CONSULTATION QUESTIONS

Question 1: Do the 2011-2016 strategic priorities remain robust and relevant
for the period 2016-20217

| would agree with the statement that the 3 priorities for 2011-2016 remain
relevant for the next period. In addition impact and multidisciplinary working
are increasingly important especially with the complex problems being
faced in the next 5 years and should be included as strategic priorites.

Question 2: Do these ‘enabling principles’ set the right context or should
additional principles be adopted?

The 3 enabling principles are correct and are critical for the success of the
strategy. It is better to have the 3 specific principles rather than expand the
number with other principles which may be difficult to implement.

Question 3: Are the high level outcomes sufficiently clear, if not, what changes
would you propose?

Yes. | believe this will give comprehensive coverage and emphasise the
importance of outcomes and consequent impact of the research
programmes

Question 4: Are the three broad themes identified an appropriate way of
structuring our work? If not, what alternatives should be considered?

Yes. There is an overlap between the broad themes (eg food safety, animal
disease control and food security) which will be beneficial

Question 5: How can the SG maximise the benefits of on-going investment in
the MRPs to build and benefit from connectivity with the wider science base?

MRPs are the vital component for strategic research and must remain the
principal provided of such research in Scotland under the current
arrangements. The Centres of Expertise provide a good example of the way
in which collaboration and coordination can occur between the MRP and the
HEIs to deliver the strategic objectives. It may be appropriate to review the
present arrangements whereby the MRPs and HEIs collaborate to learn the
lessons which could then be applied to the next period 2016 onwards.

Question 6: What are your views of the performance and operation of the CoEs
to date, are there any additional areas that would benefit from such support?

1. | would suggest that an additional CoE dealing with plant health
would be advisable especially in the light of the high level research
themes and the specific policy outcomes of food security and
sustainable intensification, and productive and profitable sustainable
agriculture built on integrated pest and disease management.
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2. | can comment on the EPIC CoE as the chair of its Steering Group
but have limited knowledge of the other 2 CoEs.

3. Overall the EPIC CoE is performing well after a delayed start. This
was not surprising as there is a time lag from the time that the project
begins until it is feasible to recruit all the appropriate staff. It must be
remembered that in general the employment of research staff can
only begin once the allocation of funds is approved. Then it takes
time to recruit the appropriately qualified staff which in some cases
can take up to 1 year. An additional problem is the annual funding for
a project as the universities will normally issue redundancy letters to
staff after one year if there is no security in the funding process. This
can make the retention of high quality and experienced staff difficult.

4. | believe that the Strategic Research Programme Board focus on
improving administration was correct but it is apparent that a greater
resource is required to administer a virtual centre of expertise than
originally anticipated. This is an evolutionary process and a
considerable amount has been learned since the programme started.

5. It is important to review the lessons learned from the existing CoEs
so that appropriate changes can be incorporated into the future
arrangements for the future CoEs. In the case of the EPIC CoE these

include
) Implementation of projects, especially staff recruitment,
always lags behind the budget
i) Short term (1 year) contracts for scientists have an

impact on financial planning and retention of staff

iii) An improved process for financial monitoring by the
Director must be put in place

iv) A more clearly defined administration and management
Module must be created and funded

V) Future funding should be ring-fenced

Vi) Recognition that coordination of such CoEs is time
consuming and may need a specific post dedicated to
management and coordination alone with no other
responsibilities within their own MRP or HEI

6. Based on the current output and impact of the EPIC CoE | would
strongly recommend that the CoE should be funded for the next 5
year period.

7. It will be important to review the operation of the EPIC CoE to take
account of the lessons learned during the 5 year period and to see
that action is taken as appropriate to make changes to the way in
which the CoE is operated.

Question 7: Do you agree with the SG’s proposal to end support for SPs and to
explore alternative mechanisms to strengthen engagement between its
investment in research and the business sectors it aims to support?

Yes



Question 8: Do you have any proposals for how the research portfolio can
better link to the business community to deliver the desired outcome?

1 An example of the way in which the portfolio can be linked to the
business community is seen in the EPIC CoE. A series of stakeholder
interface meetings and interactions are held each year. These include
representatives for the industry in Scotland as well as individual farmers
veterinarians etc. This also enable the interchange if information and feed
back to Scottish government on the practicality and implementation of the
strategic objectives.

2. The involvement of small and medium sized enterprises (SME) along with
other major businesses in the research programme could be valuable not
only in capacity building but also in enabling the transfer of strategic
research findings into practical application whether in products or
procedures. This is especially relevant to the CoEs although there should
not be a requirement for a fixed percentage of SME time as occurs in
European Research but rather a practical approach to identify any benefits
of SME involvement

Question 9: Is the purpose and value of underpinning capacity sufficiently
clear, if not how can it be improved?

Yes the purpose is clear but the detail of where the funding is invested in
neither fully explained or clear. Maintaining capacity is vital for the Scottish
economy. In terms of specific research expertise this capacity is only
maintained and developed by the availability of regular and specific funding.
Loss of such funding would see expertise and capacity disappear at a rapid
rate. Capacity is needed to deal with current problems. More importantly
such capacity building is essential to deal with new and emerging problems
which may occur at any time and in unexpected ways. Furthermore the
importance of training new experts (post docs and PhDs) for the future
must not be overlooked

Question 10: Do you have any views regarding the performance and use of the
Contract Research Fund including how it could be improved?

It is important to have funding such as the Contract Research fund
available to deal with the situations described in the consultation

Question 11: Could the overall delivery model be further simplified in a way
which still enables SG to meet its strategic priorities for the portfolio, if so
how?

The current delivery model seems to be adequate and there are no
suggestions for improvement.



Question 12: Do you have specific suggestions as to how the RESAS research
strategy can contribute to the delivery of the objectives of the CAMERAS
partnership?

No

Question 13: Do you have any suggestions for developing the partnership with
other research funders?

No suggestions but would emphasise the importance of maintaining and
developing partnerships both within the UK and possibly wider in Europe.

The use of Scottish Government funding to establish a critical research
mass would be advantageous as it would attract additional matched funding
from elsewhere in the UK or Europe which in turn would add to the critical
mass.

Question 14: Do you have any particular suggestions as to how greater
engagement with the HEI sector might be achieved?

The EPIC CoE is a good example of engagement with the HEIs and further
development of this concept could enhance the engagement with the HEI
sector. It will be important to ensure that the HEIs get something back from
their involvement. It must be recognised that the HEIs need a high level of
academic output because they are judged by the quality of their research
output and funded accordingly. In the REF there has to be a balance
between outputs and impact, the latter being of increasing importance. In
addition there must also be the possibility of good academic output for the
individuals employed on the various projects which can be jeopardised by
short one year contracts resulting from the funding arrangements by
Government.

Question 15: Are the research outputs from the RESAS portfolio of research
readily accessible or can this be further improved, if so how?

Outputs as described are accessible but these are purely outputs. The
impact of the research is not always clear. A clear mechanism needs to be
developed to demonstrate the impact of the research and to ensure that the
findings reach those who need the information so that changes can be
implemented.

Question 16: Is the current performance management approach fit for purpose
or can it be improved, if so how?

Overall it is fit but can still be improved by minimising the bureaucratic need
for detailed reports on every aspect of a project at frequent intervals.
Reporting procedures need to be streamlined recognising the HEIs do not
need to spend so much time on non-academic work. A balance is required
between allowing the research organisation to manage against the need for
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the Scottish Government to ensure that a project will deliver outputs and
outcomes as specified.



