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EEvvaalluuaattiioonn  ooff  KKnnoowwlleeddggee  aanndd  IInnnnoovvaattiioonn  RReeffoorrmmss  
OOuurr  UUnniivveerrssiittiieess::  BBaacckkiinngg  AAuussttrraalliiaa’’ss  FFuuttuurree  

SSUUBBMMIISSSSIIOONN  FFRROOMM  TTHHEE  UUNNIIVVEERRSSIITTYY  OOFF  SSYYDDNNEEYY  
 

INTRODUCTION 

The University of Sydney welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the discussion on the 
effectiveness of the policy and funding framework announced in 1999.  This is a response to 
‘‘EEvvaalluuaa oonn oo   KKnnooww eeddggee aanndd IInnnnoovvaa oonn  RRee oorrmmss’’ on: (i) funding for research training; (ii) 
performance based funding to institutions for research and research infrastructure; (iii) the 
encouragement of strategic planning and verification of research and research training quality at 
institutional levels; (iv) the Regional Support Package; and (v) the contestability of funding for the 
Institute of Advanced Studies (IAS) of the Australian National University. 
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The University of Sydney, has a reputation for teaching and research excellence, and attracts 
students and staff from around the world.  Many of the University’s staff and graduates are 
leaders in their respective fields, making major contributions both locally and internationally.  
The University’s faculties range from traditional arts and science faculties to a Conservatorium of 
Music and a College of the Arts operating from world-class facilities. 

While The University of Sydney understands that this review must be completed in the context 
of budgetary deadlines, The University is very concerned that the hurried timetable for providing 
submissions and the time available for consultation is far too short – there is simply insufficient 
time to fully engage stakeholders and produce a comprehensive and considered submission in the 
critical and important issues embraced by the evaluation. 

This submission does not address all of the issues surrounding the evaluation but signals that The 
University wishes to engage actively in the review.  TThhee ppooll ccyy rraammeewwoo kk oo   AAuuss rraa aa’’ss
bb oocckk  rreesseeaarrcchh  uunndd nngg  sscchheemmeess  mmuusstt mmaa nnttaa nn  eexxccee eennccee  nn  rreesseeaarrcchh  aanndd  rreesseeaarrcchh

aaiinniinngg nnss ii uuttioonnaa aauu oonnoommyy  aanndd rreessppoonnss vveenneessss ss uuddeenn   cchhoo ccee,,  nnkkaaggee  aanndd
ccooll aabboo aa oonn   aass wweellll  aass ttrraannssppaarreennccyy,,  ccoonntteess aabb yy aanndd aaccccoouunn aabb yy

The University of Sydney strongly supports the broad policy objectives put forward in the 
Knowledge and Innovation reform package.  Quoting the Knowledge and Innovation Policy statement: 

““BByy  mmoovv nngg ttoo aa ppee oo mmaannccee bbaasseedd ssyyss eemm  oo   uunndd nngg  oorr rreesseeaarrcchh  
aanndd  rreesseeaarrcchh  aa nniinngg hhee  GGoovveerrnnmmeenn   ww pprroovv ddee  hhee nncceennttivveess  oo   
nnss ii uuttioonnss ttoo bbeess ppee oo mm hheessee  uunncc oonnss IInnss ii uuttioonnss ww bbee  

rreewwaarrddeedd  oorr ppee oo mm nngg eesseeaa cchh oo aann  eexxcceell eenntt qquuaa yy aass wweellll  aass  
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bbeeinngg  eennccoouurraaggeedd  oo nnccrreeaassee  hheeirr  ccoo laabboorraa oonn  ww tthh  nndduuss rryy TThheeyy  
ww ll bbee eewwaa ddeedd  oo   hhee qquuaa ii yy oo hhee rr rreesseeaa cchh  rraa nn nngg eennvv oonnmmeenn ss  
aanndd  oo   eennssuu nngg tthhaatt ssttuuddeenn ss ccoommpp ee ee hheeirr  ddeeggrreeeess..  
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TThheessee nncceenn vveess  ww ll bbee pp oovv ddeedd  nn  aann  eennvviirroonnmmeenn   hhaa   eessppeecc ss  hhee  
aauuttoonnoommyy  oo nnsstt uu oonnss  ttoo ddee eerrmm nnee hheeiirr aarreeaass  oo   ss rreenngg hh aanndd  hhee  
bbeess   wwaayy  oo  mmaannaaggee hhee   eesseeaa cchh.””11

There is no question that implementation of the Knowledge and Innovation reforms policies have had 
a dramatic influence in driving changes in behaviour within the sector.  The performance-based 
funding reforms of the RTS, IGS and RIBG have been beneficial in a number of areas, most 
notably: (i) the RTS has encouraged universities to more closely focus on the management and 
the quality of research higher degree students and their supervision, although much of this was 
already underway in response to other drivers;  (ii) the IGS & RIBG, have provided an increased 
flexibility for institutions to strategically focus their investment in research and research 
infrastructure; (iii) the Research and Research Training Management Plans are congruent with the 
ongoing active review of research management processes within the universities.  

Overall, these changes have improved the concentration of research effort and encouraged the 
development of areas of research strength. 

However, it must be acknowledged that many of these outcomes cannot be attributed entirely to 
the performance-based funding reforms outlined in the Knowledge and Innovation Policy.  Some 
universities, especially the research-intensive universities, have been achieving these objectives for 
some time, through good strategic management and adopting the principles of best practice.  
There is no doubt that hhee ppeerr oorrmmaannccee--bbaasseedd  uunndd nngg mmooddeell  ddooeess hhaavvee hhee ee eecc   oo
rreewwaarrdd nngg aanndd  eennccoouu aagg nngg  ggoooodd  mmaannaaggeemmeenn   pprraacc cceess,, and this can only be a good thing 
for research and research training in Australia.  The University of Sydney congratulates the 
Government on the overall policy objectives and principles for the funding of higher education 
research and research training under the Knowledge and Innovation Reform package. 

There are a number of important areas which must be addressed in this review of the Knowledge 
and Innovation Reform package and these include:  (i) the general support for the concept that 
measures of research excellence should drive research funding in the sector;  (ii) the absolute 
importance of the research block grants to provide the strategic funding within Universities to 
actively manage their own research effort;  (iii) the lack of judgement and understanding in any 
proposal to absorb IGS and/or RIBG funding into the competitive grants scheme;  (iv) the need 
to clarify and simplify the operation of the RTS to provide a scheme which is transparent and 
sufficiently robust that it can provide reliable future projections of RTS; (v) the general support 
for the Research and Research Training Management Reports as a mechanism for formally 
reporting research performance in a clear and accountable way. 

 

1 Knowledge and Innovation: A policy statement on research and research training, The Hon Dr D. A. Kemp MP, Minister for Education, 
Training and Youth Affairs, December 1999, ISBN: 0 642 23958 4. 
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A succinct response to each of the consultation questions put forward in the IIssssuueess PPaappeerr can 
be found as an attachment to this submission (SSeeee AA aacchhmmeenn   11). 
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BBRR OO AA DD   PPOO LL II CC YY   OOBB JJ EE CC TT II VV EE SS   

Australia must capture the benefits of research and research training to promote higher levels of 
economic growth as well as higher levels of cultural and social well-being. 

The Government must acknowledge that eesseeaa cchh ccaappaacc yy  ((aanndd tthhee uunnddeerrlyyinngg  rreesseeaarrcchh
nn rraassttrruuccttuurree   ccaannnnoo bbee  ccrreeaa eedd  aapp ddlyy  ––    mmuuss bbee  bbuu ltt uupp aanndd ddeevveellooppeedd  oovveerr ttimmee..  

Investment in research and research training must be a strategic investment to enable the 
research sector to respond quickly when required.  Many important research areas require major 
facilities, supporting infrastructure and, more importantly, suitably trained and experienced staff. 

The research-intensive universities, like The University of Sydney, have invested heavily in 
research infrastructure and research training and have built up a critical mass of powerful 
research teams consolidated in a vibrant research environment.  The research performance of the 
research-intensive universities in Australia (by whatever measure) has been improving with time - 
they are the powerhouses of innovative research and invention in this country.  This has not 
happened by chance - this has required a focused effort and careful strategic research 
management. 

IIddeenntt yy nngg   pprroommoo nngg aanndd  ssuuppppoorrttinngg  eesseeaarrcchh eexxcceelllleennccee mmuusstt bbee  hhee  oovvee aa cchh nngg
gguu dd nngg pp nncciipp ee ddrriivv nngg  GGoovvee nnmmeenn   ppllaannnn nngg oorr eesseeaarrcchh aanndd  rreesseeaa cchh rraa nn nngg  nnttoo
hhee  uu uurree

AApppprroopprr iiaa tt ee   RReessoouurrcceess   &&  AAccccoouunnttaabbii ll ii tt yy   

Despite the initiatives introduced recently under “Backing Australia’s Ability”, the quantum of 
funding directed to research and research infrastructure is still far too low.  TThhee GGoovvee nnmmeenn
sshhoouuldd ss ggnnaa   aa oonngg eerrmm  ccoommmm mmeenntt oo aann  aapppp oopp aa eelyy rreessoouu cceedd  pprrooggrraamm
ssuuppppoorr nngg rreesseeaa cchh  aanndd  rreesseeaarrcchh ttrraainn nngg tthh oouugghh  aa  dduuaall  uunndd nngg  ssyysstteemm.. 

Coupled with the exercise of evaluating and setting national research and research training 
funding policies, there must be recognition that serious research, targeted at real national 
priorities, must be properly resourced.  This review is a significant opportunity for the 
Government to demonstrate long-term vision and leadership – well beyond the term of any one 
Government or even any generation of researchers.  

DDiivveerrssee   NNaatt iioonnaall   RReesseeaarrcchh   BBaassee   

In evaluating the Knowledge and Innovation Reform Package and defining the way forward for the 
funding of research and research training for Australian universities, itt ss eesssseenn aall  ttoo mmaa nn aa nn
aa  dd vvee ssee  nnaa oonnaall  rreesseeaarrcchh bbaassee,,  wwhh cchh mmuusstt nnoo   nn  aannyy  wwaayy  ss llee ccrreeaa vv yy nnnnoovvaattioonn
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aanndd  dd ssccoovveerryy.    University researchers are creative research entrepreneurs whose innovative flair 
stems from a desire to investigate the unknown. 
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There is no question that a larger well-managed research effort can lead to good research 
outcomes.  However it must be noted that the system is already quite diverse in terms of the 
magnitude of the research intensity in some of the research organisations.  In terms of policy, 
oonnee ss zzee  ddooeess nnoo ii   aalll.  For the larger, research-intensive universities, there is a large critical 
mass of researchers and research management is an absolute priority.  TThheerree ss  aa  rreeaa   ddaannggeerr nn
aannyy  aa tteemmpptt oo eexx eerrnnaa yy mm ccrroommaannaaggee  eesseeaarrcchh aanndd rreesseeaarrcchh  ttrraa nninngg.  Overly specific 
policies cannot be permitted to restrict the creative and innovative mindset of our best 
researchers.  If this happens, Australia risks the chance of neglecting significant areas of 
important research. 

Recognising the magnitude of our responsibility to Australian society and the complexity of the 
international environment in which we operate, the outcome of this exercise to review the 
rreesseeaarrcchh bbloocckk  uunndd nngg  mmeecchhaann ssmmss  mmuuss   eennaabb ee uunniivveerrss eess oo  ooppeerraa ee  eessppoonnss vvee yy ttoo
hhee  ooppppoorr uunnitt eess aanndd  rreessoouu ccee cchhaa lleennggeess wwhhiicchh hheeyy aaccee..  Likewise, overly broad research 

policies cannot be allowed to diffuse the research effort and compromise an institution’s ability 
to develop and maintain world-class programs. 

The Knowledge and Innovation policy objectives create an environment where there is a critical mass 
of researchers, there are resources to direct strategically and established accountability and 
compliance mechanisms in place. 

NNaatt iioonnaall   aanndd   IInntteerrnnaa tt iioonnaall   RReesseeaarrcchh   AArreennaa   

Australia is a small player on the international stage and this means that our competitive 
advantage in many areas relies on opportunities, often in niches that are uniquely Australian.  It 
must be recognised that the smaller, unexpected fields often produce the new seminal ideas that 
go on to have the largest impact over time.  The cultivation of these areas depends on local 
institutional management, backed by the flexibility of block funding. 

Research and research training is of paramount importance if Australia is to remain a credible 
player in the international research arena.  IIrrrreessppeecc vvee oo   wwhhee ee  hhee eesseeaa cchh  aanndd rreesseeaarrcchh

aaiinniinngg  aa ee  llooccaatteedd   iinnss uu oonnss mmuuss   bbee  aaddeeqquuaa eelyy rreessoouu cceedd  aanndd  ssuuppppoorr eedd ssuuss aa nnaabbllyy
(( nncclluuddinngg  tthhee ““hhuummaann  nn rraass rruuccttuu ee””)).  The research and research training carried out in 
universities provides the next generation of ideas for commercialisation as well the training 
environment for the next generation of entrepreneurs. 

Australian research must not only compete internationally, it must also collaborate globally.  In 
many areas, Australian research must be viewed as part of a global research effort.  Particularly in 
areas where we are recognised as research leaders or have a natural advantage, a real investment 
in research is essential to ensure that we maintain or assert our position with respect to the 
international effort.  This will require an enhanced overall commitment to research. 
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Furthermore, an appropriately resourced approach to funding research and research training 
would go a long way towards breaking down barriers between research organizations and this 
would maximise the outputs from the national investment.   

CCOO NN TT EE SS TT AA BB LL EE   AARRCC//NNHHMMRRCC  FFUU NN DD II NN GG   

The University of Sydney strongly supports the current policy of a dual research funding system 
where a research block funding scheme supports research and research training in the eligible 
higher education institutions and peer-reviewed competitive research grant schemes support 
individuals and their teams based on merit. 

While The University of Sydney strongly supports the concept that the grant funding agencies 
should be able to fully fund research programs, this should not be at the expense of institutional 
research block funding.  AAnnyy pp ooppoossaall  oo  hhaavvee  IIGGSS aanndd  RRIIBBGG uunndd nngg iieedd oo  uunnddeedd
ccoommppee ttivvee  ggrraann ss ss  nnaaïïvvee aanndd sshhoowwss  aa  llaacckk  oo   uunnddeerrssttaanndd nngg  oo   hhooww tthhee ss rroonngg  rreesseeaarrcchh
pprrooggrraammss nn tthhee hh gghheerr eedduuccaa oonn  ssyyss eemm  aacc uuaa lyy ooppee aattee.. 
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If the principles of public funding for research outlined in Knowledge and Innovation Policy are to be 
realised uunn vveerrss iieess MMUUSSTT  hhaavvee hhee  eexx bb ll yy aanndd aauuttoonnoommyy oo  aaddaapptt oo eemmeerrgg nngg aarreeaass
oo   eesseeaa cchh aanndd  nneeww ooppppoorr uunnitt eess aanndd oo sseett hheeirr  oowwnn  ss rraa eeggicc pp oorr eess.  The research 
block funding provides the only means of support for universities to strategically manage their 
own research programs.   
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In managing and fostering its research profile, The University of Sydney has identified and 
supported its research strengths, many of which are multidisciplinary or are stimulated through 
collaborations with industry and with other universities and research institutes.  The University’s 
research strengths align well with the National Research Priorities and many of the strengths 
reflect public and industry needs and most have their genesis in good strategic appointments with 
focused support for excellence. 

There are a number of points that underpin our support for retaining the research block funding 
schemes:  

(i) Linking any (or all) of the research block funding to ARC/NHMRC grants would 
mean “leakage” of the block research funding to some of the currently non-eligible 
institutions.  This would have the effect of diffusing (rather than focusing) the block 
funding and diminishing the overall support available for infrastructure and research 
support in the university research sector in an environment where the research 
environment is already under significant funding stress.  Research programs 
(wherever they are undertaken) should be properly resourced in a research 
environment where there is the greatest probability for success. 

(ii) The research block grants underpin research in a very diverse research portfolio that 
differs from institution to institution.  TThhee AARRCC  aanndd NNHHMMRRCC  aarree  nnoo   tthhee oonnllyy
uunndd nngg  aaggeenncc eess  hhaa   ssuuppppoo   tthhee eexxccee leenn aanndd dd vveerrssee  rreesseeaarrcchh ee oorr ww hh nn
hhee  UUnn vveerrssittyy  sseecc oorr   The other agencies (still identified as Category 1 research 
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support) include Grains Research and Development Corporation, Rural Industries 
Research and Development, National Heart Foundation and Australian Centre for 
International Agricultural Research etc.   

(iii) There is a very significant amount of excellent research that falls outside that which 
attracts identifiable external funding, particularly at an early stage.  Some very 
significant research on the cutting edge and in emerging areas, may not win external 
grant support until it has wide acceptance and established its impact.  The block 
grants provide the mechanism to create a research environment where early stage 
ideas and early stage researchers can be nurtured.  

(iv) If tied to competitively awarded grants, the provision of major rreesseeaarrcchh
nn rraassttrruuccttuurree  wwoouu dd  bbeeccoommee  uunnccoooorrdd nnaatteedd aanndd ppieecceemmeeaall     
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A STRATEGIC RESEARCH ENVIRONMENT 

Research at The University of Sydney operates in an environment where there is increasing 
pressure to prioritise, manage and coordinate its research effort.  Strategically, it is essential to 
bring together teams of strong researchers and to provide the best environment where creative 
ideas can flourish.  In doing this, we have generated research clusters or groups with critical mass 
coordinated to tackle significant problems, defined and supported institutional areas of research 
strength and aligned most of these areas of strength with the National Research Priorities.  The 
significant support provided by the research block funding schemes is one way that The 
University of Sydney prioritises and coordinates it research effort and it has a significant 
influence on the research direction.  The University of Sydney relies on IGS and RIBG funding 
to support programs of research and research training in strategic areas to raise them to a 
nationally and internationally competitive level.  At the University of Sydney, the research block 
funding invariably finds its way to the areas of existing and emerging research strength.  In 2003, 
as well as contributing directly to the research operating budget and local infrastructure in host 
schools and departments, The University has identifiably invested the research block funding in 
coordinated schemes including:  

(i) The SSeessqquu  MMaajoorr  EEqquu ppmmeenn   SScchheemmee to provide funding of more than $2 million 
a year for major equipment, which is often used in cross-disciplinary collaboration, 
and is needed to strengthen existing and emerging areas of research strength. 

(ii) The SSeessqquu RReesseeaarrcchh aanndd  DDeevveelooppmmeenn SScchheemmee to provide “small grant support” to 
all academic staff of the university with the aim of supporting, on a competitive basis, 
high quality research projects promising to deliver external funding in the future.  In 
2003 the Scheme allocated more than  $2.1 million across research in all fields. 

(iii) The SSeessqquu   NNeeww  SS aa   SSuuppppoorr   SScchheemmee  to provide “small grant support” specifically 
for new staff at the university.  The scheme is open to all new staff at Levels A to D 
and aims to support, on a competitive basis, high quality research projects likely to 

Submission from The University of Sydney  Page 6 of 18 
Review of Closer Collaboration Between Universities and Major Publicly Funded Research Agencies 



 

lead to external funding in the future.  In 2003, the Scheme allocated approximately 
$700,000 across research in all disciplines. 

(iv) The SSeessqquu PPooss ddoocc oorraa RReesseeaarrcchh  FFee lloowwsshh pp SScchheemmee awards up to 15 new 
Fellowships annually specifically to early career researchers.  Fellows are selected on 
merit and the scheme is targeted to bringing young new researchers to the University 
of Sydney.  Since the commencement of the Scheme in 1997, 13 of our Sesqui 
Fellows have won prestigious awards from external agencies. 
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(v) The AARRCC//NNHHMMRRCC  ““NNeeaa   MM ssss  SScchheemmee”” provides bridging support of about 
$800,000 in total, to researchers who narrowly miss out on ARC or NHMRC 
funding.  The scheme is designed to provide support for researchers to better 
position themselves and their research programs to win external support in 
subsequent granting rounds. 

(vi) The PPooss ggrraadduuaattee  RReesseeaarrcchh  SSuuppppoorr   SScchheemmee awards, on a competitive basis, 
support for postgraduate candidatures (to support conference travel, “suitcase science” 
travel to use instruments and equipment, books and computer equipment etc).  In 
2003, the scheme awarded more than $1.2 million. 

(vii) The UUnn vveerrssittyy  PPooss ggrraadduuaa ee AAwwaarrddss resemble APAs in terms of tenure and 
benefits.  In 2002, 40 UPAs were offered to commencing first semester research 
students in 2003, and an additional 40 Scholarships were offered to students 
commencing in semester two. 

TThheessee nn aatt vveess  wwoouuldd nnoo   bbee ppoossss bb ee RRIIBBGG//IIGGSS  wwaass oobb iiggaa oorr llyy eedd ttoo ssppeecc cc
AARRCC//NNHHMMRRCC  ggrraann ss..    TThh ss wwoouulldd ddeennyy  hhee UUnn vveerrss yy tthhee ooppppoorr uunn yy  oo   ddee ee mm nn nngg
ttss oowwnn ssttrraa eegg cc  ddiirreeccttioonnss

The University of Sydney also uses RIBG and IGS funding to provide strategic mmaa cchh nngg
ssuuppppoorrtt for large research programs such as the CRC Program, LIEF, Centres of Excellence, 
Federation Fellows etc.   

The University of Sydney is a research-intensive university with deep and established 
infrastructure to support its research activities.  The University should be recognised primarily as 
a “research provider”, however, it has been increasingly called upon to be a “research funder” when it 
comes to providing the research infrastructure needed to undertake world-class research 
programs.  TThheerree  ss ddaannggeerr nn aa  ssyysstteemm nn  wwhh cchh  ssuucccceessss nn  ww nnnn nngg  ggrraannttss ccaann bbee
ppuunn sshheedd  bbyy tthhee nneeeedd  oo  pp oovviiddee uu ll  oorr ppaa aall  mmaa cchh nngg rreessoouu cceess  oo eenn bbyy ccrroossss--ssuubbss ddyy
rroomm ootthheerr aacc iivv iieess..  

RREE SS EE AA RR CC HH   TTRR AA II NN II NN GG   SSCC HH EE MM EE   

The university sector has a distinct and important role to play in postgraduate research training.  
Particularly in the research-intensive universities, where there is a real critical mass of research 

Submission from The University of Sydney  Page 7 of 18 
Review of Closer Collaboration Between Universities and Major Publicly Funded Research Agencies 



 

students and research staff, and this provides an excellent research environment for the 
development of research skills. 

TThhee nntteennttioonnss aanndd pphh lloossoopphhyy oo   hhee  RRTTSS  aarree ccoommmmeennddaabblee bbuu   hhee  mmpp eemmeenn aa oonn  oo
hhee  RRTTSS hhaass nnoo bbeeeenn uu lyy  ee eecc vvee  aanndd hhuuss  ii   hhaass  nnoo   mmee   ss nn eennddeedd  oobbjeecc vveess  oo

ss mmpp iccittyy  aanndd  rraannssppaa eennccyy.  As with the other block-funding schemes, the RTS must focus 
on excellence and continue to be performance-based.  However, the operation of this scheme 
needs revision to streamline administration and operation and to enable forward planning based 
on realistic performance projections. 

  ii i     ii   ff tt   l   tt tt ii ll tt ttii ff  
tt     tt    ff lll ffff ttii   tt tt tt tt iitt   ii tt j ttii ff  
ii lli i tt rr

  
  ii     ii rr l   ll tt   iil     

   

tt ll   ii   ii tt   l     
tt ttii ll   ii   ii   

  ttrr tt tt ff  tt tt   rr ttii     tt ff  ff ii tt     
rr ttii ii  rr l tt  iiffffii lltt l tt tt ff   

  l   
 rr   iiff ttii ii ll   ffrr   tt

(i) The complexity derives from the “unstable interplay” between various components of the 
RTS formula.  It is not possible to make reliable projections about RTS funding.  AA
ssyysstteemm wwhh cchh wwaass ss mmppllee ,,  leessss ccoonnvvoo uu eedd  aanndd mmoorree  eeaass lyy ccoommpprreehheennddeedd  wwoouulldd
bbee mmuucchh mmoorree uusseeffuull.   

(ii) There is a widely held view that there is a mismatch between the drivers of the RTS and 
some of the projected outcomes that it is being used to drive.  The RTS is driven 
primarily by total research higher degree completions and by research grant income yet 
RTS is used to set the domestic research student load. 

While the University of Sydney has grown quite rapidly, in both its total completions and 
research income, the domestic student profile cannot be changed overnight.  While 
increasing RTS performance could notionally provide support for additional postgraduate 
places, there is a significant time lag required to adjust load in response to changes in RTS 
performance.  The RTS allocation is based on data that is historical (income/completions 
in 1999-2000 determine the 2002 RTS).  Changes in load take significant time to adjust 
(years rather than weeks).  This inherently makes the RTS system unstable since 
institutions must always be reacting to adjust domestic student research higher degree 
load based on historical data that is inherently out-dated.  

(iii) The RTS calculation of load relies on a single year to reconcile actual domestic 
postgraduate load against RTS-projected load.  DDoommeess iicc  ooaadd ss nnhheerreenn llyy luummppyy ssoo
hhee  pprroojjeecc oonnss  sshhoouu dd  bbee  ddoonnee uuss nngg aa  rroollll nngg aavveerraaggee rather than with data 

provided for a single year.  This would smooth out any annual or semester fluctuations 
and be a more realistic index of actual load. 

(iv) TThhee eeaa mmeenn   oo ppooss ggrraadduuaa ee sseeppaa aa oonnss aanndd  tthhee rree uurrnn  oo uunndd nngg  oo aa
““sseeppaa aa oonnss  ppooooll””  ss pp oobbaabblyy  hhee  mmoosstt dd ccuu   aanndd  ccoonnvvooluu eedd  ccoommppoonneenn  oo  tthhee
RRTTSS..  While the principle of providing a mechanism for resources to move within the 
sector in response to demand and performance is sound, the mechanism for 
implementing this by monitoring “separations” is flawed.  TThhee  RRTTSS wwoouuldd  bbee  mmuucchh
mmoorree wwoo kkaabbllee  ““sseeppaarraa oonnss””  wweerree  ss mmpp yy  ddrrooppppeedd oomm tthhee ssyyss eemm.. 
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RREE SS EE AA RR CC HH   AA NN DD   RREE SS EE AA RR CC HH   TTRR AA II NN II NN GG   MMAA NN AA GG EE MM EE NN TT   RREE PP OO RR TT   

The Research and Research Training Management Report (RRTMR) has evolved to be a valuable 
report for each institution that has taken it seriously.  The data contained in the reports is still of 
variable quality from some parts of the sector.  The RRTMRs should be viewed much in the way 
of an annual report for an institution and the quantitative data should be in a consistent format 
and easily comparable. 

PPaarr   BB  ooff hhee  RRRRTTMMRRss  ss  nnoo   ppaa ccuulaarrlyy uussee uu ––  mmooss   oo   hhee  uusseeffuull  qquuaann aa vvee  ddaa aa ss
aavvaa laabbllee  rroomm  ootthheerr ssoouurrcceess (HERDC, the ARC commercialisation survey etc) so there is a real 
question as to whether this section of the report is necessary at all or perhaps should be an 
institutional summary of data that is publicly available in other reports. 

tt   tt ii tt rrttii l l   ff ll  tt ff tt ttiitt ttii tt   ii   
iil ff   

The published DEST analysis of the RRTMRs (available at 
http://www.dest.gov.au/highered/respubs/rrtm/overview02.htm) is naïve and shows an 
incredible lack of knowledge of the meaning of the data contained in the reports.  As they are 
currently set up, a quantitative comparison of the data in the reports is simply not possible.  
However, given a tighter set of guidelines and specifications, the RRTMRs have the potential to 
be a valuable set of reports of research activity across the sector.  This must be balanced against 
the danger of over-prescription that forces data collection and presentation not aligned with 
institutional organisational structure. 

There should be minimal changes to the guidelines from year to year.  Accumulating information 
and data for the reports is a continuous process that is difficult to accomplish retrospectively so it 
requires careful planning within the institution. 

HHEERRDDCC  AA NN DD   PPEE RR FF OO RR MM AA NN CC EE   IINN DD II CC AA TT OO RR SS   

TThhee HHEERRDDCC iiss  eesssseenn aall  oo pprroovv ddee ee aabblee  ((aauudd eedd   ddaattaa  oonn wwhh cchh  oo aasssseessss  rreesseeaarrcchh
ppeerr oorrmmaannccee..  The underlying principle of centrally collecting a reliable set of indicators is very 
important for the management of research in Australia.  The HERDC has the advantage that it 
provides a reliable (albeit qualified) comprehensive snapshot of the sector as a whole.  In 
addition, universities now have established processes in place to manage this process well. 

    ttii tt   ii   rr llii l iitt ))   ii tt     
ff

Some of the direct and derived research performance indicators require refinement and the 
collection could be expanded to capture other research providers to provide a more 
comprehensive analysis.  The question as to whether the data needs be collected to the accuracy 
that it is collected now is debatable.   

The University of Sydney would like to see the re-instatement of double weighting (or at least 
some weighting) for Category 1 research income.  Category 1 income is well defined and is based 
on peer-reviewed assessment of research excellence whereas Category 2 and Category 3 income 
can both be distorted significantly by major single investments (for example by State 
Governments or commercial organisations).  There is no question that Category 2 and Category 
3 income represent valuable components of research funding support (and this should be 
recognised) however, Category 1 income is a more important index of research performance. 
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LIEF and Research Infrastructure in HERDC  

The Specifications for the HERDC, originally approved by the Minister, were absolutely clear 
with regard to the treatment of LIEF and other infrastructure funding.  While there have been 
some equity concerns regarding the changes from previous years to include LIEF, MNRF and 
SII income, these were flagged by universities, with DEST, for some considerable time prior to 
the HERDC deadlines.  The removal of infrastructure income from the HERDC collection this 
year was handled hastily and without due and proper consideration. 

Research infrastructure funding from SII, LIEF and MNRF grants would seem to be exactly the 
type of activity that was intended to be captured as Category 2 income in the HERDC.  These 
types of grants are no different to others involving collaboration and sharing of funds (Centres, 
programs etc) which are all funded through the lead institutions.  There should be mechanisms in 
place to equitably and transparently attribute indicators to each of the partners in collaborative 
ventures.  

CCOO NN CC LL UU DD II NN GG   CCOO MM MM EE NN TT SS   

The University of Sydney commends the Government in undertaking an evaluation of the 
Knowledge and Innovation policy reforms that will ensure the future of research and research 
training in Australia. The guiding principle should be that there should be greater flexibility and 
diversity in Australian Higher Education, with all stakeholders contributing to increased quality 
and opportunity.  This is a principle that The University of Sydney embraces and will work to 
make a reality. 

Recognising the magnitude of our responsibility to Australian society and the complexity of the 
environment in which we operate, the outcome of this evaluation must enable us to continue to 
operate responsively to the opportunities and resource challenges we face.  We are very much 
aware that there are still significant challenges to overcome in the implementation of some 
aspects of the block funding under the Knowledge and Innovation reforms (in particular with the 
RTS). 

In its research-intensive universities, Australia has a valuable asset in some of the most powerful 
research establishments in the country and overseas.  There is a need for dialogue leading to an 
acceptable framework for the smooth operation of the diverse university research sector wherein 
institutional autonomy is safeguarded while also being mobilised in the national interest.  There is 
a real opportunity for the Government to work more strategically with a long-term vision to plan 
and enhance research and research training into the future for the benefit of the nation as a 
whole. 
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EEvvaalluuaattiioonn  ooff  KKnnoowwlleeddggee  aanndd  IInnnnoovvaattiioonn  RReeffoorrmmss  
OOuurr  UUnniivveerrssiittiieess::  BBaacckkiinngg  AAuussttrraalliiaa’’ss  FFuuttuurree  

AATTTTAACCHHMMEENNTT  11   
 

PPEE RR FF OO RR MM AA NN CC EE   BBAA SS EE DD   FFUU NN DD II NN GG   

1. Has the introduction of performance-based funding reforms had the desired effect of 
implementing the goals outlined in Knowledge and Innovation? 

Yes.  However the RTS should be simplified. 

2. Do the Knowledge and Innovation reforms encourage the attraction and retention of 
high-performing research staff? 

Not necessarily.  The attraction and retention of high-performing research staff is driven 
primarily by providing a well-resourced, engaging and active research environment.  This is 
the function of having good research management structures in place within the institution. 

3. Do the Knowledge and Innovation reforms allow the possibility of an individual 
institution’s markedly improving its funding position in a reasonable time (say 5 
years) by good research management? 

Yes.  Good “research performance indicators” are generally reflected in a good funding position, 
however, the 5% capping prevents the more effective movement of funding and the capping 
should be removed. 

4. Has beneficial concentration of research effort occurred? 

Yes.  However this takes time and the re-focusing of the research effort cannot necessarily be 
attributed to K&I reforms.  The concentration of research effort has generally been the result 
of good strategic research management within the institution. 

5. Does the Knowledge and Innovation package and its implementation at the 
institutional level encourage the development of pockets of international level 
research activity at the majority of universities? 

As above.  This takes time and the development of pockets of excellence cannot necessarily 
be attributed to K&I reforms.  The development of pockets of excellence has been the result 
of good strategic research management within the institution.  Pockets of international-level 
activity have not developed in all universities in the sector.  The research-intensive 
universities generally provide a better research environment and the requisite supporting 
infrastructure to permit pockets of excellence to develop. 
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6. Are the current block funding formulae encouraging universities to move in the 
directions laid out in Knowledge and Innovation? 

Yes for RTS, RIBG and IGS.  However, the RTS is considered too complex in its 
implementation and must be simplified. 

7. What changes should be made to the formulae for current performance-based block 
funded schemes? 

7.1 Should the double weighting for national competitive grant funds be 
restored? 

Yes. 

7.2 Should the research publications element be removed from the formulae? 

No.  Publications (in all of their forms) are a very effective measure of the 
research activity and quality.  The publication collection should be expanded to 
include creative works and patenting.  Auditing requirements need to be more 
realistic – the system would be equally as effective if the auditing were to a lesser 
level of accuracy. 

7.3 Should the research publications element of the formulae include quality 
measures? 

Yes.  But this must be done in such a way as to make it practical to collect the 
data.  Specifications would need to be carefully thought through. 

7.4 Should performance in block funding mechanisms be measured at 
university level or at department/faculty level or areas of research strength? 

The advantage of institutional block funding is that it encourages strategic 
institutional research management, so logically the collection should be 
aggregated to institutional level. 

7.5 Should Australia adopt an RAE-type mechanism to allocate block funds? 

The block-funding scheme must support Australia’s research excellence.  There is 
no question that, over time, the RAE exercise in the UK has lead to an overall 
improvement in the quality of research and provided a transparent mechanism for 
identifying research excellence and focusing resources.  However the UK RAE 
exercise has been very complex and a very significant administrative burden to 
run.  We should consider adopting the principles underlying the RAE but 
use a much simpler approach.  There is no reason why an RAE-type exercise 
could not be run on a modified and slightly expanded set of research 
performance indicators to those that are currently collected by DEST in an 
audited fashion. 
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8. Should there be an increased proportion of research funded through granting 
councils? 

DDEEFFIINNIITTEELLYY NNOO.  But granting councils should be appropriately resourced to fully fund 
research programs. 

  

ii     tt ffiitt l

9. Should granting councils be funded to allow them to cover the full cost of the research 
that they support? 

Yes, provided that this does not reduce block funding to the universities. 

10. Should the incentives for universities to collaborate with outside bodies be 
strengthened? 

Qualified Yes.  There is no question that a larger well-managed research effort can lead to 
good research outcomes.  However it must be noted that the system is already quite diverse 
in terms of the magnitude of the research intensity in some of the research organisations.  In 
terms of policy, oonnee ss zzee ddooeess nnoo     aalll.  For the larger, research-intensive universities, in 
many areas, they already have a critical mass of research effort where there is no advantage to 
forming a larger collaborative group.  There is also a danger in a system where too many 
partners can dilute the strength of research ownership and creativity.   

11. Are the requirements for universities to contribute funds to collaboratively funded 
programs leading them to inadequately support other research projects? 

Yes.  The requirement for matching contributions to collaboratively-funded research funding 
diverts resources from other programs.  At present, there is a clear cross-subsidy of some of 
the research effort from other programs, particularly for the essential major infrastructure 
and equipment-intensive facilities.  If a research program is worth doing, it should be done 
well - programs should be fully resourced to achieve as completely as possible the desired 
outcomes within the project timeframe.  The cost of supporting programs (including the 
costs of the “human infrastructure”) must be factored into any research program. 

12. Should universities be required to account for how they use research funds in a more 
detailed way than presently? 

No.  The processes for doing this adequately are already in place in the R&RTMR.  The 
R&RTMR should be a very effective accountability mechanism, coupled with annual auditing 
requirements. 

13. Should the 5% capping of institutional gains through the RTS and IGS continue? 

No.  Capping should be phased out as quickly as possible to permit the system to equilibrate 
fully.  Capping artificially dampens the flow of resources in response to the areas of growth 
where resources are required.  The current situation with capping in place (coupled with the 
inherent complexity of the RTS and the inherent time lag in some of the performance 
indices) makes research planning very difficult or impossible. 
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14. How useful is the HERDC, including categories under which data are provided? 

The HERDC (or something very similar) is essential to provide reliable (audited) data on 
which to assess research performance.  Some of the direct and derived research performance 
indicators require refinement and the collection could be expanded to capture other research 
providers to provide a more comprehensive analysis but the underlying principle of centrally 
collecting a reliable set of indicators is essential for the management of research in Australia. 

15. Are there more viable data alternatives for the system as a whole? 

Not obvious.  Any system will rely on some derivative of the data collected at present.  The 
HERDC has the advantage that it provides a reliable (albeit qualified) comprehensive 
snapshot of the sector as a whole.  The question as to whether the data should be collected to 
the accuracy that it is collected now is debatable.  The system used in the UK RAE (selected 
“best” data for a subset of researchers) serves the purpose of permitting institutions to 
highlight their best research achievements but doesn’t provide a comprehensive set of data 
for the sector. 

16. Have the current arrangements given sufficient encouragement to universities to 
support the activities of early career researchers, or those who are seeking to 
reestablish research careers? 

There is nothing specifically in the K&I reforms to meet this objective.  At present support 
of early career researchers is the result of effective university management rather than the 
reform package.  Any University with good strategic planning for research must provide a 
vibrant research environment with strategies in place to attract excellent younger staff and 
provide them with the opportunity to meet their potential as strong researchers in the future. 

FFUU NN DD II NN GG   FF OO RR   RREE SS EE AA RR CC HH   TTRR AA II NN II NN GG   

17. Has the RTS succeeded in encouraging a focus on the quality of student supervision? 

Yes.  The RTS has focused attention on the length of candidature, the quality of supervision 
and the research environment.  The complexity of the implementation of the RTS formula 
has also sent very mixed messages and this needs attention. 

18. Has the allocation method had the desired effect of placing research students into 
research environments which provide the best research training and research 
infrastructure support? 

Yes.  The RTS has been an effective tool to drive behaviour.  In many universities, this was 
happening effectively already. 

19. Has the RTS succeeded in concentrating research training in areas of excellence? 

Yes.  As above.  The RTS has been an effective tool to drive behaviour.  In many universities, 
this was happening effectively already. 
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20. Have the funding arrangements provoked a shift in students between masters and 
doctorates? 

No.  At least this trend has not been obvious.  In some disciplines, there has been a trend 
towards Masters (research) programs and in others there has been as shift in the other 
direction.  There is no evidence that this has been in any way connected to the introduction 
of the K&I reforms.  

21. Should the time allowed for a full-time student undertaking a doctorate be increased 
from four to five years? 

Yes.  This should be done to permit flexibility in extending RTS entitlements.  In many 
disciplines it may become necessary to have a period beyond 4 years to produce good 
doctoral research and there should be no reason to penalise candidates for this.  The 
emphasis should be on quality and not necessarily the length of candidature. 

22. Has the use of similar formulae by institutions to internally allocate funding produced 
any undesirable side effects? 

No.  The University of Sydney doesn’t use the same formula internally to allocate funding 
received under the RTS (or other components of the block grant) to drive its internal budget.  
However, the same basic drivers (competitive grant performance, publications, postgraduate 
completions and postgraduate load) drive parts of the internal allocation.  This means that the 
outcomes are still sensitive to the same external drivers as the RTS and other block funding 
allocations. 

This is another case where one-size-doesn’t fit all.  Each institution is different and the 
hallmark of effective research management within the institution would be to tailor support 
to strategically optimise the whole research effort of the institution.  There is naturally some 
alignment with the block-funding drivers – otherwise the funding to support research would 
diminish in time. 

23. Has there been any impact on part-time and mature age students? 

No.  At least this trend has not been obvious.  It is somewhat too early to make this 
judgment with confidence and there are many parameters (outside the impact of the K&I 
reforms) that impact on part-time vs. full-time candidatures and the proportion of mature age 
candidates in the postgraduate cohort. 

24. Has there been any impact on granting leave of absence, suspending candidature or 
allowing students to change from full-time to part-time study? 

No.  At least this trend has not been obvious.  Again there are many parameters (outside the 
impact of the K&I reforms) that impact on part-time vs. full-time study. 
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25. With regard to the formula for the RTS: 

25.1 Is it too complex? 

Yes. 

25.2 Should the separations pool mechanism be retained? 

No.  At least not in its present form. 

25.3 Should funding adjustments continue to be made on a semester basis? 

Yes.  However a rolling average should be used to produce the adjustments and 
RTS should be based on actual data, not projections. 

25.4 What changes, if any, should be made to the RTS formula itself? 

Use a rolling average, remove the separations component, remove the capping 
and increase the weighting for Category 1 grants. 

25.5 Should international research student completions be treated equally as 
local research student completions? 

Yes 

26. What alternative approaches could be adopted to fund research training? 

This should remain something that institutions are funded to do and permitted to manage 
according to clear guidelines and projected outcomes. 

PPEE RR FF OO RR MM AA NN CC EE   BBAA SS EE DD   FFUU NN DD II NN GG   TT OO   IINN SS TT II TT UU TT II OO NN SS   FF OO RR   RREE SS EE AA RR CC HH   
AA NN DD   RREE SS EE AA RR CC HH   IINN FF RR AA SS TT RR UU CC TT UU RR EE   

27. Is the IGS achieving its stated objectives of increasing institutions’ flexibility and 
autonomy? 

Yes.  But the level of funding support should be increased. 

28. What changes should be made to the IGS formula? 

Reinstate the enhanced weighting for Category 1 research income. 

29. Is the use of different formulae for IGS and RIBG unnecessarily confusing? Should 
only one formula be used? 

No.  These formulae are direct and clear.   

30. Should RIBG funds be directly attached to competitive grants? If so, how? 
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DDEEFFIINNIITTEELLYY NNOOTT.    RIBG should remain as a block allocation to the institution.  The 
institution then has the flexibility to manage this in a fashion appropriate to its circumstances 
and strategic direction.  At the University of Sydney a proportion of the RIBG goes directly 
to the Department hosting the research program and a proportion is held centrally to provide 
large infrastructure and fund strategic infrastructure initiatives. 

EENN CC OO UU RR AA GG EE MM EE NN TT   OO FF   SS TT RR AA TT EE GG II CC   PP LL AA NN NN II NN GG   AA NN DD   VV EE RR II FF II CC AA TT II OO NN   OO FF   
RR EE SS EE AA RR CC HH   AA NN DD   RR EE SS EE AA RR CC HH   TT RR AA II NN II NN GG   QQ UU AA LL II TT YY   AA TT   II NN SS TT II TT UU TT II OO NN AA LL   
LL EE VV EE LL   

31. Has this reporting requirement produced positive results by encouraging a more 
strategic approach? 

Yes. 

32. Is further streamlining of the Research and Research Training Management Reports 
(RRTMRs) appropriate? 

Yes but this should not be a priority.  The RRTMRs could be used more effectively if the 
guidelines were more explicit. 

33. What alternative approaches could be taken to meet the public accountability 
objectives of the RRTMRs? 

The published DEST analysis of the RRTMRs shows an incredible lack of knowledge of the 
meaning of the data contained in the reports.  The data contained in the reports is still of 
variable quality from different parts of the sector.  The RRTMR’s should be viewed much in 
the way of an annual report for an institution and in this case the quantitative data should be 
consistent and easily comparable.  Part B of the RRTMRs is not particularly useful – most of 
the quantitative data is available from other sources (HERDC, the ARC commercialisation 
survey).  

RREE GG II OO NN AA LL   SSUU PP PP OO RR TT   PPAA CC KK AA GG EE   

34. Should the regional support package be continued beyond 2004, taking into account 
the role and contribution of regional universities to Australia’s science and innovation 
system? 

Regional campuses should continue to be recognised.  However it should be realised that 
some of the institutions based in the metropolitan areas have strong campuses that are clearly 
regional.  The University of Sydney has a number of “regional” campuses including a rapidly 
developing campus at Orange.  In many arenas (particularly the research arena), the regional 
campuses of the research-intensive Universities have the greatest potential to show 
improvement in research performance because these institutions have good research 
management strategies in place. 
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Quality of research should take precedence over geographic equity, and scarce funding 
should not be diffused to support research of lesser quality. 

35. Should the eligibility criteria for regional assistance be reviewed? 

Yes. 

36. What alternative mechanisms for support (other than operating grant funding) should 
be considered? 

As above.  There should be encouragement for the State Governments to become involved 
in research and research investment. 

CCOO NN TT EE SS TT AA BB II LL II TT YY   OO FF   FF UU NN DD II NN GG   FF OO RR   TT HH EE   IIAASS  

37. What have been the benefits of this arrangement and what have been the impacts 
overall for the IAS? 

IAS is a strong research performer in the Australian research sector – they are truly one of 
the research– intensive organisations.  They are relatively new players and the impact on the 
IAS and on the sector as a whole is still not at equilibrium.  Since they entered the contestable 
funding arena, IAS has taken a greater proportion of funding than they have initially put into 
the system.  

38. What are the implications of these arrangements for the higher education sector as a 
whole? 

Ultimately it is a zero sum game and will stabilise.  The prediction would be that the IAS 
would perform as one of the strong research-intensive universities probably at the expense 
of the non-research-intensive institutions. 
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