warming and its possible
implications for the future.

Furthermore, as the mother of two young children and as a home-owner in an area at risk from flooding
I expect the Government to address the problems arising from climate change.

In addition, as an educated person with some knowledge of scientific research, I wonder how the
Government can receive the advice it needs to introduce the necessary measures.

12 http://www.rothamsted.bbsrc.ac.uk/corporate/StrategicPlan.pdf
13 http://www.bbsrc.ac.uk/about/pub/policy/institutes.html



3427781007 Page Type [O] 16-03-07 22:12:55 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Science and Technology Committee: Evidence Ev 91

The restructuring of CEH has resulted in the abolition of its dedicated and acclaimed climate change
programme. Its science director, who lasted less than 18 months in the position, has already committed
himself to a new job, while remaining sections and groups are being put into other programmes. The
Executive Board of CEH has not been able to alleviate fears that research into climate change is no longer
a priority of CEH. These fears are prevalent both among CEH’s employees and the wider public. Future
losses of scientific staV currently working on climate change and in other areas are certain, as people have
started to look for jobs elsewhere.

Meanwhile the Minister for Science and Innovation has declared that more of this research should be
carried out by universities, despite clear evidence that universities are not the best places to do this whereas
Government-owned research centres are—or at least used to be.

I understand that NERC should have mediated between the Minister’s wishes and the needs of the
population. NERC should also have assessed the conditions under which the necessary research can be
carried out and should then have ensured that CEH was indeed restructured in an appropriate way. In my
opinion, NERC has failed to do so on both accounts.

We all still need research into climate change and its consequences, and we need the current and
subsequent Governments to take decisive action. Please use your influence to make sure this will be achieved.

June 2006

Memorandum from the Environment Agency

Summary

The Environment Agency welcomes the opportunity to present evidence to the House of Commons
Science and Technology Committee. We are not in a position to comment on all the points that the
Committee is inquiring into. Our evidence concentrates on:

— the role of RCIs in supporting evidence-based policy making; and

— our relationship with the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology and its current reorganisation.

1. Introduction

The Environment Agency has an interest in this inquiry as we rely on the national science-base to provide
high quality, timely scientific evidence to support our regulatory role. The RCIs are an important source of
expertise and we are keen to ensure that national capacity to deliver such evidence is maintained and
enhanced.

2. Response to the Inquiry

2.1 The Environment Agency is an evidence-based organisation. Much of this evidence comes from
research and we look to the Research Councils and the RCIs to provide high quality science that is fit for
this purpose. To ensure that the RCIs can deliver this we believe there must be adequate end-user
representation on the Councils, their decision-making boards and RCI steering groups. There should be
recognition of this policy support role throughout the system to ensure it sits equally alongside the more
traditional measures of academic excellence when decisions are made.

2.2 The Environment Agency is an end-user of the science that is carried out in RCIs. In particular, we
have long-standing links to the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology (CEH). We work with the CEH in a
number of ways. We access their existing knowledge and research to provide expert advice; we collaborate
with them on projects of mutual interest and we use them as a contractor to deliver our own research
projects. We are therefore keen to ensure that the CEH that comes out of the current reorganisation has the
capacity to deliver the expertise and services that we need in order to support the delivery of our regulatory
responsibilities.

2.3 The Natural Environment Research Council consulted us on the reorganisation and we made the
above point. Since then, the Environment Agency’s Science management team has met with the CEH
programme directors. The directors were able to provide reassurances over the delivery of existing contracts
together with a provisional timetable for the reorganisation. The meeting also considered the potential for
collaboration between the two organisations and we were pleased that CEH were willing to listen to
suggestions that would help align their future research programmes with our needs. Obviously we need to
be kept informed of the progress and the plans for the new CEH to ensure that our own programme of work
is not adversely aVected by the reorganisation. We are also developing a framework agreement to make it
straightforward for us to work with them as collaborator or contractor in the future.

2.4 CEH’s long experience on a wide range of research topics makes them uniquely able to undertake
the type of applied research on which the Environment Agency relies. For example, CEH is supporting the
freshwater science necessary to meet our legislative and policy drivers under the Water Framework
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Directive. Similarly, CEH are the independent auditors of the Environment Agency’s freshwater
invertebrate analysis. CEH are able to fulfil this role, as long-term investment in staV and facilitates has
enabled them to build up and maintain the relevant expertise. They have also played an important role in
developing future generations of scientists through placements and work experience opportunities. If our
experience with CEH is typical of the rest of the RCI’s then they play a vital role ensuring the continuity of
the UK’s capacity across a wide range of scientific disciplines.

2.5 A research institute such as CEH plays a vital role in long term environmental monitoring, which
underpins the examples cited above. If they were not there to perform this role it is not clear to us who would
do it. Loss of long-term monitoring could have significant consequences to the wider research and policy
communities. Equally important is the ability to place the monitoring data in context through experimental
work and to integrate data from diVerent sources to produce a holistic view of the environment. This last
point is of particular importance to the Environment Agency. We would like to see this role strengthened
in the future to ensure that we can make the most of our collaborative working with CEH.

3. Conclusions or Recommendations

By presenting the above evidence we wish to draw the Committee’s attention to the important role that
the RCIs play in supporting end-user needs. In doing this we would like to ensure that the Research Councils
continue to recognise and support this role.

May 2006

Memorandum from the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research

1. Summary of Evidence

1.1 We believe our evidence and experience suggests that it is essential to address the functioning and
culture of the Research Councils and RCUK to become a science administration that is fit for purpose to
support interdisciplinary research centres in the UK. Our evidence reflects on five years of interaction
between Tyndall Centre Directors and Managers and three of the Research Councils (NERC, EPSRC and
ESRC). In particular our evidence draws upon the period 2004–05 when the Tyndall Centre was asked to
submit a proposal for renewed funding for the following five years.

1.2 We write this submission on the premise that deeply inter-disciplinary research in the UK is both
necessary and creative, should be adequately supported in the UK science base, and that old funding
principles and mechanisms need renewing if this new challenge is to be met. These are sentiments reflected
back from the OST 10-year strategy for Science and Innovation published in 20042 and recently re-iterated
in the March 2006 document “Next Steps” (see Appendix). Our broad conclusions are:

— Interdisciplinary research is essential if we are to understand and find sustainable solutions to
many of the environmental problems that we face today.

— The review and decision processes towards collaboratively-funded Research Centres remain
instinctively disciplinary, or at best grudgingly multi-disciplinary. There is a clear need for more
rapid organisational learning by the Research Councils to adequately, intellectually and culturally
support interdisciplinary Research Centres.

— The Tyndall Centre exposes some real conflicts in the Research Councils between measuring the
success of research Centre investments using measures of “quality” versus measures of “impact”.
This equates to whether performance criteria for Research Centres should revolve around the
generic and conventional Output Performance Measures (OPMs) or around issues concerning
what is broadly termed knowledge transfer (KT).

— There is also the problem that the weightings given to quality and impact measures vary from
Council-to-Council and vary over time. This lack of consistency and commensurability presents
real problems for funders, researchers and Research Centres alike.

— The Tyndall experience has exposed the real tensions between Research Council investments
aimed at capacity-building for developing a long-term research capability and short-term funding
of near-horizon research programmes.

— Consideration should be given to an independent review/audit of the processes used by RCUK
and/or Research Councils to fund inter-disciplinary research Centres. If this is really such a high
priority for OSI—and the UK science base—then a clearer basis of Research Council
accountability for such funding decisions is needed. This is still new territory for Research
Councils and mechanisms for review and learning are needed.

— No infrastructure exists within the RCs to facilitate coordination instead of competition between
research institutes, or perhaps more importantly, between their knowledge transfer eVorts.
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— Inter-disciplinary research in policy sensitive areas is diYcult to fund, diYcult to do and diYcult
to evaluate. It raises issues of learning and interactivity, of capacity building, of working within
conventional academic and funding structures designed for a diVerent era, and of finding powerful
and appropriate performance measures (for purposes of accountability). Yet the potential
contribution of inter-disciplinary research to the development of evidence based policy surely
requires that these diYculties be overcome.

— The Centre refunding process was clearly the victim of triple jeopardy—NERC, EPSRC and
ESRC. Even if a common vision is achieved for interdisciplinary research, however, there needs
to be appropriate structures for joint decision-making between the funding Councils when it comes
to specific investments in Centres to articulate that vision.

2. Introduction

2.1 The Tyndall Centre has five years of experience of how to (and how not to) execute and deliver inter-
disciplinary climate change research in the UK. This document reflects on the case-study of the Tyndall
Centre for Climate Change Research (a collaborative Research Centre funded by NERC, EPSRC and
ESRC) over the period 2004–05 in seeking renewal of its core Research Council funding.

2.2 The Tyndall Centre was the first tri-partite Research Council research centre (a collaborative Centre
in NERC terminology) to be established in the UK. Considerable authority was devolved by the Research
Councils to the Centre to use its expertise to set priorities and to allocate and manage the core funds within
and outside the consortium. Put in the context of a five-year operational programme, the Tyndall Centre
has acted as an experimental laboratory where researchers, funders and external stakeholders have all been
forced to learn lessons about the nature of this new research process and what it can and cannot deliver.

2.3 We write this submission on the premise that deeply inter-disciplinary research in the UK is both
necessary and creative, should be adequately supported in the UK science base, and that old funding
principles and mechanisms need renewing if this new challenge is to be met. These are sentiments reflected
back from the OST 10-year strategy for Science and Innovation published in 20042 and recently re-iterated
in the March 2006 document “Next Steps” (see Annex 1).

2.4 We seek to draw lessons on how the UK Research Councils and RCUK can better support
collaborative Research Centres, specifically those that are charged with inter-disciplinary research. We ask
how Research Centres dealing with policy sensitive complex phenomena (such as climate change) can be
better valued, administrated and funded. While this document outlines the experience of one particular
initiative, we believe our lessons may well be more generic and hence of wider relevance to the UK funding
system for Research Centres and therefore this present Inquiry.

3. The Role of RC Institutes in Maintaining the UK Research and Skills Base

3.1 The role of the RCs is to support or even enhance intellectual excellence and to further the UK’s
scientific economy and to help transfer this knowledge to stakeholders and wider society. The RCs likely
excel at supporting curiosity-driven disciplinary basic research (the previous speciality of three of the
submitters of this evidence, totalling several decades of experience), but in the case of interdisciplinary
research, the question has to be asked if the Research Councils’ approaches are not a hindrance to
establishing and/or maintaining UK excellence.

3.2 Short-term and safe research projects should not always be favoured over high-risk intellectual
endeavour. Though (it would seem) a real and necessary tension, both are important priorities within the
overall OSI/RCUK portfolio of funded research. Here again, the Tyndall experience suggests that
evaluators and decision-makers in the RCs do not pull in the same direction. Worse, is that at diVerent
points in the decision process the Centre’s Directors were encouraged down diVerent paths. For example,
the Science Management Audit review team made recommendations that emphasised sustainable capacity,
whilst the final decision made by NERC Council 18 months later reflected the desire for conventional
scientific outputs from a time-limited (three-year) programme. The prospect of reopening a nationwide
competition in 2008–09 as suggested by NERC for future RCUK investments in this area also argues against
any coherent UK vision of sustainable capacity-building in climate change research that is truly useful
for policy.

3.3 There is a tension between measuring research “quality” (peer reviewed papers in top quality journals
that are not read by any policymaker or industrialist) versus “impact” (well designed and communicated
research that better informs evidence-based policy making). Despite the rhetoric of their mission statements,
the Research Councils in reporting to OSI seem to have no capability to measure KT. The terms-of-reference
of the international review of phase 1 did not consider communication.
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4. The Balance Between Research Council Expenditure on RC Institutes and on Grant Funding

4.1 The Treasury no longer ring-fences funds for wholly-owned or collaborative Centres but it is not
necessarily good economic or knowledge economy reasoning to abandon them. (Even if valued from only
a wholly economic perspective, the Tyndall Centre’s publications cost an average of £5,000 less than the
NERC average of £25,000 per scientific publication, if that is indeed the real cost of a NERC publication).
If Centre’s are not seen to be as desirable as they once were, then cross-Council Collaborative Centres like
Tyndall and UKERC are a “third way”—a much more flexible mode of capacity building and coherent
research endeavour.

4.2 The prolonged process of re-funding Tyndall, with NERC as the lead Research Council, took more
than 24 months to complete and the cost to the Centre in time and resources has been estimated to be c.
£400,000. This was taking place at a time when the Centre had reached full operating capacity and was to
be at its most productive. This amount does not consider the costs to the Research Councils of administering
an eventual grant of £5.7 million.

4.3 As additional evidence we also include the editorial from the leading scientific magazine, Nature. It
calls for special Government provision for Centres of such international calibre as Tyndall. Please see
Annex 2.

5. The Rationale Behind the Different Approaches Adopted by the Research Councils to
Supporting RC Institutes and the Case for Greater Harmonisation of Practice

5.1 The Research Councils do not have a collective vision for the Tyndall Centre or of interdisciplinary
climate change research in the UK. The Research Councils’ convened Moderating Panel, NERC Science
and Innovation Strategy Board and NERC Council seemed unable, or unwilling, to grasp the inter-
disciplinary vision of the Centre and of OSI. This was evidenced the further the Tyndall Centre went into
the refunding process; the less clear became the Research Councils collective vision. Was the Tyndall Centre
a sustainable research capacity, or a short-term programme? Was it to operate an integrated inter-
disciplinary research agenda, or an itemised disciplinary agenda where each Council could see its own slice
of the cake? Was it about publishing high quality science or about conducting and exploiting research to
make an impact and a diVerence in society? Ironically, the body who best revealed their strategic vision for
inter-disciplinary research was the international Science and Management Audit review team consisting of
internationally-renowned experts and business stakeholders, yet their perspective played little role in the
subsequent local UK decision-process.

5.2 Despite assurances to the contrary from the RCs, the Centre’s various proposals for Phase 2 are
clearly the victim of triple jeopardy—NERC, EPSRC and ESRC. Even if a common vision is achieved,
however, there need to be appropriate structures for joint decision-making between the funding Councils
when it comes to specific investments to articulate that vision. Such structures were notably absent in the
Tyndall case.

5.3 The eventual outcome of Tyndall Centre Phase 2 is sub-optimal because:

(a) the final three-year Phase 2 work programme is a cut-down version of an original five year strategy;

(b) the various pulls and requirements from the diVerent review and decision-making bodies—
international Science and Management Audit team, anonymous reviewers, Moderating Panel,
NERC Science Innovation Strategy Board, NERC Council, ESRC and EPSRC—result in the
ultimate “camel”—everyone gets a bit of something they wanted, but any coherent vision is
dissipated;

(c) the duration of the renewal process seriously impeded the on-going work of the Centre and the
several changes of direction along the way eroded staV morale;

(d) the uncertainty, the protracted process and the prevarication by the Research Councils resulted in
a loss of confidence in the sustainability of the Centre of research and support staV, of stakeholders
and of international research partners.

5.4 With a reduced rate of core investment from the Research Councils—almost a 20% cut in real terms—
and a three-year programme rather than five years, a more fundamental issue has now emerged. Creating
and bringing to fruition a new type of inter-disciplinary research capacity and institution, staVed with people
who can operate eVectively in such challenging territory, is no short-term venture. The Centre will not thrive
in a Research Council contractual framework in which staV are hired for two or three years and then
dismissed. Nor where the short-term delivery period dictates against taking risks with new inter-disciplinary
methods and against developing sustainable relationships with stakeholders where mutual learning—
essential for co-production of knowledge—can occur.

5.5 New research institutes like the Tyndall Centre need a longer planning horizon than this for the ethos,
culture and practise of the Centre to be established, embedded and sustained. This is especially true when
the Centre, in several important respects, is counter-cultural to the prevailing higher education (dominated
by the RAE paradigm) and Research Council (dominated by traditional disciplinary science outputs)
environments.
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5.6 The fundamental question of the Research Councils and OSI is whether the Tyndall Centre in Phase
2 is executing a traditional time-limited three-year research programme or whether the Centre is seeking to
continue to develop a sustainable capacity of international renown for inter-disciplinary climate change
research in the UK? The UK Research Councils seem implicitly to believe it is the former; the Centre, the
international review panel and many national and international stakeholders believe it is the latter.

5.7 The above balance between RC expenditure on Research Centres and grant funding is an important
economic question, but the purpose of the RCs in supporting science for society and the clear aims of OSI
is more fundamental and must be urgently addressed in RCUK. The UK’s international reputation for
interdisciplinary climate change research is despite the RCs.

5.8 Our recent interviews with key Tyndall stakeholders to help inform our communication plans show
that funders themselves don’t want competition between investments, but no infrastructure exists within the
RCs to encourage coordination between research institutes or perhaps more importantly, between their
knowledge transfer eVorts. Research and KT coordination is entirely self-organising, duplicating
considerable eVort and resources and competing largely for the same stakeholders. RCUK climate change
and energy investments, for example, include Tyndall, the UK Energy Research Centre, RAPID, QUEST,
NERC Centres for Atmospheric Science and many specific funded projects such as
www.climateprediction.com. Outside of the RCs are DEFRA’s Hadley Centre and UK Climate Impacts
Programme.

5.9 To close, we quote Professor Bill Clark of Harvard University, who led the RCUK international
review of the Tyndall Centre; “The Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research is a breathtaking experiment.
Even from the other side of the Atlantic, it was clear in the opening years of this Millennium that while other
countries were talking about new approaches for bringing intelligence to bear on the unprecedented challenge
of climate change, the UK was actually doing something about it. Rumours of what was that precise ‘something’,
fuelled by a growing number of working papers and press releases, drifted across the waters during the Centre’s
formative years, leaving many of us over here alternately excited, envious and confused . . . The Tyndall Centre
is maturing as an extraordinarily ambitious eVort to tackle an extraordinarily important problem. Experience
suggests that under the best of circumstances it will require a decade or more of active learning-by-doing and
capacity building before a venture of this magnitude and diYculty can be reliably judged to have succeeded. But
I do not know of any comparable programme that in its initial years has come further, faster, or produced more
exciting results.” In, Tyndall Centre (ed) (2006) Truly useful . . . doing climate change research that is useful
for both theory and practice. Tyndall Centre, UK, pp 44. May 2006.

We are very happy to give further evidence to the Inquiry on both our experience as a case-study and on
how we believe the situation could be best improved to help make the Research Councils fit-for-purpose to
support the UK interdisciplinary research base. The views expressed are of those people named above.

June 2006

Annex 1

Extracts from the March 2006 “Next Steps” document, relevant for issues addressed here: inter-
disciplinarity, cross-Council investments, and Knowledge Transfer

On research strategy . . .

“. . . the Government is keen to ensure that excellent research of all types is rewarded, including user-focused
and inter-disciplinary research.”

On supporting high-risk research . . .

“Research Councils are responding by providing more flexible, long-term programme funding.”

“. . . the UK is still susceptible to a charge of risk aversion, as classic peer review criteria emphasise tests of
scholarship over potential impact.”

“There are well-recognised challenges in assessing the quality of inter-disciplinary activity, and Research
Councils are addressing these. However, further progress may be required to support inter-disciplinary
research . . . for the transfer of ideas from one field to another.”

“The Government invites views on measures to remove any remaining bias which unfairly favours established
research fields over innovative ones.”

On improving Research Councils’ eVectiveness . . ,

“. . . the Government believes there is scope to maximise opportunities for knowledge transfer and increase
the impact of excellent research on the wider economy.”

“Research Councils will be exploring the scope for . . . sharing . . . and will review best practise in the peer
review process.”
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Annex 2

Editorial

Nature 441, 127-128 (11 May 2006) … doi:10.1038/441127b; Published online 10 May 2006

Special provision: Some research centres are more equal than others.

From a distance, it sounds like an event worth celebrating. At Westminster on 4 May, British government
oYcials and scientists gathered to toast the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research. In its first five
years, the Norwich-based centre has brought together social and natural scientists and produced
internationally respected work on the options that exist for responding to climate change. The gathering
marked the award of another three years of support for the centre.

But behind the scenes, things aren’t quite as rosy as they appear. One of Britain’s more successful
interdisciplinary research centres, the Tyndall centre is in fact facing a cut of some 15% in the real value of its
income. Its research programmes will be reduced in scale and its PhD studentship programme abandoned. It
also faces an uncertain future when current funding expires in 2009.

The Tyndall centre is a victim of two sets of circumstances that are squeezing permanent research centres
of its type. Until last year, the Treasury made special provision to protect the Tyndall centre’s income. When
that funding expired, the three research councils that oversee the centre, led by the Natural Environment
Research Council (NERC), brought in outside experts to help decide what should happen next. But staV at
the Tyndall feel that they lost out in this review because their work cuts across the expertise of the councils
and the reviewers.

Additionally, all UK research agencies are under pressure to divert funding from permanent centres (such
as the Tyndall) to the more flexible and eYcient mechanism of individual investigator grants. In the past
year, in various diVerent circumstances, the National Institute for Medical Research (run by the Medical
Research Council), the NERC’s Centre for Ecology and Hydrology, the Tyndall centre and the John Innes
Centre, a plant-science institute also based in Norwich, have all come under pressure from this general
preference.

“The government badly needs the kind of research in which the Tyndall centre excels to help it make
decisions about climate change.”

The emphasis on individual grants is generally a good thing. But it can be taken too far: unlike, say,
France or the United States, Britain has already shut down its more ineYcient government laboratories. It
needs to retain some permanent research centres in order to support important government functions, such
as managing public health and the environment.

The NERC would argue that the Tyndall centre has already done a large part of its job by helping to
build interdisciplinary research capacity. After eight years, it might make sense to fund further work through
competitive grants; in Britain, these can be administered by more than one research council to support
genuinely interdisciplinary projects. The NERC would also argue that its funding decisions have been
reached after review of the Tyndall centre’s work by independent experts.

However, the government badly needs the kind of research in which the Tyndall centre excels to help it
make decisions about climate change. The centre’s long-term survival would guarantee that this work keeps
getting done. As well as maintaining the flow of useful reports, it would also provide a home for young
researchers who wish to specialize in such interdisciplinary work but might struggle to find a career path in
an atmospheric-physics or economics department.

Similar arguments apply at the UK Energy Research Centre, based in London, another cross-council
project, which will see its own pot of dedicated funding expire in 2009. Its fate will largely rest on
independent peer review. If it scores as highly as the Tyndall centre, the government should make special
provision for both to guarantee their respective futures.

Memorandum from the Applied Research Forum for Farming and Food

Summary

The Applied Research Forum is very concerned about the reduction in institutes, and funding within
those remaining, for work on sustainable agriculture and related science. This will have a significant impact
on the farming and food industries, as well as the UK’s ability to manage its countyside sustainably.

1. The Applied Research Forum for Farming and Food was established in 2003 following a
recommendation in the Report of the Policy Commission on the Future of Farming and Food (the “Curry
Report”).

The Forum provides a mechanism for industry levy bodies to collaborate in the development and
integration of appropriate strategic and applied R&D programmes and associated knowledge transfer
activities, and to influence Government prioritisation and investment in agri-food research.
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2. Our comments relate specifically to the BBSRC Institutes with sustainable agriculture in their remit,
and to the role they play in maintaining the UK research and skills base.

3. The levy bodies are very concerned about the reduced funding and the seemingly continuous reduction
in skilled staV at institutes such as Rothamsted Research and the Institute for Grassland and Environmental
Research. Over the past few years a number of institutes engaged in strategic and applied research have
closed with some of the staV moving elsewhere. The most recent examples are Long Ashton Research
Station and Silsoe Research Institute. Both IGER and Rothamsted are now under funding pressure, with
a possibility of some kind of merger. Almost inevitably, this will lead to further job losses.

4. The UK has been at the forefront of research into sustainable agriculture, an area of research essential,
not only for our farming industry, but for the UK landscape and environment and the very important food
manufacturing sector. Levy body applied research depends on the strategic research developed by the RCIs.
In recent years we have seen staYng in several areas reduced dramatically; for example weed research at
Rothamsted. The UK is losing many of its best researchers.

5. Part of the problem is that Defra have traditionally provided considerable funding for these RCIs and
this is being withdrawn at an alarming rate. We have doubts that Defra and BBSRC are working together
to ensure there is a national approach to research in this area; rather the institutes are having to respond in
a piecemeal way. This will have grave consequences for the national research eVort and for the individual
institutes.

June 2006

Memorandum from Prospect

Introduction

1. Prospect is a trade union representing 105,000 scientific, technical, managerial and specialist staV in
the Civil Service and related bodies and major companies. Our members include 4,000 scientific and
technical staV in five research councils and 68,000 scientists, engineers and technologists overall.

We have welcomed the increased funding for the science base since 1997 and the high profile given to
science and innovation through the ten-year investment framework published in 2004. However, we are
increasingly disquieted about the dissonance between Treasury policy statements on these issues and
practical experience across the public sector science base, especially in research council institutes. The terms
of this inquiry are at the heart of Prospect’s concerns over the nation’s science base. These are set out in
detail in our briefing, “Who is looking after British science?” circulated to the Select Committee in April. We
have similar concerns about the future of core scientific facilities in Scotland, on which we are preparing
separate briefing for a lobby of the Scottish Parliament on 14 June. A copy will be sent to the Select
Committee as soon as it is available.

Our response to this inquiry does not seek to replicate this more detailed evidence, but supplements it by
posing the key issues as we see them and as our members experience them at first hand. We also identify
questions and challenges that need to be addressed if the UK is to maintain strategic SET capacity and
preserve and develop key scientific skill sets. These are requirements that were core to the mission of the
research councils when they were established and which in our views remain equally, if not more
relevant, today.

Where does the responsibility for national core scientific capability lie?

There is currently no eVective central oversight or responsibility for the health of the nation’s science base.
Thus research council boards and government departments are able to make decisions that may make sense
in the context of their own remits but have no regard for the wider implications or potential losses to
Britain’s core scientific capability. It is evident from our contacts and discussions that the impact is not
monitored by the DGRC, Chief Scientific Adviser, Science Minister, Secretary of State for Trade and
Industry, or by the Secretaries of State of other Government Departments. Yet, it is absolutely important
for the future of the science base to pin down where the responsibility does lie. As the Science and Innovation
Framework emanates from the Treasury, it may well be that the Chancellor should take ultimate
responsibility. At the moment, however, there is a marked dissonance between Treasury policy statements
and practical experience in research council institutes. Prospect wrote to the Chancellor on 3 April to seek
his views on this issue. As yet, he has not responded.

There are three key dimensions of scientific capability:

Skills: Our enquiries show that there is no oversight of the scientific skills lost (and those retained) in
government as a result of research council cuts and closures. It is our view that RCUK has failed to exercise
any strategic vision, mirroring the failure across government as a whole to exercise any central monitoring
of scientific capability. It is therefore reasonable to assume that government has no contingency plan for
accessing the skills that have been lost eg in the event of a major disease outbreak or other emergency.
Evidence collected by Prospect indicates that when research council institutes close no more than one
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quarter of scientific staV remain in scientific employment of any kind. Further it seems to us that no
comparison is being made of existing capability in relation to scientific foresight, and that there is an absence
of planning to close skills gaps.

Infrastructure: Government funds major infrastructure projects in research councils through a ring-
fenced portion of the science base allocation. Whilst necessary, this can crowd out other maintenance and
improvement projects. At departmental level, there is no integrated approach. For example, in DEFRA
diVerent Ministers have responsibility for agriculture, fisheries and food. None has overall responsibility for
the health of the science infrastructure across the department. Yet, this is rightly a political responsibility.
Chief Scientific Advisers have a more narrowly defined role, and carry it out with varying levels of authority
and influence. Neither Ministers nor their advisers appear to pay much attention to the terms of the RIPSS
agreement: it is not clear where departmental responsibility for implementation of this agreement does lie.

Funding: The dual funding system was established more than 25 years ago in very diVerent circumstances
to those that pertain today. There is much greater emphasis now on competitive funding. Whilst Prospect
does not oppose competition in principle, this must be underpinned by a core strategic grant that is suYcient
to provide institutional stability. This is not currently the case. Universities, by contrast, are able to spread
their financial risk over a wider base and are thus less vulnerable to variations in overhead costs. It may be
that dual funding has outlived its usefulness and that consideration should be given to replacing it with some
form of block (core) funding.

Is the case for change scientifically robust?

In recent months there has been a series of announcements about cuts or closures in the absence of
evidence to support a scientific case for change (eg at the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology) and
demonstrating a failure to consider whether—in the event of lack of continued funding by the parent
research council—the science in question could or should be done elsewhere in the interests of the UK Plc.
For example, Professor King warned recently of the reality of a 3% rise in global temperatures. This will
have significant implications for agricultural, economic and social development. Viable responses need to
be underpinned by long-term multi-disciplinary research that simply will not be done by the private sector
because it does not oVer immediate commercial returns. Yet, changes in BBSRC and NERC are breaking
up research teams that contribute directly to this agenda. The reality is that scientific expertise cannot be
turned oV and on at will and the current chopping and changing of research priorities places the UK at a
real risk of being unable to respond.

How might governance arrangements be improved?

The issue of institute governance has been addressed by the Costigan report and is being taken forward
primarily by BBSRC, though BBSRC’s aims in doing so lack clarity. In our view there are more deep-seated
governance issues to address so that it is clear, underlying the veneer of delegation that currently exists,
where responsibility and accountability for decision-making actually lies. It is undeniably the case that both
institute governing bodies and research council boards include a range of members with a direct interest in
the outcome of strategic and funding decisions. Yet there is no voice for employees as a key stakeholder
group. Further, this is at odds with the university senate model in which employee representatives are able
to participate both in the overall management of their institution and in determining its strategic direction.

Next Steps

We hope that the Select Committee’s inquiry will provoke a much-needed strategic debate both in
research councils and at the centre of government about the true value and role of public sector science.
That debate must in turn result in a new inclusive and forward -looking approach to evidence-based policy
making—underpinned by appropriate resource allocations and not overridden by short-term pressures to
cut costs.

June 2006

Memorandum from the Biosciences Federation

Background

The Biosciences Federation is a single authority representing the UK’s biological expertise, providing
independent opinion to inform public policy and promoting the advancement of the biosciences. The
Federation was established in 2002, and is actively working to influence policy and strategy in biology-based
research—including funding and the interface with other disciplines—and in school and university teaching.
It is also concerned with the translation of research into benefits for society, and about the impact of
legislation and regulations on the ability of those working in teaching and research to deliver eVectively.
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The Federation brings together the strengths of 40 member organisations, including the Institute of
Biology which represents 42 additional aYliated societies (see Annex). This represents a cumulative
membership of over 65,000 individuals, covering the full spectrum of biosciences from physiology and
neuroscience, biochemistry and microbiology, to ecology, taxonomy and environmental science.

The Biosciences Federation is a registered charity (No 1103894).

Introduction

1. Institutes and similar organisations in the biosciences are sponsored and/or owned by Biotechnology
and Biological Sciences Research Council (BBSRC), Medical Research Council (MRC) and Natural
Environment Research Council (NERC). The governance, funding and overall relationship between the
individual Research Council and the Institute vary substantially but these diVerences will not be discussed
here except in the context of the portfolio of financial support provided by the parent body. This diVerence
has a major impact upon some BBSRC and NERC sponsored Institutes.

The role of RCIs in maintaining the UK research and skills base

2. Broadly speaking, there are two categories of Research Council Institute (RCI). The first includes
those Institutes that conduct highly competitive international science, within the mission of the Research
Council, which has the potential to contribute to the health and wealth of the United Kingdom. The
BBSRC-sponsored Babraham Institute and the MRC Laboratory of Molecular Biology fall into this
category. Both publish research in leading international journals that is highly cited. Indeed, these and other
similar Institutes are so successful that they lead the UK list of citations per paper (data from Institute for
Scientific Information, Philadelphia, USA). Institutes in this category are also extremely successful at
obtaining response mode peer reviewed grants. For example, Research Fortnight recently published data
to show that the NERC Plymouth Marine Biology Station, the BBSRC Babraham Institute and the BBSRC
John Innes Centre are all amongst the top five most successful grant writing organisations in the UK. In
other words, they outperform virtually every UK University.

3. The second group of Research Council Institutes comprises those that have been established in order
to ensure that the UK has the facilities, skills and expertise to work in a particular area. The NERC British
Antarctic Survey and the BBSRC Institute of Animal Health are good examples of this category of Institute.
There is an unanswerable question about how long a “capacity” should be maintained where it has
considerable cost implications. A capacity must be suYciently versatile so that it is making useful scientific
contributions even in times other than crises. In this context it is noteworthy that the Institute of Animal
Health very nearly closed all work on scrapie. If this had happened the UK capacity to work on BSE would
have been much diminished.

4. The Federation strongly supports the continued existences of Research Council Institutes—especially
where their financial and management structures allow them to develop a consistent long term research
strategy and build the expertise to deliver this. Of course, we consider it essential that there is regular (but
not more often than every four years) assessment of their productivity, quality and cost. For those Institutes
in the first group, this assessment should be very competitive with comparable figures (where they exist) for
research in Universities. Notwithstanding caveats about national need and unique facilities, Institutes in the
second group should also be assessed in a similar fashion.

5. Institutes have a significant role providing training for PhD students and for developing postdocs for
Industry and academia. They conduct long term research, often in disciplines that are no longer supported
in higher education because universities cannot attract suYcient students. It has proved increasingly diYcult
for Universities to attract UK students in subjects such as applied biology, agriculture and horticulture and
overseas students are attracted elsewhere where fees are often lower. The RCIs will play an increasingly
important role in retaining and developing the UK skills base in many aspects of applied biology.

The balance between Research Council expenditure on RCIs and on grant funding

6. Because of the nature of their work these Institutes are often asked “Couldn’t the work be undertaken
in a University”? The answer of course is “yes”; anything could be undertaken in a University. The real
question is “would the work be undertaken in a University”? The answer to this question is much less clear
and in some cases almost certainly “no”. This is because the top Institutes make a strategic decision about
the work to pursue; they structure their finances in order to purchase and sustain state of the art equipment
and facilities that allow the work to flourish and prevent mission drift.

7. The uncertainty and serendipity of response mode (ie 3–5 year grants) funding make it very diYcult
for any Research Council to be confident that it can deliver all the strategic elements of its mission. A
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portfolio of Research Institutes ensures that the broad strands of these Council missions are addressed. The
question Research Councils are faced with is what proportion of their budget should be spent in Institutes
to guarantee delivery of the Council’s mission.

8. In answering this question several key points must be kept in mind. First, some Research Councils
(especially the BBSRC) expect Institutes to use the Councils money as leverage for additional funding. In
this context BBSRC Institutes are given targets for commercial income. Other Councils (eg the MRC)
eVectively fully fund their Institutes. The BSF thinks that both of these very diVerent models have positive
and negative elements. Second, and especially in the context of 21st century bioscience, “scale and scope”
are major considerations when considering the eVectiveness of Institutes. In many cases small is not
beautiful and Institutes below a minimum size are at serious risk of becoming either ineVective or too
expensive or both. Therefore the answer to this question about Research Council investment in Institutes
requires a view from Individual Research Councils about the elements of their mission that they will deliver
(in part at least) through Institutes and then commitment of suYcient resource (in either the BBSRC or
MRC model) for the Institutes to flourish. In the current landscape this is not the case. There are small
Institutes that are struggling to survive. The BSF thinks that if an Institute is needed it should not be
struggling on account of its size or its income. The number of Institutes sponsored/supported by a Research
Council should be governed by research priorities and aVordability and not by what is desirable in an
ideal world.

9. Science is competitive and global. Our view above does not indicate that the BSF thinks that Institutes
should be competent in every area that is needed for their work to progress. We expect Institutes to continue
to enter into partnerships and strategic alliances with other organisations whenever and wherever
appropriate. Indeed, there is a strong case for increasing these partnerships in areas that biology needs but
where collaborations are weak. For example, many bioscientists should now want to work with
mathematicians, chemists, physicists and those developing new algorithms to explain biological function.
Many of these individuals may be University-based and one could argue that the strength of links with
Universities and other external organisations is a measure of the competitiveness of an Institute. However,
this is not to say that universities are well suited to taking on the role of institutes.

10. Finally, the BSF endorses strongly the decision of the BBSRC to allow its Institutes to apply for
research grants in response mode. This allows the Council to increase investment in a specified part of the
Institute’s research programme in the knowledge that the proposal is of very high quality. In fact, the BSF
considers that the most important criterion for investment of Research Council money is where best the
research may be undertaken.

The rationale behind the diVerent approaches adopted by the Research Councils to supporting RCIs and the
case for greater harmonisation of practice

11. BBSRC Institute scientists are familiar with working with a range of funding agencies supporting
various aspects of their work. The situation in the MRC Institutes is very diVerent as the Research Council
provides almost all the funding; the pharmaceutical industry is not interested in the Institutes developing
products but requires them to conduct highly innovative, curiosity-driven research and train scientists that
are needed by the industry. Most Principle Investigators in BBSRC Institutes have a balance of research
that is both internationally competitive and that which meets the needs of industrial sponsors.

The role of Research Councils UK in monitoring and improving the eVectiveness of Research Councils’ support
for RCIs

12. RCUK should provide coherence to the rationales and standards by which RCIs are established and
monitored as well as ensuring that adequate support is provided to each RCI.

The role of the OYce of Science and Technology in providing support for RCIs

13. The OST could have a role in informing the RCIs on likely future research requirements (horizon
scanning)

Current reorganisations involving RCIs

14. There is a serious—and unresolved—problem about who should pay for capacity in those Institutes’
that receive significant funding from DEFRA. This Department commissions research from Institutes in
order to underpin policy decisions. That is entirely reasonable but creates a problem for Research Council
Institutes for two reasons. The first is that DEFRA income can exceed that provided by the parent Research
Council and as policy changes the work commissioned changes. As a consequence these Institutes risk losing
their strategic direction in order to sustain an uncertain funding stream. A further consequence is that
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because lead scientists cannot regularly change research direction, the Institutes become less attractive for
the very best research workers. The second problem is that periodically these Institutes cannot keep juggling
successfully and their finances implode with all the obvious sequelae. This problem has existed for many
years and has cost much in terms of redundancy payments, loss of direction and loss of capacity. Indeed,
some BBSRC sponsored Institutes that are in receipt of DEFRA funding have been forced to make
redundancies or lose posts on a near annual basis for two decades. The Biosciences Federation urges that
a solution be found to this long-standing problem urgently.

15. The reorganisation of the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology (CEH) is being driven by finances not
by science. There is a danger that biodiversity, and field-based ecology in general, will suVer along with
climate change impact studies as short term studies do not give a true picture of environmental pressures.
Six months after announcing plans to reorganise it is still unclear what science will continue and what will
end. The skills and experience needed to undertake a successful reorganisation on this scale are not present
within NERC. Consequently morale is low, key staV are starting to leave the organisation and a vote of no
confidence in the Director of CEH was passed by Prospect union members. Finances for 2006–07 are still
not agreed and even the organisation of the Countryside Survey 2007 is uncertain.

16. Even after three years it is still not clear if the Horticultural Research Institute (HRI)-Warwick
merger has been a success; certainly integration has gone well for many of the staV remaining but it is less
easy for industry stakeholders to identify and interact with the scientists and the key technology transfer
strengths that characterise institutes have been considerably weakened. HRI is an important case and its
focus on horticulture may disappear once the DEFRA financial guarantee expires.

17. Cross Institute research programmes are being developed to maximise the eYcient use of staV and
capital resources. This has not been extended yet to create a single Institute for managed land resources that
could bring together relevant BBSRC Institutes and CEH.

18. Finally, when “things go wrong” there is a temptation to look at Governance issues and decide that
structural change/reorganisation will prevent similar problems in the future. This is understandable and may
be a correct view in some cases. However if underlying intractable problems remain, reorganisation is
unlikely to be helpful. If an Institute is underfunded, subject to repeated post losses and unable to maintain
a strategic direction because it is too dependent upon the policy of a single external funder, the leadership
will become debilitated and the Institute will not flourish. In such a case, robust action will be necessary
either to remedy the problem or close the Institute. However, this will not be a frequent occurrence as there
are very good examples, listed above, of Institutes that are a national asset: these must continue to be
strongly supported.

Openness

19. The Biosciences Federation is pleased for this response to be publicly available and will be shortly
placing a version on www.bsf.ac.uk.

Annex

Member Societies of the Biosciences Federation

Association for the Study of Animal Behaviour Heads of University Biological Sciences
Biochemical Society Heads of University Centres for Biomedical
Bioscience Network Science
British Andrology Society Institute of Animal Technology
British Association for Psychopharmacology Institute of Biology
British Biophysical Society Institute of Horticulture
British Ecological Society Institute of Zoology
British Lichen Society Laboratory Animal Science Association
British Mycological Society Linnean Society
British Neuroscience Association Nutrition Society
British Pharmacological Society Physiological Society
British Phycological Society Royal Microscopical Society
British Society of Animal Science Royal Society of Chemistry
British Society for Developmental Biology Society for Applied Microbiology
British Society for Immunology Society for Endocrinology
British Society for Medical Mycology Society for Experimental Biology
British Society for Neuroendocrinology Society for General Microbiology
British Society for Proteome Research Society for Reproduction and Fertility
British Toxicological Society Universities Bioscience Managers Association
Experimental Psychology Society UK Environmental Mutagen Society
Genetics Society
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Additional Societies Represented by the Institute of Biology

Anatomical Society of Great Britain & Ireland Galton Institute
Association for Radiation Research Institute of Trichologists
Association of Applied Biologists International Association for Plant Tissue Culture
Association of Clinical Embryologists & Biotechnology
Association of Clinical Microbiologists International Biodeterioration and
Association of Veterinary Teachers and Research Biodegradation Society
Workers International Biometric Society
British Association for Cancer Research International Society for Applied Ethology
British Association for Lung Research Marine Biological Association of the UK
British Association for Tissue Banking Primate Society of Great Britain
British Biophysical Society PSI—Statisticians in the Pharmaceutical Industry
British Crop Production Council Royal Entomological Society
British Grassland Society Royal Zoological Society of Scotland
British Inflammation Research Association Scottish Association for Marine Science
British Marine Life Study Society Society for Anaerobic Microbiology
British Microcirculation Society Society for Low Temperature Biology
British Society for Ecological Medicine Society for the Study of Human Biology
British Society for Parasitology Society of Academic & Research Surgery
British Society for Plant Pathology Society of Cosmetic Scientists
British Society for Research on Ageing Society of Pharmaceutical Medicine
British Society of Soil Science UK Registry of Canine Behaviourists
Fisheries Society of the British Isles Universities Federation for Animal Welfare
Freshwater Biological Association

Additional Societies Represented by the Linnean Society

Botanical Society of the British Isles Systematics Association

Memorandum from Professor Guy Dodson, University of York

RESEARCH COUNCIL INSTITUTES

1. Personal

My name is Guy Dodson. I have done my research in two Universities, Oxford (1962–76) and York
(1976–2004) and at an institute, the NIMR (1994–2004). Since retiring in 2004 I have retained research
attachment to York and the NIMR.

In this submission I will address my remarks only to the points 1, 2, 3, and 6, in the order of their listing,
concentrating on point 6 and I will focus on the NIMR and the MRC perspectives.

2. Summary of my Conclusions on Biomedical RCIs and their Management

(i) Institutes in the biological and biomedical sciences matter owing to the huge social importance and
economic cost of human health. In this context the case for an expansion of institutes perhaps
should be examined by the MRC, BBSRC, RCUK and OSI.

(ii) It has been recognised by the MRC (and by its Task Force on the NIMR) as well as other Research
Councils that institutes provide a critical component in the science base. Institutes have a managed
and adaptable inter-disciplinary and collaborative culture with a most eVective capacity to tackle
fundamental, challenging and consequential long-term projects.

(iii) Institutes are especially eVective for research in biomedicine.

(iv) Four factors are essential for successful management of institutes by RCs. Three are proper
representation and balance on Council, transparency and consistency; the fourth is sensitivity to
the views and concerns of staV.

(v) The practicalities of major decisions need to be resolved before the decision is made.

(vi) There is no independent mechanism for deep diVerences on issues of strategy to be discussed and
resolved. I think we need one.
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3. The Role of RCIs in Maintaining the UK Research and Skills Base

3.1 The institute research environment

The RC’s generally recognise that the best Institutes provides a well-researched and adaptable research
environment that enables scientists to work in a wholly focussed way on challenging and long-term
programmes. Institutes can attract and retain first class staV. Thus they add very significantly to the national
science base, provide the government and agencies with expertise and more generally act as valuable
resource in research training.

Why is this?

(i) A single core-funding source removes internal barriers and favours an inter-disciplinary and
collaborative culture with eVective use of advanced and expensive equipment.

(ii) Long term funding (with five-year rigorous review) leads to continuity and adaptability. (At the
NIMR I have seen a number of strategic developments in the research portfolio. These were
decided on, approved and implemented with remarkable eYcacy. Examples are the introduction
of developmental biology, of crystallography and single molecules technology.)

(iii) Multi-discipline institutes, under a single roof, can contain a wide range of disciplines through
which critical synergies and collaborations can develop naturally.

(iv) In institutes, scientists generally work at all levels in their own laboratories, and they continue to do
their own experiments, independently conceived and reviewed within the context of the institute’s
particular strategies. This is a tradition that favours eVective research flexibility and is a key
component in attracting and retaining outstanding staV.

(v) To my mind the NIMR has a size and combination of disciplines that match the modern
requirements for biomedical research wonderfully well. It has the depth in molecular science to
support and exploit new developments and apply them—rapidly and eVectively—to the biological
and biomedical sciences. I notice that at the NIMR the appointments at all levels have been
extremely good, often outstanding, and with a healthy international mix. In spite of the present
uncertainties there has been no haemorrhaging of staV. The importance of this capacity cannot be
over emphasised now that the pace of change just keeps on increasing. I believe the NIMR,
outstanding as it is, is actually very much on the up.

3.2 The need for biomedical institutes

The economic and social demands of maintaining health and fighting disease have assumed colossal
proportions and the pressures can only increase. The biomedical institutes are key centres working on
understanding biological and disease mechanisms. It follows that there are powerful reasons, not just for
continuation of such institutes, but for their expansion.

3.3 Institute research contacts and collaborations

There are generally very close collaborations between the RCI’s and other universities and institutions.
Those at the NIMR include hospitals, medical schools, universities and MRC and other institutes. These
are important to the community and I can see that these interactions will grow more and more in
significance. The RCUK might want to consider whether more needs to be done.

3.4 New Institutes

It is clear to me that the case for expanding institutes in the UKI should be examined, though I realise
that there will be big financial and strategic issues. In the human health context, such expansion could and
should, accompany the new emphasis on biomedical science brought about by a NHS:MRC research-
funding merger. Specifically the case has been made for developing translational research. I wonder however
whether moving the NIMR’s basic research to central London is really suYcient on its own for a major burst
in the area.

These considerations of expansion of course extend to the BBSRC and NERC institutes; they are
investigating animal health, plant and food science and the environment. Their programmes are relevant
and also underpin the nation’s welfare—and fundamental research.

It also seems to me in passing that while institutes have been established to undertake research in areas
where there are particular problems such as diseases, food and so on, they can also do much to stimulate
research. As a chemist I am aware that universities are facing problems of contraction, funding and
recruitment. I wonder if a National Institute of Chemistry is a concept that RCUK might consider. Such a
development could stimulate the community and it could focus on such areas as energy, drug design and
synthesis, nano-structures and chemistry, spectroscopy and other disciplines relevant to biology, medical
science and the physical sciences. Its location would be important to maximise national interactions.
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4. The Balance Between Research Council Expenditure on RCIs and on Grant Funding

I will limit my remarks here to the MRC.

4.1 The MRC Research Portfolio

The MRC has long supported diversity and I agree with this. In its research portfolio at present x40%
of the MRC funds spent on research goes to intra-mural research, (institutes and units) and x60% to extra-
mural research, (Universities and medical schools). Institutes represent x20% of the total MRC research
spend.

5. The Rationale Behind the Different Approaches Adopted by the Research Councils to
Supporting RCIs and the Case for Greater Harmonisation of Practice

5.1 MRC and its Institute research strategy

MRC has a tradition of diversity in its research strategy that I think admirable. It has four major
institutes; the LMB that addresses the molecular mechanisms of biological processes, the CSC the clinical
sciences; the Mary Lyons Centre at Harwell mouse genetics and radiation damage; and the NIMR which
has a broad multi-disciplinary character that includes the molecular, biological, translational and medical
sciences. Its remit is to underpin medical science through basic research that addresses molecular processes
in biological systems in development, neuroscience, immunology and genetics with an extra focus on the
molecular mechanisms in disease. There are some overlaps in these institutes’ research but these are
connections and not competitions. Together they give the MRC a near ideal blend for its research
responsibilities that provides a powerful complement to response mode programmes in universities.

5.2 MRC research management

There are tensions, probably inevitable, between the intra- and extra-mural funding provided by the
MRC. This is in part a result of the financial pressures universities are under. In this diYcult situation three
inputs are essential.

(i) There should be a sensible and informed balance between intra- and extra-mural interests in the
decision-making processes in the MRC (and OSI come to that). One obvious area of concern in
this context is the composition of the MRC Council and the under representation of institutes.

(ii) The relative costs of university and institute research need to be known. I understand that these
figures have examined by the MRC and Wellcome Trust, but, as far as I am aware, the findings
have not been made public. In the present context it would be useful to have them examined
independently.

(iii) When there are disagreements over major decisions the RC has to be responsive and ensure that
the necessary information behind any decision is available and can be discussed appropriately with
staV concerned. If the arguments presented for a course of action are not accepted and one has a
serious problem of credibility it is the RC’s responsibility to see that its arguments are credible.

5.3 Assessment of Institute science

(i) Quinquennial Reviews
These are critical. They are used by the MRC to inform its decisions and plans for its Institutes.
These in my experience are regular, rigorous and exhaustive—and valuable. The process has
established itself as an appropriate and eVective mechanism that allows the scientific staV gets
tough and independent examination of their research without destabilisation. The system has a
great deal to recommend it. Given that they have been a powerful and valuable influence in the
successful evolution of MRC RIs. It is vital that confidence in the independence of the procedures
is given careful attention. I am aware of pressures on the system.

(ii) NIMR reviews
At the NIMR, all the Divisions and the whole Institute, are reviewed in a quinquennial cycle. The
two most recent reviews of the NIMR were in 2000 and 2005. Both were highly successful and the
collaborative multi-disciplinary culture commented on. In 2000 there was very favourable
comment on the NIMR’s integrated and collaborative culture and an increase in funding was
recommended. In 2005 the reviewing subcommittee awarded 100% funding rather than the normal
95% that MRC provides on policy grounds. One can only assume that this also reflected the 2005
reviewing subcommittee’s enthusiasm for the quality and character of the science and its
supporting environment. This is priceless up-to-date information to have while negotiations are
under way over the planned move to the new site at University College and must have helped the
MRC in furthering them.
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In this context the committee may remember from the enquiry about NIMR in 2004–05 that there
were various reservations made in behind-the-scenes Task Force emails about NIMR research,
revealed by your enquiry. These reservations were manifestly contradicted by the reviews of
Divisions and the NIMR 2004 and 2005. It is disappointing that these reservations were not shared
with the NIMR senior staV, or balanced against the objective reviews.

5.4 Strategic reviews of NIMR

The MRC gets other inputs on its institutes, particularly specific strategic reviews, to broaden its
perspectives and there certainly is a place for these. The NIMR has had two such reviews about its future,
the so-called Forward Investment Strategy (FIS), developed by MRC in 2002–03 not long after the 2000
quinquennial review. It included the NIMR, LMB, CRC and the Mary Lyon Centre at Harwell in its remit.
The Task Force, established in 2004, addressed only the future strategy for the NIMR.

A variety of reasons have been given for the need to review the NIMR—the age of the building, the
Director’s retirement, the inadequacies of the Mill Hill site and the need to stimulate translational research.
Financial pressures are also seen to be a factor. There has been no real consistency on this matter.

5.5 FIS/MRC/NIMR relations and MRC policy

The FIS review was prepared in 2002–03. It proposed to move the NIMR to Cambridge and halve it in
size. Details are documented in the Select Committee’s examination of the NIMR’s future. Its unanimous
endorsement by Council surprised me. The Select Committee will know how the lack of basis for the review
and managerial mis-judgement damaged the NIMR staV’s confidence in the MRC.

The FIS also contradicted the recommendations of the 2000 review that said, amongst other things, “it
is of paramount importance that the integrity of the institute be preserved”. In relation to RCI management,
the FIS’s proposals raised in spades the issue about RC assessment of science and its mechanisms for
determining policy.

6. Post FIS: the MRC Task Force

6.1 The Task Force 2003–04

After the FIS debacle the MRC quickly decided on a “Task Force” to review the NIMR afresh and to
recommend to the Council the best future options. There were assurances that financial arguments were not
driving the process and there were no hidden agendas; this and NIMR representation on the Task force,
persuaded staV to trust the MRC and sign up.

There were mistakes. To have the MRC’s CEO as the Chair with, as it turned out, a casting vote, was
one. Further the extensive involvement of consultants meant that there was no direct contact with the MRC
and NIMR staV. Another profound mistake was to limit John Skehel to just one Task Force meeting, even
though an undertaking had been given that he could attend when issues to do with the new Director were
not on the agenda.

The combined aVect of these decisions by MRC was damaging to decision-making and to the morale of
NIMR staV.

6.2 The Task Force recommendation to move an intact NIMR to Central London

(i) The move of NIMR, intact and enhanced, to central London.
I for one took this as endorsement of my, and many others, view—that there are exceptional
qualities in the research at the NIMR (which includes considerable translational research) and
immense potential for its future. The Task Force, whose Chairman is the MRC’s CEO, added the
rider with the condition that: “it will be essential to develop a partnership agreement for this move
that is more attractive than would be possible between a university and NIMR at Mill Hill.” This
continues to be of crucial importance—there is no sense in spending huge sums without
enhancement of the science.

The cost estimates for re-location have however apparently increased from £120 to £340 million
and they will undoubtedly increase further. This certainly alters my view of the exercise. The
response from university colleagues to this information is emphatic disapproval.

(ii) MRC Council unanimously endorsed the Task Force recommendations. The MRC and Council
should have recognised the magnitude of the practical issues in re-locating NIMR before deciding
on an inflexible go-ahead.
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6.3 The concerns about MRC management post Task Force

(i) Institutes.
Institutes are expensive and they are precious, their management has to be professional. FIS
promised a reduction in NIMR cost, the Task Force recognised a necessary increase. Clearly the
FIS proposals were found to be misconceived. This has, I consider, created a tension within MRC
in their handling of the NIMR’s future.

(ii) Financial planning.
This is key. Managerially it seems to me that the MRC have failed to make proper account of the
costings, from the very beginning. I now have doubts about the MRC’s ability or commitment to
create an intact and enhanced NIMR on the NTH site. The threats I foresee include the loss of
critical expensive facilities like category 4 and animal houses, size reductions and the surrender of
NIMR independence. Such decisions are in complete conflict with the Task Force’s
recommendations.

(iii) The Mill Hill site.
The decision to abandon the Mill Hill site whatever the outcome of the central London plans is
extraordinary—and oddly handled. It further frustrated NIMR staV. There simply seems no need
to get rid of it and I imagine the Gateway process (and taxpayers!) would want it included as an
option.

(iv) Review recommendations and procedures since the Task Force.
There are two concerns. First, the MRC has been surprisingly reluctant to meet costings approved
by the 2005 quinquennial review subcommittee. It did not help that the MRC only committed the
funds for two years in spite of a successful review of all the five-year programmes. This was
unexpected and sends an unfortunate signal at a time of continuing insecurity.

This undermines another Task Force recommendation: “As any move into central London would
take 5–10 years to accomplish, the Task Force recommends that the MRC move with all speed to
begin bolstering the NIMR’s renewed vision at Mill Hill today.”

7. What are the Lessons about the MRC’s Management of the NIMR’s Reorganisation?

(i) MRC strategic decisions.
The MRC is sensible to have a strategy for its institutes. Now however the MRC must ensure that
the conditions of enhanced investment put by the Task Force on the NIMR’s move are met. If they
cannot be met, the sooner this is faced the better.

(ii) Consultation. There must be improved communication between MRC and its institutes. The FIS
consultation exercise was very valuable, it made MRC think again. The full costs of the NUIMR
re-location are such that a community view should again be sought.

(iii) The complexity of the NIMR issues.
Managing this proposal for NIMR’s future is possibly just too complex for the MRC. The
extensive use of consultants is surely evidence of insuYcient staV resources and appropriate
competence. Realistic financial estimates are essential; the diYculty in getting them has not given
MRC enough pause for thought.

(iv) Use of reviews.
The unconvincing basis for the FIS so soon after 2000 quinquennial review threatened the
relevance of the five–year review, a critical component in the institute:MRC dynamic. A return to
a clearer understanding about the role of quinquennial reviews, and the place of ad hoc reviews,
must be established.

(v) The MRC Council.
Council needs to be more critical of Head OYce proposals. Its present composition should be
reviewed to get better balance between intra- and extra mural representation.

(vi) Management and NIMR staV.
It is a regrettable management failure that staV continues to have so much concern for the future
of NIMR.

June 2006

Annex

A MORE DETAILED BACKGROUND OF THE FIS AND TASK FORCE REVIEWS

1. Reasons for this Extra Material

This provides some personal history on the Strategic Reviews of NIMR carried out by the MRC that the
committee might want to have, although much of it has been discussed by the Select Committee in its earlier



3427781014 Page Type [O] 16-03-07 22:12:55 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Science and Technology Committee: Evidence Ev 107

hearing on NIMR. The subcommittee will realise that the decision to review, with the intention of moving,
and in FIS reducing as well, a large and most successful institute was massive in consequence and
practicalities. This history I hope is relevant because it explains how the reviews were so destabilising to a
staV committed to the MRC and NIMR and why, given the unfolding of the process, it was imperative to
be more sensitive to the concerns of the staV.

The details underline the need for consistency, transparency and proper representation of institutes in
Council decisions. They also demonstrate that in making an inflexible decision before the practicalities had
been addressed, let alone resolved, the decisions and strategies were infinitely more complex and emotionally
loaded. Decisions of this substance cannot be taken lightly and must be credible to the staV concerned and
to the larger community.

I have come to the conclusion that the RC’s and their staV need a mechanism for resolving diVerences.
This need in the MRC has been crystallised for me by the absence of representation on the Council. In
addition the corporate structure now employed by MRC and the other RCs means, as I have seen, that the
Chairman and the CEO dance to the same tune—with an unrepresentative Council this is highly
unsatisfactory.

2. Forward Investment Strategy—FIS

The first approach from MRC to NIMR to have a review that I was aware of was made in early 2003 on
the basis of the need to renew the building. This revealed that the MRC was intending to review the NIMR
but that it was seriously ill-informed on the building which did not need replacement.

Finally, after some hiccoughs new reasons for review were developed such as the retirement of the
Director, the inadequacy of the site, the FIS review was extended to a strategic character. This second
approach included first the NIMR, LMB, CRC and then the Mary Lyon Centre at Harwell. The proposals
made for the LMB, CRC and Harwell, were not wholly new and raised few issues.

The device by the MRC to include the other institutes was used one presumes to give an impression of
strategic character to the review. The NIMR felt the review was aimed at them and although denied, I think
it probably was.

The proposals for NIMR were radical: to move the NIMR to Cambridge and be halved in size. They were
unanimously endorsed by the Council.

However they were seen to be both uninformed and inappropriate (See Select Committee 2004). They
were overwhelmingly rejected by the community in the subsequent consultation exercise (See Consultant’s
report 2004) though to read the MRC response this is not obvious. According to the independent analyst,
out of 932 respondents 883 expressed “grave concern”. All of this had an understandably seismic aVect on
the NIMR—and on me personally. The relations with MRC were more than soured, they were dreadfully
damaged. Worst, confidence was lost and communication became very diYcult.

Ironically at this period NIMR was in really good mettle and still implementing the increased funding
awarded by the highly supportive report from the 2000 quinquennial review. The FIS recommendation to
move and to reduce the NIMR to half seemed to me a clear comment on the value that MRC attached to
the scientific value (and quality) of the research at NIMR and I am afraid, of its normal review procedures.

In its defence of the FIS exercise and conclusions the MRC has claimed that the 2000 review did not
address the larger strategies. In the MRC view the comment from the 2000 review: “it is of paramount
importance that the integrity of the institute be preserved” was taken out of context and was not relevant
to MRC strategy. The context however concerned the NIMR management structure and in my view the
extract is completely relevant to the institute’s future and to the FIS decisions. It seemed to me a pity that
the MRC did not seem to appreciate the compliment it and the NIMR were being paid by this remark from
the review committee.

The meeting held with the MRC Head OYce, and various discussions, during the FIS exercise were
disappointing. It emerged for me that insuYcient thought and very poor judgement had been exercised,
especially on the finances. Our concerns were shared by the Select Committee on Science and Technology
Fourth Report (NIMR).

See below:

Conclusions and Recommendations

1. The reasons for taking a long term look at the direction and viability of NIMR at Mill Hill were not
presented in a coherent or convincing way to NIMR staV or the wider community. The initial proposal for
the FIS review made no reference to the simultaneous strategic science review. MRC was right to broaden
any initial focus on NIMR to include other facilities, but the consequence was that management at NIMR
gained the impression that the focus was really on Mill Hill and, rightly or wrongly, confidence in the ensuing
process of review was damaged at the outset. (Paragraph 18)
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2. We were told by members of the committee on the Forward Investment Strategy that their work was
“not about money” and yet cost was one of the two reasons given for its conclusions. It is regrettable that
confusion over the justification for the conclusions of the FIS review was allowed to develop. (Paragraph 24)

3. The Task Force

The speed with which the MRC established the Task Force to continue its review of the NIMR was
remarkable and rang alarm bells for me. What was needed above all was discussion with NIMR about its
future. I sensed, possibly wrongly, that there was frustration in MRC about the NIMR’s reluctance to accept
its orders—for that is what they seemed. Possibly the walkout by Heads of Divisions from the original
meeting with MRC Head OYce staV had something to do with MRC attitudes.

There were mistakes in the Task Force arrangements.

(i) To have the MRC’s CEO as the Chair with, as it turned out, a casting vote, was one. It certainly
put extra tensions on MRC employed staV on the Task Force and in principle presented a conflict
of interest. In saying this I am aware that the CEO has been complimented for the way he handled
many of the issues.

(ii) The extensive involvement of consultants meant that there was no direct contact with the MRC
and NIMR staV.

(iii) The sidelining of the present Director from the Task Force and its discussions. This was doubly
disappointing since an undertaking had been given that he could attend when issues to do with the
new Director were not on the agenda. By so marginalising him from appropriate deliberations the
Task Force lost priceless insight and the confidence of NIMR staV in the process was reduced
significantly. The explanations for this volte-face were then, and remain, utterly unconvincing.

Marginalising John Skehel from appropriate deliberations by the MRC was a poor management decision,
betraying I think a lack of confidence. The explanations for this volte-face were then, and remain, utterly
unconvincing to the NIMR staV. Unfortunately the report by the Select Committee [See below para 64]
states that Sir John Skehel’s attending all Task Force meetings is wrong. He attended only one.
Furthermore, the reason for his exclusion—issues to do with the new Director—was I understand barely
discussed.

[64. Mill Hill representatives were given the opportunity to present their case to the Task Force.
Sir John Skehel, after initially seeking to serve on the Task Force himself, had his request to attend
the parts of meetings not relevant to the appointment of his successor granted, and he attended
most of its meetings.]

(iv) The relentless speed with which the exercise was conducted also alarmed me. The extensive use of
consultants and the sidelining of the Director from meetings, gave a poor impression. Those who
make decisions should face consequences. Finally the consultants, I understand, too often
provided inaccurate figures, eg the bibliometric analyses, and/or inadequate data.

(v) The key recommendation of the Task Force was to move the NIMR, intact and enhanced, to
central London in order to catalyse translational research. It was unanimously endorsed by
Council. I for one took the Task Force recommendation the endorsement by Council as gratifying.

However there were still problems that were soon recognised, namely the cost of relocation and the issues
of animal housing and category 4 in central London. Moreover, the Task Force decision denied the FIS
proposals by implying that the institute was a key and powerful component in the MRC’s future, capable
of driving the linkages between basic research, medical thinking and clinical practices. As such it warranted
increased, not decreased investment.

This recommendation, it seems to me, put the MRC and Council in an odd position that I suspect they
did not welcome, and which I still wonder about. They must have worried about the finances and the
commitment to enhance the NIMR in central London that was a condition to the Task Force
recommendations:.

[However, it will be essential to develop a partnership agreement for this move that is more
attractive than would be possible between a university and NIMR at Mill Hill.]

Here is one episode where the CEO’s chairmanship of the Task Force was important. Did the MRC
appreciate the full implications of this condition and if they did, accept them.

(vi) I felt that I could happily sign up to the Task Force concept, though the huge costs made me
uncomfortable when I thought about other demands on MRC and OST/I funds. Now that the cost
estimates have soared from ca £120 million to £340 million (and will they go up? I am sure they
will), I feel rather diVerently. I wonder what the community’s view on this sum would be and how
the MRC plans to handle its views.

(vii) A most contentious issue, viz that the NIMR should abandon the Mill Hill site whatever the
outcome of the central London plans, was announced in a very muddled way at the end of the
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review. The decision, and the way it was made, has caused real upset in the NIMR, There simply
seems no good reason to get rid of the site and the episode was a further illustration of the
questionable management that on occasion plagued the Task Force.

FOR INFORMATION

Responses to the MRC’s Forward Investment Strategy Consultation Document in relation to the
NIMR site

Response

No specific
Grave Positive with discussion of

Type No comment concern Positive reservations NIMR site Sub-total

Individuals UK 0 298 3 11 1 313
Individuals-
International 0 388 0 1 0 389
*All Individuals 0 686 3 12 1 702
Organisations UK 1 14 7 9 16 47
Organisations 0 1 0 0 0 1
All International 1 15 7 9 17 48

Organisations
Trade Unions 0 5 0 0 0 5
NIMR StaV 0 177 0 0 0 177
Totals 1 883 10 21 17 932

*Includes some group signed submissions

Note: 172 (133 individual, 39 NIMR) responses were submitted in the form of standard letters.

(iv) Financial Clarity.

I quote: (Select Committee on Science and Technology Fourth Report para 24.)

We were told by members of the committee on the Forward Investment Strategy that their work was “not
about money”, and yet cost was one of the two reasons given for its conclusions. It is regrettable that
confusion over the justification for the conclusions of the FIS review was allowed to develop.

The lack of clarity on funding is being repeated for the Task Force recommendations

Memorandum from Research Councils UK (RCUK)

Research Council Insitutes

Research Councils UK (RCUK) is a strategic partnership that champions the research supported by the
eight UK Research Councils. Through RCUK the Research Councils are creating a common framework
for research, training and knowledge transfer. Further details are available at www.rcuk.ac.uk.

RCUK welcomes the opportunity to respond to this inquiry.

This memorandum provides evidence from seven Research Councils in Annexes 1 to 7. Councils’ answers
to Questions 1, 2, 3 and 6 are referred to in the covering text, which provides additional cross-Council
information relevant to those questions. The covering text also includes an answer from the RCUK
perspective to Question 4.

Arts & Humanities Research Council Annex 1
Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council Annex 2
Economic and Social Research Council Annex 3
Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council Annex 4
Medical Research Council Annex 5
Natural Environment Research Council Annex 6
Particle Physics and Astronomy Research Council Annex 7

As requested by the Committee evidence has not been included from the Central Council for the
Laboratory of the Research Councils on this occasion.
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Introduction

1. Research Council Institutes (RCIs) take many diVerent forms and are funded, structured and managed
in a variety of diVerent ways. This includes institutes which are wholly-owned by their parent Research
Council, stand-alone institutes which are companies limited by guarantee, as well as centres and units
embedded in universities. The term RCI is generally used in this document to cover all such forms. However,
it should be noted that the MRC specifically categorises its Research Centres as “centres” rather than RCIs
(Annex 5).

2. BBSRC, MRC, NERC and PPARC all have major investment in RCIs. EPSRC supports the Culham
Laboratory. AHRC and ESRC support a number of university-based RCIs (centres) which are diVerent
from the major institutes of the BBSRC, MRC or NERC in terms of their contractual relationships and
legal status. The Committee is therefore asked to note that generalisation is diYcult and not all of the
covering text refers to every type of RCI.

Q1. The role of RCIs in maintaining the UK research and skills base

3. RCIs provide vital and unique long-term, strategic research and training capabilities for the UK, which
complement the capabilities and research infrastructure of the HEI sector. The OST’s Quinquennial Review
of the Research Councils14 (QQR, 2001) recognised that there are important policy reasons for investing in
RCIs and identified, a helpful set of criteria describing the variety of purposes that RCIs fulfil. It should be
noted that these criteria apply to the main institutes of BBSRC, MRC and NERC, but not all would
necessarily apply to other types of RCI, in particular RCIs such as those of AHRC and ESRC embedded
in (not just co-located with) universities and having university-employed staV. The Research Councils
believe that these criteria are still valid and represent a useful framework for describing the role of RCIs and
how they contribute to the UK research and skills base

4. These criteria state that RCIs exist to:

(i) provide a national capability and source of advice to Government;

(ii) create a critical mass of research capability, eVort and expertise; to provide enhanced research
productivity, visibility, exploitability; or rapidly to strengthen an underdeveloped area;

(iii) foster co-ordinated and co-operative multidisciplinary approaches to a research area;

(iv) encourage a long-term research vision and strategy;

(v) enable long-term survey, monitoring and data management activities underpinned by research;

(vi) provide a full-time research-centred environment;

(vii) open up scientific career paths and opportunities which may not be available within university or
faculty structures;

(viii) develop and provide facilities and services; and

(ix) allow greater investment in capital equipment and the skills of support staV, because of the more
stable environment.

5. The information presented by each of the Research Councils (Annexes 1–7) highlights the unique
strengths of their RCIs and provides examples of their achievements and organisational advantages.
Strengths are demonstrated in the delivery of world-class research in areas of national strategic importance,
the provision of cutting-edge national and international facilities, an ability to respond rapidly to national
emergencies providing expertise advice to aid policy making, training (including for Masters and PhD
students) and staV development, and knowledge transfer and public engagement activities.

6. Although each of the RCIs funded by the Research Councils has diVerent strengths and capabilities,
one feature that all share is their potential to foster multi- and interdisciplinary research. The provision of
stable, longer-term funding signals a strategic commitment to a particular set of research challenges, and
gives research teams the time and access to skills and resources to build collaborations, and the flexibility
and freedom to pursue novel ideas.

7. As highlighted in the Research Councils’ submission to the Committee in response to its inquiry into
the Research Councils’ support for knowledge transfer, each of the Councils delegates responsibility for the
management and commercialisation of the IP arising from research funding to the relevant research
organisation. Research Councils with RCIs have well-established means for commercialising and exploiting
the research they fund. In addition to the information presented in the Annexes to this submission, the
Committee may also wish to refer to paragraphs 13, 23, 25, 30 & 31 of the Councils’ submission on
knowledge transfer which highlight the range of contract research undertaken by RCIs, their contribution
to policy development, their role in providing regional hubs for collaboration with business and their
successes in commercialising research outputs and launching spin-out companies.

14 www.ost.gov.uk/research/councils/quinquennial/qr–stage2.pdf
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Q2. The balance between Research Council expenditure on RCIs and on grant funding

8. Table 1 below provides a summary of the investments made by the Research Councils in RCIs
compared with investments in HEIs during 2004–05. These figures provide a comparison on expenditure on
research (resource allocation) and do not include Council’s capital investments in RCI infrastructure.
Further details are given the relevant Annex for each Council.

Table 1

2004–05 (£M) AHRC3 BBSRC ESRC3 EPSRC MRC NERC PPARC4

HEI expenditure1 28.8 157.5 58.2 233.2 138.0 59.2 78.1

RCI expenditure2 2.8 69.9 14.1 18.7 217.4 98.5 20.2

RCI expenditure as % 8.9 30.7 19.5 7.4 61.2 62.5 20.5
of (RCI !HEI)
expenditure

1 Non-RCI expenditure in HEIs. NB This includes MRC Research Centre expenditure and NERC Time-limited Collaborative
Centre expenditure.

2 RCI expenditure including that provided to centres in RCIs (except MRC Research Centres and NERC Time-limited
Collaborative Centres).

3 All AHRC and ESRC Research Centres are based in HEIs, but expenditure is shown as RCI expenditure.
4 Based on PPARC gross expenditure.

9. Decisions on the level of investments in RCIs and HEIs are made by each Council according to
strategic need. As such, investments will fluctuate over time as new RCIs are established and older RCIs are
wound down or closed. The relevant Annexes contain information on the processes each Council employs
in establishing new RCIs, monitoring and evaluating their performance, and in taking decisions about the
renewal of funding or closure. These processes vary according to whether or not RCIs are stand-alone
centres or embedded in HEIs, but reflect the generic assessment factors for the establishment and review of
RCIs set out in 2001 QQR. These are:

(i) a strong mission focus is needed, with close scientific management and leadership—to forge
challenging multidisciplinary links, to reflect specific scientific needs, to co-ordinate distributed
research programmes, or to back the vision of an outstanding individual or team;

(ii) critical research mass is needed on a scale that would not fit well within a host university’s
structures, or does not fit well with relevant universities’ interests and strategy;

(iii) the scientific work needed cannot be obtained from universities at the same quality and costs,
possibly because the research area is not well developed in universities or not attractive to them; or

(iv) there is a need for close management of partnerships and stakeholder links, for example to ensure
a balanced and integrated flow of high quality, independent, scientific advice to Government, or
to optimise links with industry.

10. A major consideration for Councils is the sustainability of the research base. Concern about
sustainability in the HEI sector led to the implementation of the Full Economic Cost (FEC) funding model
for university research and Science Research Investment Fund (SRIF) to address backlogs in investing in
research infrastructure. Following the Government’s Cross-Cutting Review of Science and Research,
similar questions were asked about the longer-term financial sustainability of RCIs and public sector
research establishments (PSREs). OSI funded a study to explore these issues and the Research Council
Institute and Public Sector Research Establishment Sustainability Study (RIPSS) report was published in
2002. This is available at: http://www.ost.gov.uk/research/RIPSS Full Report.pdf

11. This study explored the contribution RCIs (largely wholly-owned RCIs) make to the UK research
base and how their work complements that of other PSREs, and the relationships between RCIs and the
Government Departments which are substantial funders of some RCIs. The report recommended that all
PSREs, including RCIs, need to cover the full economic cost of their research, have a forward looking asset
management and investment strategy linked to their research strategy, and have agreements in place with
main strategic partners about responsibility for risk sharing and capital renewals. Research Councils have
implemented FEC for their RCIs and have produced capital investment strategies which have been
considered by OSI.

12. In implementing the RIPSS recommendations the Government has established a new forum,
Research Establishment Sustainability UK, on which RCUK, OSI, HMT and Government Departments
are represented. OSI has also conducted a comprehensive survey of the sustainability of PSREs to provide
a baseline against which to measure future progress. The results are currently being analysed.
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Q3. The rationale behind the diVerent approaches adopted by the Research Councils to supporting RCIs and
the case for greater harmonisation of practice

13. The approaches to establishment and support of RCIs reflect the nature of the science and research
they have been established to deliver. Each RCI is designed to achieve a range of diVerent strategic
outcomes, and this is mirrored in their level and mode of support and operational arrangements. The
information at Annexes 1–7 outlines the full spectrum of approaches adopted, and the reasons for each.

14. In 2005 OSI undertook a review of the governance arrangements of RCIs managed by BBSRC,
CCLRC, MRC, NERC and PPARC. The report is available at:
http://www.ost.gov.uk/research/councils/revrci.pdf
The review noted that Research Councils employ a number of governance models in managing RCIs and
concluded that as these are largely eVective, there was no value is pursing a “one-size fits all” approach. The
report recommended changes in the governance arrangements for BBSRC institutes, and BBSRC has
launched an independent review of the governance of its sponsored institutes to address these
recommendations. The report also noted the significant role that other public sector funders play in
supporting RCIs and the risks that this presents to Councils in managing their RCIs.

Q4. The role of Research Councils UK in monitoring and improving the eVectiveness of Research Council’s
support for RCIs

15. As outlined above, RCIs are subject to regular independent review and scrutiny by their own
Councils, both in terms of their research portfolio and operational eVectiveness. Given that many of the
issues with regard to the creation, continued funding and closure of RCIs are specific to the scientific field
for which an individual Council is responsible, it would not be appropriate for RCUK to be engaged in
monitoring the scientific eVectiveness of RCIs.

16. RCUK is involved in monitoring and improving the eVectiveness of Research Councils’ support in
three main areas; in relation to major capital investments, as part of the RCUK EYciency Delivery Project,
and as part of the Research Councils shared services centre initiative.

Major capital investments in Research Council Institutes

17. The Large Facilities Capital Fund is used to contribute to the cost of large-scale, strategic
infrastructure projects in UK universities and RCIs. Major capital investments in RCIs that utilise funding
from the Large Facilities Capital Fund are subject to the same process of assessment and evaluation as major
investments in laboratories and equipment in HEIs, and it is usual that the host Research Council also
makes a substantial contribution towards the cost of capital projects.

18. The RCUK Large Facilities Roadmap provides a comprehensive picture of the new facilities which
are already under construction in the UK, and gives details of potential large facility and equipment projects
that the Government and the Research Councils would like to see available to researchers over the next 10-
15 years. The current version published in December 2005 includes the redevelopment of the Institute of
Animal Health at Pirbright (BBSRC), the Laboratory for Molecular Biology (MRC), the new Halley
Research Station in Antarctica (NERC), a replacement NERC research ship as well as plans for the
redevelopment of the National Institute for Medical Research (MRC).

19. Inclusion of a project in the Roadmap does not guarantee funding from either Research Councils or
OSI via the Large Facilities Capital Fund. Inevitably, there are more potential large facilities projects than
available funding. For this reason, RCUK undertakes a biennial exercise to prioritise which projects on the
roadmap might move into a capital construction phase in the next three years, and hence potentially draw
upon the Large Facilities Capital Fund and/or require significant investment from Research Council funds.
RCI initiatives are subject to the same process of prioritisation by RCUK and in competition with other
projects in the Large Facilities Roadmap.

20. All large capital investments are subject to review at key stages in their lifecycle to confirm the
business justification and sources of funding. The process used is designed to be consistent with the OYce
of Government Commerce’s (OGC) guidelines embodied in their Gateway process, and is managed by the
Research Councils on behalf of the academic community. Project proposals are first subject to an
independent scientific review. Projects then proceed via the OGC Gateway process to a full business plan
review. The RCUK Executive Group considers both the science case and business cases of all proposals,
and where there is a request to draw upon the Large Facilities Capital Fund, the RCUK Executive Group
recommends to OST whether funding should be made available. This is true of both RCI and HEI projects.
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RCUK EYciency Delivery Project

21. Research Councils have agreed to collectively make eYciency gains of £170 million per year by
2007–08. This money will be redistributed to fund more research and training and strengthen operational
eVectiveness.

22. Research Councils have set up a joint project to deliver the £170 million eYciency gains—the RCUK
EYciency Delivery Project. Research Councils will meet this eYciency target together by:

— reducing the proportion of money that each Council spends on administration;

— demonstrating eVective reprioritisation of programme spend;

— increasing the eYciency of Research Councils’ Institutes;

— growing the level of co-funding of research and postgraduate training with business, charities and
other sponsors.

23. The workstream on RCI eYciencies focuses mainly on wholly-owned RCIs where Research Councils
employ staV and encompasses:

— closure/restructuring of institutes/units when funds can be better channelled to research of higher
quality and/or relevance;

— improvements in operational practices eg procurement;

— increasing income from the exploitation of IP;

— providing access to expensive/unique facilities or datasets to wider research community so
ensuring more productive utilisation of existing assets and avoiding unnecessary duplication; and

— ensuring that other funders/commissioners of research make a full and appropriate contribution
to infrastructure costs.

24. It is expected that actions taken will lead to eYciency savings of £39 million per annum by 2007–08.
Savings made are audited by PricewaterhouseCoopers on behalf of the National Audit OYce. Through the
RCUK EYciency Delivery Project, Councils are able to share information and good practice about the
eYciency of RCIs and areas for improvement.

Shared Services Initiative

25. Research Councils have decided that by 2009 the majority of support services will be delivered to the
Councils and their RCIs on a shared basis (RCIs embedded in universities and having university-employed
staV are not included). The first phase of the work is the preparation of a detailed roadmap setting out plans
for the integration of services including an outline business case (addressing the likely benefits, costs, savings
and risks) for implementing the preferred option and a plan (identifying the main strands of work,
communication channels, milestones, resource requirements etc) to achieve the 2009 target.

26. The working assumption is that the Councils should establish a Shared Service Centre to provide
services on a common basis, and this could include some or all of: human resources, finance, procurement,
information technology and telecommunications, administrative information systems and information
management, some elements of facilities management, and grants, fellowships and studentships processing.

27. This project will be managed on an RCUK basis and provide a means to further improve eYciency
in both RCIs and Council headquarters.

Q5. The role of the OYce of Science and Innovation in providing support for RCIs

28. This question is being addressed by the OSI in its response to the inquiry.

Q6. A review of progress on current reorganisations involving RCIs, including the Centre for Ecology and
Hydrology, the National Institute for Medical Research and the Roslin Institute

29. Progress on reorganisations is described by BBSRC, MRC and NERC in Annexes 2, 5 and 6
respectively.
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Annex 1

ARTS AND HUMANITIES RESEARCH COUNCIL (AHRC)

AHRC Research Centres

AHRC Research Centres provide a focus for research activity in fields of demonstrable strategic
importance, commonly involving collaboration across disciplines and institutions. The Centres provide a
framework within which research projects, postgraduate training, outreach and exploitation activities are
undertaken. As such, they provide a means through which the AHRC is able rapidly to enhance capacity,
capability and awareness in a field, and to secure advances in knowledge and understanding through
concentrated collaborative working.

All AHRC Centres are based in UK Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) and supported by a grant to
the host institutions, which employ the staV working within them. The grant commonly covers staV, travel,
outreach and indirect costs, as well as a small amount of capital costs (less than £20,000) and, in some cases,
project studentships.

AHRC has supported two phases of Research Centres. In the first phase, applications were invited in
responsive-mode for Centres in any area of the arts and humanities. 19 Centres were supported in three
rounds of open competition. These Centres, each of which received funding of up to £1 million across five
years, are listed below.

In 2004, the then AHRB conducted an interim evaluation of its Research Centres investment. On the basis
of this evaluation, the Board agreed to provide further selective funding for a small number of the Centres
supported in Phase 1. More demanding ambitions were set for Centres seeking a second Phase of funding,
with a view to positioning them as leaders in their field both nationally and internationally. A first group of
two Centres commenced a second phase of funding at the beginning of 2006. These Centres, each of which
received funding of up to £1.25 million across five years, are listed below. A second group of up to three
Centres will be identified for a second phase of support in June.

Phase 1

Round 1

The AHRC Centre for the Study of the Domestic Interior
http://www.rca.ac.uk/csdi/
Royal College of Art (host institution); Victoria and Albert Museum; Royal Holloway

Start date—1 September 2001
End date—31 August 2006

Award: £846,208

The AHRC Parkes Centre for Jewish/non-Jewish Relations
http://www.parkes.soton.ac.uk/AHRC.htm
University of Southampton (host institution); University of Reading; Institute of Jewish Policy Research

Start date—1 October 2000
End date—31 March 2006

Award: £844,837

The AHRC Centre for Irish and Scottish Studies
http://www.abdn.ac.uk/AHRCciss/
University of Aberdeen (host institution); The Queens University Belfast; University of Dublin

Start date—1 January 2001
End date—31 December 2005

Award: £874,812

The AHRC Centre for Asian and African Literatures
http://www.soas.ac.uk/literatures/
School of Oriental and African Studies (host institution); University College London

Start date—1 October 2000
End date—31 January 2006

Award: £702,674
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The AHRC Centre for Byzantine Cultural History
http://www.qub.ac.uk/ibs/
The Queens University Belfast (host institution); University of Newcastle; University of Sussex

Start date—1 October 2000
End date—30 September 2005

Award: £891,927

The AHRC Centre for the Study of Renaissance Elites and Court Cultures
http://www.warwick.ac.uk/fac/arts/ren/AHRC—centre.htm
University of Warwick (host institution)

Start date—1 October 2000
End date—31 March 2006

Award: £776,453

The AHRC Centre for British Film and Television Studies
http://www.bftv.ac.uk/
Birkbeck College (host institution), University of London; SheYeld Hallam University; University of
Ulster; Central St Martins School of Art and Design; Royal College of Art; British Film Institute; University
of Exeter; University of Brighton; University of Lincoln

Start date—1 October 2000
End date—30 September 2005

Award: £888,326

The AHRC Centre for Cultural Analysis, Theory and History
http://www.leeds.ac.uk/cath/
University of Leeds (host institution)

Start date—January 2001
End date—31 July 2006

Award: £500,493

The AHRC Centre for North-East England History
http://online.northumbria.ac.uk/faculties/art/humanities/cns/neehi//
University of Durham (host institution); University of Teesside; University of Sunderland; University of
Newcastle; University of Northumbria

Start date—1 October 2000
End date—31 December 2005

Award: £761,112

The AHRC Centre for the Evolutionary Analysis of Cultural Behaviour
http://www.ucl.ac.uk/ceacb/
University College London (host institution); University of Southampton

Start date—1 January 2001
End date—31 December 2005

Award: £792,527

Round 2

The AHRC Research Centre for Studies of Surrealism and its Legacies
http://www.essex.ac.uk/sos/
University of Essex (host institution); University of Manchester; Tate Gallery

Start date—1 June 2002
End date—31 May 2007

Award: £866,530

The AHRC Research Centre for Textile Conservation and Textile Studies
http://www.wsa.soton.ac.uk/tcctest/tcc/AHRC.htm
University of Southampton (host institution); University of Manchester; University of Bradford

Start date—1 July 2002
End date—30 June 2007

Award: £948,777
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The AHRC Research Centre for Cross-cultural Music and Dance Performance
http://www.soas.ac.uk/centres/centreinfo.cfm?navid%454
SOAS (host institution), University of London; University of Surrey, University of Roehampton

Start date—1 September 2002
End date—31 August 2007

Award: £869,951

The AHRC Research Centre for Editing Lives and Letters
http://www.livesandletters.ac.uk/home3.htm
Queen Mary, University of London; (host institution), Birkbeck College, University of London

Start date—1 April 2002
End date—31 March 2007

Award: £897,700

The AHRC Research Centre for Studies in Intellectual Property and Technology Law
http://www.law.ed.ac.uk/AHRC/
University of Edinburgh (host institution)

Start date—1 April 2002
End date—31 March 2007

Award: £936,300

The AHRC Research Centre for Environmental History
http://www.cehp.stir.ac.uk/staV.htm
University of Stirling (host institution); University of St Andrews

Start date—1 October 2002
End date—30 September 2006

Award: £949,578

The AHRC Research Centre for Logic, Language, Mathematics and Mind
http://www.st-andrews.ac.uk/̃arche/graduate.shtml
University of St Andrews (host institution); University of Glasgow

Start date—1 January 2003
End date—31 December 2007

Award: £761,112

Round 3

The AHRC Research Centre for Law, Gender and Sexuality
http://www.kent.ac.uk/clgs/index.html
University of Kent (host institution), Keele University, University of Westminster

and regulation.
Start date—1 June 2004
End date—31 May 2009

Award: £881,696

The AHRC Research Centre for the History and Analysis of Recorded Music
http://www.charm.rhul.ac.uk/
Royal Holloway, University of London (host institution); King’s College, London; University of SheYeld

Start date—1 April 2004
End date—30 March 2009

Award: £958,440

Phase 2

Round 1

The AHRC Centre for Irish and Scottish Studies
http://www.abdn.ac.uk/ahrbciss/about.shtml
University of Aberdeen (host institution), Trinity College Dublin, Queen’s University Belfast, University of
Liverpool

Start date—1 January 2006
End date—31 December 2010

Award: £1,148,722
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The AHRC Research Centre for the Evolution of Cultural Diversity
http://www.cecd.ucl.ac.uk/home/
University College London (host institution), University of Edinburgh, University of St Andrews,
University of Cambridge, Royal Holloway, University of SheYeld

Start date—1 January 2006
End date—31 December 2010

Award: £1,201,270

AHRC Centre funding

BALANCE BETWEEN AHRC EXPENDITURE ON RESEARCH CENTRES AND RESEARCH
GRANT FUNDING

Total portfolio (resource & capital)

Expenditure (£m)

Total expenditure 32.3

Total expenditure at HEIs 31.6

Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 2.8

Total expenditure with CCLRC and other nil
organisations

Expenditure on research (resource not capital)

Expenditure (£m)

Total expenditure 32.3

Total expenditure at HEIs 31.6

Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 2.8

Total expenditure with CCLRC and other nil
organisations

Expenditure on training

Expenditure (£m)

Total expenditure *

Total expenditure at HEIs *

Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) *

Total expenditure with CCLRC and other *
organisations

Individual RCI funding

NB: The figures provided above are for Research activity. All funding goes
to HEIs as “expenditure in RCIs”, our Centres are themselves in HEIs, ie so
expenditure on Centres is itself expenditure in HEIs but we have separated it
out under RCIs to provide an indication of the proportion they represent.

* Information on training expenditure not easily available.
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Annex 2

Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council (BBSRC)

Executive Summary

Introduction

The BBSRC regards its sponsored institutes as essential to the lifeblood of the UK’s biotechnology and
biological sciences research base. The institutes provide the facility for long term research, be it a 150 year
long crop experiment or work with dangerous pathogens, in a way that is very diYcult for universities to
deliver. BBSRC’s commitment to its sponsored institutes is set out in the recently published Science and
Innovation in BBSRC-sponsored Institutes. (http://www.bbsrc.ac.uk/about/pub/policy/institutes.html).

Funding

The BBSRC continues to fund its sponsored institutes at increasing levels decided by Council in line
with Spending Review settlements, institute reviews and strategic need. In 2000–01 the institutes received
£85 million from BBSRC, in 2005–06 it was £105 million.

DEFRA

Most BBSRC-sponsored institutes have been funded in partnership with DEFRA (previously MAFF)
since the Rothschild settlement in the 1970s. Currently only three of the seven BBSRC-sponsored institutes
have significant funding from DEFRA and this is falling drastically, leading to redundancies which have to
be funded from the Science Budget.

BBSRC is anxious to agree collaborative funding arrangements with DEFRA which meet the principles
and recommendations of the 2004 report of the Research Council Institute and Public Sector Research
Establishment Sustainability Study Steering Group (the RIPSS report).

BBSRC looks forward to the outcome of DEFRA’s consultation on its Evidence and Innovation Strategy
(launched in February 2005), and OSI’s review of DEFRA science, launched in January 2005 and guided by
a Steering Committee chaired by the Chief Scientific Advisor (http://www.ost.gov.uk/policy/sciencereview/
defra.htm).

The future

BBSRC Council re-emphasised its commitment to the BBSRC-sponsored institutes with a four year
funding settlement in February 2006, designed to reinforce the world class science carried out at the
institutes, and involving:

— increased funding for animal health and welfare with a £35 million investment in a new build to
house the world renowned Roslin Institute (RI) and Institute for Animal Health (IAH)
Neuropathogenesis Unit in partnership with the University of Edinburgh, focused on the vet
school;

— strengthening the IAH at its Compton and Pirbright sites including a £121 million new build at
Pirbright for animal infectious disease work;

— looking to optimise work in sustainable agriculture and land use at the Institute of Grassland and
Environmental Research (IGER) and Rothamsted Research (RRes) in the light of falling funding
from DEFRA;

— significantly increased core grant funding to the Babraham Institute (BI) in Cambridge and the
John Innes Centre (JIC) in Norwich;

— plans for capital investments of at least £50 million pa over the next four years.

Background

(i) The Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council (BBSRC) is the UK’s principal funder
of basic and strategic research across the biosciences. It is funded primarily by the Science Budget
of the OYce of Science and Innovation (OSI, Department of Trade and Industry); and is part of the
Research Council UK (RCUK) partnership.

(ii) BBSRC is allocated around £380 million through the Science Budget, which it uses to fund research
through a range of mechanisms as illustrated in Annex 1.

(iii) BBSRC invests around £340 million in research each year, approximately one third of which
supports seven research institutes (listed at Annex 2).

(iv) BBSRC’s funding to its institutes includes core strategic grants, reviewed every four or five years,
and competitive grant funding.
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(v) Each of the institutes is supported from several other sources, including:

— other government departments, principally DEFRA;

— government agencies, particularly the Food Standards Agency;

— industry;

— the European Union.

Institute sources of income for 2005–06 are shown in Annex 3.

(vi) The BBSRC-sponsored institutes currently have a total of c 2,700 staV, and have an annual turnover
of approximately £150 million, with assets and facilities worth £500 million.

(vii) BBSRC welcomes this opportunity to contribute to the House of Commons Science and Technology
Committee’s inquiry into RCIs. The remainder of this submission will address the particular issues
set out in the call for evidence.

1. Role of RCIS in Maintaining the UK Research and Skills Base

1.1. BBSRC recognises the important role of RCIs within the UK research and skills base. Institutes can
be the most eVective means of sustaining that base in circumstances where they provide some or all of the
following:

— critical mass of research capability and expertise in a significant area of research;

— a national capability and source of advice to government in strategically important research areas;

— an environment which facilitates coordinated, multidisciplinary approaches to research;

— an appropriate environment for long-term research programmes, long-term survey, monitoring
and/or data management work;

— scientific career paths and opportunities;

— unique research facilities or services;

— large scale capital equipment, with skilled technical support staV.

1.2. Each of the BBSRC-sponsored institutes currently contributes to the UK research and skills base in
some or all of the above ways. Their research focuses in three main strategic areas: sustainable agriculture
and land use; animal health and welfare; and biomedical research (including diet and food) (see the BBSRC
institutes science and innovation strategy—(http://www.bbsrc.ac.uk/about/pub/policy/institutes.html). For
example:

— the JIC is a world class centre of excellence in plant, crop and related microbial science at a time
when university departments on plant science are decreasing or have closed. The JIC is a key to
maintaining the health of plant sciences in the UK;

— the IAH provides key infrastructure and expertise for research into both exotic and endemic
diseases of farm animals and is currently developing, with the Veterinary Laboratory Agency, a
new purpose built laboratory at Pirbright for the study of exotic viral diseases such as foot and
mouth;

— RRes has internationally unique data on crop and soil science extending back over 160 years, vital
resources in understanding the long-term impacts of agricultural practices and environmental
variation;

— IGER has unique field-scale facilities to study the movements of nutrients and pollutants through
livestock-based land use systems and to model their impacts on soil, water and atmosphere;

— RI hosts ARK-Genomics, a national, collaborative centre which provides a key resource for UK
scientists working on farm animals;

— BI has focused capability in cell biology, particularly cell communication and signalling, and gene
regulation; it has built up a strong knowledge transfer programme and hosts a highly successful
bioincubator, with laboratory and oYce space for bio-based companies as they develop;

— the Institute of Food Research (IFR) is planning to integrate research on nutrition and the GI tract
and relate these to the structure/composition of food;

— BBSRC institute scientists play a significant role advising government through their roles on
advisory committees and working groups for example for DEFRA, the Food Standards Agency,
the Department of Health and the DTI.

1.3 Land-based studies has recently been identified as a vulnerable subject. BBSRC is currently working
with others on an audit of land-based research facilities, to inform the organisation and funding of future
facilities, many of which are at RCIs, including IGER, RRes and the Natural Environment Research
Council’s Centre for Ecology and Hydrology.
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2. Balance Between Research Council Expenditure on RCIS and on Grant Funding

2.1 The BBSRC Council sets the overall strategic direction for funding at the start of each Spending
Review period and makes decisions within this to commit the BBSRC’s Science Budget funding. In the
context of Spending Review periods, BBSRC Council sets the sponsored institutes’ budgets every four or
five years, taking account of current and potential Spending Review allocations. Funds are allocated across
several categories. The complete portfolio of BBSRC funding is:

— Competitive Responsive Mode Research Grants.

— Competitive Research Initiatives.

— Competitive Studentships and Fellowships.

— Equipment and Facilities.

— Capital and Buildings.

— Institute Core Strategic Grant (CSG).

— Headquarters Administration.

These funding mechanisms are used to implement the BBSRC’s Delivery Plan (http://www.bbsrc.ac.uk/
about/pub/policy/delivery.html).

2.2 BBSRC Council’s decisions on the level of CSG funding are informed by an Institute Assessment
Exercise (IAE) undertaken every four or five years and Council takes long term funding decisions for the
following review period. The most recent IAE reported in January 2006 with Council taking decisions in
February 2006 to set the BBSRC’s core contributions to the institutes for the 2006–07 to 2009–10 period.
In taking its decisions in February 2006 BBSRC Council took account of:

— the quality of the individual institute’s scientific performance in the IAE—(http://
www.bbsrc.ac.uk/about/pub/reports/06–feb–visitinggroups.html);

— the role of the individual institute in delivering the BBSRC’s 10 year Institute Science and
Innovation Strategy—(http://www.bbsrc.ac.uk/about/pub/policy/institutes.html);

— the scientific and financial sustainability of the institute.

2.3 For responsive mode grants, research initiatives, and studentships and fellowships the funding
received by each BBSRC-sponsored institute is determined solely by its performance in open competition
with universities and other research organisations. The institute’s total research funding from BBSRC
comprises its funding through these competitions together with the CSG. In this way the BBSRC is able to
ensure that its sponsored institutes have secure funding for long term research whilst also being exposed to
the rigours of open competition for a sizeable proportion of their research funding.

2.4 Annex 1 demonstrates that the BBSRC-sponsored institutes have received increasing CSG funding
in recent years; total funding from the BBSRC has risen from £85 million in 2000–01 to £105 million in
2005–06. Over the next four years resource allocations (excluding capital) will rise by £13 million.

3. Rationale Behind Different Approaches Adopted by Research Councils to Supporting RCIS and
the Case for Greater Harmonisation of Practice

3.1 BBSRC’s approach to governance follows from the Prior Options review of the early 1990s and was
endorsed by Government. The recent review by the OST/OSI (http://www.dti.gov.uk/science/
page23610.html) of RCIs demonstrated that a range of governance models is adopted by Research Councils
to support their institutes. In the BBSRC’s case all the sponsored institutes were or became companies
limited by guarantee with charitable status. The BBSRC is the employer of all the staV at the sponsored
institutes with resulting liabilities, except for the JIC whose staV are employed by the Centre under BBSRC
terms and conditions. Each institute has a Governing Body which fulfils the functions of a board of trustees
under charity law and a board under company law. The OSI review stated that:

“The BBSRC has quite correctly been working with its sponsored institutes in line with the findings
from the earlier Review”

The BBSRC has responded to the OSI review by asking Professor Sir Brian Follett FRS to bring forward
recommendations to the BBSRC Council (in October 2006) on the best way to improve both the governance
per se and to take account of the sustainability problems related to the current size of institutes.

3.2 Unlike other Research Councils, all the BBSRC-sponsored institutes receive funding from multiple
sources. This is in part due to a Government policy change in the 1970s when some funding from the Science
Budget to the Agricultural Research Council was transferred to the Ministry for Agriculture, Food and
Fisheries (MAFF), now DEFRA. There is thus a long history of funding for the BBSRC-sponsored
Institutes from MAFF and subsequently DEFRA. The BBSRC has increased its funding to its sponsored
institutes, (see para 2.4) on the rationale that to ensure long term world class science at institutes it is
necessary to provide long term funding. In recent years DEFRA has significantly reduced its funding, often
at short notice and with consequent eVects on the skills base and the amount of applied or strategic science
in the areas of sustainable agriculture and land use and animal health and welfare. Annexes 4 and 5 illustrate
the trends.
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3.3 Looking forward there are indications that there will be further reductions in DEFRA’s animal health
and welfare funding. These could result in a real term fall of over 10% in research funding to BBSRC-
sponsored institutes by 2010–11. This does not take into account one of the impacts of Full Economic
Costing which is to raise the cost of research ie there is less funding available for more expensive research.
The result will inevitably be a reduction in the amount of research being undertaken. The situation may be
even more serious in relation to the indications of DEFRA’s plans for sustainable farming and food which
could give a real term fall of over 40% by 2010–11 compared with 2005–06. In this area DEFRA has already
made substantial reductions in the last year and the impact of these funding reductions has been strongly
felt by two BBSRC- sponsored institutes, IGER and RRes. This has led to these institutes identifying the
potential need for up to 105 redundancies in 2006–07, including the closure of one of IGER’s sites, with
an expectation of further redundancies in 2006–07 and beyond. The costs of these redundancies, caused by
DEFRA’s funding changes and expected to be around £5 million, are met by the BBSRC from the Science
Budget and by the individual institutes, not by DEFRA.

3.4 In the light of these issues the BBSRC agrees with the OSI governance review that there is a need to
review the relationships between the BBSRC and its sponsored institutes. This does not necessarily mean a
harmonisation of arrangements across all BBSRC institutes or indeed in line with the arrangements of any
other Research Council. What might be appropriate for a land based research institute may not be
applicable to an animal health research institute or a human medicine research institute.

3.5 The BBSRC is in addition fully participating in the work of the RCUK Shared Services
Implementation Project Board which is delivering the harmonisation of back oYce services such as finance
and HR across all Research Councils and institutes. In addition BBSRC-sponsored institutes such as the
JIC and the IFR, both located in Norwich, are already merging back oYce operations to save money and
thereby invest more in science.

4. Role of Research Councils UK in Monitoring and Improving the Effectiveness of Research
Councils’ Support for RCIS

4.1 The BBSRC believes that the BBSRC Council is the appropriate body to review the eVectiveness of
the BBSRC’s support for its sponsored institutes. It does this through the IAE supported by annual updates
to Council. Under the current governance arrangements BBSRC Council considers the whole of the
institute’s work, irrespective of the funder and takes account of other principal funders’ views within that
assessment. The IAE includes assessments by international referees and independent peer review panels,
including academic, industrial and other user representatives. In addition to a comprehensive review of the
quality and strategic relevance of the research programmes by Visiting Groups, separate assessments are
carried out of each institute’s contributions to knowledge transfer, postgraduate and fellowship training and
to the science and society agenda. Reports from the 2005 IAE are available on the BBSRC website (see
para 2.2).

5. Role of Office of Science and Technology/Innovation in Providing Support for RCIS

5.1 As previously set out (Background and Section 1) RCIs are an important part of the UK research
base and the preferred way of delivering UK research under certain circumstances. OSI’s support for RCIs
is provided via the allocations process to the relevant Research Councils institute base as part of its delivery
plans. OSI has a representative on BBSRC Council and is kept abreast of significant developments within
the BBSRC institutes through this and other routes, including six monthly meetings with the Director
General of the Research Councils to discuss progress in meeting BBSRC’s targets in the Delivery Plan.
BBSRC also bid successfully to the large scale infrastructure fund for the rebuilding of the Pirbright site,
part of the IAH.

5.2 OSI also has a role in persuading other Government Departments to meet their responsibilities (for
example under the RIPSS report) where these departments are significant funders of RCIs. In January 2005
OSI instigated a review of DEFRA, including consideration of how the Department commissions and
manages new research. BBSRC looks forward to seeing the outcome of this review and how OSI might use
this to influence DEFRA.

6. Progress on Current Reorganisations Involving RCIS, Including Roslin Institute

6.1 BBSRC Council announced its most recent allocations to the sponsored institutes in February 2006
(http://www.bbsrc.ac.uk/media/pressreleases/06–02–24–funding–sponsored–institutes.html). In summary,
decisions related to the three key strategic areas of the institute research base are as follows.

Animal health and welfare

6.2 The IAH (Compton and Pirbright sites) will receive increased funding to enable a sustainable base for
research in exotic and endemic diseases primarily of cows and chickens with some work on sheep (scrapie).
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6.3 RI has a long tradition of excellence in animal biosciences and now aims to build on this to create a
new institute in the context of closer collaboration with partner organisations in the Edinburgh area. By
2009–10, RI will have moved from its present site to a new £65 million! facility on the Easter Bush campus
of the University of Edinburgh.

6.4 The new institute will bring together researchers currently in the RI, the Neuropathogenesis Unit
(NPU) of the IAH and the Royal (Dick) School of Veterinary Studies and may also accommodate livestock
researchers from the Scottish Agricultural College (SAC). With a critical mass of 500! staV, students and
visiting scientists and state-of-the-art facilities for in silico, in vitro and in vivo research on animals and their
pathogens, the new institute aims to be the world leading centre for research in animal bioscience.

6.5 BBSRC will provide £35 million in capital funding for the new research facility. The existing core
funding for RI and NPU will transfer to the new Centre and a phased increase in core funding, rising to £2
million pa, will be made to the new Centre. The University of Edinburgh will be a key partner in the new
building and plans a £12 million capital investment for over 100 staV and PhD students and four new
Professorial posts, working alongside BBSRC funded staV, to provide an expanded research eVort and
facilities for the Royal (Dick) School of Veterinary Studies. The new Centre will be adjacent to the Moredun
Research Institute, with whom it is expected that some research facilities will be shared. The project to
develop this has just commenced.

6.6 The development of joint research over the next five years is likely to focus on five interrelated themes.

— Infectious disease: study of interactions between pathogens and their animal hosts to develop more
eVective approaches to control of animal diseases, with distinctive contributions on endemic
diseases of ruminants, transmissible spongiform encephalopathies (TSEs), the exploitation of
genetic variation in host response to disease and tropical parasitology.

— Reproduction and development: investigation of the basic mechanisms controlling reproductive
success in farm animals, including ovarian function, oocyte quality and foetal development.

— Behaviour and welfare: development of objective measures of animal welfare and study of the eVect
of behavioural and other stressors on the dam on the subsequent behavioural responses of
oVspring and the mechanisms responsible.

— Sustainable farm animal production: identification of economically sustainable approaches to farm
animal breeding and husbandry that deliver improvements in animal health and welfare and
respect the environment.

— Biomedicine: application of expertise and research in animal health and welfare to improve human
health through, for example, reduction in incidence of zoonoses, application of comparative
medicine and comparative genomics and the modelling of potential therapies.

Sustainable agriculture and land use

6.7 The JIC will receive increased funding in recognition of its excellent research and its commitment to
informing crop science with its excellent plant science and its collaborative links with RRes and IGER.

6.8 RRes and IGER: because of the potential destabilisation arising from the significant drop in funding
from DEFRA, BBSRC Council is minded to move to one funding stream for these institutes by April 2007,
following the retirement of the current director of IGER. It has invited the governing bodies and directors
to consider how this could be applied. One possible outcome could be a merger of the two institutes.
However, there are others, including a reorganisation of land-based research within Wales to achieve better
local integration and eYciency, whilst also strengthening capability to collaboration with other parts of the
UK and overseas. BBSRC will give full consideration to a range of options, taking account of advice from
the review of governance.

Biomedical research including diet and food

6.9 BI will receive increased funding because of its excellence in aspects of cell and developmental biology.
For the IFR, Council endorsed the current policy of focusing in two key areas: the biology of gastrointestinal
tract and nutrition, diet and health. A review of IFR and its role in food research in the UK will undertaken,
starting in early 2007.

Restructuring

6.10 A number of BBSRC-sponsored institutes are undergoing various restructuring exercises involving
redundancies. The current exercises are ones where decisions have been taken and the redundancies are
being carried out. The potential ones relate to exercises that are anticipated, but have not yet begun. These
are detailed below.
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Institute Current (from 2005–06 onwards) Potential

BI 12 0
IAH 104 0
IFR 25 0
IGER 40 (due to DEFRA funding Up to another 40 (due to DEFRA

changes) funding changes)
JIC 31 0
RI 6 0
RRes 56 Up to another 60 (due to DEFRA

funding changes)
IFR/JIC back oYce merger 45 0

6.11 It is clear that DEFRA’s funding decisions are having a significant impact at the land based research
institutes. It has been extremely challenging to gain clarity on DEFRA’s long term funding plans as continue
to develop a new Evidence and Innovation Strategy.

BBSRC Annex 1

BBSRC GROSS EXPENDITURE BY ACTIVITY 
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BBSRC Annex 2

The BBSRC-sponsored institutes are:

— Babraham Institute (BI)—research supporting biomedical, biotechnological and pharmaceutical
sectors (www.bi.bbsrc.ac.uk)

— Institute for Animal Health (IAH)—working to improve the health and welfare of farm animals
and to safeguard the human food chain (www.iah.bbsrc.ac.uk)

— Institute of Food Research (IFR)—investigating food safety, diet and health, food materials and
ingredients (www.ifr.bbsrc.ac.uk)

— Institute of Grassland and Environmental Research (IGER)—research on sustainable grassland
systems and the wider managed environment (www.iger.bbsrc.ac.uk)

— John Innes Centre (JIC)—plant and microbial research with strategic relevance for food, health,
sustainable agriculture and industrial innovation (www.jic.bbsrc.ac.uk)

— Roslin Institute (RI)—livestock genetics, breeding, welfare and biotechnology (www.roslin.ac.uk)

— Rothamsted Research (RR)—research on sustainable plant-based agriculture and the
environment (www.rothamsted.bbsrc.ac.uk)

BBSRC Annex 3

BBSRC INSTITUTE FUNDING, 2005–2006
£ Million

Total
BBSRC Other TOTAL

Institute Funding DEFRA/FSA Industry EC Income INCOME

BI 15,411 — 444 156 5,772 21,783
IAH 20,233 7,991 1,017 1,013 9,204 39,458
IFR 11,893 1,801 391 1,301 1,212 16,598
IGER 7,235 7,128 1,335 493 2,713 18,904
JIC 21,772 1,024 144 1,985 3,506 28,431
RI 7,087 1,205 2,175 408 2,665 13,540
RRES 18,001 5,108 2,194 1,034 2,205 28,542
SRI* 2,990 102 362 52 439 3,946

TOTAL 104,622 24,359 8,062 6,442 27,716 171,202

* SRI: Silsoe Research Institute, closed on 31 March 2006
Figures from Provisional BBSRC Annual Report 2005–06

BBSRC Annex 4

MAFF/DEFRA FUNDING TO BBSRC-SPONSORED INSTITUTES,
1974–75 TO 2005–06, £ Million

Defra/MAFF Real Terms
Financial Year (incl SRI) at 2005–06 Prices

2005–06 23.7 23.7
2000–01 29.7 33.7
1995–96 36.6 46.9
1990–91 45.8 68.8
1985–86 51.8 104.7
1980–81 37.4 102.8
1975–76 19.0 105.0

Notes
Includes SRI and commissioned and non-commissioned funding
Excludes FSA
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BBSRC Annex 5

INSTITUTE INCOME FROM GOVERNMENT SOURCES EXCLUDING BBSRC (£ Million)
2000–01 TO 2005–06

£m 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 2003–04 2004–05 2005–06*

Income Defra/FSA 31.6 29.9 29.2 28.4 30 24.3
Income Other Government 7.4 9.3 7.9 8.1 7.7 5.7
Total Government Income 39.0 39.2 37.1 36.5 37.7 30.0

(excl bbsrc)

Institutes Gross Income 142.6 143.6 151.8 149.0 163.0 171.1

% of Gross Income 27.3 27.3 24.4 24.5 23.1 17.5

Institute Income from Government Sources 

Excluding BBSRC as a % of Total Institute Income 

2000/01 to 2005/06*

27.3 27.3
24.4 24.5

23.1

17.5

0.0

10.0

20.0

30.0

2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06*

%

BBSRC Institute Funding

BALANCE BETWEEN RC EXPENDITURE ON RCIs AND GRANT FUNDING—BBSRC

Please use 2004–05 audited financial data.

Total portfolio (resource & capital)

Expenditure (£ million)

Total expenditure 267.8
Total expenditure at HEIs 168.1
Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 89.5
Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations 10.2

Expenditure on research (resource not capital)

Expenditure (£ million)

Total expenditure 36.8
Total expenditure at HEIs 157.5
Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 69.9
Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations 9.4

Individual RCI funding
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Annex 3

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL RESEARCH COUNCIL (ESRC)

Q1. The Role of RCIs in Maintaining the UK Research and Skills Base

Role of ESRC Research Centres

ESRC Research Centres are national focal points for social science research where academics can
collaborate on long-term programmes of research. They are central to the ESRC’s strategy to develop the
UK social science research base and strengthen its position on the international stage. We expect centres to
have an innovative research programme and to become international centres of excellence. They are
typically located within a single institution, either a UK higher education institution or an independent
research institute. They facilitate the building of strong relationships with research users and the
development of the careers of new and outstanding researchers. A research centre is expected to provide
training for postgraduate students and other new researchers where appropriate and we have provided
earmarked funding for studentships within our centres.

Centres also have a role in using their sustained periods of funding to promote and foster interdisciplinary
collaboration. Indeed, in recent years some centres have been established as collaborations between research
councils. For instance, the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research (University of East Anglia) is
supported by three of the Research Councils, ESRC, NERC and EPSRC.

New centres established in recent years include the Centre for Deafness, Cognition and Language
(DCAL) at University College London, the Centre for Competition Policy (University of East Anglia) and
the Centre for Public Organisation (Bristol University). New centres are funded for five years in the first
instance, with a second period of five years funding subject to a satisfactory mid-term review. Current
centres have the potential to reapply for continued funding for further five-year periods in competition with
other proposals. Last year the Institute for Fiscal Studies, the Centre for Economic Performance and the
Centre for Micro-Social Change were given continuing support on this basis. However, other centres have
not been successful in securing continued funding. These judgements are based primarily on the quality of
the proposed new programme of work and the relative priority of the subject area.

Responsibility to the ESRC for the direction and management of the centre and the achievement of its
aims and objectives lies with the host institution. There is no formal requirement for a financial contribution
from the host institution beyond the remaining 20% not covered under the Full Economic Costs funding
model. Under this funding model, we expect the budgets of research centres to be between £4.8 million and
£8.5 million each over 10 years. Centres are expected to seek co-funding and sponsorship from other sources.

We also support resource centres, as part of our commitment to the UK’s data infrastructure and capacity
in methodology. For example, the research programme of the National Centre for Research Methods oVers
a pioneering suite of methodological developments which should help to keep the UK at the international
cutting edge, particularly in advanced quantitative methods. The research programme of the National
Centre for E-Social Science also promises to deliver major methodological payoVs, particularly in the areas
of data mining, modelling and linkage.

Achievements

Examples of achievements by our centres include the following:

— World-class research on the application of evolutionary and learning approaches to economic
game theory at the Centre for Economic Learning and Social Evolution (ELSE) based at
University College London. An ESRC evaluation confirmed that this research team has few peers
in Europe and rivals the best in the US. ELSE played a central role in the design of the UK
government’s auction of third generation mobile telephone licenses which netted £23 billion for
the UK Treasury, and was one of the most influential applications of social science expertise for
many years.

— The Centre for Research into Elections and Social Trends (CREST) made an important
contribution to understanding electoral behaviour and change in Britain, including the innovative
British Election Panel Studies and British Election Surveys. CREST’s “British Social Attitudes
Survey” has provided a unique and authoritative insight into changes in British society, and it is
used widely by academics, policy-makers, social commentators and the media.

— The Centre for Social and Economic Research on the Global Environment (CSERGE) has been
instrumental in building the UK’s capacity for research in that area, and its young researchers have
secured senior positions in a range of academic and practitioner posts
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Engagement and Knowledge Transfer

At the outset centre directors are asked to submit communication plans which are assessed by the
Strategic Research Board liaison member and ESRC oYcers. If these are not satisfactory they are asked to
make changes.

We review the level and eVectiveness of communications activities via “troika” meetings [regular
management meetings between ESRC OYce staV, Strategic Research Board liaison members and centre
directors] and through centres’ annual reports, where they are asked to set out their dissemination and
engagement strategy. We also support centres in their engagement activities in various ways. For instance,
we run media training courses and have developed a “Communications Toolkit” to promote best practice.
We also encourage the sharing and dissemination of good practice through, for example, regular directors’
meetings. Some centres, such as the Centre for Economic Performance, have achieved strong media profiles.

Centres are expected to develop long-lasting relationships with a wide range of stakeholders. For instance,
ESRC’s Innovation Research Centres work closely with business. The Centre for Complex Product Systems
(COPS) has run training courses for organisations such as Samsung and Boots. The Centre for Research on
Innovation and Competition (CRIC) has worked closely with Rolls Royce, Unilever and BNFL.

Processes for Establishing/Evaluating Centres

New research centres are selected by means of a competition. This competition may be open to
applications from any subject area within ESRC’s remit; or open but with a steer towards a particular topic
area; or restricted to a particular topic area. Decisions on the nature of the competition are taken by Council
and its Strategic Research Board, having regard to the current portfolio and areas of research challenges
where there is a need for new investment. Competitions are generally, although not necessarily, held on an
annual basis.

The competition process is as follows. Outline applications are first assessed by an expert panel. Those
applicants whose proposals are deemed suitable for further development are invited to submit a
comprehensive full proposal. Full proposals are peer reviewed using external academic and non-academic
reviewers, one in each category of which is nominated by the applicant. Applicants are given the opportunity
to respond to the reviewer comments. The proposals, along with the reviewer comments and applicant
responses, are then assessed by the expert panel. The panel agrees a shortlist and the leaders of the shortlisted
applications are interviewed. The panel then makes its recommendations to the Strategic Research Board,
which then makes recommendations to the ESRC Council.

Performance indicators for the output and impact of a new centre’s work are agreed between the centre
and the ESRC. An annual report is produced by the centre on progress against objectives and an agreed set
of performance indicators. All centre annual reports are considered and discussed by the Strategic Research
Board. The centre’s director attends one or two “troika” meetings a year to discuss Council policy, any
concerns or questions the centre may have, progress in the current year, and the Board’s reaction to the
centre’s annual report.

The Council evaluates the performance of all of its research centres in year eight of ten before deciding whether
they are eligible to bid for a further five-year period of core funding. In addition, we evaluate the work of our
centres after their period of ESRC funding has come to an end. Centre reviews are managed by the Council’s
Research Evaluation Committee, and include assessments from a range of independent commentators including
senior international academics and research users in the private and public sectors. In particular, the evaluations
investigate how centres have used their longer-term funding to generate added value in comparison with
supporting stand-alone research projects and recent evaluations have highlighted the particular achievements of
our centres in relation to the development of dynamic and responsive research agendas, capacity building, career
development, sustained user engagement and the leverage of external co-funding.

Q2. The Balance Between Research Council Expenditure on RCIs and on Grant Funding

We carried out a major consultation with stakeholders in 2004, which helped Council identify our key
challenges and priorities. We will meet these challenges through a range of mechanisms, including centres,
directing our resources towards those priorities and bringing investments in other areas to an end. We will
continue to respond to the social science community’s own ideas about new research challenges and work
with our community to ensure that we support the most promising new research directions.

Council has designed diVerent modes and funding mechanisms to achieve diVerent purposes and
outcomes. Direct comparisons of funding modes are therefore diYcult. However, the results of the reviews
conducted by our Research Evaluation Committee allow the Council to determine the eVectiveness of its
investment in centres as opposed to other types of investment. The annual report of the Research Evaluation
Committee contains analyses of all completed evaluations across the centres, programmes and responsive
modes and includes comparative assessments across these approaches. Research centres have generally
performed very well and have produced many of the ESRC’s most impressive achievements. Evaluations
have identified a number of world class research contributions, demonstrating that the Council’s policy of
backing strong teams over relatively long periods of time has paid dividends. In addition, almost all centres
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have capitalised on their high profile and core funding to build strong relationships with user groups and
achieve a considerable degree of non-academic impact. By virtue of their relatively long-term funding,
centres are well-placed to build research capacity. Success in this area has been a marked feature of
evaluation reports and there have been some striking examples in recent years. For example, as mentioned
above, The Centre for Social and Economic Research on the Global Environment has been instrumental in
building the UK’s capacity for research in that area. Centres have also capitalised on sustained periods of
core funding to promote and foster interdisciplinary collaboration. For example, the Centre for Business
Research has combined legal analysis with econometric research to throw new light on the eVect of
ownership arrangements on firm performance, corporate social responsibility and the relationship between
institutional change and economic and technological developments. Centres benefit from clear central
direction, with line management control of research agendas and performance. In these circumstances it is
easier to generate synergy and coherence and to tackle diYcult goals such as building interdisciplinary
collaboration.

Q3. The Rationale Behind the Different Approaches Adopted by the Research Councils to
Supporting RCIs and the Case for Greater Harmonisation of Practice

The Council funds research centres to exploit research opportunities which require the advantage of scale,
duration, cross-disciplinary collaboration and the use of shared facilities.

ESRC Centre Funding

BALANCE BETWEEN RC EXPENDITURE ON RCIs AND GRANT FUNDING—ESRC

2004–05 FIGURES

Total portfolio (resource & capital)

Expenditure (£ million)

Total expenditure 108.69015

Total expenditure at HEIs 101.39516

Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 14.11817

Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations 0.11918

Expenditure on research (resource not capital)

Expenditure (£ million)

Total expenditure 76.994
Total expenditure at HEIs 72.28919

Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 14.11820

Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations 0.119

Expenditure on training

Expenditure (£ million)

Total expenditure 31.696
Total expenditure at HEIs 29.106
Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 0.334821

Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations —

Individual RCI funding

See separate list of ESRC Centres with current grant amounts.

15 Does not include ESRC running costs, evaluation, superannuation et.c
16 Includes spend on ESRC Centres.
17 Includes all ESRC Research Centres, but not Resource Centres.
18 Expenditure with all Research Councils.
19 See footnote 2.
20 See footnote 3.
21 This includes only Centres-linked studentships, awarded as part of a specific competition. It does not include studentships

held at Centres but awarded as part of the usual ESRC studentship processes or other training, such as media training, that
take place at Centres.
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LIST OF ESRC CENTRES (STATUS AS OF 1 APRIL 2006)

End
Centre Date Location22 ESRC Grant23

Economics, Management and Business Studies and Innovation

Centre for Business, Accountability, Sep 11 CardiV £3,227,066
Sustainability and Society (BRASS (2001–06)
(www.brass.cf.ac.uk)
Centre for Microeconomic Analysis of Public Sep 11 Institute for Fiscal Studies, £3,217,137
Policy (CMAPP)(www.ifs.org.uk/esrc) London (2001–06)
Centre for Competition Policy (CCP) (www. Aug 13 East Anglia £339,000
ccp.uea.ac.uk) (2004–05)
Centre for Economic Learning and Social Sep 10 University College London £2,430,000
Evolution (ELSE) (else.econ.ucl.ac.uk) (2000–05)
Centre for Economic Performance (CEP) Sep 10 LSE £5,260,000
(cep.lse.ac.uk) (2000–05)
Centre for Innovation in Complex Product Sep 06 Sussex/Brighton £1,800,000
Systems (CoPS) (www.cops.ac.uk) (2001–06)
Centre for Market and Public Organisation Sep 14 Bristol £1,063,000
(www.bris.ac.uk/Depts/CMPO) (2004–09)
Centre for Research on Innovation and Sep 06 Manchester £2,600,000
Competition (CRIC) (www.cric.ac.uk) (2001–06)
Centre for Organisation and Innovation (COI) Sep 06 SheYeld £2,114,000
(www.shef.ac.uk/esrccoi) (2001–06
Centre on Skills, Knowledge and Sep 08 Oxford/Warwick £2,204,842
Organisational Performance (SKOPE) (2003–08)
(www.economics.ox.ac.uk/skope)

Education, Psychology, Cognition and Linguistics

Deafness, Cognition and Language Research Dec 15 University College, London £3,647,000
Centre (www.dcal.ucl.ac.uk) (2006–10)

Geography, Environment, Urban/Rural and Transport Studies
Centre for Socio-economic Research on the Sep 06 East Anglia £2,164,428
Global Environment (CSERGE) (2001–06)
(www.uea.ac.uk/env/cserge)
Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research Mar 09 East Anglia £1,250,00024

(www.tyndall.ac.uk)
UK Energy Research Centre (part of the Apr 09 Policy Studies Institute/ £3,180,000
TSEC Towards a Sustainable Energy Economy Imperial College London/ (2004–09)25

Programme) (www.ukerc.ac.uk) Oxford

Government, Political Science and Law

Centre for the Study of Globalisation and Sep 07 Warwick £2,355,697
Regionalisation (CSGR) (2002–07)
(www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/csgr)
Centre for the Analysis of Risk and Sep 10 LSE £2,795,539
Regulation (CARR) (www.lse.ac.uk/ (2005–10)
collections/CARR)

22 Location of Centre host institution (University unless otherwise indicated).
23 This is the figure for only the period indicated, not the total of the Centre’s ESRC funding.
24 ESRC contribution to current grant.
25 ESRC contribution.
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Sociology, Social Policy, Social Work and Social Anthropology

Centre for Social and Economic Research on Sep 07 Edinburgh/Open £2,137,830
Innovation in Genomics (INNOGEN) (2002–07)
(www.innogen.ac.uk)
Centre for Genomics in Society (EGENIS) Sep 07 Exeter £2,500,000
(www.ex.ac.uk/egenis) (2002–07)
Genomics Research Centre—CESAGEN Sep 07 Lancaster/CardiV £4,300,000
(www.cesagen.lancs.ac.uk) (2002–07)
Research Centre on Micro-social Change Sep 09 Essex £3,309,416
(MISOC) (www.iser.essex.ac.uk/misoc) (2004–09)
Centre for the Analysis of Social Exclusion Sep 07 LSE £2,728,300
(CASE) (sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/) (2002–07)
Centre for Research on Socio-cultural Change Sep 14 Manchester £3,700,000
(CRESC) (www.cresc.man.ac.uk) (2004–09)

Statistics, Computing and Demography

Centre on Migration, Policy and Society Sep 13 Oxford £3,400,000
(COMPAS) (www.compas.ox.ac.uk) (2003–08)

Resource Centres

Centre for Applied Social Surveys (CASS) Oct 08 Southampton/Surrey/
(www.socstats.soton.ac.uk/cass/) National Centre for Social

Research
Centre for Longitudinal Studies (incorporates Mar 10 Institute of Education,
Millennium Cohort Study/NCDS and BCS70) London
(www.cls.ioe.ac.uk)
National Centre for E-Social Science Mar 07 Manchester/Essex
(www.ncess.ac.uk)
National Centre for Research Methods Mar 09 Southampton
(www.ncrm.ac.uk)

Annex 4

Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council (EPSRC)

Summary

EPSRC does not own any institutes. However, following a government policy review in 2001, funding for
the UK domestic nuclear fusion programme, based at the UKAEA Culham Laboratory, was moved from
the nuclear industries section of DTI to the OYce of Science and Technology in April 2002 and directly to
the EPSRC in April 2003. A main motivation for this move was to improve links with the academic research
base from which UK fusion research had become isolated and for fusion research to be considered in the
context of broader national research programmes.

The fusion programme at Culham was reviewed earlier this year, as a result of which a new grant for
2007–08 is to be announced shortly. EPSRC does not employ the staV funded through this grant nor own
the facilities supported.

Support for Fusion Research at Culham Laboratory

Fusion power oVers the potential of an almost limitless source of energy for the future generations: a
fusion power plant would oVer a number of advantages over current ones, producing no greenhouse gases,
having little environmental impact and using basic fuels which are widely available or readily accessible.
Studies of energy scenarios have shown that fusion could make a significant contribution to meeting the
world’s energy needs in the future. The science to prove that fusion oVers a potentially viable option for
electricity generation has been proven and the international community is now ready to tackle the technical
and engineering challenges to demonstrate the technical feasibility of using fusion for large-scale energy
production.

The activities at Culham include the Joint European Torus and the UK Mega Amp Spherical Tokamak
and related researchers.

JET is the flagship of the European Community Fusion Programme. The experiment is based at UKAEA
Culham Science Centre, and the work is being carried out by an international team of scientists. The annual
budget for JET operations, science and investments is approximately 75 million, mainly funded by
EURATOM via the Framework programmes. The UK contributes about one eighth ie approximately
£6.5 million per year as a host subscription.
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EPSRC provides support to Culham for the UK fusion programme through grant funding, the current
grant covers the period from April 2004 to March 2008 and valued at £48 million. The grant provides
support for staV salaries, equipment, overheads and other costs. The grant also includes funding for the UK
host contribution to JET for 2004 and 2005 of £6.6 million per annum.

A mid term review of the activity took place in January 2006; the review panel was impressed with the
progress made in the first two years of the EPSRC grant and noted particularly the increase in collaborations
with UK universities. Continued support to the programme of research was recommended and further
funding is to be provided for the research activities and the JET host subscription.

EPSRC Institute Funding

BALANCE BETWEEN RC EXPENDITURE ON RCIs AND GRANT FUNDING

2004–05 audited financial data.

Total portfolio (resource & capital)

Expenditure (£m)

Total expenditure 510.4
Total expenditure at HEIs 422.7
Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 19.6
Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations 8.8

RCI is Culham Fusion Facility.

Last line is CCLRC expenditure only.

EXPENDITURE ON RESEARCH (RESOURCE NOT CAPITAL)

Expenditure (£m)

Total expenditure 275.3
Total expenditure at HEIs 233.2
Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 18.7
Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations 4.7

EXPENDITURE ON TRAINING

Expenditure (£m)

Total expenditure 137.6
Total expenditure at HEIs 137.6
Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) -
Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations -

INDIVIDUAL RCI FUNDING

(Only Culham, as above.)

Annex 5

MEDICAL RESEARCH COUNCIL (MRC)

Introduction

The MRC’s intramural programmes, based in Institutes and Units (MRC “RCIs”) are a key element in
delivering the MRC’s mission to improve human health; produce skilled personnel; advance and
disseminate knowledge and technology to improve quality of life and economic competitiveness; and
promote dialogue with the public.

Almost all of the MRC’s RCIs are wholly-owned; by far the majority of the staV are employed by the
MRC; and in each the MRC is the largest single funder (though all RCIs are encouraged to seek external
funding, so long as this fits the RCI’s remit and does not detract from the MRC-funded work)

The MRC currently supports 32 Institutes and Units (a list of current RCIs is at the end of this annex).
These range from the three main Institutes: the National Institute for Medical Research (NIMR), the MRC
Laboratory of Molecular Biology (LMB) and the MRC Clinical Sciences Centre (CSC) through medium
sized Units, two of which are based overseas (in the Gambia and Uganda) to some small, highly-focused
Units. The UK-based Units are widely distributed throughout the country from Dundee to Bristol, with



3427781020 Page Type [E] 16-03-07 22:12:55 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 132 Science and Technology Committee: Evidence

clusters in Cambridge, Edinburgh, London and Oxfordshire. The research supported on intramural
programmes covers basic research into biological function, work which is more disease-oriented, and
research into health services and public health.

The diVerence between an Institute and a Unit, is:

(a) size, and

(b) the level of autonomy given to the Director.

The MRC’s intramural programme has an international reputation for excellence. Of the 27 Nobel
Laureates in Physiology/Medicine and Chemistry that have worked for, been supported by, or had
associations with the MRC, 19 have worked in MRC Institutes or Units, 13 in LMB alone. Humanised
antibody technology, built on patented and licensed discoveries in one of the MRC’s Institutes, has spawned
a new multi-billion pound section of the pharmaceutical industry. Eleven therapeutic products are currently
licensed for use in treating breast cancer, leukaemia, asthma, arthritis, psoriasis and transplant rejection;
dozens more are in late-stage clinical trials. Research at the National Institute for Medical Research
characterised the molecular changes that made the virus responsible for the 1918 influenza epidemic so
virulent. In the most significant recent advance in preventing cardiovascular disease, a major trial of
cholesterol-lowering statin drugs, co-ordinated by the Clinical Trial Service Unit in Oxford, has shown that
these drugs can prevent around a third of heart attacks and strokes in people at risk.

In addition to RCIs, the MRC funds Research Centres, based in HEIs and supported by extramural
grants. Currently there are twelve such Centres in operation, across the UK from Bristol to Edinburgh,
covering a wide range of scientific topics. Centre grants support partnerships between the MRC and host
institutions, whose aim is to help HEIs or academic analogues to develop and sustain centres of excellence
with a clear strategic direction, in areas of importance for UK medical research. StaV are employed by the
host institution. Each centre is governed by a formal agreement between the MRC and the host.

Q1. The role of RCIs in maintaining the UK research and skills base

The MRC’s Institutes and Units play a vital role in enabling the MRC to fulfil its mission. The Council
has recently completed a major review, instigated when the current CEO was first appointed, of the rationale
for supporting Units, and the mechanisms for their review.

The Council has agreed that MRC should fund Institutes and Units for two main reasons:

1. To meet a scientific strategic need. Units may be established to meet a national need, for example
developing or nurturing research fields or disease areas that are new, or where UK capability is
weak eg toxicology. Such Units enable the MRC to respond flexibility and rapidly to sudden health
developments eg pandemic “flu” or to provide a special capability for translating research into
health care and practice eg the MRC Clinical Sciences Centre and the Social & Public Health
Sciences Unit.

2. To meet a strategic need for resources, services or facilities. These RCIs provide a range of essential
resources, services or facilities for various stakeholder groups, especially where there is a national
need which can only be met by national public centre investment. Examples include the Mary Lyon
Centre, the Biomedical NMR Centre, and the Collaborative Centre for Human Nutrition
Research. The MRC Clinical Trials Unit provides national infrastructure and support for major
clinical trials.

These criteria are taken into account when Council decides whether to set up a new Unit, and the MRC’s
Research Boards decide whether to recommend to Council continued funding for an existing Unit.

Intramural support in the MRC is characterised by:

— a staV complement largely employed by the MRC, able to engage long-term in full-time high-
quality research, with MRC as their main research funder; and

— a Director who provides scientific leadership and vision, within the broader context of the MRC’s
own scientific strategy, and who has full managerial control over resources.

The Council believes that such support enables a critical mass of resources to be brought to bear long-term
on inter-disciplinary approaches to research and training, on knowledge transfer and on science in society
activities. It allows MRC scientists to take more innovative and therefore “risky” approaches to research
problems that hold out the promise of high pay-oVs, in ways which would not be so easy with short term
research funding. Intramural support has a high interdisciplinary component: RCIs represent flag-ship,
leading entities in the UK, with a critical mass of individuals able to focus full-time on vital long-term
research, providing first-rate training and career development, and acting as magnets for high-quality people
in the field.

Long-term support of MRC-employed staV through Institutes and Units has enabled the MRC to oVer
exemplars of best practice in training and staV development, in knowledge transfer, and in science and
society activities.
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Training and staV development. MRC Institutes and Units provide excellent environments for research
training and career development, which have enabled the MRC to attract the best young scientists. Each
year, MRC Institutes and Units host over 300 MRC-funded PhD students and in addition train many more
students funded from other sources. The MRC provides career development opportunities and training of
young scientists up to tenure track level, as well as the continuous professional development of the staV it
employs. For instance, the MRC Career Development Fellowship scheme in MRC Institutes and Units,
furnishes over 200 post-doctoral scientists with fixed-term training positions. In addition, the Institutes and
Units provide training to many scientists supported by other funding bodies. MRC Institutes and Units,
such as the MRC Clinical Sciences Centre, oVer research training opportunities for clinicians.

Knowledge Transfer. Intellectual property (IP) created in the MRC’s Institutes and Units is owned by the
MRC and actively exploited on the Council’s behalf by the MRC-aYliated company, MRC Technology.
The MRC has a strong record: income earned by the MRC on its IP has exceeded that earned by all English
Universities put together twice in recent years. Exploitation of MRC discoveries in humanised monoclonal
antibodies has culminated in the MRC start-up company, Cambridge Antibody Technology (CAT),
becoming the first biotechnology company to have a blockbuster humanised monoclonal antibody drug,
Humira(R). The American pharmaceutical company, Abbott has agreed to pay (via CAT) US$255 million
in lieu of the future royalties that the MRC, the Scripps Research Institute and Stratagene would have
received on sales of Humira(R) after December 2004. Of this sum, the MRC has received US$191 million. In
addition, Abbott will pay (via CAT) the MRC a further US$7.5 million over five years from 2006, providing
Humira(R) remains on the market.

The results of the MRC’s intramural research programme are also applied into healthcare and public
health practice. For instance, research in the MRC Social & Public Health Sciences Unit in Glasgow has
helped identify associations between unhealthy behaviours (smoking, diet etc) and ill health, and how these
might be addressed.

Science in Society. MRC Institutes and Units have a unique opportunity to contribute to national science
in society activities, owing to the way they are set up and run. Public engagement activities are assessed as
part of the 5-yearly review of each Unit or Institute, providing an impetus for scientists and administrators
to create an environment in which public engagement opportunities can be encouraged and expanded. There
is a close synergy between the communications aims of the Institutes and Units and those of MRC head
oYce, which has recently been strengthened by the creation of Regional Communication Manager posts,
reporting to the Head of the Corporate Communications Group in Head OYce. These Managers act as
conduits between head oYce, Units and Institutes, and encourage the pooling and sharing of resources
and ideas.

The Costigan review undertaken by OSI in 2005 made a number of comments on the governance of MRC
RCIs, these are referred to in the relevant places in this submission.

Funding Decisions and MRC Institutes and Units

Quinquennial Review of MRC’s Units

The MRC supports research using the most appropriate funding mechanism, whether through
extramural grants, or intramural funding of research in the MRC’s own Institutes and Units.

Existing MRC Institutes and Units are each reviewed on a five-yearly cycle. The Council has recently
undertaken a major review of how these reviews should be conducted, and the resulting recommendations
are now being implemented. There are three elements to review:

— Annual Council-wide overview of the MRC’s research and training portfolio. The aim of this is
to enable the Council, with input from Directors and others, to identify key emerging issues and
opportunities which may have a bearing on current and future investments, and to monitor
delivery against corporate objectives. Such reviews help develop scientific direction and strategy
across the MRC, and identify areas that require a subsequent more in-depth strategic
consideration.

— Strategic review of a specific field or of a Unit. These are set up on an ad hoc basis, driven by specific
issues such as the future retirement of a Director, or the need to look at gaps and opportunities
in a particular field. They are unlikely to take place more frequently than once a decade for any
specific Unit.

— Scientific review of each Unit. This is the regular independent quinquennial review, focused mainly
on the scientific merits of a Unit, but within any broader context provided by a portfolio or
strategic review. The quinquennial review also assesses value for money, training and people
management, knowledge transfer and science in society activities.

We believe that the arrangements for five-yearly review of the MRC’s RCIs are consistent with the
requirements of for such reviews as set out in paragraph 3.15 of the Quinquennial review of the Research
Councils. Outcomes of reviews are published in the MRC’s Annual Report.
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The MRC considers intramural and extramural (mainly university) based proposals in competition with
each other. In both cases, the main drivers for deciding whether an extramural or intramural research
proposals should be funded are the same: scientific quality, importance and value for money. In the case of
the intramural programme, additional factors are taken into account, such as added value, management,
training, science in society and knowledge transfer capabilities, and performance.

The MRC actively manages its portfolio of Institutes and Units, closing and reconfiguring them as
scientific and strategic needs dictate. In 1990, there were 51 Institutes and Units; there are now 32. Since
January 2000, the MRC has closed 12 Units and opened or restructured seven others.

Q2. The balance between MRC expenditure on RCIs and on grant funding

Balance between extramural and intramural funding

This is determined according to current strategic needs and the quality of proposals for funding. The
pattern may change from time to time, depending on which funding mechanisms are most appropriate for
achieving current scientific priorities.

Resource funding of Institutes and Units

As explained above, the renewal of existing intramural support is determined in competition with requests
for extramural research grants. A basic planning assumption is that, provided the track record and future
proposals meet the required standard, Institutes and Units will be funded at 95% of the current resource
baseline level of support. Another planning assumption is that £3 million will be saved (recycled) every two
years through pruning lower quality science or closing whole Units. If the future proposals warrant
additional support, any funding above 95% baseline is provided from the relevant budget in competition
with other research funding proposals.

The MRC’s Institutes and Units meet the organisation’s strategic needs and hence the MRC funds the
full economic costs of the intramural science it supports.

Capital funding of Institutes and Units

The objectives of the MRC’s capital investment strategy are three-fold:

— to invest in advanced facilities and equipment to take forward emerging scientific developments
and opportunities;

— to invest in buildings, plant and equipment to maintain the value of the estate and provide
“well-found laboratories”; and

— to bring any sub-standard assets up to the required standard.

Although maintaining existing assets in good order is an underpinning objective, it is the Council’s
strategic scientific priorities, as laid out in the MRC’s Delivery Plan, which guide major investment
decisions. These priorities have been taken into account in determining the major planned programmes in
the MRC’s Capital Investment Strategy. In general, the MRC does not earmark funds in advance for
particular topics in medical science, except for areas for which the MRC has received additional funding for
specific programmes, and for major capital investment decisions, where provision is made to enable strategic
investment decisions to be implemented.

When making capital funding decisions, the MRC focuses on areas of greatest scientific opportunity and
issues of greatest importance to human health. Two current major capital projects are the new building for
the world-renowned LMB and the renewal of NIMR at UCL. Such decisions also take account of the need
to establish a critical mass of research in priority areas, to maintain a balanced research capacity across the
full range of health issues, and to support innovation and new approaches. This policy allows MRC to
respond flexibly as opportunities arise.

Future equipment requirements for each Unit and Institute, and the resulting maintenance and
depreciation costs as well as the costs relating to land and buildings, are determined as part of the
quinquennial review.

The MRC does not own all the buildings which accommodate Institutes and Units; in many cases these
are leased or rented from the host university or medical school. The MRC’s estates strategy is that decisions
to acquire extend or dispose of accommodation, whether owned, leased or rented, should be “science-led”.
Consequently, while the relative cost of accommodation in diVerent areas of the country and/or the
opportunity costs in relation to other possible uses of the accommodation are given due consideration, these
issues are secondary to scientific advantage.
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Over the years, the Council has generally taken the view that the most scientifically rewarding locations
for its intramural investment has been in close proximity to similar or complementary areas of scientific
excellence and, where relevant, to clinical facilities. This has resulted in a clustering of Council activity
around University campuses and Teaching Hospitals throughout the UK, but especially in Cambridge,
London, Oxford and Edinburgh.

Q3. The rationale behind the diVerent approaches adopted by the Research Councils to supporting RCIs and
the case for greater harmonisation of practice

The Costigan Review concluded that the MRC’s governance systems for its RCIs were compatible with
best practice.

All MRC Institutes and Units are given a five-year funding commitment after the quinquennial review,
and then receive an annual financial allocation from the Council. The latter includes any additional external
(non-MRC income) attributable to the Institute or Unit. The three major institutes have greater delegated
authority for decisions on the appointment of staV and management of resources between each
quinquennial review. However, the governance arrangements are essentially the same: the Director is
accountable to the Chief Executive for the day-to-day management of the scientific, training and other
programmes with the Institute or Unit concerned, for compliance with legislative and regulatory
requirements, and for the maintenance of appropriate systems. During the five-year period between each
Unit or Institute Review, the Director has considerable autonomy regarding scientific leadership: the
Director is held to account for his or her stewardship at the quinquennial review.

The Costigan Review suggested that consideration should be given to reviews of RCIs during each five-
year period, to ensure that each RCI is on track to deliver against its objectives. The MRC believes that an
appropriate balance should be struck between the need for the Council to assure itself that each RCI is
making satisfactory progress, and the broader academic environment within which RCI staV operate. The
MRC will be taking steps to improve the level of annual accountability, without stifling the development of
innovative ideas which is such a positive feature of RCIs, and which is crucial in attracting the best scientists
to work in RCIs. Much of the increased accountability can be achieved by giving Directors more eVective
local management support and improving shared management information systems.

Finally, the Costigan Review questioned the arrangement whereby over 30 Directors reported directly to
the CEO. Such a wide span of control may be unusual but the MRC does not believe this makes the
assurance and appraisal system unworkable. The combination of quinquennial settlements and reporting
lines which converge formally only at the CEO level might give the impression that RCIs are able to act in
isolation over the five years between reviews. In practice, this is far from the case. There are many active
networks within the MRC, not only of scientific directors and senior scientists, but also of senior operational
staV, including unit administrators and professional human resources and finance staV. Change is
continuously being brought about and corporate initiatives implemented via these networks. More
formalised appraisal systems for Directors will be finalised in the autumn.

Within the standard governance framework, the MRC operates tailored administrative arrangements
depending on the size and location of the Institute or Unit concerned. For instance, small Units deeply
embedded within Host Universities depend on many local services and systems. Others are more
self-suYcient.

The MRC has recognised that there are eYciencies and improvements to be gained by providing some
RCI services centrally through a Shared Service Centre, eg human resources, finance and procurement. The
new MRC Shared Service Centre opened for business in Swindon in April this year. The Research Councils
are in discussion through RCUK about adopting a wider, cross-Council approach to the provision of
such services.

MRC Institutes and Units include Senior Unit Administrators, whose role is to ensure eVective
management of the administration of their Institute or Unit, and in some cases others in their region.

Q6. Review progress on reorganisation of NIMR

The Committee last received an update in late 2004, as part of its inquiry The MRC’s Review of the Future
of the National Institute for Medical Research, the report of which was published in February 2005.

The Committee will recall that, following a review by the Council in November 2002, a subcommittee was
established to develop a long-term strategy for major capital investments over a 10–15 year period at a
number of MRC sites, including NIMR’s current location at Mill Hill. In 2003 a Task Force was established
by MRC to review the future of NIMR. Membership was drawn from the MRC and NIMR and with
national and international experts. The role of the Task Force was to develop a vision for a strong scientific
future for NIMR and to consider and consult on a broader set of options for the size and location for NIMR
than originally examined by the Council sub-committee. In October 2004, the Council accepted the
recommendation of the Task Force that NIMR should be renewed as a multi-disciplinary biomedical
research institute with a mission to undertake basic and translational research in partnership and co-located
with a university.
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Progress Since the Last Select Committee Report

Having reviewed proposals, Council selected UCL as its preferred partner for the renewal and relocation
of NIMR to Central London, in close proximity to a major hospital and relevant university departments
including chemistry and physics.

A Business Plan for the renewal of NIMR was approved by Council in July last year. The business plan
confirmed the feasibility of developing the renewed institute on the National Temperance Hospital (NTH)
site in Hampstead Road. It estimated a total capital investment of £320 million with a net cost to the MRC
of £240 million after account was taken of the contribution from UCL and the proceeds from the sale of
the Mill Hill site.

It gave the Council the comfort necessary to proceed with the purchase of the NTH site and to commit
£100 million of its own resources to the capital spend. It also provided the basis of an application for £140
million of funding from the OYce of Science and Innovation’s Large Facilities Capital Fund and to
engagement with other potential funders. The application to the LFCF has been well received but funding
cannot be released until a more detailed business case has been worked up that allows OSI and Treasury to
assess the strength of the case for the capital investment.

Council is therefore now preparing this more detailed business plan with an options appraisal setting out
what could be achieved on the NTH site with a range of diVerent levels of investment so that OSI and the
Treasury can test whether the case for the MRC’s preferred option is robust. This will include consideration
of what improved eYciencies can be delivered through joint working with UCL and alternative ways of
delivering services and infrastructure.

The NIMR project is overseen by a subcommittee of the Council and Project Board. In March 2006, the
MRC engaged external management consultants to assist in the development of a Business Case up to OGC
Gateway 1. A programme of work identifying what has to be achieved has been established: overall the
project is running to plan. A communications strategy has been approved by the Project Board and is
currently in the early stages of implementation. A design team has been appointed to advise on the
implications of the diVerent options. The final business case will be submitted to the MRC Council and to
OSI in October.

In the meantime, a search committee has been set up to identify a new Director for NIMR, to take over
from Sir John Skehel, who retires in September this year.

Current MRC Institutes and Units

Type Name and further details Town URL

MRC MRC LABORATORY OF Cambridge www2.mrc-lmb.cam.ac.uk
Institute MOLECULAR BIOLOGY (LMB)

MRC MRC CLINICAL SCIENCES London www.csc.mrc.ac.uk
Institute CENTRE (CSC)

MRC MRC NATIONAL INSTITUTE London www.nimr.mrc.ac.uk
Institute FOR MEDICAL RESEARCH

(NIMR) INCLUDING THE MRC
BIOMEDICAL NMR CENTRE

Unit MRC HEALTH SERVICES Bristol www.hsrc.ac.uk
RESEARCH COLLABORATION

Unit MRC BIOSTATISTICS UNIT Cambridge www.mrc-bsu.cam.ac.uk

Unit MRC CANCER CELL UNIT Cambridge www.hutchison-mrc.cam.ac.uk

Unit MRC CENTRE FOR PROTEIN Cambridge www.mrc-cpe.cam.ac.uk
ENGINEERING

Unit MRC COGNITION AND BRAIN Cambridge www.mrc-cbu.cam.ac.uk
SCIENCES UNIT

Unit MRC COLLABORATIVE CENTRE Cambridge www.mrc-hnr.cam.ac.uk
FOR HUMAN NUTRITION
RESEARCH

Unit MRC DUNN HUMAN Cambridge www.mrc-dunn.cam.ac.uk
NUTRITION UNIT

Unit MRC EPIDEMIOLOGY UNIT Cambridge www.mrc-epid.cam.ac.uk

Unit MRC PROTEIN Dundee www.dundee.ac.uk/lifesciences/
PHOSPHORYLATION UNIT mrcppu

Unit MRC HUMAN GENETICS UNIT Edinburgh www.hgu.mrc.ac.uk

Unit MRC HUMAN REPRODUCTIVE Edinburgh www.hrsu.mrc.ac.uk
SCIENCES UNIT
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Type Name and further details Town URL

Unit MRC/UVRI UGANDA Entebbe
RESEARCH UNIT ON AIDS

Unit MRC LABORATORIES, THE Fajara www.mrc.gm
GAMBIA

Unit MRC SOCIAL AND PUBLIC Glasgow www.msoc-mrc.gla.ac.uk
HEALTH SCIENCES UNIT

Unit MRC VIROLOGY UNIT Glasgow www.mrcvu.gla.ac.uk
Unit MRC MAMMALIAN GENETICS Harwell www.mgu.har.mrc.ac.uk

UNIT INCLUDING MRC UK
MOUSE GENOME CENTRE

Unit MRC RADIATION AND Harwell www.ragsu.har.mrc.ac.uk
GENOME STABILITY UNIT

Unit MRC TOXICOLOGY UNIT Leicester www.le.ac.uk/mrctox
Unit MRC CELL BIOLOGY UNIT London www.ucl.ac.uk/lmcb
Unit MRC CLINICAL TRIALS UNIT London www.ctu.mrc.ac.uk
Unit MRC PRION UNIT London www.prion.ucl.ac.uk

Unit MRC INSTITUTE OF HEARING Nottingham www.ihr.mrc.ac.uk
RESEARCH—(INCLUDING
GROUPS BASED AT GLASGOW,
NOTTINGHAM CLINICAL
SECTION AND SOUTHAMPTON)

Unit MRC ANATOMICAL Oxford mrcanu.pharm.ox.ac.uk
NEUROPHARMACOLOGY UNIT

Unit MRC FUNCTIONAL GENETICS Oxford www.mrcfgu.ox.ac.uk
UNIT

Unit MRC HUMAN IMMUNOLOGY Oxford www.imm.ox.ac.uk/groups/mrc-
UNIT hiu/pages/home.htm

Unit MRC IMMUNOCHEMISTRY Oxford www2.bioch.ox.ac.uk/immunoch
UNIT

Unit MRC MOLECULAR Oxford www.imm.ox.ac.uk/groups/
HAEMATOLOGY UNIT mrc–molhaem

Unit MRC/CANCER RESEARCH UK/ Oxford www.ctsu.ox.ac.uk
BHF CLINICAL TRIAL SERVICE
UNIT & EPIDEMIOLOGICAL
STUDIES UNIT (CTSU)

Unit MRC EPIDEMIOLOGY Southampton www.mrc.soton.ac.uk
RESOURCE CENTRE

MRC Institute Funding

BALANCE BETWEEN RC EXPENDITURE ON RCIs AND GRANT FUNDING

2004–05 audited financial data.

Total portfolio (resource & capital)

Expenditure (£m)

Total expenditure 476.3
Total expenditure at HEIs 181.0
Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 253.2
Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations
Other 42.1

The “RCI” costs cover all the MRC’s Institutes and Units nearly all of which are “embedded” in HEIs.
The figures for the MRC’s RCIs include capital expenditure (£28.4 million) and non-cash expenditure
(£22.6 million) and cover the full economic costs of RCI (intramural) research. In contrast, funding for
extramural grants to HEIs was not on a full economic cost basis in 2004–05, as grants at that stage were
awarded under the old dual support system. Expenditure cannot therefore be used as a straightforward
metric for comparing the volume of research that the MRC supports in RCIs and HEIs.
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Expenditure on research (resource not capital)

Expenditure (£m)

Total expenditure 355.4
Total expenditure at HEIs 138.0
Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 217.4
Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations

The figure for RCIs includes £22.6 million non-cash expenditure.

Expenditure on training

Expenditure (£m)

Total expenditure 50.4
Total expenditure at HEIs 43.0
Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 7.4
Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations

Over 200 Career Development Fellows receive research training and career development in MRC Units.
However, these costs of these posts are classified as research costs and are not included under training.

Individual RCI funding

The MRC has 32 Institutes and Units. Funding from all sources, for all RCIs together, was as follows:

Funding (£m)

Total RCI funding 222.6
Of which:

Total DEL-funded 192.6
Total non-DEL-funded 30.0
Of which:

Total non-OSI Government-funded 8.6
Total industry funding 1.7
Total charity funding 5.1
Other funding sources 14.6

Detailed breakdowns for the funding of each of the MRC’s 32 RCIs could be provided if the
Committee wishes.

Annex 6

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH COUNCIL (NERC)

The Natural Environment Research Council (NERC) welcomes the opportunity to provide input to the
Committee’s inquiry.

NERC is one of the UK’s eight Research Councils. It funds and carries out impartial scientific research
in the sciences of the environment. NERC trains the next generation of independent environmental
scientists. Its priority research areas are: Earth’s life-support systems, climate change, and sustainable
economies.

NERC’s research centres and surveys are: the British Antarctic Survey (BAS), the British Geological
Survey (BGS), the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology (CEH) and the Proudman Oceanographic
Laboratory (POL). In addition, NERC currently funds 15 Collaborative Centres under contract often to
an HEI or group of HEIs. Details of NERC’s Research and Collaborative Centres are available at
www.nerc.ac.uk.

Q1. The role of RCIs in maintaining the UK research and skills base

The value of NERC’s strong research institute sector

NERC has a science strategy that addresses environmental science questions within the framework of
Earth System Science. This requires an interdisciplinary approach as environmental issues involve
interactions between all the basic science disciplines. Consequently, this science is by its nature big science
and requires, for example, long-term monitoring of the environment; facilities for measurement and
modelling; teams of researchers and support staV working closely together; foci for knowledge transfer.
These are requirements that a strong research institute sector can provide.
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Clearly, reliance on institutes has to be balanced with a healthy academic sector in environmental science
that utilises the data and facilities of the institutes to make their research and training much more eVective.
The RCIs skills base tends to be more clearly directed towards meeting national economic and societal need
than is necessarily the case in HEIs where the primary focus is on academic inquiry. Having said that, the
scientific outputs of RCIs (eg in terms of publications having a significant impact) easily equal those of
successful academic groups from around the world.

An internal NERC report (the Randall Report), published in June 2001, set out the defining
characteristics of NERC Research Centres as providing:

— excellent scientific research, monitoring and survey, not obtainable elsewhere within the UK
market at competitive quality, timeliness and cost;

— an integrated, well-managed national capability to provide reliable and independent policy advice
to government, and other interested organisations; and

— a focus for international cooperation; for technology expensive projects; and for co-ordinating
distributed major programmes solving complex scientific problems.

RCIs diVer from HEIs in that they can direct staV—and, critically, sizeable teams of staV if necessary—
to address national and international issues and, if needs be, emergencies. For example, BGS was able to
provide advice during the Foot and Mouth crisis. NERC’s Centre for Ecology and Hydrology (CEH),
together with the RCIs of BBSRC, was able to direct staV to mount the Farm-Scale Evaluations of GM
crops. POL is responsible for providing the tides data that allow the Environment Agency to decide when
to raise the Thames Barrier. CEH is currently, with research partners in Scotland, preparing for the
Countryside Survey 2007, a key activity linked to the Government’s sustainable development strategy. BAS
scientists have played a seminal role, with the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds, in developing the
international Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP), which aims to halt the
recent rapid decline in iconic seabird numbers as a consequence of long-line fishing in the South Atlantic
and Southern Ocean.

NERC’s wholly-owned RCIs in particular have the longevity to maintain key series of observations over
the long term (several times the period of most academic grants), allowing the discovery, for example, of the
ozone hole by BAS scientists and the observation of the earlier arrival of spring by CEH scientists. This long-
term monitoring can be accompanied by the necessary infrastructure and staYng for data management.
Although HEIs also carry out monitoring activities, they are often contributing to schemes managed by
RCIs.

NERC has also set up Collaborative Centres, often in association with universities, on a time-limited basis
to give it the ability to direct a rapid increase in activity in under-developed areas of science according to
national and strategic need. The Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research and the UK Energy Research
Centre (UKERC) are both examples of centres set up (jointly with other Research Councils) in response to
fast-growing research needs requiring intense and co-ordinated research eVort.

NERC’s RCIs work closely together not only with the academic community but also with each other. For
example, BGS and BAS collaborate on NERC’s deep ocean drilling project, and CEH and BGS work
together on flood management and other issues. NERC’s facilitation of such collaboration between its RCIs
increases the capability of NERC as whole.

The identification of NERC’s RCIs with specific areas of science gives them a high profile both nationally
and internationally, and this together with their longevity helps them to establish international agreements
and alliances with partner institutes in other countries.

RCI support for skills and training

All NERC RCIs maintain the skills necessary to conduct long-term survey and monitoring and to do the
research needed to extract high-quality science and policy-related evidence from such work.

RCIs play an important role in maintaining the national skills base by hosting students studying for
postgraduate qualifications. They have valuable expertise, study/field sites and facilities, which complement
those available in HEIs. As well as training students based in the RCIs, they are often CASE partners for
students based in an HEI and are able to provide valuable training in field skills, exposure to a diVerent
working environment, and unique experiences such as studying in the Antarctic. CEH is one of the centres
popular with students because of the high quality supervision, facilities and training opportunities provided.

Institute-based NERC scientists are oVered specific training courses such as Communicating Science to
the Public and Scientific and Technical Writing which cover increasingly important communication skills.
They are also encouraged to attend courses in leadership and management skills, since people- and project-
management are widely recognised as vital for the delivery of NERC science, especially in multi-disciplinary/
multi-location projects.
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RCI Facilities and Services

Scientific facilities can be considered as science infrastructure with value added. This added value comes
from people, who provide expertise and support in the technology, science, operation and administration.
This added value can be provided by RCIs, HEIs or other organisations, depending on the circumstances,
and NERC supports facilities at the location that can provide overall the best and most cost-eVective service.
This results in a complex mix of facility locations and staV employment. RCIs are often particularly able to
provide a base for expensive facilities which can then also be made accessible to HEIs, for research and
training, justifying the significant capital investment. Investment in specialist facilities at RCIs, with shared
use, is eYcient because it helps to avoid duplication.

NERC’s two ocean-going research ships, and supporting infrastructure (including the National Marine
Equipment Pool), are based at the National Oceanography Centre, Southampton, which is a NERC
Collaborative Centre. NOCS is one of the world’s leading centres for research and education in marine and
earth sciences, for the development of marine technology and for the provision of large-scale infrastructure
and support for the marine research community.

The provision of infrastructure and facilities in the Antarctic and Arctic presents major technical and
logistical challenges. BAS runs NERC’s polar infrastructure and facilities, including its two ice-strengthened
ships and fleet of “polar” aircraft. BAS further supports the interests of the UK Government under contract
to the Foreign and Commonwealth OYce and the Government of South Georgia and the South Sandwich
Islands by maintaining a UK presence on South Georgia through the support and operation of harbour
facilities and an applied fisheries research programme.

NERC’s two airborne research facilities are based at airports that can provide the necessary facilities for
the aircraft, staV and equipment.

Four smaller facilities are located at NERC centres:

(i) the NERC Isotope Geosciences Laboratory at BGS;
(ii) the Remote Sensing Data Analysis Centre at the Plymouth Marine Laboratory (PML);
(iii) the National Facility for Scientific Diving at the Scottish Association for Marine Science

(SAMS); and
(iv) one of three nodes of the Life Sciences Mass Spectroscopy Facility at CEH Lancaster.

The remaining NERC facilities are located at universities or, in one case, at the Rutherford Appleton
Laboratory of CCLRC.

Knowledge Transfer activities

NERC as a whole, including its RCIs, is concerned to ensure that its science reaches those who are able
to use it, whether in policymaking or business. It is developing its knowledge transfer (KT) activities, and
has recently provided the OSI with a KT Delivery Plan Update (“Creating the Environment for Knowledge
Transfer”). The latter document gives examples of KT arising from NERC science, many of them from RCI
research.

As stated in NERC’s submission to the Committee’s inquiry into Research Councils’ KT activities,
NERC’s centres provide a unique opportunity for all aspects of knowledge transfer, including a national
capability to provide reliable and independent policy advice to Government, often at short notice. An
example is the provision by NERC scientists of a wide range of inputs to the deliberations of the Exeter
Conference on “Avoiding Dangerous Climate Change”, sponsored by the Prime Minister in advance of the
UK’s Chairmanship of the G8, in order to place the UK in an informed position on a topic it had identified
as an international priority. Another example is CEH’s lead role in the farm-scale evaluation of GM crops,
referred to above. The skills and capabilities that exist in our research centres play a vital part in the UK
economy: a recent survey estimated that the value added of national output that BGS contributed to was
in the range £34 billion–£61 billion, between 5–8 of the UK value added. Links with key users are extensive:
for example, POL is a partner with the UK Meteorological OYce in the National Centre for Ocean
Forecasting (NCOF), whose mission is to establish ocean forecasting as part of UK “infrastructure”. BAS
supports UK Government interests in the South Atlantic and Antarctica through the scientific advice it
provides to the UK Delegations at the annual meetings of the Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic
Marine Living Resources and of the Antarctic Treaty Consultative parties.

NERC and its centres have developed a systematic approach to identifying and exploiting their
intellectual property (IP), which they are able to proactively manage for the benefit of the UK as a whole.
Although HEIs also commercialise NERC-funded research, NERC is less able to guarantee that this will
happen or that it will have the same benefits, because it does not own the IP.

RCI public engagement

NERC regularly assesses its centres’ public engagement activities, which are wide-ranging and include:

— Maintaining informative websites/on-line information sources.
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— Producing accessible publications and learning resources.

— Writing journal and newspaper articles.

— Issuing press-releases.

— Working with film/broadcasting companies on documentaries/news reports.

— Giving media interviews, talks and lectures.

— Participating in science festivals.

— Organising courses, events and exhibitions for the public including teachers and schoolchildren.

— Engaging with local schools and communities.

— Answering emails, letters and phonecalls from the general public.

— Holding open days and oVering work-experience opportunities.

These activities are more easily handled in a strategic way by NERC utilising its institutes. This
complements what is provided by academics in an HEI environment. In RCIs, there is the necessary critical
mass, and the necessary identity, to attract the public and invite attention from the media. BAS, BGS and
CEH are particularly well known, and this is undoubtedly good for public interest in environmental science.

Q2. The balance between Research Council expenditure on RCIs and on grant funding;

The balance between institute and non-institute funding (ie in the academic sector) is a key strategic and
tactical decision for NERC Council to make and it frequently reviews this issue. The balance is determined
by examining the health of the scientific disciplines in these two sectors and the level of the ongoing need
for institute-type activity in sub-disciplines in relation to NERC’s current and future strategic science needs.

It is important to emphasise that NERC’s RCI and HEI communities are strongly interconnected with
a significant degree of collaboration. Whether research is being done at an institute or in an HEI, NERC is
concerned to fund excellent science. As stressed previously, RCIs provide distinctive and essential expertise,
services and facilities that are often more diYcult for HEIs to provide even in collaboration with other HEIs.
RCIs and HEIs often work together on directed programmes and through explicit collaborative schemes,
such as the Antarctic Funding Initiative (AFI).

NERC’s RCIs are funded from two separate lines. RCI “core funding” comes from NERC and the
balance from a range of other sources including RC grants (won in competition with universities),
government departments and their agencies, the EU Framework Programmes and the private sector. The
balance between all these sources of funding varies between Research Councils and between RCIs within
each Research Council. Each RC has to decide what the balance of risk and advantage is between funds
going to HEIs and those devoted to RCIs.

NERC is currently refining its funding allocation and budgeting process so as to improve the cycle of
strategic objective setting, commissioning research and evaluation of outcomes, all informed by stakeholder
input. This continues the implementation of the recommendations of the Randall Report, mentioned under
Question 1, regarding the introduction of more flexible funding methodologies.

The proposals submitted by RCIs for their “core funding” from NERC (for their main institute research
programmes) are subject to international peer review and evaluation of quality and fit to science priorities.
Funding decisions are made on the basis of three factors: evaluation of the science quality of proposals; fit
to NERC’s current and long-term priorities dictated by NERC’s science strategy; and the requirements for
financial and scientific sustainability of NERC and its institutes. Value for money and the “risk-reward”
balance are also considered.

It is important that assessment of proposals for RCI funding is appropriate for their distinctive mission.
NERC recognised this in changing in 2003 to a funding framework with ten categories; several of which
relate explicitly to the mission of RCIs. Assessment is made against criteria designed for each category,
which means that NERC takes funding decisions for its institutes (and for grants for the academic
community) in the light of appropriate criteria.

Final decisions on funding to RCIs are made by NERC’s Council based on the peer review assessments
and the advice of its Science and Innovation Strategy Board. Decisions take account of past performance
as well as future plans. NERC’s centres are subject to a comprehensive science and management audit
process as they approach the end of each period of agreed funding (about every five years), and they also
provide information (output and performance measures) to NERC on an annual basis.
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Q3. The rationale behind the diVerent approaches adopted by the Research Councils to supporting RCIs and
the case for greater harmonisation of practice;

NERC is pleased that the Costigan Report found our institutes to be governed according to best practice.
We were advised that alternative governance models for two centres (BGS and CEH) might be possible and
should be explored to highlight any advantages.

NERC’s four wholly-owned institutes are managed and governed by NERC with all staV being employed
by NERC. As stated in answer to Q2, these centres also have other income streams, supporting
commissioned research (CR). CR research strongly powers KT, both in policy and business areas, and
therefore strengthens this important element of centres’ work, but it also implies an increased level of
responsibility and risk/uncertainty to NERC as CR income ebbs and flows over the years. This issue is
addressed further below.

In addition to its wholly-owned centres, NERC also supports a number of collaborative centres whereby
other organisations are provided with contracts from NERC to deliver a science and facility programme.
At a minority of these collaborative centres there are also some NERC staV who are managed locally but
where NERC is the legal employer. Most are run by universities but two are companies limited by guarantee
(CLG) with charitable status.

NERC has kept the governance models for its institutes under regular and detailed review and has made
significant changes over recent years (eg the creation of the CLGs). NERC feels that the current diversity
is beneficial in allowing various diVerent mechanisms for KT and academic collaboration to flourish.
However, we are keen to work with other Research Councils to achieve a greater harmonisation of
approaches in supporting RCIs, based on benchmarking and best practice.

It is important that NERC’s strategic goals are aligned with those of government departments such as
Defra. This is facilitated by a number of mechanisms including co-membership of NERC Council and Defra
Science Advisory Council by the Defra Chief Scientist and NERC Chief Executive. Improvements could be
made in this element of joining-up activities to ensure that NERC institutes are fully aware of Defra’s needs
for science evidence and can continue to respond to them.

Questions have been raised, for example in the context of the CEH reorganisation, about how an overview
of the evidence base for public policy can be maintained when both Research Councils and government
departments bear the responsibility for this evidence base. RCIs can be subject to change because of changed
Research Council research priorities and possible loss of CR income despite having to maintain the institute
skills base and infrastructure.

When arrangements were originally made to fund RCIs from both Research Council and departmental
funding lines (in the late 1970s under the Rothschild principles) there was an expectation that about a third
of the total costs of RCIs would be met by departments. The figures supplied in the table on “Individual
RCI funding” indicate that this amount is now about 16% for CEH and constitutes less than 10% of the
total cost of RCIs. There is no indication from departments that they value CEH work any less than very
highly. These figures indicate that the risks associated with running RCIs are perhaps falling rather more
heavily than Government originally intended on the Research Councils themselves.

Research Councils and government departments need to work together to develop an improved mutual
understanding as to their sharing of risk if unintended damage to the evidence base for public policy is to
be avoided by their separate funding decisions. A successful move in this direction has been made by the
creation of the Environment Research Funders’ Forum, ERFF, a few years ago. ERFF brings together the
UK’s major public sector sponsors of environmental science, aiming to make best possible use of funding.
ERFF concentrates on activities that: clearly add value; could not be done by a single member acting alone;
and have the potential to advance environmental research in the UK and internationally.

Q6. A review of progress on current reorganisations involving RCIs, including the Centre for Ecology and
Hydrology, the National Institute for Medical Research and the Roslin Institute.

A major challenge for NERC is to ensure that its RCIs continue to provide the benefits referred to in
answer to Question 1. For the longer-standing RCIs in particular this means that as NERC’s (and external)
requirements change, centres must change accordingly in order to remain responsive, fit-for-purpose and
cost-eYcient. As reported above, NERC regularly reviews its centres; it has in the past implemented
reorganisations including a re-positioning of the marine centres and earlier changes to CEH. NERC
recognises the diYculties that often accompany restructuring and wishes to ensure that these are minimised.

NERC Council made a decision in March 2006, after a period of public consultation, to re-structure the
Centre for Ecology and Hydrology so that it is scientifically and financially sustainable in the long term. It
decided to provide extra resources to CEH compared with those announced in the consultation proposals,
bringing NERC’s core funding for CEH to £16.3 million per year (2004–05 prices). NERC Council’s
decision included an increase to both CEH’s core science budget allocation from NERC and CEH’s
“external” income target (to be found from non-NERC sources and NERC research grants—bringing the
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total budget for CEH to just under £30 million per year (2004–05 prices)). These resources have been used
to boost biodiversity elements of CEH’s long-term survey and monitoring. CEH now has the resources to
meet its core business for NERC (monitoring and survey of national and international significance) and for
delivering on key areas of public policy interest, such as: flood risk, weather extremes due to climate change,
halting the decline in biodiversity, sustainable land management under CAP reform and assessments of
renewable sources of energy.

CEH has identified the four (existing) sites on which its future research program will be based, two out
of four co-located with HEIs at Bangor and Lancaster and the other two on “science parks” at Wallingford
and the Bush Estate, Edinburgh. Over the next three to four years, staV will be focussed onto those four
sites, and five other sites (Banchory, Dorset, Monks Wood, Oxford and Swindon) will be closed. About 100
scientists and 60 support staV will be made redundant during this transition, leaving over 440 staV in CEH
in future.

A Transition and Integration Project has been established to implement the CEH restructuring with a
newly appointed Project Manager. The progress has been according to plan thus far but it is still relatively
early on in the restructuring process. StaV and Unions are fully involved in the process.

NERC’S RESEARCH AND COLLABORATIVE CENTRES

Further information on all these centres can be found at www.nerc.ac.uk.

NERC Research Centres (established, wholly-owned by NERC, not time-limited; staV employed by
NERC)

British Antarctic Survey (BAS)

British Geological Survey (BGS)

Centre for Ecology and Hydrology (CEH)

Proudman Oceanographic Laboratory (POL)

NERC Collaborative Centres

Established centres (not time-limited)

National Oceanography Centre, Southampton (NOCS)—Joint Integrated Centre; assets and staV shared
between NERC and university

NERC Centres for Atmospheric Science (NCAS)—distributed centre based in several universities
including Leeds, Cambridge and Reading; assets owned by universities; a few NERC staV

Plymouth Marine Laboratory (PML)—Plymouth (not university-based); CLG with charitable status;
some staV employed by centre, some by NERC

Scottish Association for Marine Science (SAMS)—DunstaVnage, near Oban; CLG with charitable
status; some staV employed by centre, some by NERC

Sea Mammal Research Unit (SMRU)—based in the University of St Andrews (assets owned by
university, NERC staV on secondment to the university)

Time-limited centres, five-year contracts with possibility of renewal, based in HEIs, staV employed by HEI

Centre for Population Biology (CPB)—Imperial, London

National Institute for Environmental eScience (NIEeS)—Cambridge

Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research—UEA, Manchester and others

Earth Observation Centres

Centre for Observation of Air-Sea Interactions and Fluxes (CASIX)

Centre for the Observation and Modelling of Earthquakes and Tectonics (COMET)—Oxford

Centre for Polar Observation and Modelling (CPOM)—UCL

Centre for Terrestrial Carbon Dynamics (CTCD)—SheYeld

Climate and Land Surface Systems Interaction Centre (CLASSIC)—Swansea

Data Assimilation Research Centre (DARC)—Reading

Environmental Systems Science Centre (ESSC)—Reading
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NERC Institute Funding

BALANCE BETWEEN RC EXPENDITURE ON RCIs AND GRANT FUNDING

2004–05 Audited Financial Data

Total portfolio (resource & capital)

Expenditure (£ million)

Total expenditure 317.4
Total expenditure at HEIs 98.9
Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 89.7
Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations 128.8

1. Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations includes all non-HEI or direct RCI
expenditure (therefore includes HQ costs, non-cash, international subscriptions, scientific facilities
including the new research ship build costs etc)

2. HEI expenditure taken from 2004–05 Annual Report (SB awarded outside NERC—updated version)

3. Collaborative centres embedded in HEIs are included under HEI expenditure, ie all collaborative
centres other than PML and SAMS. RCIs here refers only to BAS, BGS, CEH and POL.

Expenditure on research (resource not capital)

Expenditure (£ million)

Total expenditure 232.8
Total expenditure at HEIs 75.3
Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 75.3
Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations 82.2

1. Total expenditure taken from p.45 Annual Report—I&E table

2. HEI expenditure taken from revised SB outside NERC table (all HEI spend excluding training);
includes all collaborative centres except PML, SAMS.

3. Collaborative centres embedded in HEIs are included under HEI expenditure, ie all collaborative
centres other than PML and SAMS. RCIs here refers only to BAS, BGS, CEH and POL.

Expenditure on training

Expenditure (£ million)

Total expenditure 23.7
Total expenditure at HEIs 23.6
Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 0.1
Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations

1. Taken from revised SB outside NERC table

Individual RCI funding—research expenditure (resource not capital)

NERC Research Centres and Surveys

BAS BGS CEH POL
£ million £ million £ million £ million

NERC 33.6 19.8 18.4 3.5
Govt departments 1.3 4.5 5.1 1.0
Other research cont 0.5 14.8 6.5 0.7
Other income 2.2 3.3 1.1 0.3

Total 37.6 42.4 31.1 5.5

NERC funding excludes capital.
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NERC Collaborative Centres

DATA FROM 2004–05 NERC ANNUAL REPORT

Centre NERC Science Budget funding
£ million

CASIX 0.523
COMET 0.348
CPOM 0.530
CPB 1.174
CTCD 0.496
CLASSIC 0.398
DARC 0.608
ESSC 0.568
NIEeS 0.217
NOCS 8.792
NCAS 6.627
PML 4.782
SAMS 2.323
SMRU 0.630
Tyndall 1.053

Annex 7

PARTICLE PHYSICS AND ASTRONOMY RESEARCH COUNCIL (PPARC)

PPARC Research Institutes

PPARC has three research institutes;

— The UK Astronomy Technology Centre (UK ATC) based in Edinburgh and wholly owned by
PPARC.

— The Joint Astronomy Centre (JAC) in Hawaii, comprises two telescopes—the James Clerk
Maxwell Telescope (JCMT) and the UK Infra-Red Telescope (UKIRT). The JAC is owned by
PPARC but is operated as a partnership between the UK, Canada and Holland.

— The Isaac Newton Group of telescopes (ING) in the Canary Islands. The ING is owned by
PPARC but operated as a partnership between the UK, Spain and Holland. It comprises three
telescopes;

— Isaac Newton Telescope (INT);

— William Herschel Telescope (WHT);

— Jacobus Kapteyn telescope (JKT) (No longer operational).

In addition to these institutes PPARC also contributes to a number of other facilities both in the UK
and in 15 other countries across 6 continents. Some of these other facilities help serve the needs of the UK
astronomical community but others are indispensable facilities to the UK Particle Physics community. Most
notable amongst these facilities are CCLRC and CERN.

CERN is the European Organization for Nuclear Research—an intergovernmental organisation based
in Geneva consisting of 20 countries of which the UK was a founder member. CERN is the world’s forefront
particle physics facility, its establishment in 1954 being in recognition that the scale of required facilities was
such that individual countries could no longer aVord to build their own. OSI have classified it as a UK RCI
for Public Sector Research Establishment (PSRE) purposes.

CCLRC provides support facilities for the particle physics programme that do not exist in any one HEI
and are an essential part of the PPARC programme. Without access to the support facilities at CCLRC and
the accelerators at CERN researchers at UK HEIs would not be able to undertake their current programme
of research.

See the end of this annex for a list of these facilities and the extent of PPARC involvement in them.

PPARC currently provides grant funding to 49 institutions, including 43 HEIs. A significant amount of
the grant funding given to HEIs is to enable them to utilise the facilities which PPARC contributes.
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Q1. The role of RCIs in maintaining the UK research and skills base

Achievements

PPARC’s institutes are world renowned and make an important contribution to maintaining the UK
research and skills base;

— The UK Astronomy Technology Centre (UK ATC) is PPARC’s centre for the development of
astronomical instruments, telescopes and associated systems. It complements the instrument
building capability in the universities and provides a central focus for the UK community. It has
a very strong world-wide reputation for production of “facility-class” instruments. These
instruments include the most powerful infrared camera in the world for UKIRT and the most
powerful submillimetre camera, SCUBA-2, for the JCMT. It is playing a leading role in the
development of instrumentation for the proposed next generation of Extremely Large Telescopes
(ELTs)—with dishes of up to 40 million in diameter—managing the UK’s R&D programme, as
well as the EU-supported ELT Instrument studies.

— The Isaac Newton Group of telescopes (ING) has had a substantial impact on world astronomy.
Between 150-200 research papers are published in refereed science journals each year by
researchers using the ING—the overwhelming majority of these papers are produced in the
researcher’s own HEI. This publication rate compares extremely well with other comparable
international facilities. Studies demonstrate that the William Herschel Telescope (WHT) alone
ranks among the top two 4 million class telescopes in the world. The Isaac Newton Telescope
(INT) is also well ranked among the world’s two million class telescopes in terms of both impact
and productivity. The WHT is playing a leading role in the development and implementation of
novel, laser-based systems for overcoming the eVects of the atmosphere on astronomical
observations, working closely with researchers at the University of Durham.

— The James Clerk Maxwell telescope (JCMT)—part of the Joint Astronomy Centre (JAC) has
had a substantial impact on world astronomy. Between 1998 and 2005 researchers using the
JCMT’s SCUBA instrument had their work cited by other researchers nearly 15,000 times; only
the Hubble Space Telescope has bettered this. As is the case with researchers using the ING,
the overwhelming majority of this work was actually produced in the researcher’s own HEI.
The JCMT has accurately measured the amount of hydrogen peroxide in the Martian
atmosphere—the first time this has ever been done—confirming predictions about the chemistry
of the Martian atmosphere, and an important discovery in the search for life on Mars. It has also
provided a unique insight into the cold universe and the early development of stars and galaxies.

— The UK InfraRed Telescope (UKIRT)—part of the Joint Astronomy Centre (JAC) is the largest
telescope in the world with a fully automatic system for responding to the discovery of gamma
ray bursts. It is playing a vital role in understanding these extremely high energy events. It is
also the world’s largest telescope dedicated solely to infrared astronomy—making it a vital
resource for astronomers throughout the world. UKIRT is currently undertaking large-scale
surveys of the sky in the infrared, opening up our understanding of the early universe and of
our own galaxy.

Added value

PPARC’s institutes make an important contribution to maintaining the UK research and skills base
by providing HEIs with access to world-leading facilities which they otherwise would not have. They
provide an opportunity for researchers and students at HEIs to work with scientists from other countries
and serve a very broad user community, spread over many universities.

Astronomical instrument projects have become larger, more complex and more expensive over the last
decade—to the extent that no individual UK university has the core range of skills nor the resources
needed to construct large-scale complex astronomical instruments. The UK ATC provides a core UK
resource of skills and capabilities needed to develop reliable and cost-eVective instrumentation and
systems necessary to keep the UK at the forefront of world astronomy. These instruments are usually
constructed in collaboration with university-based instrument scientists and UK industrial expertise.

Instruments for the Extremely Large Telescopes currently being developed could cost up to £40 million,
and it will only be possible to build them in large international consortia and with strong industrial
participation. The project management and systems engineering skills which the UK ATC has to oVer
are vital if the UK wishes to play a leading role in such projects.

PPARC’s telescopes provide researchers at UK HEIs with access to facilities positioned in locations
which provide ideal observational opportunities. In some cases researchers don’t even need to visit the
institutes but submit and retrieve their data entirely via the web—saving the HEIs time and money.
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Multidisciplinary advantages

Astronomical instruments provide extreme challenges in cryogenics, mechanical engineering, optical
design and fabrication, electronics and detectors and software engineering and as such are multi-
disciplinary from an engineering point of view. Much of the technology developed has applications
outside astronomy such as in ophthalmology. The UK ATC is a partner in multidisciplinary partnerships
in Scotland—the Scottish Universities Physics Alliance, and the Edinburgh Research Partnership’s
Institute of Integrated Systems.

Contribution to training

Our research institutes make an important contribution to training;

— In the last three years around 300 PhD students have used PPARC research institutes.

— The UK ATC works in close partnership with Edinburgh University’s Institute for Astronomy.
Both are based on the same Royal Observatory Edinburgh site. It provides joint supervision
of five PhD students and employs two Post Doctoral Research Associates. The students get
very good exposure to state-of-the-art technology and engineering alongside astronomy. The
UK ATC is also involved in training post-graduates and post-doctorates in commercial
awareness and knowledge transfer through the Faraday Associates programme.

— Between 2002 and 2005, around 200 students were involved in proposals to use the telescopes
at the Isaac Newton Group of telescopes (ING).

— Between 2002 and 2005, 31 UK PhD students included results of observations they had made
at the James Clerk Maxwell telescope (JCMT) in their theses. Approximately 70 students have
participated in JCMT observations in the past three years.

Knowledge Transfer

Knowledge Transfer has been a strong part of UK ATC activities over the last four years. The UK
ATC initiated the Smart Optics Faraday Partnership, and is one of the “Hub Partners” funded by the
DTI. The Partnership has generated £23 million of additional research projects, working across academic
and industrial boundaries—some of which are now producing commercial products. It is expected that
the UK ATC will also be a partner in the new Photonics Knowledge Transfer Network, currently under
review at the DTI.

The UK ATC has been given the following funding from the Public Sector Research Establishment
(PSRE) Knowledge Transfer Fund:

— £218k funding over three years to exploit research carried out at both the UK ATC and the
European South Observatory (ESO).

— A share of £435k for exploitation of research and development with the European Space
Agency (ESA).

Provision of facilities/services (beyond what HEIs oVer)

Today’s world-class astronomy facilities are multi-million pound developments, usually made in
collaboration with international partners and invariably sited outside the UK to obtain the best
atmospheric conditions. PPARC’s astronomy institutes ensure that the UK takes a lead in these high
technology-based projects (which invariably require a degree of resources and competences considerably
beyond those available to individual UK universities).

— The ING and JAC provide ideal bases for the testing and operation of university-developed
instrumentation, enabling the maximum scientific advantage to be gained from modest HEI
investment.

— Decades-long collaborations with international partners at our observatories have fostered good
strategic relationships—which benefits UK HEIs.

— The UK ATC has recently commissioned a large new facility designed for the assembly, testing
and verification of the next generation of instruments which will add to the existing
comprehensive facilities available to researchers at UK HEIs. They also oVer professional
services to the UK astronomical community in specialist design techniques, particularly Opto-
mechanical and in Software Engineering, as well as a service of specialist advice on Project
Management and Systems Engineering.
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Science & society/public engagement activities

All PPARC research institutes are actively involved in public engagement. For example:

— The UK ATC provides a range of activities aimed at the public through the Royal Observatory
Edinburgh Visitor Centre, and in particular to schools and teachers. These include a series of
public lectures, open days, visits from schools, public observing evenings and visits from
professional organisations.

— In the last few years the ING has appeared in many articles and TV events for the general
public. A number of hands-on night-time learning events for UK schools have been held with
great success. The ING’s web pages are an often visited repository for high-quality astronomical
images. Public open days and group visits attract thousands of visitors each year.

— A science outreach specialist at the JAC coordinates all public outreach activities such as press
releases, telescope tours and public events. The JAC website incorporates features such as an
extensive image gallery, telescope webcams and a FAQ section. Locally, the JAC has been
closely involved with the Mauna Kea Astronomy Education Centre (MKAEC) and staV are
active in promoting JAC science to the community.

Q2. The balance between Research Council expenditure on RCIs and grant funding

TOTAL PORTFOLIO (RESOURCE & CAPITAL)

Expenditure (£ million)
Gross Income Net

Total expenditure 315.018 (29.971) 285.047
Total expenditure at HEIs 94.723 (16.013) 78.710
Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 23.157 (10.041) 13.116
Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations 44.864 (2.263) 42.601
Expenditure on international collaborative centres 152.274 (1.654) 150.620

Notes:

All figures are in £ millions using 2004–05 audited financial data.

The figures for CCLRC include Gross Expenditure of £8.544 million and Income of £1.197 million, giving
a net expenditure of £7.347 million for Swindon Head OYce expenses (Administration and Programme
management).

The figure for the RCIs includes Gross Expenditure of £1.245 million and Income of £0.018 million, giving
net expenditure of £1.227 million for Administration expenses at the PPARC sites.

EXPENDITURE ON RESEARCH (RESOURCE NOT CAPITAL)

Expenditure (£ million)
Gross Income Net

Total expenditure 284.301 (28.754) 255.546
Total expenditure at HEIs 78.141 (16.013) 62.128
Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 20.183 (10.021) 10.161
Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations 33.703 (1.066) 32.637
Expenditure on international collaborative centres 152.274 (1.654) 150.620

Notes:

All figures are in £millions using 2004–05 audited financial data.



3427781026 Page Type [O] 16-03-07 22:12:55 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Science and Technology Committee: Evidence Ev 149

EXPENDITURE ON TRAINING

Expenditure (£ million)
Gross Income Net

Total expenditure 15.330 (0.000) 15.330
Total expenditure at HEIs 15.114 (0.000) 15.114
Total expenditure at RCIs (excluding CCLRC) 0.067 (0.000) 0.067
Total expenditure with CCLRC and other organisations 0.149 (0.000) 0.149
Expenditure on international collaborative centres 0.000 (0.000) 0.000

Notes:
All figures are in £millions using 2004–05 audited financial data.
The figure for “CCLRC and Others” represents domestic Training for staV at Swindon OYce.
The figure for RCIs represents domestic Training expenditure for staV at the PPARC Sites.

How is the overall level of funding to RCIs balanced against support for research in HEIs, and how does this
relate to your Council’s overall science strategy/vision?

One of the great strengths of the PPARC programme is that it is science driven. This means that high-
priority programmes are delivered wherever the relevant skills and expertise exists—whether this is at an
HEI or RCI.

In some PPARC programmes the UK ATC has a central support role—it is only in competition for
resources with HEIs when there are competing science proposals chasing limited funds. In such cases
however decisions are always taken on scientific priority—following independent peer-review—as opposed
to PPARC being motivated to maintain a level of capacity funding in our own establishments. This is true
of both instrument building and research.

The two island observatory sites are providing a service to the UK astronomical community, but the
ongoing need for these facilities—and the level of development and support they receive—is subjected to
regular peer-review in the UK and through discussions and negotiations with our international partners.

PPARC funding strategy

The Science Committee (a body of senior astronomers and particle physicists from UK universities and
institutes) advises PPARC’s Council and Executive on all aspects of the PPARC sciences with respect to
long-term strategies, priorities and plans, the broad distribution of funding across the diVerent areas of the
PPARC science programme and on specific major investment decisions. The Science Committee maintains
a “Science Road Map”, a strategy document which sets out and prioritizes the major project opportunities
likely to arise within the next 10 years or so, and invites and assesses proposals for major new projects.

The PPARC Executive uses this science strategy to prioritize and develop a “funding plan” for approval
by PPARC Council.

When reviewing the performance and case for continued support of an institute PPARC uses similar
criteria to those set out in the Quinquennial Review for defining the purposes of institutes, especially the
need to;

— Provide a national capability and source of advice to Government.

— Create a critical mass of research capability, eVort and expertise.

— Provide a full-time research-centred environment.

— Open up scientific career paths and opportunities which may not be available within university or
faculty structures.

— Allow greater investment in capital equipment and the skills of support staV.

Reviews of existing facilities and projects

In 2005 all existing facilities and projects were subject to a rigorous programmatic review to evaluate a
number of factors, including;

— Overall performance.

— Scientific impact, including contribution made to training.

— Public engagement activities.

— Knowledge transfer.

The Science Committee has agreed to conduct such reviews biennially to evaluate PPARC’s current
facilities and experiments and to establish their relative priority for further investment. The reviews will
provide an analysis of past performance and productivity and will cover all running facilities and
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experiments. Future or planned programmes and opportunities will be assessed to prioritise which the UK
should be involved in, and at what level, to ensure the scale of investment will deliver a suYciently high
science return to the UK.

Q3. The rationale behind the diVerent approaches adopted by the Research Councils to supporting RCIs and
the case for greater harmonisation of practice

The PPARC programme is science driven. This means that high-priority programmes are delivered
wherever the relevant skills and expertise exists—whether this is at an HEI or an RCI.

PPARC funding decisions are always taken on scientific priority criteria (following independent peer-
review)—as opposed to PPARC being motivated to maintain a level of capacity funding in its own RCIs.

Should the proposed new Large Facilities Research Council be established, the issue of a need to maintain
a level of capacity in RCIs will be more significant. However the joint PPARC/CCLRC submission to the
Next Steps consultation advocates a science driven ethos and does not envisage that the current procedures
would need to change (although it is recognized that there would be more challenges in applying this at large
facilities such as the Harwell and Daresbury sites).

Greater harmonisation of practice

Whilst PPARC recognizes that diVerent models exist—such as those adopted for MRC institutes—the
model which PPARC has adopted is correct for our scientific programme and community. The world-
leading position UK Astronomy and Particle Physics demonstrates this.

From the PPARC perspective there is no strong case for the harmonisation of practices for supporting
RCIs. The diverse range of RCIs and their remits does not readily lend itself to harmonisation. Greater
harmonization of practices could conceivably preclude PPARC from being fully involved in future
international establishments and projects and consequently limit our ability to provide UK researchers with
access to the state-of-the-art facilities necessary for competitive research.

Q6. A review of progress on current reorganisations involving RCIs, including the Centre for Ecology and
Hydrology, the National Institute for Medical Research and the Roslin Institute

N/A

RESEARCH FACILITIES PPARC CONTRIBUTES TO

Facility Status & PPARC involvement Cost to PPARC

The Anglo-Australian The Observatory is currently PPARC currently contributes
Observatory—AAO located funded equally by Australia & the approx £1.5 million to the
in Australia UK. PPARC has agreed to a operation and development of the

phased withdrawal by 2010. AAO (2005–06).
Auger South located in Part of the Pierre Auger x£0.2 million pa
Argentina—Cosmic Ray Observatory—an international
Observatory collaboration funded by

organisations in 14 countries
Stanford Linear Accelerator The experiment is being The total annual cost to PPARC of
Centre (located in USA)— performed by a world-wide exploitation is £1.6 million—£1.8
The BaBar particle physics collaboration of several hundred million.
experiment physicists, with 11 UK institutes

involved
Fermi Lab, Chicago—The All of these experiments involve The cost to PPARC of
CDF, DO, MINOS large international collaborations participation in CDF is currently

£1.4 million pa
The cost of participation in DO is
currentlỹ £1.4 million pa
PPARC contributed £5.344 million
to the construction phase of the
MINOS experiment
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Facility Status & PPARC involvement Cost to PPARC

CUTLASS—radars located A UK Solar Terrestrial Physics The operational costs of
in Finland and Iceland National Facility run by the CUTLASS are approx £150k pa

University of Leicester.
PPARC will withdraw funding
for CUTLASS in 2008.

EISCAT radar facilities for EISCAT is an international The total UK investment in both
solar terrestrial physics consortium of seven countries. the EISCAT Association and the
located in Norway, Sweden Two more countries—China and EISCAT Support is approx £900k
and Finland Ukraine will join the association pa

by 2008.
The UK is a 23% shareholder in
EISCAT and has just committed
to a new five year membership,
assuring participation until at
least 2011

The Gemini Observatory— The Gemini Observatory is PPARC contributed £3.9 million to
consists of twin telescopes; owned by a partnership of seven Gemini operations in 2005–06
one located in Hawaii and countries. together with £0.3 million for the
the other in Paranal, Chile UK Gemini national oYce, basedThe UK has approximately a

at Oxford23% share in Gemini
GEO 600 & LIGO GEO 600 is a joint German- In 1996 PPARC awarded £1.0

British gravitational wave (GW) million (£0.9 million to Glasgow
detector located near Hanover, University and £0.12 million to
Germany. CardiV University) over four years
LIGO is comprised of two to enable the UK to contribute to
observatories in the US. the capital construction of

GEO600. At present PPARC
funding for Glasgow University is
at a level of some £1.3 million pa
and that for CardiV University
about £250k pa

H.E.S.S. Phase I—an array UK involvement in the HESS £0.13million–£0.2 million per year
of four high energy, cosmic ray telescopes is via the for Durham contribution
telescopes located in University of Durham
Namibia
H1 & ZEUS particle physics H1 is a collaboration of about UK cost of exploitation is approx
experiments based at DESY 400 scientists of 39 institutes from £1 million pa for each (H1 & Zeus)
in Hamburg 12 countries throughout the

world
ZEUS is a collaboration of 55
institutes from 16 countries

CERN—world’s largest CERN is an international The UK contribution to CERN in
particle physics research organisation consisting of 20 2005–06 was £79.5 million
organisation based in countries including the UK.
Geneva
The Liverpool Telescope The telescope is owned and PPARC contributed £1.7 million to
based in La Palma in the operated by Liverpool John the operation of the telescope in
Canary Islands Moores University. Funding for 2005–06

the project comes from a number
of sources including PPARC

MERLIN—the UK’s MERLIN is operated on behalf PPARC contributes around £2.1
national radio imaging of PPARC by the University of million pa to MERLIN operations
facility (centred on Jodrell Manchester. MERLIN is part of
Bank, Manchester). a world-wide array of radio

telescopes called VLBI
QUaD—a gravitational wave The UK is 50% partner with Cost to PPARC x£1.0 million so
experiment based at the Stanford University far for construction. Data analysis
South Pole eVort is funded on both CardiV

and Edinburgh universities rolling
grants
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Facility Status & PPARC involvement Cost to PPARC

SAMNET—the UK array SAMNET will no longer be a The total investment in SAMNET
which measures fluctuations PPARC supported national is approx £80k pa
of the Earth’s Magnetic facility from 1 April 2007
Fields at five sites in the UK
European Space Technology Primary space systems and The UK subscription to ESA in
Centre (ESTEC) in satellite development centre for 2005–06 was £53.3 million
Noordwijk, Holland the European Space Agency

(ESA) of which the UK is a 7%
partner in the organisation (and a
17% partner in the science
programme).

SPEAR—ground based SPEAR is a UK Solar Terrestrial The build cost of SPEAR was £2.4
radar facility co-located with Physics National Facility run by million and operating costs were
the EISCAT Svalbard the University of Leicester £0.45 million up to April 2005
Radar. (Svalbard is an Island
owned by Norway)
SuperWASP—consists of SuperWASP comprises a The SuperWASP instrument has
two observatories one on La consortium of eight academic cost approximately £0.4 million
Palma in the Canary Islands institutions which include several
and one in South Africa. The UK universities and the Instituto
observatories monitor for de Astrofisica de Canarias and
extra-solar planets the Isaac Newton Group of

telescopes.
Funding for SuperWASP came
from a number of sources
including PPARC, Queen’s
University Belfast, Open
University, the Royal Society,
St Andrews University and
Andor Technology.

UK Solar System Data The UKSSDC is run by the The total investment in UKSSDC
Centre (UKSSDC) based at Rutherford Appleton since becoming a National Facility
the Rutherford Appleton Laboratory. The UKSSDC in 1998 is £1.6 million.
Laboratory. The UK’s provides data services to many
national archive and data UK organisations including the
centre for Solar System BBC, MoD and BAE Systems.
science. It is an extension of
the World Data Centre
(WDC) for Solar Terrestrial
Physics
Very Large Telescope (VLT) The VLT is owned by the PPARC contributed £15.7 million
located in Chile European Southern Observatory as its subscription to ESO in

(ESO) a Treaty Organisation of 2005–06 together with a joining fee
which the UK is one of 12 of £7.1 million and various in-kind
member countries contributions. Membership of ESO

provides access to the VLT.
UK Dark Matter A UK-led collaboaration with The current award is for £2.1
Experiment. An contributions from several UK million
underground experiment and non-UK universities. Funded
based in Yorkshire to detect until March 2007
dark matter particles
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Memorandum from Prospect, BGS Section, submitted by Andy Kingdon, Prospect BGS Section President

We are concerned that the NERC have instructed its institutes not to make any separate representation
to your committee (information sourced from BGS board members) which would allow the concerns listed
below to be a matter of open public debate. NERC has an agenda of reallocating funding from its institutes,
including BGS, to universities. This might have merits to the universities but the institutes are likely to have
a diVerent view and should surely not be prevented from expressing this. This is being done for NERC’s
convenience not the long term merit to the UK public. The Select Committee on Science and Technology
should request such separate representations from NERC’S institutes to obtain an honest and complete
picture of this situation.

Our concerns are:

1. Threats to BGS Public Good Role at Monitoring, Survey and Maintaining National Data
Archives

BGS conducts survey and monitoring of the subsurface of the UK land mass and continental shelf and
maintains national archives. It is a world renowned provider of public good science in the UK and
internationally, including such public interest areas as carbon sequestration, radioactive waste disposal and
facilitation of international climate change studies. Research is conducted independently, and in
collaboration with industry and academia from the UK and internationally.

The Centre for Ecology and Hydrology is our sister body with a parallel remit. NERC has recently
reorganised CEH with major redundancies. This decision was based on a preconception that universities
are always the best location to carry out research. Whilst this is true for much research their ethos of leading
edge science and rapid publication and makes them inappropriate locations for monitoring and survey
work, the core activity of CEH and BGS.

Many of BGS’ current activities are only made possible because of these archives and the long-term
continuity of data collection. This allows scientists an overview of UK’s past environment underpinning
much research but it also provides much information of everyday relevance to the UK public. For example
BGS now provides information for “Homebuyers Packs” linked to individual addresses, allowing the public
to assess the risk to their own house of problems such as subsidence or exposure to radon gas. This is only
possible because of BGS’ culture of collecting and maintaining national data archives.

Despite a specific requirement on all NERC grant holders to deposit data in national collections only a
fraction of such data is actually deposited. Within BGS, in contrast, this submission rate approaches 100%.
Such science does not frequently feature in the highest profile journals but supports UK PLC in wealth
creation and provides practical information for ordinary citizens.

2. “Risk”

BGS is part funded by a core strategic program defined by NERC and part by commissioned (or co-
funded) research undertaken for private and public sector bodies in the UK and worldwide. Such research
supports core funding and underpins BGS scientific excellence.

NERC have made two major recent cuts in BGS’ core funding, despite specific requests for an increase
in the most recent BGS Science Management Audit. NERC are now apparently concerted about the
perceived “risk” of such work, a euphemism for cutting it. CEH is now restricted to no more that 40% of its
total budget from Commissioned Research; BGS currently receives ∼ 50% of its budgets from commissioned
research allowing it to achieve many important benefits to the UK. If NERC are unwilling or unable to fund
BGS to an appropriate level then BGS should be given the flexibility to procure resources from other
sources. If this is prevented then there will be inevitable be loss of national scientific capability and associated
redundancies.

3. The NERC “Flexibility” Agenda

The NERC chief-executive, Professor Alan Thorpe, has expressed a wish to implement 10% cuts in all
Research Council Institute (RCI) budgets to achieve “greater flexibility” in funding, a euphuism for
redirecting funding to universities. This is justified by reference to NERC Council, a body which currently
has no representation from NERC’s wholly-owned research centres (including BGS). If institutes were
properly represented then NERC Council might have reached diVerent conclusions. NERC is fully entitled
to decide the balance of funding between its institutes and universities but that process should surely be
open, transparent and decided after appropriate representation from all concerned stakeholders. This is
palpably no longer the case. Peer review is only a fair process if you are reviewed by your peers. In that
scenario we are confident BGS would score highly.
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4. Future Governance of BGS

The recent “Costigan review” of RCI proposed that BGS’ status within NERC should be re-examined
with consideration of alternative models including “Company Limited by Guarantee” or “Trading Fund”.
Prospect’s BGS Section can see advantages and disadvantages in all models, including the status quo, and
has no view on these alternatives other than that all should be considered on their merits. However NERC
considers any alternative model for BGS as “oV limits”, whereas cuts are apparently for discussion at above
BGS level. BGS is not being given an opportunity to influence is its own destiny.

June 2006

Memorandum from the BBSRC-Sponsored Institutes

A JOINT SUBMISSION TO THE HOUSE OF COMMONS SELECT COMMITTEE ON
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

1. Executive Summary

The BBSRC sponsors seven Institutes that carry out mission-driven research across land use, animal
health, biomedical and food sciences. They represent a well-tried and tested method of developing and
sustaining a critical mass of expertise in key areas. The Institutes carry out excellent, internationally-
recognised science, support the UK knowledge economy, and provide a supply of scientists well-trained in
both science and transferable skills, together with crucial national scientific capability and facilities. They
sustain UK scientific expertise in some nationally important scientific disciplines that have been eroded in
the UK academic sector under the influence of universities’ need to satisfy a student-led market economy.
The Institutes provide independent advice and research to government and foci for the UK to demonstrate
international leadership. We believe that Institutes add to the strength of the UK science base and help to
maintain diversity of provision by emphasising the successful and long-term integration and focus of
research against a specific mission.

2. The Role of Research Council Institutes (RCIs) in Maintaining the UK Research and Skills
Base

The BBSRC sponsors seven Institutes that carry out mission-driven research across the land use, animal
health, biomedical and food sciences. These Institutes carry out basic, strategic and applied programme-
based research for BBSRC and for other funders. They employ some 2,700 people, have an annual turnover
of around £150 million per year, and assets and facilities worth £500 million. As Directors of these Institutes,
we wish to make the following generic points to the Committee concerning their role, and their relationships
with sponsors and funders. Individual Institutes may make more specific points to the committee in separate
submissions.

3. The Institutes Carry Out Excellent, Internationally-Recognised Science

Between 1997 and 2004, we published over 200 papers in the Nature family of journals and over 50 in
Science and some Institutes top the published Research Council league tables of grant application success.

— The Institutes support the UK knowledge economy: Between 2000 and 2004, we won research
income from Industry of £70 million and from research charities of £14 million, with 15 spin-out
companies based on our science employing some 80 staV.

— The Institutes provide a supply of scientists well-trained in both science and transferable skills
through comprehensive Graduate Programmes.

— The Institutes provide crucial and distinctive national scientific capability and facilities such as long-
term experiments, landscape-scale research facilities, culture and germplasm collections and
containment facilities.

— The Institutes sustain UK scientific expertise in some nationally important scientific disciplines that
have been eroded in the UK academic sector under the influence of universities’ need to satisfy a
student-led market economy: This includes plant breeding and applied crop genetics, soil science,
crop pathology and nematology.

— The Institutes provide independent advice and research to government: Between 2000 and 2004, we
won competitive research income of £180 million from the public sector, provided expert science
members to committees across government and helped the government response to issues such as
the Foot and Mouth Disease outbreak.

— The Institutes provide foci for the UK to demonstrate international leadership: This includes a major
presence in international sustainable development, and leading roles in trans-national research
activities such as genome sequencing projects and development of a predictive computer model of
all the biochemical cellular processes.
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4. Throughout their lives, the Institutes have developed and adapted to changing circumstances,
embracing novel approaches to their science and developing new strategic targets. They have had the
flexibility, continuity and resilience to be able to invest in new opportunities and are at the forefront of
research relating to:

— climate change adaptation and mitigation,

— developing alternative sources of energy and chemical feedstocks,

— the relationships between human diet and health,

— the cellular mechanisms regulating epigenetic processes,

— the genetic improvement of animals, plants and micro-organisms As charities, they are guided by
their Governing Bodies and subject to regular and comprehensive review by BBSRC. They also
earn a large proportion of their funds competitively, bidding against universities and other
research providers. They represent a well-tried and tested method of developing and sustaining a
critical mass of expertise in key areas, and the Institute concept has been taken up by many
universities who are seeking to promote integrated research in key areas. We, like BBSRC, believe
that Institutes add to the strength of the UK science base and help to maintain diversity of
provision by emphasising the successful and long-term integration and focus of research against
a specific mission. The Institutes all oVer Graduate Training Programmes in their areas of
expertise. The BBSRC’s assessment of some of these Programmes lauds them as exemplars which
the University sector could emulate in terms of their emphasis on excellence in both science and
managerial skills. 12% of graduates from the Babraham Institute in the last five years, for example,
have moved on to positions in industry, and none are without science-related employment.

5. Balance Between RC Expenditure on RCIs and on Grant Funding

The relationship with our sponsoring Research Council takes into account the diVerences in funding
stream and mission between diVerent Institutes. The Babraham Institute and the John Innes Centre receive
more than 50% of their funding from BBSRC and emphasise internationally-leading basic and fundamental
science with generic impact. The other Institutes have a more mixed funding stream and seek to generate
added value and sustain UK capacity by the eVective management of these diVerent streams. Each Institute
provides a nationally (and sometimes internationally) unique set of skills and facilities contributing
substantially to strategic priorities. For example, the Institute of Grassland and Environmental Research is
one of the few UK Institutions to undertake plant breeding, using funding from BBSRC, Defra, Levy Bodies
and Industry to pursue basic, strategic and applied genetic research and put this into practice through the
production of economically-successful new varieties. The “classical” long-term experiments at Rothamsted
Research provide a focus for studies on the interaction between agricultural land-use and the environment
including impacts on biodiversity and prediction, mitigation and adaptation to climate change.

6. The BBSRC is currently reviewing the governance structure of Institutes prompted by the concerns
raised in the Costigan Report on Governance1. The current model (of all Institutes as charities and
companies limited by guarantee) has worked successfully at some Institutes and less well at others. For the
latter group, an evolved model may be more appropriate. Collectively, we recognise that there are important
issues that need to be addressed in these areas to ensure that the essential contribution of Institutes to the
UK science base continues in the future to be as eVective as it has been in the past, and indeed embraces new
opportunities to deliver yet more eYciently and eVectively. We support and are contributing to the
deliberations that are addressing these issues.

7. We believe that two important points need to be borne in mind during these deliberations. Firstly, the
distinctiveness and excellence of Institute science needs to be protected in the interests of promoting
resilience in the UK research base. This distinctiveness is clearly enunciated in the recent BBSRC document
“Science and Innovation in BBSRC-Sponsored Institutes: The Next Ten Years”2. We strongly support the
retention of a separate assessment system for BBSRC-sponsored Institutes that is both rigorous and takes
into account the holistic nature of institutes and the user communities whose interests they serve.

8. Secondly, BBSRC provides a Core Strategic Grant to each of its Institutes and also encourages grant
applications from Institutes in open competition under a capped access arrangement. BBSRC Council has
stated that it wishes to move all Institutes to a position of 50–60% stable funding, a model which provides
for strategic scientific planning and under which the Babraham Institute and the John Innes Centre have
operated very successfully on the international stage. Historically, other BBSRC Institutes with rather
diVerent missions achieved a similar level of stable funding with dual BBSRC/Defra support. In the last two
years, this arrangement has almost completely disintegrated despite eVorts by BBSRC under RIPSS; the
interaction with customers from other Government Departments also urgently needs to be put on a more
sustainable footing. The need for greater integration between funders is widely recognised and was strongly
supported in, for example, the external consultations carried out by the Research Priorities Group for
Sustainable Farming and Food. BBSRC’s expenditure on Institutes currently totals £107 million (05–06
figures).



3427781029 Page Type [E] 16-03-07 22:12:55 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 156 Science and Technology Committee: Evidence

9. The DTI-sponsored Research Council Institute and Public Sector Research Establishment
Sustainability Study (RIPSS)3 made a number of suggestions for improving the relationship between
Institutes and their major government funders, and we believe that meeting these recommendations is
important for the continued health of those Institutes who do not obtain the majority of their funding from
BBSRC. In parallel the Institutes welcome the recent agreement between the Medical Research Council and
BBSRC which opens the door to a capped level of cross-funding appropriate to the respective missions of
these sister Research Councils, and the recent decision by the Wellcome Trust to accept appropriate grant
applications from Institute scientists.

10. Harmonisation of Practice by Reseach Councils in Supporting RCIs

The diVering missions and funding streams across BBSRC Institutes is mirrored nationally across the
Research Councils. Whilst common ground can be found across the Councils, there are also clearly
distinctive features. These mission and delivery-led factors, rather than harmonisation per se, should be the
starting point for ensuring success through the most suitable administrative and service support
mechanisms. For example, many BBRSC Institutes house unique national assets such as the pathogen
containment facilities at the Institute for Animal Health or the Biotech Incubator on the Babraham
Research Campus. The case for harmonisation of administrative functions across RCs to yield more money
for front line activities has been made by RCUK and is currently being addressed. We accept that there may
be a good business case for a greater level of integration to sustain critical mass and to permit appropriate
delivery of administrative functions.

11. Institute Directors will be pleased to host visits from Committee members at Institutes and to provide
oral evidence to the Committee during the course of their deliberations.

12. 1 http://www.ecdti.co.uk/cgibin/perlcon.pl (URN 06/1139)
2 http://www.bbsrc.ac.uk/about/pub/policy/institutes.html
3 www.ost.gov.uk/research/RIPSS—Full—Report.pdf

June 2006

Supplementary memorandum from Prospect

Introduction

1. Prospect submitted evidence to the Select Committee’s inquiry in June. Subsequent developments
aVecting Research Council Institutes and the wider public sector science base have not alleviated the
concerns raised in our evidence, leading us to publish our Charter for Public Science in September—a copy
of which is enclosed.

2. We would like to use this opportunity first, to comment briefly on the current state of public science
in the UK and second, in response to the Select Committee’s request, to address issues arising from the
transfer of research institutes to universities.

The State of Science UK

3. At the time of writing, the UK’s public science facilities are the subject of intense scrutiny. For example
BBSRC’s, 2004 review of the Silsoe Research Institute has been followed by the wider-ranging Costigan
review, sponsored by the OYce of Science and Innovation, and the ongoing Follett review of BBSRC’s
institute governance. The Follett process is, in our view, a disproportionate response to a situation
diagnosed by Costigan as less than perfect but workable. It is proceeding in parallel with KPMG’s review
of the Institute of Animal Health and DEFRA’s Veterinary Laboratories Agency (VLA), whilst DEFRA
itself has recently completed its own Laboratory Strategy Review and has had to deal with the scientific
consequences of the Hampton Review and creation of Natural England. At the same time, the consequences
of the review and reorganisation of the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology are still in progress and
institutes sponsored by the Scottish Executive have experienced their own detailed review by Arthur D Little
consultants less than two years after a similar review on “Proposed Collective Structure” by
PricewaterhouseCoopers.

4. Prospect accepts entirely that publicly-funded science should be subject to scrutiny to ensure fitness
for purpose and value for money. However, it is our contention that the intense but disparate nature of these
reviews neither fulfils any strategic purpose nor provides value for money. It is diYcult to discern from
published data the full costs of these reviews and their consequences—for example in terms of redundancy—
and we think it would be worthwhile for the Select Committee to collect this information. The information
we do have indicates for example, that BBSRC has spent well over £250,000 on reviews and the Scottish
Executive over £100,000 and that redundancy and compensation costs are likely to be in excess of
£70 million. Such a sum would fund, for example:

— 70% of all VLA business for one year;
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— A medium-sized research institute for 7 years;

— All of SEERAD’s agri/biological research for two years.

5. Of course, the financial costs tell only part of the story. To find the authentic voice of public sector
science today, we must look to the scientists themselves. Prospect did so in November when, in response to
a membership survey, almost 1,000 working scientists from across the UK shared their experiences with us.
A summary of their views is enclosed. It paints a picture of committed and dedicated professionals
increasingly frustrated by the constraints of short-term funding, poor pay and career prospects. It also
highlights key areas of research that are being lost including in the areas of climate change, biodiversity,
animal health and welfare, and fish diseases.

University Science

6. Prospect shares the desire expressed by a range of commentators to ensure a healthy and vibrant
university science base. However, we believe that it is short-sighted and misconceived to assume that public
science is better performed by universities. As set out in our briefing “Who’s looking after British science?”,
Research Council Institutes compare favourably with, and indeed possibly outperform, universities in
terms of:

— Publications in prestigious, peer-reviewed journals26

— Engaging with, and addressing the needs of relevant stakeholders and end-users;

— Multi-disciplinary research;

— Ability to undertake long-term studies;

— Access to and maintenance of land and facilities.

7. Research Institutes and universities have diVerent stakeholders and activities. For example, institutes
are strongly encouraged to focus on policy-driven applied and strategic research in contrast to universities,
where more “blue-skies” research is undertaken. Thus, research institutes can undertake longer-term studies
whereas this would be very diYcult in universities because of the need to publish quickly in high quality
journals to satisfy the demands of the Research Assessment Exercise. It is therefore appropriate that they
are assessed diVerently. Where there are mutual or overlapping interests (eg addressing specific research
questions), there is ample evidence of collaboration. The diVerences in expertise and infrastructure between
research institutes and universities should be valued and encouraged since there is a place for both in a nation
with a diverse scientific agenda. On the other hand, if institutes continue to be subsumed into universities
the future for long-term applied research will be precarious.

8. Prospect is not directly involved in the transfer of the National Institute of Medical Research to
University College London, but we do have members in a number of areas that have either experienced the
transfer from research institute to university or are currently contemplating it. The transfers include
Horticulture Research international (HRI) to the University of Warwick and the Natural Research Institute
to the University of Greenwich. Currently under consideration are the transfers of the Rowett Research
Institute to Aberdeen University, the Roslin Institute to the University of Edinburgh, and the
Neuropathogenesis Unit of Institute for Animal Health to the University of Edinburgh. It has also been
suggested that the Institute for Grassland and Environmental Research should be amalgamated into the
university sector in Wales. The Hannah Research Institute was closed completely and all staV made
redundant; a minority of staV managed to win three years non-renewable funding from the Scottish
Executive to do research at Strathclyde or Glasgow Caledonian Universities or the Rowett Research
Institute.

9. It is worth reflecting the views of those directly aVected. Of course, there is no single perception that
represents the reality for everyone, but the views described below do typify recurrent themes and concerns:

— Doing research in universities is expensive, more so than in research institutes. Experience from
the transfer of the Hannah Research Institute to Strathclyde University suggests that per capita
research costs are up to 2.5 times higher in the university.

— Research staV within institutes are given responsibility for maintenance and running of communal
equipment for the entire organisation, oVering value-for-money support and avoiding duplication
of resources and eVort while striving towards the mission of the institute. That is more diYcult to
achieve within universities due to diVerent priorities for research groups, and will only happen if
a departmental head will channel resources/overheads from grants into communal infrastructure,
something that is often unpopular with Principal Investigators (PIs) if the perceived benefit is not
uniform across diVerent groups. Hence the reported experience that, “as most laboratories and
communal facilities are used by postgraduates and postdoctoral workers, there is no great
inclination or incentive to keep equipment clean and/or well maintained”.

26 See Nature Volume 390.
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— The potential benefits of increased critical mass are not realised as the imperative to attract funding
in practice results in pursuit of many individual projects with little linkage between them. True
themed research will never be achieved without long-term strategic funding, since the research
follows the pots of money available for it.

— University departments or divisions lack an overall feeling of collectivity or institute ethos.
Although both universities and institutes conduct research in diVerent disciplines, the research
institute environment is more amenable to “interdisciplinary” research involving openly working
together across disciplines. Experience of universities however, is very much that diVerent labs
work in competition with each other. It would be a huge blow to the type of research conducted
in research institutes if inter-disciplinary working was curtailed.

— Consequences for staV are generally poor. Funding for the majority of researchers on short-term
contracts is virtually non-existent after the age of 40 since they have to compete either with younger
colleagues who are willing to work for less or with core-funded staV who need only put a fraction
of their time on grant applications. There are also very real concerns that terms and conditions of
employment, including pay and pensions, will worsen further.

Conclusion

10. It would be wrong to paint a uniformly grim picture of UK science today, and Prospect certainly has
no desire to do so. Much of UK science deservedly commands a world-class reputation, mainly due to the
skills and commitment of those who do the science—but this will be lost, perhaps irrevocably, unless it is
valued and nurtured by decision-makers and funders. Prospect is not opposed to change where it is needed
and justified, and we wholeheartedly welcome Government’s investment in the science base since 1997. But
the voices of those who are best qualified to comment should give us all cause for concern. In trying to
understand how we have reached the current parlous position, Prospect is bound to conclude that there is
a strategic failure across Government to take on the key responsibility of care for the national science base.

11. If, as argued in his speech in Oxford on 3 November,27 the Prime Minister is serious about
encouraging more people to take up science, he must also answer why they should do so when “jobs are
limited, poorly paid and highly competitive”. Whilst our membership survey demonstrates that whilst newer
entrants still have a reasonably positive outlook, the subsequent reality is that “Many people can only stay
in science if they make personal sacrifices and work very long hours” and, due to the fixed-term contract nature
of university scientific research, periods of (or permanent) unemployment are almost inevitable. However
much the Prime Minister might wish it, this is not the way to build the path to the future.

December 2006

Supplementary memorandum from the Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council

Following the RCUK submission of written evidence on 13 June, the S&T Committee requested
additional information on RCI income for all years (from 2000–04) broken down annually and by income
source. The information below is provided on behalf of BBSRC, MRC and NERC.

Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council Institute funding 2005–06
£m

Total BBSRC DEFRA/ Other Total
Institute Funding1 FSA Industry EC Income Income

BI 15.4 — 0.4 0.2 5.8 21.8
IAH 20.2 8.1 1.0 1.0 9.2 39.5
IFR 11.9 1.8 0.4 1.3 1.2 16.6
IGER 7.2 7.1 1.3 0.5 2.7 18.8
JIC 21.8 1.0 0.1 2.0 3.5 28.4
RI 7.1 1.2 2.2 0.4 2.7 13.6
RRES 18.0 5.1 2.2 1.0 2.2 28.5
SRI2 3.0 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.4 4.0

TOTAL 104.6 24.4 8.0 6.5 27.7 171.2

1 Figures include Core Strategic Grants, competitive grant funding, and capital.
2 SRI: Silsoe Research Institute, closed on 31 March 2006.

Figures from Provisional BBSRC Annual Report 2005–06.

27 Our Nation’s Future—“Britain’s path to the future—lit by the brilliant light of science”.
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BBSRC Institute funding, 2004–05
£m

Total BBSRC DEFRA/ Other Total
Institute Funding1 FSA Industry EC Income Income

BI 12.7 — 0.3 0.3 4.9 18.2
IAH 17.4 9.6 0.8 1.6 7.8 37.2
IFR 10.3 1.5 0.8 1.5 0.8 14.9
IGER 6.2 8.2 1.4 0.5 2.3 18.6
JIC 17.6 0.8 0.2 1.8 3.9 24.3
RI 5.8 1.7 3.4 0.5 1.8 13.2
RRES 15.2 6.4 2.2 1.2 2.6 27.6
SRI 4.3 1.8 1.1 0.2 1.8 9.2

TOTAL 89.5 30.0 10.2 7.6 25.9 163.2

1 Figures include Core Strategic Grants, competitive grant funding, and capital.
Figures from BBSRC Annual Report 2004–05.

BBSRC Institute funding, 2003–04
£m

Total BBSRC DEFRA/ Other Total
Institute Funding1 FSA Industry EC Income Income

BI 11.3 — 0.5 0.1 5.3 17.2
IAH 10.8 9.1 1.4 1.3 6.5 29.1
IFR 9.7 1.2 1.1 1.4 0.8 14.2
IGER 5.3 7.3 1.6 0.6 1.9 16.7
JIC 15.6 1.0 1.0 1.8 3.3 22.7
RI 6.1 1.6 3.0 0.6 2.3 13.6
RRES 12.3 6.2 2.8 1.7 2.8 25.8
SRI 4.3 2.0 1.4 0.3 1.7 9.7
TOTAL 75.4 28.4 12.8 7.8 24.6 149.0

1 Figures include Core Strategic Grants and competitive grant funding; capital is excluded at the individual
institute level; major capital funding to institutes over the year was £13 million.
Figures from BBSRC Annual Report 2003–04.

BBSRC Institute funding, 2002–03
£m

Total BBSRC DEFRA/ Other Total
Institute Funding1 FSA2 Industry EC Income Income

BI 11.3 — 0.5 0.2 4.9 16.9
IAH 10.8 9.0 1.3 1.4 6.6 29.1
IFR 9.4 1.5 1.1 1.5 0.9 14.4
IGER 5.1 7.2 1.6 0.6 2.0 16.5
JIC 14.5 1.2 2.0 1.9 3.9 23.5
RI 5.4 1.7 3.7 0.6 2.0 13.4
RRES 13.2 6.5 3.0 1.2 3.6 27.5
SRI2 3.9 2.1 1.8 0.6 2.1 10.5

TOTAL 73.6 29.2 15.0 8.0 26.0 151.8

1 Figures include Core Strategic Grants and competitive grant funding; capital is excluded at the individual
institute level; major capital funding to institutes over the year was £12 million.
2 IAH figure excludes exceptional income from Foot & Mouth projects.
Figures from BBSRC Annual Report 2002–03.
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BBSRC Institute funding, 2001–02
£m

Total BBSRC DEFRA/ Other Total
Institute Funding1 SA Industry EC Income Income

BI 10.3 0.2 0.8 0.1 4.5 15.9
IAH 9.4 9.3 1.1 1.0 6.0 26.8
IFR 9.1 1.6 1.0 1.3 0.8 13.8
IGER 4.8 6.5 1.3 0.8 1.9 15.3
JIC 13.8 1.5 2.1 1.3 3.1 21.8
RI 5.0 1.9 3.4 0.5 2.0 12.8
RRES/IACR3 11.6 6.4 3.0 1.4 4.6 27.0
SRI2 3.5 2.5 2.2 0.2 1.8 10.2
TOTAL 67.5 29.9 14.9 6.6 24.7 143.6

1 Figures include Core Strategic Grants and competitive grant funding; capital is excluded at the individual
institute level; major capital funding to institutes over the year was £16 million.
2 IAH figure excludes exceptional income from Foot & Mouth projects.
3 Rothamsted Research was formerly known as the Institute of Arable Crops Research (IACR)

Figures from BBSRC Annual Report 2001–02.

BBSRC Institute funding, 2000–01
£m

Total BBSRC DEFRA/ Other Total
Institute Funding1 FSA Industry EC Income Income

BI 10.2 0.3 0.5 0.1 3.8 14.9
IAH 9.3 8.0 1.5 1.0 6.1 25.9
IFR 9.0 1.7 0.8 1.4 0.9 13.8
IGER 4.6 7.2 1.4 0.5 1.8 15.5
JIC 13.0 1.3 1.5 1.7 3.2 20.7
RI 5.1 4.4 2.7 0.9 3.0 16.1
RRES/IACR2 11.0 6.0 2.4 1.7 4.7 25.8
SRI 3.5 2.7 1.3 0.2 2.2 9.9

TOTAL 65.7 31.6 12.1 7.5 25.7 142.6

1 Figures include Core Strategic Grants and competitive grant funding; capital is excluded at the individual
institute level; major capital funding to institutes over the year was £15 million.
2 Rothamsted Research was formerly known as the Institute of Arable Crops Research (IACR).

Figures from BBSRC Annual Report 2000–01.

Medical Research Council

Funding from all sources for all MRC RCIs together:

2000–01—2004–05
Figures taken from financial summary of income & expenditure in published accounts

£m

Intramural 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 2003–04 2004–05

Funding (all sources)
Total RCI funding 188.3 177.2 180.3 209.1 222.6
Of which:

Total DEL-funded 168.2 154.4 150.3 179.1 192.6
Total non DEL-funded 20.1 22.8 30.0 30.0 30.0
Of which:

Total non-OSI Government funded 5.1 6.4 11.8 13.9 8.6
Total industry funding 1.6 2.3 2.2 1.7 1.7
Total charity funding 3.5 3.4 4.2 4.6 5.1
Other funding sources 9.9 10.7 11.8 9.8 14.6

20.1 22.8 30.0 30.0 30.0
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Natural Environment Research Council

Breakdown of funding sources, indicating the level of core support from the parent Research Council,
support from Government Departments, support from other contract research etc.

BAS BGS CEH POL
£ million £ million £ million £ million

2004–05
NERC 33.6 £19.8 18.4 3.5
Govt departments 1.3 4.5 5.1 1.0
Other research cont. 0.5 14.8 6.5 0.7
Other income 2.2 3.3 1.1 0.3
Total 37.6 42.4 31.1 5.5
2003–04
NERC 32.3 19.7 16.9 3.8
Govt departments £0.9 4.2 6.6 0.5
Other research cont. 0.2 10.1 5.6 0.3
Other income 1.7 2.9 1.2 0.4
Total 35.1 36.9 30.3 5.0
2002–03
NERC 31.0 17.2 14.0 2.7
Govt departments 1.1 4.6 7.0 1.0
Other research cont. 0.3 11.2 6.8 0.3
Other income 2.7 2.6 1.3 0.4
Total 35.1 35.6 39.1 4.4
2001–02
NERC 29.9 17.4 13.7 2.6
Govt departments 1.2 5.1 5.7 0.5
Other research cont. 0.3 8.2 6.7 0.2
Other income 1.4 2.1 2.2 0.6
Total 32.8 32.8 28.3 3.9
2000–01
NERC 31.8 18.0 15.1 —
Govt departments 1.1 4.9 5.6 —
Other research cont. 0.1 7.0 6.4 —
Other income 2.0 2.8 1.3 —
Total 35.0 32.7 28.4 —

NERC funding excludes capital

Up to 2000–01 POL formed part of the Centre for Coastal and Marine Science, and as such has only been
included in the above table for 2001–02 onwards.

June 2006

Supplementary evidence from Research Councils UK

Following the evidence session on Research Council Institutes (RCI) on 28 June, the S&T Committee has
asked RCUK to provide supplementary information in relation to the following questions:

1. What general expectations are there regarding the embedding of RCIs in universities in the medium
and long term? What areas are thought most likely to be aVected? (Qs 8, 32–2)

2. What processes are in place to ensure that RCIs are aware of the policy requirements of government
departments when forward planning, in the absence of specific requests? (Q42)

3. What means are used to ensure that a strategic approach is adopted to establishing areas suitable for
collaboration rather than competition? How is unnecessary duplication of resources avoided? (Q47)

4. When will the analysis of the impact of full economic costs be completed and will it be published? (Q50)

5. For BBSRC, which areas will be “diYcult to recover”; what has been the response from Government
to these concerns; and how eVectively is BBSRC’s strategic planning linked to that of Defra? (Q71).

6. What principles govern the representation the Government has on RCI management boards (eg where
RCIs are part Government funded)? What factors govern the input of industry and universities into the
management of RCIs?

7. What are the conclusions of surveys carried out on the destinations of staV leaving RCIs, particularly
in the event of the closure of an institute? (Qs 82–4)

Listed below is the response from the Biotechnology and Biological Sciences (BBSRC) Research Council,
the Medical Research Council (MRC) and the Natural Environment Research Council (NERC).
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BIOTECHNOLOGY AND BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES RESEARCH COUNCIL

Response to the questions 1–7 as listed above.

Further questions from the House of Commons Science & Technology Committee to RCUK following
the evidence session on Research Council Institutes (RCI) on 28 June.

Draft Response from BBSRC

Q1 What general expectations are there regarding the embedding of RCIs in universities in the medium and
long term? What areas are thought most likely to be aVected? (Qs 8, 32–2)

A1 BBSRC encourages close working relations between RCIs and universities wherever this will deliver
added value to the UK research base, but does not assume that this must be achieved by embedding RCIs
within universities. For example:

— the Institute of Food Research (IFR) and the John Innes Centre (JIC) both work closely with the
University of East Anglia (UEA) in the training of PhD students, providing common training
courses;

— researchers at the Sainsbury Laboratory, part of UEA, work very closely with staV at JIC, with
which it is co-located on the Norwich Research Park;

— discussions of joint working in vaccinology are on-going between the Institute for Animal Health
(IAH) and the University of Oxford.

There are circumstances in which more formal joint arrangements might be preferred: BBSRC expects
that the new EBRC (Easter Bush Research Centre) which will house BBSRC employees currently at Roslin
Institute and the Neuropathogenesis Unit (currently part of IAH) to be embedded within the University of
Edinburgh as it is due to be built on University land and to house University employees. The exact form of
governance is under review. There is also discussion about whether the Institute of Grassland and
Environmental Research at Aberystwyth should have a closer formal relationship with Welsh universities
including those at Aberystwyth and Bangor.

In terms of future institute governance, BBSRC is awaiting the Follett committee’s review of governance
of all its sponsored institutes. This is due in September for discussion and subsequent implementation.

Q2 What processes are in place to ensure that RCIs are aware of the policy requirements of government
departments when forward planning, in the absence of specific requests? (Q42)

A2 BBSRC-sponsored institutes keep in close contact with the relevant government departments,
especially Defra, through their normal contacts. In addition a number of institute staV sit on government
advisory bodies. BBSRC CE is an assessor on the Science Advisory Council for Defra and has regular
meetings with the Defra Chief Scientific Advisor (CSA). Defra is also a member of BBSRC Council, and can
contribute a Defra perspective when RCI Directors make annual presentations to Council. Other significant
mechanisms include:

— DTI/OSI representation on BBSRC Council;

— The Scottish Executive Environment and Rural AVairs Department (SEERAD) is represented on
BBSRC’s Strategy Board, which also includes a representative from the BBSRC-sponsored
institutes;

— BBSRC CE has regular meetings with the Director of R&D at the Department of Health;

— BBSRC CE chairs quarterly meetings of the Institute Strategy Committee, which includes all
BBSRC-sponsored institute directors;

— Defra’s Chief Veterinary OYcer is a member of the IAH Governing Body;

— BBSRC’s Director of Science & Technology is an observer on SEERAD’s Strategic Science
Advisory Panel, and on the Defra Research Priorities Group on Sustainable Faming and Food.

It is important that departments such as Defra have a clear policy direction to ensure coordinated
planning. Without this BBSRC-sponsored institutes have to make short-term decision which will not
necessarily be in the long-term interests of the UK science base.

Q3 What means are used to ensure that a strategic approach is adopted to establishing areas suitable for
collaboration rather than competition? How is unnecessary duplication of resources avoided? (Q47)

A3 BBSRC conducts four yearly (now to be five yearly reviews) of all science in its sponsored institutes,
one element of which is to identify gaps or areas of overlap where cross-institute or institute-university
collaboration might increase the eVectiveness and eYciency of the UK bioscience research base. As a result,
BBSRC Council has set up collaborative institute programmes where more than one institute has strengths
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in specific areas. The current two are in sustainable soil function and in crop genetics and genomics; as well
as BBSRC-sponsored institutes, the latter involves researchers at the Scottish Crops Research Institute.
Further programmes are under discussion.

In addition, to stimulate more institute-university collaborations at project level, following the 2005
Institute Assessment Exercise, BBSRC Council changed the rules for institute applications for responsive
mode grants, so that joint applications with universities would be outside the “cap” applied to the total
amount of responsive mode funding for which an institute can apply.

Q4 When will the analysis of the impact of full economic costs be completed and will it be published? (Q50)

A4 BBSRC has been paying full economic costs on the research it funds in its RCIs for some time. It will
be possible to make a comparison with the costs of grant-supported research once a clearer picture has
emerged of how the new FEC arrangements for grants are working in universities. This position will be
reached some time in early to mid 2007, about one year after the first FEC grants were awarded.

Q5 For BBSRC, which areas will be “diYcult to recover”; what has been the response from Government to
these concerns; and how eVectively is BBSRC’s strategic planning linked to that of Defra?(Q71)

A5 As a general point, BBSRC would emphasise that the cost of highly specialised infrastructure is much
more transparent under FEC and thus needs above average increases in funding. This includes large animal
facilities (for farm animals such as cattle, sheep and poultry), small animal facilities and controlled
environments for plants and large land based experiments. Once built the facilities usually have to be run
as a whole and cannot easily be subdivided into smaller units. Thus the overall cost is fixed. The recent rise
in energy costs has made the situation worse.

Although Research Councils, through OSI, received increased funding to implement FEC on research
grants, other government departments did not. Therefore, any government department when asked for
increased costs for FEC is likely to have to reduce the volume of research that it can fund if its research
budget remains constant.

More specifically, three BBSRC-sponsored institutes are very dependent on funding from Defra: the
Institute for Animal Health (IAH); the Institute of Grassland and Environmental Research (IGER); and
Rothamsted Research (RRes), which undertakes research on sustainable plant-based agriculture and the
environment. Each of these institutes has, in recent years, had to cope with the on-going uncertainties
associated with Defra’s inconsistent approach to funding research, including short-term decision making
and lack of notice for changes, with the BBSRC (ie the Science Budget) and the institutes themselves having
to pick up the high costs of resulting redundancies.

In relation to linking BBSRC’s and Defra’s strategic planning, there are several mechanisms in place for
relevant discussions (see A2, above), and BBSRC has contributed extensively to Defra’s consultation on its
Evidence and Innovation Strategy. However, delays in bringing this exercise to a conclusion are a major
cause for concern. Advice from Defra in the meantime indicates that the Department will continue to cut
funding for sustainable agriculture, further aVecting IGER and RRes, and that, in the government’s high
priority area of animal health and welfare some further cutting is likely. Moreover, it is becoming
increasingly diYcult to engage Defra constructively in implementing the recommendations in the report
from the Research Council Institute and PSRE Sustainability Study (RIPSS report, http://www.dti.gov.uk/
science/science-funding/ripss/page22675.html). This requires funders providing more than 15% of the
research budget of an RCI or a PSRE to assume some responsibility for the long-term sustainability of that
institution. There is little evidence that Defra intends to meet its obligations to IAH, IGER or RRes under
the RIPSS report. In practice there has been a deterioration since the RIPSS report and BBSRC believes
this needs to be addressed as part of the Comprehensive Spending Review 2007. The Chief Scientific
Advisor’s ongoing review of Defra science may also provide an opportunity to address current diYculties.
BBSRC was notified at the end of July that DEFRA has brought in another moratorium on funding.

Q6 What principles govern the representation the Government has on RCI management boards (eg where
RCIs are part Government funded)? What factors govern the input of industry and universities into the
management of RCIs?

BBSRC sponsored institutes are companies limited by guarantee with charitable status. Therefore they
are subject to rules of the charity commissioners (eg no trustee can be paid other than expenses) and
corporate governance. All institutes include academics and industrialists on their governing boards. BBSRC
has a major say in the choice of chairman of the board, but not in the choice of other members. Current
membership and templates for membership are available on the BBSRC website, at.
http://www.bbsrc.ac.uk/foi/pubscheme.html?IMAGE3.X%17\&IMAGE3.Y%9<10
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Q7 What are the conclusions of surveys carried out on the destinations of staV leaving RCIs, particularly in
the event of the closure of an institute? (Qs 82–4)

The Silsoe Research Institute closed in March 2006. Just prior to final closure the Institute Director
reported to the BBSRC Audit Board on the known destinations of staV at that time. The report is at
Annex 1.

Annex 1

Employment of SRI Staff that were in Post in September 2004

As far as known on 8 March 2006, the destination of staV after leaving SRI employment is or is expected
to be:

All staV (% of those whose Scientific and technical
destination is known) staV (%)

Employment in scientific research 46 (24) 46 (41)
Job using science 3 (2) 3 (3)
Consultant or small business based on science 22 (12) 22 (19)
Other employment 41 (21) 15 (13)
Early retirement 19 (10) 8 (7)
Retirement 11 (6) 5 (4)
Unemployed 25 (13) 9 (8)
Career break 9 (5) 5 (4)
Expected to transfer to EH 15 (8) 0 (0)
Not known 3 0

There will be three staV still employed at SRI to complete the closure process for the charity.

With more than 60% of scientific and technical staV already finding employment in science related
activities, much of the scientific skills developed at SRI seem likely to be eVectively used. Of these:

— 17 staV have transferred to Rothamsted to work in biomathematics (10) and soil physics (7).

— 5 plus a student have joined RVC to work on animal behaviour and welfare.

— 9 have joined Cranfield to work on decision biomathematics and sensing and to give technical
support.

— 5 have joined The Arable Group and others are working with them in a consultancy capacity on
pesticide application research.

— Of the others to note, two to University of Birmingham (wind engineering) plus consultancy
support, one to Campden and Chorleywood Food Research Association (hygienic process
engineering), one to AEA Technology (computational fluid dynamics), one to ADAS (animal
transport), one to University of Luton (image analysis) and one to Open University (biosensors).

The other large category is consultancy and small businesses. Predominantly these relate to the core
engineering areas which, though often successful at SRI in both scientific and business terms, did not have
any logical destination identified as part of BBSRC’s view of areas of important science to save. Of the 22,
nine are associated with businesses seeking to operate under subleases on the Wrest Park site.

Overall it is encouraging that 83% of all staV seeking employment have found something promptly. Please
note that these figures are estimated from informal knowledge in some instances, and no formal survey has
been undertaken.

Medical Research Council

Response to the questions 1–7 as listed above.

1. General expectations regarding embedding of RCIs in universities

Nearly all the MRC’s UK Institutes and Units are “embedded” in universities. (We do have institutes on
the Harwell Campus but they are closely associated with Oxford University. We also have two Units in
Africa.) The advantages of embedding are mutual. MRC staV have access to a wider range of expertise than
could be maintained on a permanent basis in a stand-alone RCI. At the same time, the special qualities and
strengths of RCI science, facilities, skills and training environments are accessible to the university. These
include some increased eYciencies, including avoidance of duplication of some facilities such as access to
journals. One of the drivers for moving NIMR to a central London location is to place it in an environment
where it could increase its inter-disciplinary range of interactions, particularly with clinical research, the
physical sciences and mathematics.
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2. Processes to ensure RCIs are aware of government policy requirements

This works at several levels. Firstly, Health Department oYcials are members of Council,28 and
“concordats” or partnership agreements exist with a number of Government Departments (eg the Health
Departments, DFID) that aim to:

— promote co-ordination of planning and activities;

— ensure departmental research needs and user perspectives are taken into account by the MRC; and

— ensure that government policies and priorities are informed by scientific advances.

Secondly, Directors of the MRC’s RCIs are closely engaged in the MRC’s priority setting. This enables
the MRC to ensure that Directors are aware of current Government priorities.

Thirdly, specific RCI staV work closely with Government oYcials. For instance, members of the MRC
Collaborative Centre for Human Nutrition Research are serving or have served on a number of
Government Advisory Committees on nutrition, and on healthy lifestyle. Other examples include: Professor
Chris Higgins (Director of the MRC Clinical Sciences Centre) who currently chairs the Spongiform
Encephalopathies Advisory Committee; and Professor David Coggan (MRC Epidemiology Resource
Centre, Southampton) chairs the Advisory Committee on Pesticides. The MRC Social & Public Health
Sciences Unit is jointly funded by MRC and the Scottish Executive, and the Executive is in regular contact
with the Unit. The Scottish Section of the MRC Institute of Hearing Research is also jointly funded by the
MRC and the Scottish Executive. As part of an Advisory Group, representatives from the MRC and the
Chief Scientist OYce meet regularly with the Glasgow-based Scientist-in-Charge and the IHR Unit
Director. The MRC Prion Unit works closely with Government on tackling issues of national importance
such as decontamination of surgical instruments, and determining prevalence of vCJD in the population.
NIMR is closely involved in discussions on pandemic ‘flu.

3. Ensuring a strategic approach to collaboration/competition with universities

Collaboration

Science is inherently a collaborative process: MRC staV in RCIs and university scientists, here and
abroad, actively seek collaborative opportunities with each other—wherever they may be. Such
collaboration is driven by the scientific needs of each research project.

Competition

MRC science is mainly investigator-led rather than directed. The primary determinants of what science
is funded by the MRC, whether intramural (in RCIs) or extramural (grants to universities) are scientific
quality and importance/relevance to mission. Like other RCs, the MRC tensions the bids from RCIs and
grant applications from universities so that quality is compared in a transparent manner. When proposals
come to Research Boards for renewals of RCI funding their quality is expressed in precisely the same terms,
using the same peer review and ranking mechanisms, as the grant applications that the Boards are looking
at in the same meeting. This provides assurance that any continuing investment in RCIs is justified by the
quality of the science. This mechanism helps to identify any needless duplication of research, or
inappropriate competition for resources. Such funding decisions are made by Boards within a strategic
framework which pushes resources towards priority areas such as clinical & public health research,
pandemic ‘flu etc.

Strategy

The MRC’s Research Boards, who assess requests for funding, each review annually the research they
support to identify opportunities and needs. This strategic analysis influences the funding decisions which
a Board takes. In addition, the MRC publishes calls for proposals in specific areas, which enable choices to
be made about which science is supported and where, around focused sets of research proposals from
diVerent institutions.

4. When will the analysis of the impact of FECs be completed/published?

The MRC has been paying full economic costs on the research it funds in its RCIs for some time. It will
be possible to make a comparison with the costs of grant-supported research once a clearer picture has
merged of how the new FEC arrangements for grants are working in universities. This position will be
reached some time in early to mid 2007.

28 And OSI has observer status.
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5. Question 5 is directed at BBSRC and therefore not applicable to MRC

6. Representation on RCI management boards. Factors governing industry and university input to
management of RCIs

The MRC does not have RCI management boards as such. Under the governance model adopted for
MRC, each RCI Director is responsible for the management of his or her institute or unit, and is
accountable to the Chief Executive and to Council. The RCI’s scientific and knowledge transfer
programmes and the case for continuation of intramural support are reviewed every five years (see above).

Individual Directors also work closely with government oYcials (see examples above) or industry (eg the
MRC Protein Phosphorylation Unit at Dundee which is part of a major consortium involving six major
pharmaceutical companies). Strategic planning may also involve both academic and industrial partners (eg
the GSK, Imperial College, MRC Clinical Sciences Centre partnership). Directors hold academic posts and
work closely with fellow members of the university community. Such partnerships are consciously
developed as part of the mission of an RCI (eg the MRC Institute of Hearing Research) or evolve as
opportunities and needs present themselves.

The OSI, the Health Departments, industry and senior academics are represented on the Council.

7. Surveys of destinations of staV leaving RCIs

Where an RCI closes, we invest considerable eVort in trying to relocate support staV to available posts
in other RCIs or, in the case of senior scientific staV, working assiduously with them on assisted transfer to
another MRC Unit or to university post. For junior scientific staV we invest in skills training which will
enhance their fitness for employment elsewhere. We may not always know where a former member of staV
has moved to as they may choose to take a career break before seeking another job. In the 12 months to 31
August 2006, 80 MRC staV were made redundant out of a core complement of 2,900 staV.

We try to obtain first destination data for staV and students who move to other jobs at their own initiative.
While we have good data for PhD students (below) we currently have diYculty in achieving a good response
rate for other leaving staV, particularly for those made redundant. However, of those for whom we do have
data, only 10 were unemployed on leaving the MRC. As part of a new Human Resources Information
System project, we will be developing our management information on career destinations. We recognise the
importance of knowing that our investment in people is being used to good eVect once they leave our service.

For MRC-funded PhD students who started in 2001, the largest group (58%) have moved to academic
appointments in the UK (42%) or overseas (16%); 13% have taken up research positions in industry; and
7% have gone on to do further training. Some 16% were either still writing up, awaiting a result or
unemployed: this figure will have decreased since RCI returns were received.

Natural Environment Research Council

Response to the questions 1–7 as listed above.

Answers from the Natural Environment Research Council (NERC) to the Additional Questions
Posed by the House of Commons Science and Technology Committee as part of its Inquiry into
Research Council Institutes

1. What general expectations are there regarding the embedding of RCIs in universities in the medium and long
term? What areas are thought most likely to be aVected? (Qs 8, 32–2)

Most of NERC’s 15 collaborative centres are hosted by (embedded in) universities. The exceptions are
the Plymouth Marine Laboratory (PML), the Centre for Air-Sea Interactions and Fluxes (CASIX) and the
Scottish Association for Marine Science (SAMS). PML works with the University of Plymouth through
the Plymouth Marine Sciences Partnership and hosts CASIX which also has strong academic links. SAMS,
though not in or near a university town, is an academic partner in the University of the Highlands and
Islands (UHI) Millennium Institute.

Although the four wholly-owned centres are “stand-alone” (in the sense of not hosted by a university),
several of their main sites are located in or near university towns, and the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology
(CEH) Lancaster is on the Lancaster University campus.

The plans for CEH will increase the proportion of its scientists working at sites in or near university
towns, and NERC hopes that staV and their research will benefit from the proximity.

However, NERC believes that stand-alone centres have demonstrated their ability to support a diversity
of skills and multidisciplinary research without the need for co-location or embedding in a university
environment. As indicated in our original submission, the identity of stand-alone institutes can help them
to become well known and to build partnerships (nationally and globally) irrespective of their location.
Continuing with the present mix of institute models (as well as with funding individual academics in
universities) would seem to be the most appropriate way of meeting NERC’s science needs.
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2. What processes are in place to ensure that RCIs are aware of the policy requirements of government
departments when forward planning, in the absence of specific requests? (Q42)

Many of NERC’s RCIs carry out commissioned research for Defra and some other government
departments, and the interaction involved inevitably allows RCIs to develop an awareness of government
research needs. RCI scientists often act as advisors on government committees, and some RCIs have
government representatives on their management boards. In addition, some institutes have staV in the
knowledge transfer area who monitor opportunities for commissioned or collaborative research in the
public (as well as private) sector.

In making proposals for core research funding from NERC, RCIs are guided to a large extent by NERC’s
strategy, which is developed in consultation with a range of stakeholders including government
departments. Decisions about RCIs’ core funding take NERC’s strategy and science priorities into account,
ie relevance is an important criterion. Defra’s Chief Scientific Advisor is a member of NERC’s Council,
which agrees the strategy, and the OYce of Science and Innovation also has an observer on Council.

Decisions about NERC’s thematic (directed) programmes are also based on its strategy, and may
therefore also reflect government requirements. Programme steering committees sometimes include
government representatives, certainly if they are co-funded. Thematic funding is available to RCIs as well
as to academics.NERC is a member of the Environment Research Funders’ Forum (ERFF) which brings
together the most significant funders of environmental research in the UK including Defra and the
Department for Transport. This improves NERC’s awareness of government funding needs, and it is able
to share the information with its institutes. In addition, NERC holds bilateral (high-level and working-level)
meetings with a number of Government departments to discuss research needs, which again it
communicates to its centres as appropriate. NERC’s Chief Executive gains an insight into Defra’s interests
as a member of its Science Advisory Council.

In June, NERC instigated a new fortnightly internal bulletin (The External Issues Bulletin) to alert NERC
staV, including those in its institutes, to relevant developments in government, such as new strategies or
policy needs, and to upcoming bilateral meetings and their outputs.

3. What means are used to ensure that a strategic approach is adopted to establishing areas suitable for
collaboration rather than competition? How is unnecessary duplication of resources avoided? (Q47)

Much of NERC’s funding is allocated under thematic programmes. Each programme addresses a
particular research interest, and applications are invited from academia and RCIs. They can decide to
submit collaborative proposals. Programme steering committees assess bids at an outline stage, and
sometimes suggest that applicants submit their full bids as collaborators.

Collaborative proposals that don’t fit under thematic programme can be submitted under NERC’s
Consortium Grant scheme, and they are also eligible for standard grants.

All proposals, collaborative or individual, are peer reviewed, and the reviews are considered by a
moderating panel. Awards are made on the basis of quality and relevance. When institutes apply for their
core research funding from NERC, their proposals are also subject to international peer review. Reviewers
occasionally make recommendations regarding collaborative opportunities.

Some of NERC’s collaborative centres derive from thematic funding calls. Examples are the centres for
Earth Observation. NERC has just announced, following a review, that these will now come together under
a new National Centre for Earth Observation.

The Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research arose as a cross-council scheme, and the UK Energy
Research Centre emerged from the cross-council Towards a Sustainable Energy Economy (TSEC)
Programme. Councils wished to encourage collaboration in both areas.

Some NERC collaborative centres are initiated as a result of a strategic need being identified by NERC’s
Science and Innovation Strategy Board (SISB) or Council. Examples of collaborative centres set up to meet
such a need are the NERC Centres for Atmospheric Science (NCAS) and the Centre for Population
Biology (CPB).

Overview and gap-analysis by SISB and Council largely ensure that duplication of resources is avoided.
ERFF also plays a very important role in ensuring that environmental research funding is “joined up”.

4. When will the analysis of the impact of full economic costs be completed and will it be published? (Q50)

NERC participated in a cross-research-council project board to implement the dual support reform, ie
full-economic costing. Before it disbanded, the board decided that a review should be carried out in due
course, but no date was set. In the meantime, Councils have been asked to provide quarterly grant statistics
to the OYce of Science and Innovation to assess the impact of the reform, but it is too early to draw any
conclusions.
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5. For BBSRC, which areas will be “diYcult to recover”; what has been the response from Government to these
concerns; and how eVectively is BBSRC’s strategic planning linked to that of Defra? (Q71)

N/A

6. What principles govern the representation the Government has on RCI management boards (eg where RCIs
are part Government funded)? What factors govern the input of industry and universities into the management
of RCIs?

Defra’s Chief Scientific Adviser is a member of NERC’s Council which obviously has a large influence
on NERC’s decision-making.

NERC’s wholly-owned institutes have management boards with wide-ranging public and private-sector
representation. This means that academics and Government department representatives serve on these
bodies. However, there are no formal requirements for Government representation—it is based on need and
appropriateness.

7. What are the conclusions of surveys carried out on the destinations of staV leaving RCIs, particularly in the
event of the closure of an institute? (Qs 82–4)

Surveys of staV leaving NERC institutes are managed by the institutes themselves. Some ask leavers to
complete a questionnaire, but this is not compulsory and does not necessarily ask for the leaver’s
destination. Some hold exit interviews and ask staV why they are leaving (if departure is voluntary) but not
necessarily where they are going. Although NERC’s Swindon OYce Personnel Section follows the
destinations of staV leaving Swindon OYce and analyses data every quarter, databases are not kept by any
of NERC’s four wholly-owned centres. However, plans to gather and record destination data are being
considered, and some PhD-student destination data are already being collected. At an anecdotal level, it
appears that voluntary departures by scientific staV are generally to other jobs in science.

When some of the British Geological Survey sites were closed in the 1980s, most people transferred to the
Keyworth site, although some took redundancy payments. The most recent site closures were at CEH in
2001 and 2004. EVorts are being made to collect data on the destinations of staV aVected by the forthcoming
CEH site closures. The picture thus far, is that the staV who are leaving, for whatever reason are moving to
UK science research jobs in academia or in other institutes. The situation is being closely monitored as part
of the CEH Transition and Integration Project. The plans of each member of staV are being discussed with
the HR team.

Supplementary memorandum from the Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council

In response to your request for information on the BBSRC-sponsored Institute for Animal Health (IAH),
Institute of Grassland and Environmental Research (IGER), and Rothamsted Research (RRes), please note
the following.

Income by Major Funding Sources, 2003–06 (From BBSRC Annual Reports)

Institute for Animal Health
£m

2003–04 2004–05 2005–06

BBSRC Core Strategic Grant 8.7 8.1 9.4
BBSRC Other (excluding major capital grants) 2.1 2.7 3.5
Defra 9.1 9.6 8.0
EC/International 1.3 1.6 1.0
Industry 1.4 0.8 1.0
Other research income 1.8 1.8 2.4
Other sources 4.6 6.0 6.8
Total revenue income 29.0 30.6 32.1
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Institute of Grassland and Environmental Research
£m

2003–04 2004–05 2005–06

BBSRC Core Strategic Grant 4.9 4.5 5.2
BBSRC Other (excluding major capital grants) 0.4 0.5 0.6
Defra 7.3 8.2 7.1
EC/International 0.6 0.5 0.5
Industry 1.6 1.4 1.3
Other research income 0.3 0.8 1.2
Other sources 1.6 1.4 1.6
Total revenue income 16.7 17.3 17.5

Rothamsted Research
£m

2003–04 2004–05 2005–06

BBSRC Core Strategic Grant 9.9 9.5 11.8
BBSRC Other (excluding major capital grants) 2.4 3.3 3.0
Defra 6.2 6.4 5.1
EC/International 1.7 1.2 1.0
Industry 2.8 2.2 2.2
Other research income 1.4 0.9 0.8
Other sources 1.4 1.7 1.4
Total revenue income 25.8 25.2 25.3

NB Annual Report figures may diVer from figures for amounts awarded due to timing diVerences.

Projected Income Figures

We do not have firm figures for future external income to the institutes. However, it is clear that Defra
funding is falling, and that this trend will continue. Defra funding to BBSRC Institutes has fallen to £19
million in 2006–07 from an equivalent £129 million in 1972 and further reductions are expected as a result
of policy changes, CSR 2007 pressures, the latest moratorium in Defra funding announced in August and
sustainability pressures on Defra in house agencies.

Defra has advised that funding for sustainable agriculture will fall by a further 20% by 2010–11 on top
of a 12% cut for 2006–07. In real terms this equates to around a 44% reduction since 2005–06. In May,
BBSRC was advised that the next budget cut for Defra Animal Health and Welfare budget would be a
relatively modest £1 million—2.5% reduction in cash terms. In real terms this would be at least 20% by 2011,
partly because of inflation and partly due to the introduction of a revised method for calculating Full
Economic Costs which, in animal health, have risen sharply. More recently, Defra has indicated that a
further review of priorities is in progress and so uncertainty continues.

IAH, IGER and RRes are the institutes which are most aVected by these reductions.

Future Options for IGER and RRes

In the light of significant reductions in Defra income, and the need to optimise collaboration between the
two institutes, BBSRC is currently considering three options for the future governance and operations of
IGER and RRes:

(a) a Welsh option, integrating both IGER sites with the University of Wales, Aberystwyth and
University of Wales, Bangor, in which RRes would remain separate with a separate funding
stream;

(b) as option (a), but with North Wyke becoming part of RRes; and

(c) a single core funding stream, and possibly a single institute, incorporating the current IGER sites
at Aberystwyth and North Wyke (Devon) and the RRes sites at Harpenden and Broom’s Barn.

The overall aim is to secure greater stability and sustainability of strategic UK research capability in the
areas of sustainable agriculture and land use.

A small sub-group of BBSRC Council will prepare more detailed proposals for consideration by Council
in December.

To date, BBSRC council has had preliminary discussion of the Follett report on institute governance and
the generic models for future governance within this document. At least one of the models is consistent with
a closer partnership between institutes and universities as envisaged in Wales. BBSRC is already going ahead
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with the EBRC institute in partnership with the University of Edinburgh. This will bring together The
Roslin Institute, the Neuropathogenisis Unit ( currently part of the Institute for Animal Health), researchers
from the University of Edinburgh (Royal Dick) Vet School and from the Scottish Agricultural College.

Memorandum from the Department for Environment, Food and Rural AVairs

1. Following the request for Lord Rooker and Professor Dalton to give oral evidence, Defra welcomes
the opportunity to contribute written evidence to the House of Commons Science and Technology
Committee’s inquiry into Research Council Institutes.

2. This memorandum focuses on addressing Defra’s interaction with the Research Council Institutes
(RCIs) and Defra’s strategy for formulating and communicating its research requirements.

Defra and Research Council Institute Interactions

3. Defra acknowledges the key role that RCIs play in maintaining the UK research and skills base. The
value of the RCIs is distinct from that of universities and other research providers in that they provide long-
term capability in some areas of research. The relationships between Defra and the RCIs (and their parent
bodies, the Research Councils) are primarily founded on long-term dialogue and joint identification of
research priorities. These relationships are not simply those of contractor-supplier but also have a strategic/
investment element. Our relations are supported by extensive interactions at several levels:

— Defra’s Chief Scientific Adviser (CSA) is a member of both NERC and BBSRC Councils.

— The Chief Executives of BBSRC, ESRC and NERC are represented at the Defra Science
Advisory Council.

— Regular formal and informal bilateral meetings are held between Defra’s CSA and Research
Council Chief Executives.

— There is two-way representation on working groups.

— We coordinate through strategic forums such as the Global Environment Change Committee and
Environmental Research Funders Forum.

— We have joint programmes of research.

— We coordinate responses to consultations and engagement in strategy development processes.

— We augment our project contract management with interactions between our policy group Science
Coordinators and individual Institute directors and senior research leaders.

— We have Research Framework Agreements in place with BBSRC and NERC.

This builds a common understanding of the changing drivers, pressures and priorities between Defra and
the RCIs.

Defra’s R&D Investment

4. Table 1 shows Defra’s planned spend on R&D in each year since 2001 (when Defra was created) and
the actual outturn each year.

Table 1

Year Planned R&D Actual R&D
Baseline (£m) Outturn (£m)

2001–02 144 140
2002–03 144 141
2003–04 146 141
2004–05 152 152
2005–06 156 146
2006–07 15429 —
2007–08 15429 —

In 2005–06 and 2006–07, financial pressures within the Department have required in-year savings. We
have ensured that priority areas of science are, wherever possible, protected and that possible impacts on
key R&D contractors, including RCIs, are fully considered and minimised.

29 From 2006–07, R&D baseline reflects the removal of £11 million for work now classified as “non-R&D” and transfer of this
amount to non-R&D budgets. Expenditure on this work had been included at a similar level in previous year R&D baselines
back to 2001–02 and therefore masks a significant planned increase from 2006–07, based on the previous spending levels.
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5. Table 2 shows Defra’s R&D spend (2005–06), broken down by contractor groups. In that year 49.4%
of Defra’s committed R&D funds were allocated to Public Sector Research Establishments. A further 20.2%
were committed to UK universities.

Table 2

Potential percentage of R&D
commitments (£m) baseline (£145.9m)

Defra Agencies30 36.0 24.7
BBSRC Institutes 19.2 13.2
NERC 4.1 2.8
ESRC 0.4 0.3
UK Universities 29.4 20.2
Met OYce 12.3 8.4
Other (at a wide range of private sector research contractors) 44.5 30.5

Total 145.9 100

6. RCIs are a crucial component of the UK’s Science and Engineering Base, providing long-term focus
and continuity in areas of science. The provision of continuity and the alignment of research with strategic
priorities without necessarily following scientific “fashion” is one of the important strengths of the RCIs.

7. In some areas of interest to Defra (for example, animal health), the RCIs form a major part of a very
limited supplier base. Defra is committed to having this laboratory capability to ensure provision of the
evidence needed to underpin the development and delivery of policy and in the case of emergencies. It is
important for the Government to invest in RCIs because the open market is not able to supply all
Government’s needs. This happens for a number of reasons: the R&D is commercially unattractive; the
science requires high levels of physical or biological security; the availability of capacity to respond to
emergency situations needs to be guaranteed; the need to ensure that particular scientific services will be
available in the future.

8. The RCIs also form part of the broad pool of research skills and facilities across the public, university
and private sectors on which Defra draws to meet its science needs. In some areas of science within this wider
competitive research market, RCIs enjoy preferred supplier status by virtue of strategic partnerships with
Defra built up over many years and through their custodianship of long-term data-sets and experimental
sites.

9. Defra’s research requirements, like those of other Government Departments, are dynamic, reflecting
the changing challenges facing modern society. If they are to survive and prosper, the RCIs must be able to
respond to these changing needs and reposition their output accordingly. In general they do this well. There
may however be limits to the extent to which Defra’s traditional partners among the RCI community can
reconfigure their science towards new objectives in an appropriate timeframe. Through Defra’s Evidence
and Innovation Strategy (E&IS) processes, significant gaps have been identified in the evidence needed to
meet strategic priorities, in particular in relation to climate change and energy. In addition, Defra has
identified a future, increasing, need for analysis and for the social and economic sciences. It remains to be
seen whether the RCIs are necessarily best placed to meet these needs. It is also the case that with many
competing demands on public spending, meeting Defra’s new and pressing evidence requirements will
inevitably squeeze the resources available to invest in research in some traditional areas of RCI science.

10. Defra is fully committed to putting into practice the recommendations from the RCI and Public
Sector Research Establishment Sustainability Study (RIPSS)31. In the context of Defra’s ownership of its
three laboratory agencies the recommendations are being taken forward through the Department’s
Laboratory Strategy Programme. The key RIPSS recommendation which aVects Defra in relation to the
RCIs is Recommendation 2:

“Research Council Chief Executives and Permanent Secretaries of Government departments,
working through Chief Scientific Advisors, should be jointly accountable for developing joint scientific
and investment strategies for their cross-boundary research interests. As a minimum, such an interest
exists if the Government department procures 15% or more of a RC institute’s turnover. Once agreed,
these joint strategic plans should be deemed to place a commitment on a Government department’s
science budget holder to honour the joint agreement. RCUK and CSAC should jointly review such
strategies every five years”.

11. Our key RIPSS relationship is with the BBSRC. At the time the policy was agreed, Defra procured
more than 15% of the turnover of three BBSRC institutes—Institute of Grassland and Environmental
Research (IGER) (about 40%); Rothamsted Research (about 20%); the Institute of Animal Health (IAH)
(about 20%).

30 Centre for Environment Fisheries and Aquaculture Science, Veterinary Laboratories Agency, Central Science Laboratory.
31 http://www.dti.gov.uk/files/file14578.pdf
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12. It is vital that the UK has critical infrastructure to undertake exotic disease research and provide a
disease outbreak response and both Defra’s Veterinary Laboratory Agency (VLA) and IAH have a role to
play. Defra has been working together with BBSRC and the OYce of Science and Innovation on a £121
million project to rebuild a new joint VLA-IAH virology laboratory facility at the IAH’s Pirbright site. With
work on the Defra-IAH relationship progressing via other routes, our discussions with the BBSRC on
implementing RIPSS have thus focussed on IGER and Rothamsted Research.

13. Initial discussions were held in 2004 with BBSRC on taking forward the RIPPS agenda. These
discussions were put on hold as Defra had just embarked upon the E&IS process to establish its medium-
term science requirements. Until this process was nearer to conclusion it would have been premature to enter
into firm financial commitments with BBSRC. Following consultation, in February 2006, proposals
essentially consisting of measures to improve dialogue and engagement between Defra and BBSRC and its
institutes, were put to BBSRC. Full agreement between Defra and BBSRC on the interpretation of RIPSS
has not yet been reached, specifically relating to the interpretation of RIPSS Recommendation 2 as obliging
Defra to make medium to long-term financial commitments to IGER and Rothamsted Research. Defra and
BBSRC are able to agree a programme of science required but Defra cannot commit funds without first
agreeing, in some detail, the research to be delivered in return for our investment.

14. To further our commitment to RIPPS Defra sits on the Whitehall forum “Research Establishment
Sustainability UK”. The overarching aim of this forum is to provide an environment where the sponsors of
Public Sector Research Establishments can consider their collective impact on the long term sustainability
of these bodies and their outputs to the UK science base.

Defra’s Evidence and Innovation Strategy

15. Defra has put much eVort into improving and communicating its processes for identifying and
planning for our science requirements, for example the 10 year science forward look32 and the Evidence and
Innovation Strategy33 project. This follows the Rothschild principle that Departments have to be active
customers for the research upon which they depend for their policy making.

16. Defra’s Evidence and Innovation Strategy (E&IS) project provides an assessment of Defra’s evidence
and innovation needs. It has aimed to improve understanding of how evidence and innovation (E&I) can
best support delivery of Defra’s strategic outcomes. It also looked at how programmes will evolve in the
future helping the department to refocus its use of knowledge (including science, social science, economics,
statistics and engineering) in achieving its objectives in the context of the Five Year Strategy. The objective
was to achieve a realignment of evidence and innovation activities around the strategic outcomes. This
involved looking at the types of knowledge required in each outcome area, how programmes in individual
areas contributed to other outcome areas and how resources should be allocated to reflect the relative
priorities and value in diVerent areas. The E&IS exercise reviewed Defra’s evidence needs and investment—
around £330 million a year—in order to align them with policy priorities.

17. Over much of the last two years, the E&IS project has been Defra’s main vehicle for identifying the
evidence needed to develop policy and drive innovation. The project was initiated by Defra’s 2004 report
Evidence and innovation and was informed by the Government’s 2004 Science & innovation investment
framework 2004–1434. The Evidence and innovation report set out—against Ministers’ five strategic
priorities—an assessment of Defra’s likely needs from the sciences (including the social sciences) over the
next 10 years. Its purpose was to inform both internal and external stakeholders about key directions of
change (including emerging and declining needs) and to provide an evidence base for the redirection of
funding at the strategic level. The report highlighted the increasing complexity and breadth of the issues
around which Defra would need to develop evidence-based policies, such as the long-term challenge of
global climate change.

18. The E&IS project has enabled Defra to improve its ability to ensure evidence-related activities are
fully relevant and of value to policy. Additionally, it has increased awareness of a range of issues, including
the value of the social sciences, the need to balance secondary analysis and interpretation with longer-term
research, and the importance of policy monitoring and evaluation.

19. As a result of analysis undertaken through the E&IS to determine E&I needs across the department
according to strategic requirements, an exercise was undertaken in 2005 and early 2006 to review the funding
of R&D across the departments strategic outcomes (as defined for 2005–10 in Defra’s Five Year Strategy).
As a result of this exercise the department has been able to realign its R&D investment with its priorities.

20. Defra has now published the report “Our approach to evidence and innovation” online35. This
document, which has developed through the E&IS project, outlines how Defra corporately manages E&I
and sets out the challenges that Defra needs to tackle. These challenges are grouped under five general aims:

32 Evidence and innovation: Defra’s needs from the sciences over the next 10 years, July 2004.
http://www.defra.gov.uk/science/publications/documents/ScienceForwardLook3rd.pdf

33 Our approach to evidence and innovation, October 2006.
http://www.defra.gov.uk/science/how/documents/EvidenceAndInnovation.pdf

34 http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spending–review/spend–sr04/associated–documents/spending–sr04–—science.cfm
35 Our approach to evidence and innovation, October 2006.

http://www.defra.gov.uk/science/how/documents/EvidenceAndInnovation.pdf
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(a) Improve our ability to identify priority evidence needs by working with others.

(b) Ensure we have eVective processes for assembling and communicating existing evidence.

(c) Realign Defra’s R&D investment with departmental priorities and maximise the value of this
investment by co-operating with other funders.

(d) Ensure that all Defra policies are based on a robust and broad understanding of all relevant
evidence.

(e) Enable all areas of Defra to address innovation in their policy approaches.

21. The publication of “Our approach to evidence and innovation” has enabled us to communicate with
our stakeholders the strategic work that Defra has undertaken to determine our evidence and innovation
activities; as well as develop improved tools and approaches for evidence-based policy-making.

22. For RCIs “Our approach to evidence and innovation” presents a strategic and long-term perspective
which we will use in planning our evidence and innovation activities to inform expenditure plans and our
strategy for the longer-term development of Defra’s science base, its capacity and needs.

October 2006

Memorandum from the Medical Research Council

National Institute for Medical Research

We have previously provided a written submission on progress with the renewal of NIMR, but in the light
of discussion at the oral evidence session on Research Council Institutes, we thought that the Committee
might find it helpful to have some supplementary material.

Large Facilities Capital Fund

The MRC’s application to the Large Facilities Capital Fund (LFCF), which was based on the Business
Plan approved by the Council in July 2005, was very well received. It was ranked joint first by the RCUK’s
Executive Group, out of all the applications for capital funding received from the Research Councils. On
the basis of this ranking, money has been notionally earmarked by OSI at approximately the level that the
MRC is seeking, and release of these funds has been provisionally profiled into the future pattern of
commitment of the LFCF. A final decision on the LFCF allocation is subject to OSI and Treasury review
of the value-for-money of the planned investment. This will be based on a fully developed Business Case,
which will include a more detailed options appraisal. This will be completed by October 2006.

Purchase of the National Temperance Hospital (NTH) Site

We have completed the purchase of the NTH site, which was identified as the preferred site by the Council,
during its consideration of bids for partnership with NIMR from UCL and King’s. The purchase price was
£28 million, compared with the £15 million assumed in the business case. The owners of the site, UCLH
Trust, declined to negotiate a price with the MRC and decided to put the site on the open market. Since the
site did not have planning consent, prior valuation was extremely diYcult. In the event, UCLH Trust agreed
to accept £28 million from the MRC although our professional property advisors confirmed to us that a
private developer had made an unqualified oVer in excess of this sum. Our professional design team has, as
part of the work required for the more detailed business case that we are currently working on, re-confirmed
the other cost estimates that underpin the £320 million figure. This figure does, of course, in include
contingency allowances.

Other Sources of Funding

Although the entire £320 million estimate for the building is now, in principle, assured (as long as approval
is given for the release of funds from the LFCF), we are still actively pursuing a number of sources of
additional funding. Indeed, GSK has already made an unsolicited donation of £1 million as an indication
of its support for the vision of the new institute. The LDA is actively supporting our plans: it has already
provided assistance in kind, in the form of a professional consultant to help with the preparation of the
business case, and they have indicated that they will consider a targeted application for funding.

Planning Process

We have had a number of informal meetings with the planning oYcials of Camden council, including a
very recent meeting to review design proposals that have been worked up as part of the business case. They
are supportive of a development of this kind on the NTH site.
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Current Option Appraisal

Following consultation with HM Treasury and OSI we are developing a business case around three main
options for the level of expenditure. Treasury accepted that all these options should refer to development
based on the NTH site, since the MRC Council has decided that the Mill Hill site is not an option in the long-
term, in view of the essential requirement for co-location with a university and hospital in order to realise the
new translational mission for the institute. OSI have advised us that in order for them to assess value-for-
money and to advise the Treasury we should develop options based on the original plan, together with
reduced schemes reflecting 20% and 40% less capital investment. We are now developing the business case
on this basis.

The reduced capital investment options would, of course, demand substantial reductions in the size of the
building and hence the number of staV that could be housed.

The decision to examine these dramatically smaller options did cause some disquiet among NIMR staV,
who were concerned that the renewed Institute should not oVer fewer facilities and scientific opportunities
than the present NIMR. However, we hope that the staV have been reassured by the clear evidence that the
MRC had no choice in this matter and that examination of the reduced options is an essential part of the
process of demonstrating value for money of planned capital investment on this scale.

We are keeping to the timetable set by the Treasury for presentation of the options. We have just
submitted to OSI, and through them to the Treasury, the current draft of the business case, meeting the
deadline of the end of July.

Option 1

This option assumes a capital expenditure at the level described in the July 2005 Business Plan. It has been
estimated by our professional Quantity Surveyors that approximately 40k m2 of research space
(laboratories, oYces, biomedical services unit and support services, including plant and interstitial floor
space) can be provided on the NTH site for an estimated project cost of circa £320 million, assuming that
the building contract starts in early 2009 or before.

A sub-option will explore a variant of this, maximising the full potential of this and other available sites
(in their original bid to participate in the NIMR renewal scheme, UCL indicated that space might be
available on the Royal Veterinary College site) to see whether we could re-site or develop other MRC
investments at the same time. These could include MRC Technology, whose principal laboratory facility is
adjacent to the current NIMR building at Mill Hill, and which would benefit from continuing its close
relation to the institute. There would also potentially be an advantage in accommodating work in, say,
public health and clinical trials, which would widen the range of collaborators available to the new institute
and which could stimulate translation in the form of clinical trials.

Option 2

This option assumes a reduced capital investment of 20%.

Option 3

This option assumes a reduced capital investment of 40%.

Oversight of the Option Appraisal

The Project Board, which was set up to oversee the development of the more detailed business case, has
terms of reference set down by the Council to develop options for diVerent levels of capital development on
the NTH site. The Project Board (MRC Head OYce, UCL and NIMR members) are working constructively
on developing the options defined by OSI.

We have initiated a programme of communicating directly to all staV in the Institute so that they
understand the necessity for the extensive planning work that is now in progress. A copy of the first
newsletter is attached. We will maintain this dialogue on a regular basis.

Maintaining the Momentum of Links with UCL During the Planning Process

Additional funds have already been allocated to facilitate collaboration between NIMR and UCL over
the immediate transitional period—£1.4 million for pump-priming grants and additional studentships.
Further support for some new clinician scientist posts is under review.

Appointment of a New Director

Sir John Skehel retires from the Directorship at the end of September this year. The search for a new
Director began last autumn, with the establishment of an international advisory group. A full search,
including an open advertisement, as well as directed enquiries, generated a long-list of 13 applicants, most
of whom are currently working overseas. This was reduced to a short-list of six (all working abroad) and
four candidates were interviewed a few weeks ago.
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As a consequence, the Directorship has been oVered to Professor Scott Fraser, who is currently Anna L
Rosen Professor of Biology and Bioengineering at Caltech. He is also Director of Caltech’s MRI Center.
His own research explores the patterning of cell lineages, cell migration and axonal connections during
vertebrate embryogenesis. An ultimate goal of his research is to develop new imaging techniques and
experimental strategies to permit single-cell resolution of these processes in intact developing embryos. (See
http://bioimaging.caltech.edu/index—content.html and http://www.be.caltech.edu/faculty/fraser.html).

Scott Fraser is a world leader in the development and application of imaging techniques, and he has a
formidable track record in translation, with 40 patents to his name, a large number of inventions in
commercial development, and three start-up companies.

We are negotiating seriously with Scott, who visited the UK again just a week ago. He (and all the other
interviewed candidates) made it clear that acceptance of the appointment would, in any case, be conditional
on approval for the release of funds and for work on the new building to proceed.

Scott has indicated that if he is able to accept the appointment, he would plan to spend part of his time
at Mill Hill from late this year and to move completely by early next summer. Since interim arrangements
were needed for direction of the institute, we, with the support of Scott, have concluded an agreement with
Sir Keith Peters, President of the Academy of Medical Sciences, Chairman of the Council for Science and
Technology and former Regius Professor of Physic at Cambridge, to serve as Acting Director. He will
support the transition period before the new Director is able to take up the position on a full-time basis.

August 2006

Supplementary evidence from the Department for Environment Food and Rural AVairs

Further Clarification of Key Points

1. Strategic arrangements between Defra and Research Council Institutes

— Key for Defra is the continuing ability for Research Council Institutes to deliver high quality, fit
for purpose applied research to underpin the development and delivery of policy and in the case
of emergencies.

— Defra’s short and long term policy needs have been changing and will continue to change. Given
the unique nature of much of the research capacity in the UK, we are very conscious of the need
to factor in sustainability and risk issues into decisions regarding our funding of the research base.

2. Implementation of RIPSS

— Defra fully supports the agenda set by RIPSS (The Research Council Institute and Public Sector
Research Establishment Sustainability Study).

— RIPSS states that if a government department procures 15% or more of a research council
institutes turnover then we should be jointly accountable for developing joint scientific and
investment strategies. We procure more than 15% of the turnover at IGER, Rothamsted and IAH.

— RIPSS is essentially about having transparent and eVective relationships and in line with this we
have communicated our strategic planning of R&D through our Evidence & Innovation Strategy
and 10 year Forward Look.

— We have not been able to agree a position with BBSRC on one of the recommendations.

— BBSRC maintains that RIPSS requires Defra to make medium to long term core funding to
institutes and wants a cash-led top down approach to funding. Defra favours a bottom up “needs”
led approach which means funding follows the science we need rather than cash first, details
second.

3. Full Economic Cost (FEC)

— Defra has, and is committed, to paying 100% FEC. Research Councils currently only pay 80%
FEC, requiring contractors to find the extra 20% required to meet their FEC of the research.

4. Defra’s engagement and procurement of science from Research Council Institutes

— Defra supported the need to establish a sustainable Centre for Ecology and Hydrology. Defra
acknowledged to NERC the risks in the restructuring and delivery in a number of science areas.
Defra welcomed the amendment made by NERC Council to strengthen biodiversity and climate
change research in areas that we highlighted were of key importance to us. This resulted in a
reduction in the planned number of redundancies from 200 to 160.
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5. Specific detail on Moratorium

— Table 1 shows the committed spend and that which has been deferred, due to the moratorium, for
2006–07 at BBSRC Institutes.

Table 1

Institute Committed £m Deferred £m

IGER 6.4 0.24
Rothamsted Research 3.2 0.36
IAH 5.3 0.45

— Committed spend at IGER this financial year, notwithstanding the moratorium, is greater than
the total Defra spend at IGER in 2005–06 (£6.36 million).

6. Defra’s £200 million! pressures at the beginning of 2006–07 comprises:

— £95 million expenditure deferred from 2005–06 into 2006–07 to mitigate End Year Flexibility
restrictions and other new pressures which arose in 2005–06.

— £65 million surplus Capital Charge budgets no longer available to fund programme expenditure
due to Treasury’s new tighter fiscal rules governing public expenditure.

— Up to £50 million new pressures emerging at the beginning of 2006–07, which includes the £23
million to help stabilise the RPA SPS 2005–06 payments.

November 2006

List of Acronyms

BBSRC Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council
CSA Chief Scientific Adviser
E&I Evidence and Innovation
E&IS Evidence and Innovation Strategy
ESRC Economic ad Socail Research Council
IAH Institute of Animal Health
IGER Institute of Grassland and Environmental Research
NERC Natural Environment Research Council
R&D Research and Development
RCIs Research Council Institutes

Supplementary memorandum from the Medical Research Council

Transfer of NIMR to UCL

1. Is there room on the proposed new site to contain all the activities currently undertaken at the present site?

It is unlikely that the NTH site could, within the restrictions of planning permission, provide a building
suYciently large to accommodate the whole of NIMR as it currently is, plus a significant number of UCL
staV and expansion space. However, the move is aimed at changing the balance of research activities at
NIMR to increase the emphasis on translational research, and to take advantage of the partnership with
UCL to enhance enormously the range of interdisciplinary interactions available for the long-term future
of the institute. The intention is also to maximise value for money through cooperation with UCL in the
provision and use of facilities. Please see the annexed statement released after the Council meeting on 12
October. The MRC is confident that all the activities required by the renewed institute can be made available
on the Bloomsbury campus.

2. Where will the animal house facilities be based following the move?

This has not been finally decided and is the subject of current analysis.

3. What discussions have been held with the local planning authority on including a level 4 containment
laboratory within the new building?

The Camden Planning Authorities have been consulted three times about the move to the NTH site. In
particular they have been made aware that a containment facility with performance characteristics necessary
for a SAPO licence for work on defra category 4 pathogens (including avian “flu) has been proposed for the
NTH site.
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4. What consideration has been given to the eVect on NMR machines of siting them in a conventional tower
block over a busy tube line?

Investigations have been carried out with a view to siting the NMR machines in a basement on the
opposite side of the NTH site from the tube line.

5. What impact will co-location of the Institute with any one single university or medical school have on its
ability to foster translational research with other institutions?

Although the move will obviously enhance enormously the opportunities for collaboration with UCL/
UCH, it will also make it easier for NIMR to interact with the entire wealth of basic and clinical research
activity in central London. Nothing in the plans will impede NIMR’s ability to foster collaborative research
with other institutions, anywhere in the world. Other MRC Institutes and Units embedded in individual
Universities have not found that there is any such inhibition, and UCL itself, of course, has an extensive
network of external collaborations. Having a stronger collaborative and translational base by being at UCL
should in fact encourage and promote a wider range of links with other institutions.

6. What recent experience has the NIMR had in adapting its existing buildings to create new and modern
laboratories? How well does the structural engineering of the building lend itself to alteration?

The regular programme of up-dating laboratories at Mill Hill has continued recently (not least because
the MRC wishes the institute’s work to continue eVectively during the period before the move). The
structure of the building lends itself reasonably well to such renovation, within the inevitable limitations of
what is now a very old building that cannot meet all the standards of convenience, servicing, eYciency and
flexibility that are expected in modern laboratories.

7. What is your latest estimate of the cost of the move and why is this diVerent from the original estimate?

The current estimate for the construction of a building on the NTH site large enough to accommodate
the whole of NIMR and all the anticipated UCL staV is £367 million. The reasons for this increase over the
working estimate of last year are the increased cost of the land (c £13 million), inflation and changed building
indices between 2005 and now (c £13 million) and the impact of greater accuracy of requirements and design
development (c £20 million). The Steering Committee for this project is now finalising the business case in
ways that are intended to enhance the working linkages with UCL and to reduce considerably the overall
cost.

If you desire clarification of any of these answers, or responses to any other questions, please ask. Indeed,
if any members of the S&T Committee wish to speak to me in person, I shall be delighted to see them.

November 2006

BUSINESS CASE FOR RENEWAL OF MRC’S NIMR

Statement Issued Following MRC Council Meeting on 11 October 2006

The Council reviewed the assumptions and progress in preparation of the NIMR Renewal Business Case
for Government. Council took note of very recent information both from quantity surveyors who are now
forecasting increased cost estimates for the proposed new building supported by Council when it considered
the original Business Plan in 2005; and from the Gateway Review Team*which had highlighted the need for
an increased focus on the major business change elements of the project.

The Council reaYrmed its publicly stated policy of co-locating and integrating intra-mural support with
major research intensive universities/medical schools. As maintaining investment at Mill Hill is not
consistent with this policy, the Council agreed unanimously that options involving continuation of the
NIMR at Mill Hill will not be considered further.

Council noted that key new senior figures had become engaged only recently. Sir Keith Peters was now
in post as interim acting director of NIMR, and a director-designate had been identified through
international search whom it was hoped would confirm acceptance of the directorship of the renewed
institute once funding was agreed. Council agreed to reconfigure its Steering Group to include their vital
input to developing a more detailed and up-to-date vision for the renewed institute on the Bloomsbury
Campus. Input from UCL will also be crucial to the Steering Group. Within the broader context of MRC’s
publicly stated commitment to translational approaches in research, the new Steering Group will develop
the following:

— A more detailed vision of the unique and distinctive national translational focus and identity of
the renewed institute as a world-class centre.

— Strategies for defining the critical mass necessary to deliver that vision in terms of both research
and training on the Bloomsbury Campus.
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— Cost-eVective change management and governance strategies designed to build on the high-quality
basic science approaches at Mill Hill and to enable them to flourish in a broader inter-disciplinary
environment of research in engineering, chemistry, physics, mathematics and social science as well
as academic medicine.

The Steering Group will continue to provide direction for completion of the Business Case, working
within clear financial parameters. There will be no significant increase in the final total annual resource cost
of the renewed institute above the current level. The total capital investment in the new facility should not
require a greater resource investment than at present.

The Council agreed that the option that eventually goes forward as its preferred one must be compared
objectively and assessed formally in value for money terms with alternative options involving lower levels
of investment and/or locations of all or part of NIMR outside London.

The Council’s expectation is that the Business Case will be finalised before the end of January. Council
asked that, working through Keith Peters, every eVort should be made to sustain communication with staV
at NIMR during this period and beyond.

*Gateway Review, operated by the OYce of Government Commerce (OGC), requires independent
examination of all major acquisition programmes and procurement projects in the public sector.

Statement from Colin Blakemore, 25 October 2006

In response to an article in Research Fortnight, 25 October 2006:

The Treasury has not rejected a bid for additional funding for the proposed move of NIMR into central
London. The Business Case has not yet been presented to Treasury.

At its meeting on 11 October, the Council of the MRC set out firm guidance for completion of the Business
Case, which it hopes to consider at its meeting on 13 December and to present to Government in January.

The Council reiterated its vision for a renewed national institute, enhancing NIMR’s excellence in basic
research and focusing it on translation into clinical benefit.

The Council reaYrmed its general policy of co-location of its units and institutes with universities, and
confirmed its previous decision that the Mill Hill site is not a suitable location for the institute.

The Council wishes the institute to be closely integrated with University College London, so as to facilitate
opportunities for interdisciplinary collaboration, not only with clinicians but also with a wide range of basic
researchers, especially in the physical sciences, mathematics and computing.

The Council reviewed the progress on the preparation of the Business Case, in the light of the need to be
realistic and responsible in its use of public money.

The MRC has already purchased a site for a new building on Hampstead Road, close to University
College and its Hospital. It has agreed to contribute £100 million towards the cost of the building, plus the
value of the Mill Hill site, and University College has oVered up to £45 million for space that its researchers
will occupy. A bid to the OYce of Science and Innovation’s Large Facilities Capital Fund for £140 million
was ranked first equal in priority, although approval from the Treasury and agreement of OSI are needed
for the release of those funds.

The estimated cost of a building large enough to house all the staV and facilities of the current NIMR,
plus UCL researchers, has recently risen to £367 million. This is partly due to the cost of the site exceeding
the estimate, but mainly to revised projections for building work in London. This figure exceeds all funds
that are potentially available for the project and the Council has decided that this conception of the project
neither provides good value for money nor fully realises the Council’s desire for close integration of NIMR
and UCL researchers.

The Council wishes to seek both economies in the Business Case and enhanced opportunity for
collaboration by exploring options for location of part of the institute’s staV and facilities in other parts of
the UCL campus.

The Council stated that MRC’s funding for staV and research at the renewed institute must not exceed the
present budget (some £34 million in current value—by far the largest budget of all its units and institutes). It
acknowledged that, since a greater fraction of staV will be clinical and costs will be generally higher in central
London, this is likely to mean an eventual reduction in the numbers of staV employed by the MRC.
However, critical mass for interdisciplinary research will be maintained, indeed increased, through the new
opportunities for collaboration with researchers at UCL and elsewhere in London. Moreover, it is
anticipated that the new institute will attract significant funding from other sources. Since the move to
central London would not occur until 2012, any necessary reduction in staV numbers might be achieved
through the natural pattern of staV turnover in the coming five years.
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The MRC is confident that its vision for the future of NIMR will provide the UK with one of the world’s
most exciting environments for biomedical research.

Colin Blakemore
Chief Executive, MRC

Memorandum from the Institute for Animal Health

Introduction

1. The Institute for Animal Health (IAH) is a world-leading centre of excellence, and the major centre in
the UK, for research on infectious diseases of livestock. It has three sites, located at Compton in Berkshire;
Pirbright in Surrey; and the Neuropathogenesis Unit in Edinburgh. The IAH is one of seven research
institutes sponsored by the Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council (BBSRC).

2. The mission of the IAH is “to deliver high quality fundamental, strategic and applied science into
infectious animal disease and, from that knowledge, to advance veterinary and medical science, enhance the
sustainability of livestock farming, improve animal welfare, safeguard the supply and safety of food, and
protect public health and the environment”.

3. This document is submitted to the Committee following the oral evidence sessions held on 1 November
2006 with the directors of three BBSRC-sponsored institutes, and with the Minister of State (Sustainable
Farming and Food) and the Chief Scientific Advisor from the Department for Environment, Food and
Rural AVairs. It will address:

— Continuity of IAH funding from Defra.

— Meeting the full economic cost of research.

— Redevelopment of the Pirbright site.

Continuity of Defra Funding

4. The IAH is a key research contractor for Defra, and has undertaken research for the Department over
many years. In recent times this funding (apart from the exception of a block grant for disease surveillance)
has been in the form of discrete contracts for specific pieces of research, with no guarantee of continuity
from one contract to the next. While this is clearly in keeping with Defra’s approach to all its research
contractors, the uncertainties associated with it cause significant problems, both for the management of the
institute and for the long-term well-being of the UK research base in areas of high importance to Defra
policy. The main issues relate to retaining expertise and skills, and to the maintenance of key biological
resources.

Expertise and skills

5. DiYculties are caused to IAH for two main reasons in respect of Defra funding:

1. A reduction in Defra funding streams per se from one grant to the next.

2. Indecision or delay by Defra to continue with funding, even when IAH has been approached in
the first place to undertake an area of work.

6. The impact of these scenarios is that either key individuals at IAH are lost as individual projects finish
(1 above) or that IAH has to fund staV with bridging funds from the core budget for the months during
which Defra takes key decisions (2 above). The latter action then leaves other science projects with potential
funding shortfalls or results in reduced budgets for other areas of activity within the IAH.

7. The loss of key staV and key skills is a major problem when Defra funds are terminated or reduced. A
good example of an area where the institute has recently stepped in to maintain work after partial loss of
Defra funding is cellular immunology as it relates to studies on enteric pathogens, principally the gut-
dwelling Eimeria (coccidial) parasites. The complexities both of the host immune response to infection and
the presentation to the host of protective parasite antigens mean that the IAH, through many decades of
research, has world-class expertise and investigators in this area. When funding for this work was reduced
by Defra and IAH risked losing skills both relevant to the remaining Defra-funded work and, more
importantly, to a broader science base (including studies on Salmonella), IAH chose to retain the senior
scientist on the project through the use of the institute’s core strategic grant funded by the BBSRC i.e. to
subsidise Defra related work. Interestingly, the work of this individual in the past three years has led to the
identification of a new platform technology for the identification of protective antigens in complex
pathogens. This work is now being considered by potential commercial partners and IAH is seeking to
establish a spin-out company.
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8. Defra are currently delaying their decision to continue funding on bovine respiratory syncytial virus
and IAH was actively encouraged by Defra during early 2006 to apply for follow-on funding for the current
work (which ended in October 2006), only to be told that funding in this area was awaiting the end of the
Defra moratorium on spending. IAH has written to Defra to ask for a bridging sum to cover the time interval
between the end of the old grant and the start of the new grant, which will be at least 6 months as the expected
start is March 2007, but has not received any response, either to that request or any indication as to whether
the new grant will be signed-oV. Again if the specialist resource for Defra’s work is to be retained by IAH
it will have to be subsidised by using the BBSRC funded core strategic grant.

9. In other cases (including work on exotic viruses at Pirbright) flat funding during the past three years
for the Reference Laboratories (ie a significant cut in real terms) has meant that key areas of work, including
some critical state-of-the art diagnostics, has to be undertaken by PhD students at the very beginning of
their research training—and not by experienced technical staV.

Biological resources

10. Among the great strengths of IAH are its genetically defined lines of poultry and cattle. The institute
currently has 11 genetically-distinct lines of poultry and the collection is unique anywhere in the world. It
currently costs approximately £0.8 million per annum to maintain the breeding flocks alone. Although these
resources are essential for the internationally renowned poultry research funded by Defra and, critically,
underpin new studies on avian influenza that cannot be done anywhere else the Department does not
contribute to the on-going maintenance costs. Similarly, IAH’s genetically-defined lines of cattle are
essential for research programmes in bovine immunology and directly support Defra-funded work on
bovine TB. If the institute did not pay for the on-going costs of maintaining these biological resources, they
would not be available on demand for essential Defra programmes and would not enable the IAH to
respond to new disease challenges.

Research and Disease Surveillance Costs

11. When Defra funding is secured for a given piece of research, the level of funding does not reflect the
actual costs of the research, as defined using the full economic cost (FEC) model introduced following
changes to the funding of Research Council grants. Despite discussions during 2005–06 aimed at
renegotiating the costs of research, Defra funding on the majority of its programmes has remained level in
cash terms. Calculations show that the ensuing shortfall can be as much as 40%. The IAH has received an
uplift in absolute funding in the area of exotic virus research (eg research into foot and mouth disease) but
even this is not at a suYcient level to meet FEC costs. Elsewhere, the IAH has received flat funding, at best,
for work on non-exotic pathogens—which means a ∼40% cut in FEC terms.

12. Defra also funds the core activities of the reference laboratories at the IAH’s Pirbright site, which
provide emergency diagnostic services for a number of strategically important animal diseases, including
foot and mouth disease, African swine fever and bluetongue. This funding is provided through a block grant,
the level of which has remained at £1.7 million pa in cash terms for the last three years ie a real term cut. In
addition no account has been taken of the increased costs relating to the introduction of FEC making the
real cut even larger and leading to a reduction in staV and consumables. The Visiting Group to the IAH in
June 2006 noted that the equipment in these laboratories was in desperate need of investment, but this is
not possible without additional funding from the Department.

13. In some cases, the gaps in funding which result from Defra’s decision-making processes are again met
from the IAH’s core funding, again provided from the DTI’s Science Budget via BBSRC. But this results
in financial pressure on other institute activities and is not sustainable in the longer-term.

Future of the Pirbright Site

14. Work is now underway on the new Pirbright Laboratory which will provide a new Centre for
Veterinary Virology supporting scientists from both the Veterinary Laboratories Agency (at Defra’s
request) and IAH. The budget for the new build is £121 million including inflation and, in terms of capital
expenditure, both DTI and Defra have committed their full contribution for the life of the project (2004–12).
Operating costs of the new Laboratory will be higher than the existing Pirbright Laboratory and the most
recent version of an “AVordability Model” shows a funding gap of £8.2 million per annum.
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15. BBSRC are committed to paying their proportionate share of the aVordability gap, but Defra have
not yet been able to commit to funding its/VLA share of the potential future funding gap—as per
Recommendation 1 of the Gateway 2 report of 9 February 2006. This commitment is being sought as a
matter of considerable urgency as the main builders are working on final plans and costings, and are due to
start work on the main laboratory complex in July 2007 after completion of the Gateway 3 procedure in
May 2007.

November 2006

Memorandum from scientific representatives on the National Institute for Medical Research relocation
Project Group, submitted by Professor Iain C A F Robinson, and Dr Steve Gamblin

The Future of the National Institute for Medical Research (NIMR)

Dear Sir,

We write as the two scientific representatives on the NIMR relocation Project Group (which prepared
the Business Case 2005) and on the subsequent the Project Board that was charged by MRC Council with
developing the case and options for DTI and Treasury during 2006. There was extensive involvement of, and
cooperation between, NIMR and University College scientists in a series of workstreams, covering science
partnerships and required facilities, which provided the underpinning for the science case core of the
Business Case 2005. We participated in a wide range of meetings with engineers, architects and cost
consultants on the requirements for relocation of NIMR to the National Temperance Hospital site.

The Institute supported the Business Case 2005 because it envisaged a building of suYcient size and
facilities to carry forward the NIMR’s work and met the Task Force’s recommendation of a
multidisciplinary Institute of about the current size with excellent facilities all under one roof. However, we
had two significant concerns regarding the feasibility and value for money of the whole enterprise:

1. Though the project was costed at £320 million, this ignored the necessary knock-on costs of
moving MRCT (the technology transfer arm of MRC) from its Mill Hill location and also
excluded VAT on large parts of the cost. We believed £320 million underestimated the true costs,
and that the case was not financially sound, and wrote accordingly to MRC Council in May 2005
(see attached letter).

2. The very restricted nature of the National Temperance Hospital site (less than 1 acre compared
with 47 acres at Mill Hill) seriously compromised delivery of the required facilities, and provided
no flexibility for future scientific needs.

The Business Case 2005 was endorsed by MRC Council and rated joint-first on the RCUK Large
Facilities Roadmap. In 2006, a Project Board was appointed by MRC to develop the case for OSI/Treasury.
As its work progressed, we formed the view that MRC were backing-oV key features of the Business Case
2005, that were necessary to re-create a properly functioning NIMR. Specifically, there was: continuous
pressure to split the essential animal facilities onto a second site at the Royal Veterinary College; a
determination to avoid accepting the need for on-site biological containment facilities necessary for work
on emerging infections; a willingness to split NIMR’s core science over diVerent sites in University College.
None of these moves were science-driven, and, importantly, all of them would lead to a less eVective Institute
than NIMR at Mill Hill.

In addition, and equally troubling for us, was MRC’s refusal to prepare properly constructed cases for
“Do Nothing” or “Do Minimum” based on the potential of establishing a closer partnership with UCL from
the existing Mill Hill site, even though this would require much smaller levels of additional capital
investment. When MRC submitted drafts of the case to OSI containing options that had not been discussed
at the Project Board, we recorded our concerns in letters to the chairs of the Project Board (Nick Winterton)
and the MRC Steering Group (Mike Brooks). Receiving no replies we registered our concerns with OSI (see
attached letter).

More recently, MRC decided arbitrarily that the size of the renewed Institute should be such that there
would be no increase in running costs associated with the move. Given that running costs in central London
are higher, this would represent a reduction of about 20% in the amount of science being supported at the
same cost. This position was in direct contradiction to the Task Force recommendations upon which MRC
decisions regarding NIMR were stated to be based, and to the conclusion in the MRC’s own Business Case
2005. These recognized that locating NIMR’s science to a more expensive site in central London would need
an increased (∼17%) operating budget.

We argued that failure to develop a Mill Hill option, and the insistence on capping running-costs so that
less science would be delivered, would send the wrong signals to Treasury about MRC’s real commitment
to the Institute whilst asking for huge capital sums to relocate it. We subsequently learnt (see OSI’s letter,
attached) that vital information from Treasury about the required options had been selectively kept from
us, undermining our ability to prepare the proper case. We also saw the OGC Gateway report which was
extremely critical of MRC’s case. Our concerns that OSI and Treasury had recognised the serious
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weaknesses in MRC’s case were outlined in a letter (attached) to the MRC Steering group. In October, we
were informed that MRC would revise the case for its December Council meeting, and disband the Project
Board, leaving no involvement of any permanent NIMR scientific staV in developing the case.

Last week, we learnt that that MRC have received advice from OSI that their case could not be
recommended, and that MRC will have to work to a smaller budget. MRC now intends to develop options
for a substantially reduced Institute, to be presented to MRC Council at the end of March 2007.

The current situation seems to be:

— The true cost of relocating NIMR (and MRCT), as envisaged by the Task Force, would be in
excess of £400 million.

— The National Temperance Hospital site cannot provide all the facilities required for NIMR.

— MRC’s failure to address OSI/Treasury requirements has resulted in a further delay and
uncertainty for staV.

— MRC still refuses to prepare an option to develop a partnership with UCL from the Mill Hill site
(“Do Minimum”).

It seems clear now that MRC cannot deliver the Task Force vision, and that a smaller Institute with
poorer facilities is all that can be aVorded in central London, on site inadequate for current and future needs.
To achieve this 40% reduction in science will still require an investment of public funds above £200M.
MRC’s earlier case was clearly found wanting. It is diYcult for us to see how dismantling the current NIMR,
and relocating parts of it at such a cost and detriment to current and future scientific needs will oVer a more
persuasive case.

We continue to recommend:

— MRC should prepare a proper case showing the best that could be achieved with modest
investment in an NIMR/UCL partnership at Mill Hill, against which all relocation options must
be assessed for value for money.

— MRC should re-engage NIMR scientific staV directly in the development of future plans and enter
into consultation with staV as recommended, at all stages of the project.

December 2006

Memorandum from Dr Tony Holder, representative of NIMR staV

The proposed “renewed” NIMR is likely to result in a building with fewer facilities and fewer staV, and
most importantly will produce less science, due to budget capping and a potential lack of suYcient funding
from government. In our view this very expensive option that delivers less and lacks scientific vision should
be abandoned. We believe that a renewed Institute that meets national needs can be developed in partnership
with UCL at Mill Hill at a cost of just £35 million, approximately one-tenth of the estimated £300-400
million cost of the move to central London.

— StaV broadly welcomed the Task force report on the future of NIMR in 2004 noting that the group
recommended a renewed institute of approximately the same size, with a move to central London
conditional on the provision of facilities as good as or better than those at the current Mill Hill
site. However, the unresolved position of the Mill Hill Institute as the base case for cost-benefit
comparisons was a cause for concern.

— MRC Council accepted the Task Force recommendation and used it as the basis of the NIMR
Business Case for renewal of NIMR in partnership with UCL (published July 2005). The proposal,
of a building on the National Temperance Hospital (NTH) site, was submitted to the OSI and the
Large Facilities Capital Fund at an estimated cost of £240 million, reduced from £320 million by
a contribution from UCL and the sale of the Mill Hill site. NIMR StaV contributed extensively to
the accompanying Science case and welcomed the potential for further scientific collaboration with
UCL. However they raised significant issues of lack of communication and concern at the lack of
accurate costings.

— In the intervening period (July 2005 to the present time) the estimated costs of the project have
rocketed and the possibility of accommodating a renewed NIMR of a similar size on a single site
(the Task Force recommendation) has diminished. The new Institute is intended to be built at the
same time as the Olympic Games buildings; there must be a risk that this factor alone will cause
the project to go further over budget.

— We believe that the MRC has failed to carry out a proper cost-benefit analysis and has failed to
recognise the limitation of the NTH site.

— We understand the current estimates for the capital cost of the project is £367 million. MRC has
indicated that it will cap the cost at £320 million. Treasury has indicated that MRC must also
submit options at 20% and 40% less, representing real 30 and 50% reductions, respectively.
Whatever the funding secured, we understand that MRC intends to allocate space for non-NIMR
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groups and that facilities such as the biological resources (animals), high containment laboratories
for pathogens and nuclear magnetic resonance equipment may be distributed elsewhere. This
represents a departure from the Task Force recommendation and eVective dismemberment of
NIMR.

— Despite the very positive quinquennial review of the Institute’s science by international experts in
2005 the MRC has provided only a two-year budget for the Institute. This sends a very negative
message to the staV. Furthermore it is proposed that any future recurrent annual expenditure will
be capped, representing a reduction in real terms.

— We believe that the MRC has failed to do a proper comparison with the do-nothing option or an
enhanced case at Mill Hill, and has tried to avoid doing so by stating that there is no future for
NIMR at Mill Hill (MRC Council statement, 18 October 2006), again contradicting its own Task
Force recommendations which it accepted. The only argument used by the MRC for the Institute
not remaining at Mill Hill is that this does not meet its “vision”—but neither should a smaller and/
or distributed institute, with a loss of science and the integrated research programmes for which
NIMR is famous. The Step Change Option for a renewed NIMR at Mill Hill prepared by Institute
management in November 2004, has never been considered by MRC but provides considerably
enhanced facilities at the Mill Hill site at a cost of £35 million (2004 prices).

— We therefore propose that the MRC should urgently consider other options such as partnership
arrangements with UCL and potential users of the science at the Mill Hill site. We believe that the
19-hectare site oVers considerably more potential for future expansion than the constrained 0.35-
hectare NTH site.

— The scientific output and quality of NIMR and its relevance to national priorities has not been
questioned, a fact confirmed as recently as the quinquennial review a year ago. We believe that the
expensive but cost-constrained Central London NIMR envisioned by MRC represents poor value
for money and will result in decreased productivity. StaV remain committed to the concept of a
renewed Institute as recommended by the Taskforce, which with its proven success will continue
to evolve to meet new national and international priorities. StaV fear that current plans will lead
to a loss of research facilities and disruption of the multidisciplinary science base on which their
research programmes are designed.

December 2006

Submission from Professor Richard Flavell, former member of the Medical Research Council Task Force
on the National Institute for Medical Research

I write concerning your forthcoming evidence session on the future of the MRC National Institute for
Medical Research (NIMR). I have been following developments since my role in the MRC Task Force on
NIMR. Having seen the most recent communication from the MRC to the NIMR staV I have two concerns
that I would like to raise with the select committee. First you may remember that I gave evidence to a
previous hearing when I explained the valuable role I felt the Task Force consultants had played in
facilitating our work. The task Force with the consultants’ help, looked carefully at the size necessary and
appropriate for the renewed NIMR. We came to the unanimous conclusion that it was important to
maintain the renewed Institute at close to its current size. If the MRC plans to employ more consultants to
look at the size needed for the Institute, it implies that MRC no longer relies on the Task Force
recommendations and devalues the large amount of time that I and others put into this process.

Second it was a very clear recommendation of the Task Force that relocation of the Institute was
conditional on the move being able to provide a better partnership arrangement than could be achieved by
the Institute staying at Mill Hill. This condition seems to have been lost somewhere. There is no doubt in
my mind that the Task Force vision was that a renewed Institute would be of a similar size to present with
excellent world class facilities. Moving the Institute did not, and does not, make sense unless it can be done
properly so that it can deliver more that it can achieve in Mill Hill. From what I understand MRC policy
now is to build a substantially smaller Institute with poorer facilities than present. This policy makes no
sense and I urge the committee to ask the MRC to think carefully about proceeding down this path. An
inferior solution that ignores the potential of the Mill Hill site to deliver the Task Force vision would go
against reason.

December 2006

Memorandum from Heads of Division, National Institute for Medical Research

I am writing on behalf of the NIMR Heads of Divisions with regard to the ongoing discussions on the
future of the National Institute for Medical Research. We believe that the renewal of the NIMR should build
upon the key features that underlie the specific strengths of Institute science (summarised below).
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MRC’s policy is predicated on the desire to relocate its National Institute to University College London.
We are already actively involved in numerous collaborations with UCL and are enthusiastic about the
further development of this relationship. We strongly supported the Business Case 2005 for the move of
NIMR to central London as it enabled further partnership with UCL, while maintaining the essential
features required to maintain the outstanding success of this multidisciplinary national Institute.

However, it now appears that, due to the escalating cost and the physical constraints of the proposed site,
it is not possible to meet many of the key requirements. Specifically, neither the finance nor the planning
permission for the National Temperance Hospital site will allow the development of a building suitable to
house the range of scientific disciplines that we currently have, provide suYcient research animal provision
or the necessary special facilities like NMR and biological pathogen containment.

For an investment of this size, there should be a careful cost/benefit analysis of what it is possible to
achieve on our current Mill Hill site compared with what can be achieved in central London. MRC needs
to decide what it and the nation requires of its national Institute, how well NIMR at Mill Hill is meeting
this requirement currently, and if new capacity is required, how and where this can be most eYciently
achieved. After more than three years of uncertainty, we now have a clearer view of the likely costs and
obstacles to rebuilding in central London. Now knowing the limited funds available, future policy should
be directed by a rigorous and transparent quantitative assessment of all practical options.

Some Key Features of Multidisciplinary Biomedical Research Institutes

Our experience has been that the outstanding achievements of NIMR have been made possible by the
interactive and multidisciplinary environment combined with outstanding facilities. Some of the key
features include:

The co-location of multiple disciplines under one roof

Formal and informal interactions occur much more frequently between researchers housed in the same
building, sharing science and social facilities. In Institutes like NIMR the prioritisation of cross-disciplinary
working is underpinned by a managed recruitment strategy. One of the great strengths of this internal hub
of collaborations is that it helps to identify and promote external collaborations. The ethos of the Institute is
very much outward looking as exemplified by our extensive collaborations with other biomedical scientists,
physical scientists and clinicians at numerous universities nationally and internationally.

A single source of core funding

The sharing of central funds and resources ensures that there are no barriers to collegial interactions and
collaboration. Core funding also allows the flexibility to establish novel directions and cross-disciplinary
work as well as giving full scope to a scientific director to make strategic appointments to strengthen the
overall research portfolio. For all these reasons there are distinct advantages to having a single major funder,
as explicitly recognised by the MRC Task Force on NIMR.

On-site facilities

The use of animal models is central to basic and translational biomedical research, and is very likely to
increase. Since much of the work requires direct access to the animals, it is essential that there are on-site
facilities of suYcient size to cater for the likely needs of the institute’s science, as at present. Similarly, to
fulfil the National Institute’s potential to carry forward its world leading role in emerging infections it is
essential that the renewed institute has on-site containment 4 facilities.

December 2006
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Memorandum from Celia Cook

I am an Assistant Librarian at CEH Lancaster. I have been an employee of the Natural Environment
Research Council (NERC) since 1996, having worked previously at the former Institute of Terrestrial
Ecology QTE) site at Merlewood, Grange-over-Sands.

My evidence concerns the reorganisation of the Centre for Ecology & Hydrology (CEH).

I have previously expressed my concerns regarding this matter to my MP, Tim Farron, who has forwarded
them to the Chairman of the Committee, Mr Phil Willis, MP.

The main points that I raised were:

(a) NERC Council and its associated committees are dominated by universities. The eVect of this in
relation to CEH and its former institutes, ITE, the Institute of Freshwater Ecology (IFE),
Hydrology QH) and Virology and Environmental Microbiology (P/EM) has been that NERC has
pursued a policy of cutting back these institutes’ work and enforcing a policy of closing CEH sites.

(b) The rationale behind this policy is not driven by the poor quality of the science or of the facilities
of the Institutes. NERC Council have refused to publish the Science and Innovation Strategy
Board (SISB) report which presumably has informed its decisions regarding CEH. I hope the
Select Committee will ask for this document to be made public.

(c) The most recent reorganisation proposed to cut the number of sites from nine to four is far too
drastic, and puts in danger some of CEH’s most vital work.

(d) NERC Council have refused to take any account of the views expressed in the public consultation
on the Strategic Review proposals, 98% of which were opposed to the planned cuts.

I would like to make some additional points relating to the above and raise some questions which I hope
the Committee will be able to pursue further:

1. In my opinion NERC has not pursued policies which have been in the best interests of public finances,
because of ft’s policy to cut the Centres and Surveys. For example: between 2000 and 2002 the Council
approved the closure of CEH Merlewood and Windermere sites and their relocation to the campus of
Lancaster University. The least costly option would have been to combine the sites at Merlewood where the
building and grounds were already owned by NERO. However, NERC Council refused to consider this and
decided to follow Option 4, details of which arc contained in the enclosed documents. (ENC. 1) NERC (P)
02/15 Annex 1 & 2 Part B. This option was specifically not recommended as being in the best interests of
CEH.

2. NERC agreed to CEH staV occupying part of a new building project which was planned and managed
by the University. The result was tat NERC/CEH did not have full control of the building project. There
were considerable problems with the quality of the building work carried out by contractors, particularly
with the laboratory facilities. In addition the running costs of the Lancaster site, including business rates,
proved to be far higher than originally budgeted. See enclosed copy of the CEH Business Plan 2005–06 to
2009–10, page 23.(ENC. 2). I am concerned that NERC did not exercise prudent financial management in
its negotiations with the university. CEH staV are very angry about this mismanagement which I believe is
a major cause of NERC/CEH Management now claiming tat CEH is not sustainable. I hope the Committee
will be able to investigate this further.

3. The planning and execution of the removal itself was subject to major changes during the process,
which again caused costs to be higher. As said above originally two Phases were to be built Phase one for
Merlewood, Phase Two for Windermere staV Merlewood staV completed their planning for Phase One, but
in 2002 NERC Council decided to abandon Phase Two and all the staV from Windermerere had to be fitted
into only a slightly larger space than that originally designed for staV from Merlewood, (Option 4). All the
designing and planning had to be done again, and this had a disastrous eVect on some of the facilities for
staV particularly laboratories, engineering workshops and in my own particular case the library service. See
enclosed letter which I have recently sent to the Chief Executive of NERC giving full details of the four
changes of plans that were imposed on library staV (ENC.3). We now have inferior access to books, journals
and other materials which have been purchased by NERC/CEH since 1989.
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4. Engineering and workshop facilities have been provided in the Scientific Support Unit at CEH
Lancaster, (which, as detailed in ENC.3 is situated on the far side of the campus). For the past two years
considerable funds have been spent to bring them up to the most recent health and safety specifications.
Unfortunately, CEH management now are proposing to close them. This would be an incomprehensible
waste of public money.

5. CEH management were fully aware of the problems with the building at Lancaster and the delays and
increased costs. I was expecting that meetings would have been held with staV to explain the problems and
measures taken to reduce site costs. I understand that negotiations have taken place with the university to
reduce charges. but at no time has this been communicated generally to staV. There does not appear to have
been any sense of urgency among our management to make us aware of the fact that CEH was becoming
more “unsustainable”. Our annual reports have been generally most optimistic in their attitude, and give
the impression that improved facilities are being provided for staV, when in practice this has not been the
case. See enclosed copies of CEH Annual Reports and Science Strategy 2002–07 (ENC.4) in which I have
highlighted significant sections.

6. While the moves involving Merlewood and Windermere StaV were taking place CEI-J’s science was
completely reorganised into five programmes which were introduced in 2004. A Science Management Audit
(SMA) was also carried out in 2004. These created a great deal of extra work for our staV. Inevitably some
staV took redundancy packages or left during this time and so there was loss of income due to this. However,
we were reassured by the recommendations of the SMA which slated that a period of stability was desirable
for CEH. See enclosed page from the SMA Report (ENC. 5). Our Director and Management appeared to
endorse this view in our Annual Report, but a year later NERC Council decided to ignore this advice and
made the decision to conduct the Strategic Review, making it clear the its aim was to make even more drastic
cuts to the organisation. CEH in general had been given no time to make its new science structure work and
prove itself financially. StaV at CEH Lancaster in particular have never had the opportunity to recover from
the upheavals caused by the removals.

7. I was particularly concerned to read the recently produced CEH Business Plan

2005–06—2009–10 (ENC.2) which on page 26, paragraph 5.1 states:

In 200], Director GEHflagged the unsustainable position of (EH She presented to NERC Council a
proposal to consolidate C∼’EH around four centres of excellence (NERC 0] 54 refers). At that time Council
did not have the funds to support the proposal. Since that time, C7EH’s unsustainable financial model has
been demonstrated to Council on a number of occasions.

It is significant that this does not say that NERC Council did not support the Director’s view, only that
it did not have at that time the finances to carry out the plan. This view was stated only shortly after the
Director was appointed. I would like the Committee to ask the Director of CEH to produce the documents
which justified this opinion. Instead we were led to believe that our Director and Executive Board were
intending to retain CEH’s geographically distributed structure of seven sites. Indeed, one more site has been
added (a Director’s oYce at Swindon). The science was reorganised, and in 2004 one more programme was
created: Environmental Informatics. StaV now feel that our Director and EB have never really had any faith
in CEH and its science. and for the past 5 years have been “treading water” until the opportunity has come
along for them to carry out the cuts that they and NERC Council originally desired.

8. These are the reasons why I supported the vote of no-confidence in the Director and Executive Board,
which was passed by Prospect trade union members in April this year See (ENC.6) and why I wrote the letter
to the Chief Executive of NERC (ENC.3). CEH’s research in areas such as climate change, biodiversity and
pollution is at the forefront of public and government concern at the moment. It is recognised as being of
very high quality. Yet the current reorganisation proposals involve the reduction in two of these
programmes which relate specifically to these issues (Climate Change and Sustainable Economies) by
incorporating them into the work of the remaining three Programmes (Biodiversity, Biogeochemistry and
Water). StaV feel that they should be part of an expanding, not contracting organisation. If CEH is seen to
be financially unsustainable, this is largely because it has been so poorly managed over the past six years.

June 2006
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Supplementary evidence from the Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council

Numbers of Staff on Short-term Contracts at the BBSRC-Sponsored Institutes
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Memorandum from the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) on questions posed by the Committee

“Avian Influenza”

This memorandum has been prepared by HSE in consultation with the Department of Environment,
Food and Rural AVairs (Defra) and the Department of Health.

Question 1: what is the diVerence in requirements for level 3 and level 4 pathogen containment facilities and
identifying which would be required for the avian flu virus, should it mutate to become transmissible between
humans?

Containment requirements for laboratories working with highly pathogenic avian influenza viruses
(including strain H5N1):

1. Work with highly pathogenic avian influenza viruses (including strain H5N1) must be adequately
contained to protect human health and the environment. As such it is subject to both the Specified Animal
Pathogens Order 1998 (SAPO), administered by Defra, and the Control of Substances Hazardous to Health
Regulations 2002 (as amended) (COSHH), administered by HSE.

2. Containment under SAPO is primarily concerned with preventing the escape of pathogens from a
laboratory into the environment. Containment under COSHH is primarily concerned with protecting
workers and preventing spread into the wider community.

3. The key containment measures are set out below.

4. For worker protection, the Advisory Committee on Dangerous Pathogens (ACDP) has recommended
that HPAIs, including H5N1 and strains that may have originated from human infections, should be
handled at ACDP containment level 3 (ACDP CL3).
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5. However, whilst HPAIs can cause human disease, they are still primarily pathogens of birds. The
serious consequences of an accidental release into the environment, means that these strains are categorised
as requiring the highest level of containment under SAPO—containment level 4 (SAPO 4).

6. As there is a diVerence in the recommended containment levels, users must apply the higher of the two
standards. This means that laboratories working with HPAIs must meet the full requirements of SAPO 4,
which should also be suYcient to protect human health.

Question 2: what would be required for the avian flu virus, should it mutate to become transmissible between
humans?

7. Should a HPAI mutate to become transmissible between humans, the approach to containment would
have to be reviewed according to the circumstances. For example, if human-to-human transmission was seen
in the Far East, and the virus had been restricted to particular areas (as happened with SARS), containment
of clinical samples being brought into UK laboratories would need to be maintained at a high level (SAPO
4) to ensure that work activities did not lead to the introduction of the virus into the environment or the UK
population.

8. During the first stages of any human pandemic (ie before a strain is routinely circulating in the UK),
HSE has developed a strategy based on advice from ACDP that all intentional work with such viruses should
be carried out at ACDP CL3. However, once the virus is the predominant circulating strain and a vaccine is
available, it could be handled at ACDP CL2. Under these circumstances, containment requirements under
SAPO would also be reduced. A system of derogations from SAPO 4 has been agreed between Defra and
the Health Protection Agency, whose laboratories would be carrying out the diagnostic work on clinical
specimens.

Key containment measures under SAPO 4 and ACDP 3:

SAPO level 4

The key measures are:

— The laboratory must be mechanically ventilated, with the input air being passed through a High
EYciency Particulate Filter (HEPA) and extract air passing through double HEPA filters.

— The laboratory must be maintained at a negative pressure with respect to atmosphere of at least
–75 Pascals.

— The laboratory must be sealable to permit fumigation.

— Entrance into the laboratory is restricted to trained personnel, who must enter and leave through
an airlock, and must shower before leaving.

— All work with live pathogens must be carried out in a microbiological safety cabinet.

— All waste must be sterilised before leaving the laboratory, by passing through a double-ended
autoclave.

ACDP level 3

The key measures are:

— The laboratory must be mechanically ventilated, with the extract air passing through a single
HEPA filter.

— The laboratory must be maintained at negative pressure with respect to atmosphere (pressure not
specified, but guidance recommends "30 to –50 Pascals).

— The laboratory must be sealable to permit fumigation.

— All work with live pathogens must be carried out in a microbiological safety cabinet.

— Entrance into the laboratory is restricted to trained personnel.

ACDP level 2

The key measures are:

— Entrance into the laboratory is restricted to trained personnel.

— Aerosol generating procedures with viable organisms must be carried out in a microbiological
safety cabinet.

— The laboratory benches should be of a suitable quality and easy to clean.

— Waste should be disposed of safely.

December 2006
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Memorandum from Professor Malcolm Grant, President and Provost, University College, London

UCL and the Relocation of NIMR

This memorandum has been prepared in response to a request from the Clerk of the Committee in relation
to its review of progress on the reorganisation of the National Institute for Medical Research, currently
based at Mill Hill. We are requested to explain (1) the advantages to UCL of co-location with the NIMR
on the site of the former National Temperance Hospital; and (2) the financial contribution the university is
making towards this project.

It is important to emphasise from the outset that what is involved is a partnership between the MRC and
UCL, with mutual benefits to both partners but with the overall goal of advancing the UK’s strengths in
biomedical science. UCL is one of the UK’s leading multi-faculty universities. It has world-class strengths
in the arts, social sciences, physical and biological sciences, engineering, architecture and medicine. It is
unique in having all of these disciplines tightly co-located, in central London, not only alongside each other,
but also alongside—and closely integrated with—its primary partner hospitals, the UCL Hospital, the
National Neurological Hospital in Queen Square and Great Ormond Street Hospital. It also has strong
specialist research facilities embedded at the Royal Free, Moorfields, Stanmore and the Whittington. UCL’s
strong basic biological and medical sciences is reflected in its clear leadership in the UK for the most highly
cited publications in translational medical science over the last decade. UCL believes that the vision that the
MRC has developed for the new NIMR complements UCL’s strengths and will enable UCL and NIMR to
develop a partnership that will ensure that NIMR is a truly eVective national centre for medical research.

The relocation of NIMR to a site adjacent to UCL and its key partner hospitals provides an opportunity
to create the most powerful multidisciplinary biomedical research environment, certainly in the UK and
probably within Europe. It will enable NIMR to develop from an internationally recognised centre of
excellence in basic medical science to one which has the critical mass and diversity of skills to translate the
results of this research into tangible benefits for the health and wealth of the population. Through its
association with UCL, a full multi-disciplinary university, it will also be in a position to translate the
outcomes of physical, chemical and engineering sciences into advances in biomedical research and
technologies. Moreover, it will be in a position to build upon existing relationships with other university-
hospital biomedical centres and the broader health economy of London NHS to provide an innovative and
responsive network that will be positioned to interact constructively with pharma and other knowledge-
based industries. The broad multidisciplinary base of UCL will enhance the societal and economic potential
of the new research centre based around a new and dynamic NIMR.

For UCL, the move of NIMR will build upon a strong existing research relationship between the two
institutions, but also open up exciting new research possibilities across new disciplines. UCL and NIMR
together will provide the UK with the possibility of leading Europe’s eVorts to match the USA’s investments
and achievements in medical research; and also create the opportunity for the training of a new generation
of clinical academics, who will be able to undertake research alongside basic medical scientists in innovative
interdisciplinary postgraduate research programmes. This will build on the broad programmes of post-
graduate biomedical training that have been developed at UCL under the aegis of its Graduate School. UCL
is one of only three institutions in the UK to have an MB/PhD programme and is developing graduate
programmes for clinicians in training to ensure that Britain has the scientifically trained clinicians who can
contribute not only to direct health care but also to the development of new therapies and advanced
treatments.

The NIMR move is an MRC initiative, but UCL’s commitment to the partnership is reflected in a
significant financial contribution. UCL proposes to take laboratory space in the building to be erected on
the National Temperance site and also to contribute to other associated infrastructure costs, with a total
cost of up to £45 million according to the space acquired and the extent of the MRC’s own contribution.
In addition, it is proposing to provide scientific co-location opportunities within the existing UCL estate,
to agree strategic co-investment in infrastructure and facilities and to promote not merely co-location to a
single site but a more sophisticated mix of integration and cross-disciplinary combination that will open up
immediacy of access for NIMR to areas where UCL has invested heavily in the past to create centres of
outstanding research, such as in chemistry, mathematics, physics, engineering and nanotechnology.

January 2007
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Supplementary evidence from Professor Pat Nuttall, Director, NERC Centre for Ecology & Hydrology

Subject

Questions arising from evidence presented to the Committee Meeting of 12 December 2006 concerning
Research Council Institutes

1. Which areas of science will be lost to CEH through restructuring?

1. Socioeconomic and community-based research.

2. Terrestrial eVects of nitrogen in montane Britain.

3. Upland hydrochemical processes (re prioritising to lowland research).

4. GMO (genetically modified organism) risk assessment and biological control.

5. Freshwater microbiology and related studies of basic patterns in diversity and cryptic speciation.

6. Biomedical facilities, pathogenicity studies (wildlife diseases) and vaccine development.

7. Extension of the butterfly monitoring scheme to other species groups.

In addition to the science activities that will be stopped (listed above), the following areas will be reduced:

8. Freshwater ecology (loss of facilities, cost-eVectiveness)

9. Prediction of climate change impacts on UK river flows, lake ecology and land cover.

10. Genomics, soil microbiology and molecular biology capability.

11. Instrument development and engineering facilities.

12. Long-term catchment monitoring.

13. Chemical eVects programme (ozone, pesticides, radionuclides).

14. Analytical facilities (consolidation).

15. Upland habitat management (consolidation).

2. Do you agree with NERC that the CEH restructuring process will not lead to a loss of science within the
UK as a whole? Can you identify any gaps which will not be filled?

It is likely that the CEH restructuring process will acerbate the loss to the UK of science expertise in
freshwater ecology. NERC is aware of this situation.

In 2005, the Freshwater Biological Association and CEH undertook a review of freshwater ecology in the
UK [web link]. The review concluded that, until the 1970s, the UK was at the forefront of research in
freshwater ecology and limnology (lakes and ponds). Since that time there has been a decline to the extent
that there is now real concern that the UK’s scientific infrastructure can no longer provide the freshwater
research needed to help meet the legislative and policy drivers on water quality, flood risk management,
biodiversity, and climate change impacts. A particular challenge is the EU Water Framework Directive,
which stipulates that “good ecological status” of the UK’s rivers and lakes must be achieved.

January 2007

Supplementary memorandum from Rothamsted Research

Erosion in National Scientific Capacity: Examples from Rothamsted Research

Background

1. In the financial year 2002–03, Rothamsted Research received £7,085k in research funding from Defra.
Funding has declined in each of three out of the four following years to: £5,742k in 2003–04; £5,883k in
2004–05; £5,022k in 2005–06 and £3,997k in 2006–07. This loss of over £3 million in research funding has
severely eroded scientific expertise in some areas of critical national importance. In the five year period from
1 April 2002 to 31 March 2007 (projected) the number of scientific research staV in Rothamsted Research
has declined from 352 to 294. This 16% reduction in scientific headcount is almost all attributable to
reductions in Defra research funding.
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AVected areas of science

2. There are seven areas of particular concern where critical mass of expertise is being or has been
severely eroded:

— Weed ecology and control.

— Alternatives to agrochemicals for pest and disease control of major crops.

— Environmental fate and behaviour of pesticides.

— Crop agronomy and nutrition.

— Honey bee pathology.

— Soil processes and environmental protection.

3. The areas where expertise has been lost are those where the work is either applied, policy driven or
addresses specific problems as distinct from generic scientific principles. As such, this is the sort of research
that would not be considered appropriate for research council support and formerly was supported by
MAFF (and now Defra) as a proxy customer for the land-management sector or in support of policy
objectives.

Weed ecology and control

4. With the exception of the specific issue of herbicide resistance, which still receives some support from
Defra, there is now no work on weed ecology and management being conducted in Rothamsted Research.
Not so very long ago, there was a whole AFRC institute (Weed Research Organisation, Oxford) devoted
to this subject. Weeds are not only the most significant constraint on production but herbicides are the most
serious contaminants of water. Also, in a range of contexts non-crop plant species (ie weeds) have the largest
contribution to make to the ecology of managed systems through food webs. A recent survey by the “weeds
group” of the British Crop Protection Council demonstrated the limited capability in weed science left in
the UK. I am aware of only four active weed scientists in the UK public sector.

Alternatives to agrochemicals for pest and disease control of major crops

5. Research to reduce reliance on pesticides includes: exploitation of pest and disease resistance,
biological control using “natural enemies” and use of natural behaviour-influencing chemicals
(semiochemicals). These forms of control are part of integrated crop management (ICM). This is an area of
research where Rothamsted Research has strategically deployed BBSRC funding to back Defra policy-lead
funding. Practical delivery of outcomes from this work requires an interface with agricultural practice/policy
(eg habitat management, computer-based decision support systems etc) rather than simply through
introduction of new products. Severe erosion of Defra funding has resulted in loss of a significant volume
of research addressing practical pest and disease problems facing UK agriculture and, consequently, past
up-stream investment is less likely to reach the point of application.

Environmental fate and behaviour of pesticides

6. There were formerly two Defra-supported UK groups studying the physical chemistry and biology of
the fate and behaviour of soil-applied pesticides in the environment. One of these was at Rothamsted
Research. Both groups were recognised as internationally leading in the field and produced much of the
work on which regulators and the commercial sector based decisions. Funding from Defra (PSD) ceased
completely and the RRes group was disbanded in 2005.

Crop agronomy and nutrition

7. The last research agronomist in Rothamsted Research will leave at the end of 2006 on redundancy
terms. There is no longer any funding to support strategic or applied research in crop agronomy and
nutrition. Nevertheless, RRes was able to respond to Defra’s requirement for work (previously classified)
on a highly sensitive project that examined the alternatives to amonium nitrate fertilizer for UK agriculture.
This was due to the risk of ammonium nitrate fertilizer use in terrorism and the fact that, unlike many
countries, UK agriculture uses ammonium nitrate as its primary sources of nitrogen. Removing the
availability of ammonium nitrate fertilizer was apparently being actively considered with potential major
commercial consequences and hence the need to examine alternatives

Defra have recently made a press release and the link to this is below.

http://www.defra.gov.uk/news/2006/061004a.htm

Despite severely eroded expertise in this area, it is another example, which cannot be publicised, of where
capability and facility residing in a BBSRC institute was drawn on in the national interest, at short notice,
despite the fact that Defra had for some time been disinterested in sustaining the expertise.
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Honey Bee Pathology

8. Defra funding used to support one of the foremost groups internationally studying the cause and
control of virus diseases of honey bees. The group leader was made redundant due to loss of Defra support
for the work in 2005. This drew immediate and incredulous response from overseas bee scientists who could
not understand why work of such relevance and high quality had been stopped. There is no longer any
credible capability in honey-bee pathology in the UK.

Soil processes and environmental protection

9. Defra recognise soils as a key natural resource but do not seem to want to fund research on even key
environmental issues such as phosphate leaching. Most of the soil science now being funded by Defra is
short-term, piecemeal and is largely unconnected to crop nutrition (see above). A current concern relates to
strategically important long-term studies on the eVects of application of sewage sludge to agricultural land.
There are 13 experiments run on nine sites and we are entering Phase 4 of a long-term study that is of critical
importance in relation to the safety of waste recycling and soil sustainability (primarily due to heavy metal
contamination).

The funding comes from a consortium (UKWIR, EA, WAG, SEERAD and Defra) which allows plenty
of scope for passing the blame. The bottom line is that there has been an interruption in funding and this
has led to a skilled team at Rothamsted Research disintegrating. I quote from the group leader using initials
for members of his team (I received this email just before attending the Inquiry):

“RH migrated (to another project) in August; CR took the money and got a job at the Open
University in September; SJ decided to retire in December; AC is redundant in December and will go
either to teach or to a job overseas. He does not trust the oV/on nature of the future plans and decided
he wants to get out/retrain before he gets too old.

The eVects include that we have no-one doing microbiology in my group and maintaining the
equipment and expertise, two few trained persons to operate the TOC analyser and one less for the
new LC-ICP-MS. CG resigned and now we have no-one operating the ICP-MS. The latter will aVect
our ability to bid for new grants”

Is any Defra funded work safe?

10. I earnestly hope that I am wrong in my judgement, but the only Defra-funded research that I consider
to be “safe” from short-termism and “oV-on” support is work directed to:

— Genetic improvement of crops for bioenergy.

— Management of farmland biodiversity.

— Control of fungal pathogens that produce mycotoxins.

November 2006

Supplementary memorandum from Professor Guy Dodson, University of York

I am writing to give you my views on the NIMR’s future in connection with your next oral session on
Research Council Institutes.

My research career has been based in the university (York) and institute (National Institute for Medical
Research) sectors. My experiences in these two research environments have made me aware of their roles
in ensuring that research in the UK develops eVectively. In my view the enquiry into the Research Council
Institutes is timely and critically relevant to maintaining, indeed I hope to enhancing, the country’s research
potential.

I am particularly concerned about the future of the National Institute for Medical Research (NIMR). The
decision to move the NIMR to central London has raised for me serious questions about the way major
strategies are assessed by RC Councils and developed in the Research Councils in general and the MRC in
particular.

In the case of the MRC the essentials are simple. Briefly the MRC’s current proposal moves the Institute
from 47 acres to less than one acre at the National Temperance Hospital (NTH). The accommodation of
animal housing, category four and advanced research equipment at the NTH presents severe technical,
political and financial problems, still I understand, not resolved. The motivation for moving the NIMR is
now stated to be the policy of housing MRC units and institutes on university/medical campuses; a policy
that is not universally supported. Given the excellent quality of the building at Mill Hill to insist on the policy
looks inappropriate, hideously expensive and like self-inflicted damage. With the MRC’s announcements
of capping and now reducing funding, this proposed move threatens to take a great deal of public money
(£200–£320 million) for less science and a damaged NIMR.
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Finally I must say that amongst those I have spoken to on the issue there is pretty universal hostility to
spending of £300 million or so on the re-location of the Institute. Since so much money is involved it seems
to me that it might be appropriate to get the views of the community, they were certainly clear on the FIS
exercise.

I highlight below some key issues.

1. It needs to be emphasised that the NIMR is a uniquely powerful multi-disciplinary institute—its
quinquennial reviews of 2000 and 2005 have established that. In terms of research strategy it is perfectly
placed to carry out its mix of molecular and biomedical science at a critical time in the development of the
medical sciences.

2. Universities are facing enormous diYculties at the moment and I do not see this easing. In universities
research scientists too often face a crushing load of teaching (hugely important) and administration that
forces them into management of a research team rather than working at the bench. There is also the
intractable problem of departmental separation, exacerbated by the RAE, that can interfere with eVective
inter-disciplinary research. Finally the dependence on research grants of typically a three to five year time
frame and a long lead time in getting funds, inevitably generates problems of inflexibility and short-termism.
In spite of these pressures the Universities do a first class job and are also critical in the future of UK science
which needs to combine the scale, diversity and quality of the best University research with the commitment
to challenging and long term research in institutes, where there can also be direction to meet national
needs speedily.

The future of UK universities in relation to their equivalents in the US especially is another worrying
prospect. The Research Council Institutes however oVer environments that still compete with the very best
in the US. The NIMR has shown this over and over again and its recent recruitments show that its attraction
as a uniquely structured research centre continues.

3. The NIMR’s future is now a long complicated issue. In its earlier report the Select Committee
highlighted several criticisms of the MRC plans to move the NIMR to central London. These included haste,
the lack of transparency with NIMR staV and the apparent failure to address the financial and technical
scope of the undertaking—pace the FIS exercise.

There is a problem at present in formulating the re-submission of the relocated NIMR business case. In
developing a scientific business case the involvement of senior scientific staV is critical: such issues as animal
houses, category four and the siting of advanced research equipment have to have expert judgement and
input. At the moment however it appears that the acting-Director Sir Keith Peters is the only NIMR
representative on the board assembling the re-submission. This is most unwise, and links with the consistent
lack of transparency shown by the MRC in this whole exercise and is part of its failure to win the confidence
of the NIMR staV.

4. The October announcement that the spending for the NIMR’s move to the NTH site will be limited
to £320 million and that the consumables/running costs will remain the same as at present in Mill Hill was
a major retreat from the recommendations of the Task Force and the 2005 Business Plan. The most recent
development however is the plan for a bid by MRC based on £200 million investment. The MRC will bid
to increase this to some higher figure. This is a mockery of the Task Force, the 2005 Business Plan and all
the assurances that have been given. It is a wretched confirmation of the long held fears of the staV and
emphasises the MRC’s inconsistency that has been one of the worst features in the exercise.

In conclusion the current MRC’s plans on the NIMR’s future need to be clarified and justified. The Select
Committee, the NIMR staV and the community need to know why the MRC has changed (and is apparently
still changing) its plans for NIMR. If it is a failure in estimating costs, then there is a question of competence
that maybe is connected with the MRC’s recent experiences with the OSI and which potentially undermines
the re-submission of the business case.

December 2006

Supplementary memorandum from the OYce of Science and Innovation

The Implications of the Implementation of the Cooksey Report on Research Council Institute
Funding and Accountability

The Cooksey review did not consider the issue of MRC research institutes either in terms of individual
institute’s portfolios or the role, funding and accountability of institutes in general.

OSCHR’s role will be to develop high-level strategies and monitor performance against objectives, and
facilitate closer joint working between MRC, including, where relevant, its institutes, and NIHR. MRC will
remain accountable for its institutes, and the MRC’s Chief Executive and Accounting OYcer will be
accountable to the DTI Permanent Secretary.
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Responses to Specific Questions Posed by the Committee

1. The eVect upon MRC institutes of the advent of the OSCHR, with particular reference to their funding and
their accountability to the OSI. What responsibility will the OSI have for oversight of these institutes?

The majority of MRC’s institutes and units will see no change to their funding or accountability as a result
of the Cooksey Review and the establishment of OSCHR. The changes in responsibility described in
paragraph 5.68 of the Cooksey Review may have implications for nine MRC units, which fund some health
services research, clinical trials and/or applied public health research. Discussions regarding the proposed
changes in responsibilities are at a very early stage and it is too early to say what eVect, if any, the changes
will have to the units.

OSI has no direct oversight of MRC institutes, but will continue to monitor MRC’s performance as a
whole.

2. How the arrangements for supply through the Votes laid before the House will diVer for MRC (and therefore
its Institutes) from the arrangements in place for the other Research Councils (eg whether there will be
separate Votes).

There will be no change to the way MRC receives funding from the Votes laid before the House. As with
all Research Councils, MRC will continue to receive funding from OSI in the form of grant-in-aid through
the Science Vote.

February 2007

Supplementary evidence from the Medical Research Council

Further Information Requested by the Committee on 13–14 December Concerning NIMR

1. Copies of the correspondence relating to the NIMR pathogen containment facilities

Paper copies of various key letters and emails have been sent under a separate cover. A list is at the Annex.
This correspondence is not complete but we believe contains the most relevant documents (not published).

2. Copies of correspondence between MRC and MI5 relating to security at Mill Hill and at the NTH site

We have consulted MI5 and have been informed that we should not release copies of our correspondence
with MI5 as requested by the Committee. As the Committee is aware, it is a long standing principle followed
by successive governments that material is not disclosed which could impede the operational eVectiveness
of the intelligence and security agencies and/or could be harmful to national security.

3. An explanation of the diVerences between level 3 and level 4 containment facilities and equipment, and which
level would be required by NIMR, should avian flu mutate into a form transmissable between humans

There are two diVerent sets of requirements concerning handling of samples containing certain suspected
or known strains of flu virus, one set by the Health and Safety Executive and the other by DEFRA. The
former follows guidance from the Advisory Committee on Dangerous Pathogens (ACDP); the latter is
determined by the Specified Animal Pathogens Order 1998 (SAPO).

The full details are at:

— www.hse.gov.uk/biosafety/diseases/acdpflu.pdf ; and

— www.defra.gov.uk/animalh/diseases/pathogens/index.htm

[The first of the above documents also contains an explanation of DEFRA requirements (ie SAPO Level
4 requirements)].

ACDP levels are constructed to protect the worker and prevent external release that might endanger
humans. The DEFRA levels are determined on the basis of ensuring that the agent is not released into the
environment, thus endangering wildlife.

The DEFRA regulations state that specified strains of Avian flu, including H5N1, must be handled at
SAPO Level 4. The requirements for working with H5N1 at SAPO Level 4 are at www.defra.gov.uk/
animalh/diseases/pathogens/category4.htm.

The current advice provided by HSE for those working with avian flus such as H5N1 is that all work with
the specified strains requires ACDP Containment Level 3, with the strong recommendation that closed
fronted safety cabinets are used. ACDP Level 4 is not required for any flu work.
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The key additional measures required for SAPO Level 4 over and above full ACDP Containment Level
3 are:

— Single high-eYciency particulate air (HEPA) filtered inward air; double filtered exhaust.

— Inflow interlocked with extract air.

— An airlock at entry and exit.

— Full change and shower on exit.

— Work can be done in Class I/III hybrid cabinets, with mandatory use of the Class III mode if there
is significant risk of aerosol generation.

— The laboratory should be maintained at "75 Pascals with respect to atmosphere. This is a greater
diVerential pressure than is applied in ACDP CL3 laboratories and has implications for wall fabric
and coatings.

— The laboratory must be secure against intruders, and fitted with an intruder alarm.

— All hazardous waste decontaminated by validated means within the suite.

— Double ended autoclave for solid waste.

— Validated liquid waste stream (involving use of dunk tank. The tank must be provided with
the means of isolating it from areas that may be fumigated, in case the chemicals used are
incompatible with the fumigant).

With reference to the specific question on what would happen in a pandemic, the HSE document contains
the following:

“Planning for pandemics

During the first stages of a human pandemic, ie before a strain is routinely circulating in the UK, then
all intentional work with such viruses should be carried out at CL3. However, once the virus is the
predominant circulating strain and a vaccine is available, it can be handled at CL2. However, if
available information indicates that virus is still highly virulent even though it is the predominant
strain, then CL3 is still appropriate.”

Although H5N1 attracts much attention at present, DEFRA Level 4 would still be required if a
laboratory were required to look for the presence of other known avian pathogenic strains of flu in samples
sent to it.

[Any relaxation of containment standards required as a result of endemic avian flu (from SAPO 4 to 3)
or pandemic human flu (ACDP 3 to 2) would be entirely strain specific as well as dependent upon available
eVective human vaccine. If NIMR were to extend its research to other avian strains, or to continue its present
role as recognised reference laboratory, then SAPO 4 would still be required].
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Annex

Date sent Nature of correspondence

1 2 March Email from HF to Alison Austin and Christopher McFee (DTI), with suggested
answer to the PQ of 28 Feb from Andrew Dismore

2 13 March Email from CB to NW about containment facilities in Hong Kong
3 2 March Letter from CB to Andrew Dismore in follow up to 3 PQs
4 23 March Letter from CB to JS (and NIMR Heads of Division)
5 24 March Email from Jonathan Stoye (NIMR) to CB, in response to (4)
6 28 March Letter from Andrew Dismore to Barry Gardiner, enclosing email from JS to

Brenda Long (?Andrew Dismore’s PA)
7 29 March Email from PJ to CB summarising requirements for working with H5N1
8 7 April Emails exchanges between CB and PJ in relation to (7)
9 6 April Letter from JS to CB, referring to (3) (with various enclosures)

10 26 April Letter from CB to JS, replying to (9)
11 3 May Letter from JS to CB, replying to (10)
12 27 April Email from CB to Jonathan Stoye, replying to (5)
13 4 May Email from Jonathan Stoye to CB, replying to (12) (and (10))
14 8 May Email from CB to Paul Manser (DEFRA), referring to (11)
15 19 May Letter form CB to Paul Manser
16 6 June Letter from Paul Manser to CB, replying to (15)
17 6 June Email from CB to NW and others, referring to (16)
18 7 June Email exchange between CB and Mike Spyer (UCL) about (16)
19 14 June Letter from CB to JS, referring to (16)
20 10 July Letter from Steve Gamblin (NIMR) to CB
21 25 July Letter from JS to CB, replying to (19)
22 4 August Letter from CB to Steve Gamblin, replying to (20)



3427781051 Page Type [E] 16-03-07 22:12:55 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 196 Science and Technology Committee: Evidence

Date sent Nature of correspondence

23 4 August/31 July Email exchange between Mike Wakelam (member of MRC Council) and CB
24 22 September Letter from JS to CB (refers back to (1))
25 25 September Email exchange between NW and CB referring to (24)
26 19 October Internal note by AP, as background to a response to (24)
27 20 October Article in ‘Cell’: “NIMR awaits the Final Verdict” (see p 237)
28 20 October Letter from CB to JS, replying to (24)
29 13 November Letter from JS to CB, referring to (28) and (19)
30 22 November Letter from CB to JS, replying to (29)

CB Colin Blakemore

NW Nick Winterton, Executive Director, MRC

JS John Skehel, Director, NIMR (until 30 September 2006)

PJ Paul Jackett, Regional Coordinator, Health, Safety and Security, Head OYce

HF Heather Finch, Information Analyst, Head OYce

AP Tony Peatfield, Head Corporate Governance and Policy, Head OYce

Supplementary evidence from Dr Tony Holder, representative of NIMR staV, following the evidence session
on 13 December 2006

In response to Q97, I oVered to provide further information on the “Mill Hill Step Change Option” that
was prepared by Institute management in 2004. The £35 million would provide refurbishment and new
construction works consisting of accelerated refurbishment of the buildings, new facilities for imaging,
emerging infections and medicinal chemistry and a new outreach and conference centre. The revision of this
document with current cost estimates is in progress and I will forward it to you when it is available.

I would also like to comment on the evidence provided by Professor Blakemore in the second panel of
the session, to provide some clarification to the Committee:

Q110

In response to this question it was stated that “NIMR is the last of the MRC’s institutes or units
which is not co-located with [a] university”.

In fact the MRC facilities at Harwell are also not co-located with any university.

Q116

It was stated that “The process has involved the formal investment strategy, the Task Force and
the whole of the Council of the MRC working over three or four years maintaining a consistent
and unanimous view. The most unanimous feature being that the Mill Hill site is simply
inappropriate in the long run to deliver the vision of the science”.

The mission of the Task Force was to examine the future of NIMR and its location. The Task
Force should have had no preconceived view on the location and it did not make the stated
conclusion.

Q148

In response to Mr Afriyie regarding limiting the budgeting to two years it was stated “. . . this is
a misconception generated within the institute.”

In fact this “misconception” arose from a statement in a letter dated 24 February 2006, from the MRC
CEO to the then director and seen by senior staV: “. . . Council made no decisions about the budget
allocation from April 2008, which will be decided in the context of the next Director’s plans”. The
misconception was further reinforced verbally by the MRC CEO at a meeting at Mill Hill with senior staV
in October 2006.

January 2007



3427781053 Page Type [O] 16-03-07 22:12:55 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Science and Technology Committee: Evidence Ev 197

Supplementary evidence from Eileen Clark, Amicus representative and Chair of local TUS,
following the evidence session on 13 December 2006

I would also like to make the following additional comments:

— In response to Prof Blakemore’s reply to question 110—NIMR is in fact not the last of the MRC
institutes or units to be co-located with a university. The units at Harvvell are not.

— In response to question 148 Prof Blakemore refers to our understanding of financial support for
NIMR being only for two years as a misconception generated within the Institute. The following
quote from the Report of the Visiting Sub Committee at the time of NIMRs Quinquennial review
in October 2005 is the basis for the comments made in our submission:
3.4.1 . . . SC recommendations relate to NIMR’s forward planning until Councils approval of the
next Director’s research plans. On this basis, all funding recommendations are for the next two
years ie 2006–07 and 2007–08. (bold face is as the report)

Eileen Clark
Technology Transfer Liaison
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