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Panel Members: Dr Andreas Mallouppas, Director, Service for Reskear
International and Public Relations, UniversityGyprus

Ms Clare Matterson, Director of Medicine, Societyaistory,
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Canada Foundation for Innovation
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International Co-operation in Research and Higlderdation
(STINT)

Rapporteur: Dr Jonathan Nicholls, Registrar, University of Warkv

1. The Chair apologised that Dr Bill Saint, Princigalucation Specialist, Africa
Region, The World Bank, had been unable to joinGbaference and participate in
the Panel discussion.

2. Dr Strangway gave an account of the formation of the Canada &ation for
Innovation that is independent of government antl gfea series of initiatives that
have made a significant investment in Canadiandrigducation in recent years.
The Foundation has been given a remit until 20%ith(funding worth Canadian $4bn
in the period). Since the Foundation only prosid8% of any proposal, it will lever
significant new funds for capital investments iagarch in the next decade. Of the
various schemes run by the Foundation, its Intenak Joint Venture Fund and
International Access Fund may be significant invliider Commonwealth context.
There is no restriction on the partners that Camadtistitutions may involve in their
strategies for submission to the Foundation.

3. Dr Mallouppasgave an account of the lessons the University @r@yhad learnt in
accessing research and project funds from the Elemewhere. He made the point
that a good idea was not enough in itself. Theélsity had worked hard at
accessing information in advance of announcemdmntew funding initiatives so that
it could anticipate how to respond. Personal actstwithin the EU had been
invaluable. The EU encouraged the formation dvoeks for research and the
University had taken advantage of this to prepaedfifor funding opportunities. It
had invested in an office structure to help form plartnerships and prepare research
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bids. It recognised that a successful bid haddet the agenda of the funding body,
be professionally prepared and contain the righisages. Good science was often
not enough. It was also sometimes necessary taderseed money, contacts for co-
funding or an investment by the University. Whieognising that this might be a
difficulty for developing countries, Dr Malloupp#sought that the ACU could help
by providing the kind of office and advice infrastture he had described to support
the bids of universities to various bodies.

4. MsMatterson gave an account of the rapid growth of the Wellcdorast in the
1980s and 1990s to the point where it now had 18 assets, making it one of the
largest trusts in the world. It had recently agre five-year strategic plan to foster
and promote research to improve animal and humalthh@nd was looking to spend
£550m a year to deliver the plan's objectiveswas$ focusing on four main areas:
Enhancing the Knowledge Base; Resources; Tramsléte. knowledge transfer);
and Public Engagement in Science. Informatiorutilie plans in these areas was
available from the Wellcome's websitefw.wellcome.ac.uk) Under the agreed
plan, 40% of funds would support responsive modelrze research and 55% fixed
term funding (the remaining 5% administrative andning costs). 85% of the funds
would be spent in the UK and 15% internationally.was a priority of the Trust to
look internationally for clinical work and to prorgopublic engagement in and
understanding of science. Ms Matterson alsoctfteon the recent explosion in the
number of trusts, which was the greatest since@tst-industrial phase of trust
development. Fortunes made in IT and relatedstighs were now creating new
opportunities (e.g. The Gates Foundation). Ind#exiRockefeller Foundation (now
a relatively small trust in comparison with recémindations) was running
workshops on philanthropy for those who wisheddnate their money for specific
causes.

5. Dr Svensson described the work of STINT which had been founigthe Swedish
government in 1994 and had assets of c.$3.5bned&wspent 4% of its GDP on
Research and Development and the Foundation pey@udportant role in this
investment. STINT had funds for the mobility ahslars either to or from Sweden.
Of particular interest to ACU might be its visitisgientists scheme which funded 35-
50 people a year. In addition, there were culyeatiout 100 joint projects between
Swedish and overseas groups, which involved a rahgeholars of varying
seniority. STINT also funded scholarships for k@s level students to come to
Sweden to programmes taught in English. A markefsuccess of these was that
about 25% then stayed on to follow a PhD programrieally, there was a teaching
excellence programme for scholars both to and fseveden. In Dr Svensson's
view, application to STINT was less complicatedntb@the EU programmes. It was
necessary for an applicant to link to a Swedishtut®n or research group and the
formation of new linkages and networks was a ppakobjective of STINT. On the
question of foundations generally, Dr Svenssontbese as increasingly important
levers of change as pressure mounts on governmeds.f Finding ways of
accessing grants from foundations would be a kayeigor all scholars and
universities in the future.
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In the ensuing discussion, the following points everade:

I UK universities acknowledged the increasingtsindm government to foundation
funding but pointed out that this was not withdatgroblems - not least of
which were the unwillingness of charitable foundas to pay for the indirect
costs or overheads of the research they were fgndiihis caused funding
distortions in universities. It was noted tha Ganadian situation was similar
but that there were some hopes that this problesb&ang addressed in some
schemes. Ms Matterson reminded the conferenté\bicome was in
discussion about these issues with government anceksities UK; but its
current view was that it entered into partnershiii wniversities and the indirect
costs were part of the universities’ contributiorthat.

i. A number of concerns were expressed from dguetpcountries about the cuts in
international aid budgets for research and schuilaend the difficulties that they
faced in accessing the kinds of funds that theise$smd described. There was a
sense that the potential in developing countries med fully recognised and that
they were excluded from the kinds of major founalatiand government-funded
programmes which were the subject of the sessitmdeed, what was witnessed
was the growing prosperity of the research baskeweloped countries at the
expense of the developing world and its talent Wwhias being drained away to
work elsewhere. A more honest attitude was reguirom some agencies about
whether applications from the developing world weedcome or possible.

ii. In response to this, there was a view thatAlddJ) should do more to synthesise
the mass of information that now existed on fundipgortunities and make this
available on a more systematic basis to its membighsan advisory service. IT
could be a great help here. It was pointed autdver, that information on its
own was not enough. It needed to be sifted asctidiination used so that the
right information was available to the right peopl&here were such proprietary
software and subscription schemes now availablentbee used by many
universities. Nonetheless this was clearly somgtthat the ACU could
consider. It was also argued that the ACU migimisater establishing some kind
of seed fund for new research opportunities. Hemat was also strongly noted
that universities themselves had to see this &segic priority and devote
resources accordingly. It needed commitment aofibgsionalism from them.

In conclusion, the members of the panel made th@ifing points:

I. Dr Svensson agreed that peer review groupsdae encouraged to back
potential not just established researchers. Higgubout that bidders to any fund
had to understand the political agenda behindsisbdishment and make a case,
which was consonant with the purposes of the fuawell as containing a good
project. STINT needed bids which were made itabalration with Swedish
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institutions. If these connections could be midda it would fund more projects
that involved overseas universities.
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Ms Matterson was pleased that some membershiaitWellcome was indeed
welcoming. It was interested in building the capaio enable its research
objectives to be met. Collaborative funding tlgletwhe Trust had and would
continue to help countries around the world. Bilagle reference to an
Academy of Health Philanthropy that had been esstaddl in the USA to pull
together sources of funding and knowledge: thisniaght be of interest to
ACU members.

Dr Mallouppas stressed that universities thelwss must put in the effort and
investment to find ways into the funding organisasi. His University had
started by "finding the back door" with patiencdde commended a similar
approach to other members.

Dr Strangway wanted to reassure the ConferémateCanada was still in the
game of overseas assistance and that there waneeithat the cuts of recent
years in these programmes had been arrestedpréfjsamme was a new
venture. It was complementary to existing inii@$ not replacements for
them.



