Annex A

HEIF 2011-15 consultation on a threshold allocation: Response form

Please download and complete this form to submit your consultation responses. Send to heifconsultation@hefce.ac.uk by Friday 15 April 2011. Text boxes can be expanded to the required length.
	Name of institution
	Modern Universities Research Group [MURG]

	Contact person for correspondence, who is also responsible for ensuring that the head of institution has approved this template response for submission to HEFCE

	Name
	Professor Peter Strike

	Position
	Chair of MURG, and

Deputy Vice Chancellor Research, Knowledge Exchange and Business Engagement, University of Sunderland

	Address
	MURG,
2/1, 10 Caird Drive,
Glasgow, G11 5DS.

	E-mail
	Murg.admin@ntlworld.com

	Phone
	0141 534 3123

	Has this completed consultation template been approved for submission to HEFCE as the institutional response?

Yes


Consultation question 1: Is our proposal of a threshold HEIF allocation a satisfactory and appropriate response to the need now to focus HEIF on the most effective KE performers?

Neither Appropriate nor Inappropriate
	Comments (maximum 500 words):
1. The loss of HEIF funding to some institutions is of great concern to MURG.

A number of the modern HEIs that will not reach the performance threshold for funding are still actively engaged in research, albeit their priority research focus is on the arts and creative industries; the loss of HEIF funding will be particularly disadvantageous not only to these institutions but also the business sectors they interact with. 
Despite their small scale, many modern HEIs are highly effective at showing an excellent rate of return for their HEIF investment. MURG feels that a small scale programme of KE activities, which yields a high return for initial investment, should not be penalized because it can never reach an absolute monetary threshold.

Student fees cannot be used to support business outreach and research activities; if some HEIs receive no HEIF funding, it is unlikely that they will be able to find alternative funding streams for this important work. Such HEIs will be forced to close research/ KT offices and make staff redundant, whilst the effects of the concomitant loss of knowledge exchange for associated local businesses and community could be significant.
2. The loss of the capacity metric and the use of only performance / monetary metrics in the formula will have a detrimental effect on the funding of knowledge exchange activities in many modern, regional universities. 

This again relates to scale, and the ability of the research intensive institutions to meet financial metrics almost as a by-product of their mainstream research activities, while smaller institutions find their activities in cultural and societal engagement now goes unrecognized. It is difficult to believe that this outcome is either desirable or sensible in the current economic climate.

3. Can “effectiveness” be defined and assessed purely by monetary performance metrics?

Many HEIs with significant activity in areas no longer recognized by the metrics are now to be penalised, even though much of the work was regarded as a legitimate (indeed, desirable) pursuit in the previous funding mechanism. The value of this type of work is still recognized in current HEIF rubric – the problem being that it doesn’t contribute to the metrics.
4. Could the cap on the fixed budget be altered up or down only by the rate of inflation?
One of the major consequences of the new allocation system, lifting the cap to £2.8m, inevitably leaves less available to smaller institutions. Again, if the intention is to remove the ability of these institutions to contribute, that seems counterproductive. Allowing minor adjustments to the current cap level, to allow for inflation, is more fair and less damaging to the system overall. 



Consultation question 2: Are there additional metrics available now that capture the breadth and benefits from KE activity, including activity primarily leading to non-monetised benefits, and that could be used to demonstrate the effectiveness of KE performance and could be collected in a fairly low-burden way?

Yes
	Comments (maximum 500 words):
1. A metric for community engagement which could include the following: 
· the number of HEI volunteers per voluntary sector organisation per annum 
· the number of HEI volunteers per school, college and community event (such as local science and arts festivals) per annum
· The social enterprises created solely or in conjunction with the local community per HEI

· The total number of free CPD activities to local voluntary sector organisations

· The total number of free business development activities to voluntary sector organizations
A selection of metrics such as this provides a fair balance to the crude economic metrics proposed under the current mechanism.

2. It is also important to quantify the reduction in community engagement for regional economies as a result of regional modern HEIs losing their HEIF funding. 
Many regional modern universities engaged very well with RDAs; however, with their closure and the possible loss of HEIF funding, the KE activities between the universities and the local community will drastically reduce. This will affect many of the local voluntary organisations, which benefitted from KE activities with these HEIs. There will consequently be a greatly reduced capacity in these regional economies to support the government’s “big society” agenda; this will be left to charities and voluntary organisations alone to achieve on ever reducing budgets. 



Consultation question 3: Do you have any other comments on any aspects of the policies, method and funding for HEIF 2011-15?
	Comments (maximum 500 words):
MURG’s main comments are:
1. There is concern that HEIs will focus on activity with monetary benefits only, if this will be the sole activity measured. Activity leading to non-monetised benefits will be marginalised.
2. There will be less money put towards student and staff start-up companies if HEIs lose their HEIF funding. This will hinder innovation.
3. There will be less money put towards business development support for voluntary sector organizations, particularly in regions some distance from research intensive institutions.
4. The current proposals fail to create any sense of proportionality in the distribution of HEIF funds, and are primarily allocated on the basis of size with a high threshold value. This completely fails to recognize the value and effectiveness of activity undertaken by smaller institutions. 



