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The Academy of Medical Sciences ς Written evidence (EUM0029) 
 
Summary  
 

¶ Research is a global enterprise, underpinned by a skilled and mobile workforce. 
Alongside strong connections with all parts of the world, membership of the EU brings a 
wide variety of benefits to the UK research base and provides access to a large pool of 
talented researchers.  

¶ The UK consistently capitalises on its world-class excellence to attract disproportionate 
levels of EU research funding and talented individuals. If institutions did not have this 
funding, they would lose a substantial contributor to their income and, at a time of 
change within the UK research landscape, the stability and scale of EU funding streams 
has helped bolster the UK community. 

¶ Regulatory harmonisation provides a strong platform for collaboration and 
commercialisation in health research. Fellows who provided input on this topic broadly 
felt it was valuable to engage with policy development to ensure that final outcomes 
were appropriate, and that the burden of this engagement was justified by the benefits. 
The voice of the UK community carries weight in EU discussions and has a history of 
achieving its objectives. 

¶ There remain areas for improvement, including greater transparency and a reduction in 
unnecessary administrative burden within grant application and monitoring processes. 
Questions remain on whether access to EU funding programmes, and talented 
individuals, could be achieved through affiliation, rather than membership, and what 
uncertainties this might introduce. 

¶ The provision of science advice remains a developing topic of interest for the Academy. 
We continue to support the need for advice to inform EU policymaking, and are actively 
engaged with the development of the new Science Advice Mechanism.  

 
 
Introduction 
 
The Academy of Medical Sciences promotes advances in medical science, and campaigns to 
ensure that these are translated into healthcare benefits for society. Our elected Fellowship 
includes experts drawn from a broad and diverse range of research areas.  
 
We welcome the opportunity to respond to the House of Lords Science and Technology 
Committee inquiry into the influence of EU membership on UK science, and its efforts to 
evaluate the impact on the UK research environment. We are not advocating any position 
with respect to UK membership of the EU, but take this opportunity to present views on the 
current situation, with a focus on the medical sciences. 
 
Our written evidence has been informed by engagement with our Fellows, from across the 
disciplines and sectors we represent. We would be pleased to provide further evidence, and 
our previous relevant outputs, if required. 
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The UK National Academies have previously submitted evidence to the Department for 
Business, Innovation and Skills Balance of Competencies Review relating to the EU.1 We 
ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ 
ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŎƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
funding landscape for research (from public, private and philanthropic sources), but has also 
created and amplified opportunities for international collaboration and has increased the 
reputation, competitiveness and attractiveness of the UK as a centre of global excellence in 
research and innovation. National systems that become isolated from the stream of global 
knowledge exchange lose their vigour and excellence. Working at a European Union level is a 
Ǿƛǘŀƭ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŘŘǎ ǾŀƭǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƻǿƴ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǊƛŎƘ ƛǘǎ 
researcƘ ōŀǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƭŜǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƛǘǎ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅΩΦ 
 

 
Q1. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to UK science and research, 
and vice versa? 
 
The UK is disproportionately successful in securing EU research funding, and the figures 
ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ŀǎ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎΦ ²Ŝ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ 
ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀ ŦƻǊǘƘŎƻƳƛƴƎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ wƻȅŀƭ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅΣ Ψ¦Y ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ 
¦ƴƛƻƴΥ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƛƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ¦Y ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩΣ which will address the architecture and 
scale of EU research funding in a more comprehensive manner. 
 
Resource investment 
Based on the proportional contribution to overall EU finances, the UK contributes around 
11% of the EU research budget and receives around 16% of the allocated funding, making it 
a substantial net beneficiary.2 Data on allocations under Framework Programme 7 (FP7), 
which ran from 2007-2013, are almost complete and offer a reliable indication of 
performance. These interim data suggest the UK received approximately ϵтōƴ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
income under FP7 (see Table 1), marginally behind the top recipient, Germany. For the 
health category, the UK was ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊȅΣ ǎŜŎǳǊƛƴƎ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ϵфптƳ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ 
approximately 20% of all health-focussed projects.3 
 
This success stems from a high number of applications from UK researchers and SMEs, and 
an above average success rate (see Table 1). Preliminary data suggest a continuation of this 
trend under the current Horizon 2020 programme (2014-2020), with the UK securing 
approximately 15% of allocated funding so far, and reporting a higher participation rate than 
any other member state.4  
 
Marie Curie Training networks are now embedded as a core part of the doctoral training 
landscape within the UK. Although the UK attracted substantially fewer direct awards than 

                                            
1 Joint National Academies, Submission to BIS Review of the Balance of Competences between the United 
Kingdom and the European Union, 2013. 
2 http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-25961243  
3 http://eurpub.oxfordjournals.org/content/early/2013/06/25/eurpub.ckt075.full  
4 European Commission (2015). Horizon 2020 first results. 
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/sites/horizon2020/files/horizon_2020_first_results.pdf 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-25961243
http://eurpub.oxfordjournals.org/content/early/2013/06/25/eurpub.ckt075.full
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/sites/horizon2020/files/horizon_2020_first_results.pdf
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comparable nations (see Table 1), data indicate that the UK is a major destination for Fellows 
from across the EU, and the funding that these mobile, talented individuals bring.3 

 

 Germany5 UK6 France7 

Number of applications to EU 
funding schemes 

17950 17379 12463 

Total value of secured awards 
όϵƳύ 

7082.37 6880.53 5068.66 

Number of SME participants to 
EU funding schemes 

3300 3051 2191 

Total value of SME awards 
ǎŜŎǳǊŜŘ όϵƳύ 

956.01 1098.57 603.23 

Number of Marie-Curie fellows 
awarded per nation 

2171 1142 1854 

±ŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ a/ ŀǿŀǊŘǎ όϵƳύ ǇŜǊ 
nation 

2027.38 802.19 1830.25 

Table 1: Interim figures from FP7 for UK and comparable nations. 
 
Examples in Box 1 further demonstrate the importance of EU financial contributions to UK 
institutions, and at a time of real-term decreases in public research funding in the UK, the 
amount of EU funds dedicated to research have increased substantially. The seven year EU 
funding cycle also provides a level of stability for the community which is not currently 
replicated in the UK landscape. 
 

Box 1: The role and synergies of EU funding for UK institutions 

¶ EU funds are an increasingly significant source of investment for UK institutions ς the 
EMBL European Bioinformatics Institute (EMBL-EBI), centred in Cambridge, received 
£5.7m in EU grants in 2014, compared with £3.3m from the UK Research Councils. 

¶ EU funding operates synergistically with UK funding sources ς an EU-funded project has 
developed a technique that identifies tumours via their metabolic profile, based on 
research done by a former Marie Curie fellowship holder, and hosted by CRUK.8 

 
Under FP7, 5 of the top 10 most successful institutions were UK-based, and 13 of the top 
25.9 In 2013/2014, the Russell Group universities received more than £473m of income from 
EU sources, representing around 13% of their total research income.10 This performance is 

                                            
5 https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/pdf/country-
profiles/germany/country_profile_and_featured_projects.pdf  
6 https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/pdf/country-
profiles/united_kingdom/country_profile_and_featured_projects.pdf  
7 https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/pdf/country-profiles/france/country_profile_and_featured_projects.pdf  
8 http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/news/saving-time-saving-lives-monitoring-cancer-
treatments  
9 European Commission, Seventh Monitoring Report 2013, March 2015: 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pd
f 
10 http://www.russellgroup.ac.uk/uploads/Russell-Group-response-to-Balance-of-competences-Research-and-
Development-consultation.pdf  

https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/pdf/country-profiles/germany/country_profile_and_featured_projects.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/pdf/country-profiles/germany/country_profile_and_featured_projects.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/pdf/country-profiles/united_kingdom/country_profile_and_featured_projects.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/pdf/country-profiles/united_kingdom/country_profile_and_featured_projects.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/pdf/country-profiles/france/country_profile_and_featured_projects.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/news/saving-time-saving-lives-monitoring-cancer-treatments
http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/news/saving-time-saving-lives-monitoring-cancer-treatments
http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
http://www.russellgroup.ac.uk/uploads/Russell-Group-response-to-Balance-of-competences-Research-and-Development-consultation.pdf
http://www.russellgroup.ac.uk/uploads/Russell-Group-response-to-Balance-of-competences-Research-and-Development-consultation.pdf
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driven by the geographical and disciplinary breadth of excellence present across the UK, 
further reinforcing the value of a broad and interconnected research base.  
 
Capital investment 
EU capital investments target both individual facilities and distributed infrastructure projects 
(see Box 2), and membership has anchored many such investments in the UK. Under FP7, 
107 EU research infrastructure projects were supported in the UK, of which 69 (64%) were 
ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ΨƎƻƭŘŜƴ ǘǊƛŀƴƎƭŜΩ ƻŦ hȄŦƻǊŘΣ /ŀƳōǊƛŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ [ƻƴŘƻƴ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΦ 
 

Box 2: The coordinating role of EU funding  

¶ EU capital investments reduce duplication - the European Mouse Mutant Archive which 
unites mouse repositories including the MRC Harwell unit, provides a single, 
standardised source of mouse breeding lines to researchers.11 This collaboration has 
reduced duplication and costs, and streamlined access for researchers. 

¶ EU investment leverages further funding - the UK-based ELIXIR project manages and 
safeguards publicly-funded research data, and was established with EU funds which 
subsequently leveraged funding from the BBSRC, MRC, NERC and Wellcome Trust.12 

 
The EU has also backed resources which the UK has access to, including the European 
Spallation Source in Sweden (a facility for structural studies, which will support medical 
science and the pharmaceutical sector), and the BBMRI-ERIC Biobank.  
 
Unresolved issues 
It remains unclear whether access to these resources could be achieved through 
collaboration, rather than membership, under models such as that used by Switzerland. 
!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƴƻǘ ŀƴ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜΣ {ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ΨŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘŜŘΩ 
membership status of EU research funding programmes, providing Swiss researchers with 
the same access as colleagues from member states.13 
 
Switzerland contributes to research budgets at a fixed rate, relative to its GDP.13 Due to its 
affiliated membership status, final figures for FP7 have yet to be released but under FP6, 
Switzerland contributed /IC ттрΦоƳ όϵтмуƳΣ ŀǎ ƻŦ bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ нлмрύ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎured back CHF 
тфпΦрƳ όϵторƳύ ƛƴ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ŀ ƴŜǘ ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ƻŦ /IC мфΦнƳ όϵмтƳύΦ14 
 
Significant disruption was introduced in 2014 when Switzerland adopted mass migration 
legislation which violated the Horizon 2020 terms of agreement.15 This resulted in a loss of 
ǎǘŀǘǳǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ΨǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴΩ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǿ ōŜŜƴ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ {ǿƛǎǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ 
ΨǘƘƛǊŘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǎǘǊŜŀƳǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнлΦ13 National 
measures have been drawn up to temporarily cover funding gaps created by this move, and 
the Swiss Federal Council has a stated aim of restoring full affiliation status before the 
expiration of the current status in 2016.13 There have also been sources of uncertainty for 

                                            
11 http://www.emmanet.org/  
12 https://www.elixir-europe.org/  
13 http://www.sbfi.admin.ch/h2020/02455/index.html?lang=en 
14 State Secretariat for Education, Research and Innovation (2013). Swiss Participation in ǘƘŜ 9¦Ψǎ {ŜǾŜƴǘƘ 
Research Framework Programme Interim Report 2007-2012 Facts and Figures.  
15 http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/hi/h2020-hi-swiss-part_en.pdf  

http://www.emmanet.org/
https://www.elixir-europe.org/
http://www.sbfi.admin.ch/h2020/02455/index.html?lang=en
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/hi/h2020-hi-swiss-part_en.pdf
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full members, including the disruption and reputational damage created by the withdrawal 
of allocated Horizon 2020 funds to support the European Fund for Strategic Investment.  

 

There may be value in a proactive discussion around the long-term impact of thŜ ¦YΩǎ 
disproportionate success in excellence-based schemes, in the context of capacity building 
across other member states. In this regard, it is important to note that support for research 
extends beyond the Horizon 2020 budget, and we would direct the Committee to the 
submission from the Royal Society, which examines the role and allocation of research-
directed funds from the EU Structural Funds as part of a capacity-building agenda. Such 
evidence may be helpful in discussions around the long-term trajectory of European science, 
and we would welcome greater transparency on EU figures relating to this broader view of 
research investment. 
 
 
Q2. How effectively are funds managed in the EU, compared to the management of 
science funding in the UK?  
 
The majority of our Fellows were broadly supportive of the management of EU research 
funding, though grant application and monitoring processes would benefit from greater 
transparency and reduced administrative burden. Several Fellows reported significant strides 
towards simplifying application processes in recent years, but were concerned that part of 
this reduced burden was driven by adaptation within institutions, many of which had taken 
on dedicated staff to support EU grant applications. Such a trend may be masking continued 
inefficiencies in the process. 
 
Due to its improved recognition for distinct work packages with identified leaders, the EU 
grant system is to be highlighted in an upcoming Academy report as a model that 
encourages and facilitates Team Science.16 It was also highlighted that UK researchers 
actively engage in the oversight of EU funding, including the European Research Council, 
with Professor Dame Janet Thornton DBE FRS FMedSci (EMBL-EBI, UK) recently appointed to 
the ERC Scientific Council.17 
 
 
Q3. What are the benefits to UK science and research in terms of collaboration and 
funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council? 
 
Research is a global enterprise, underpinned by a skilled and mobile workforce. Alongside 
strong connections with all parts of the world, membership of the EU brings a wide variety of 
benefits to the UK research base and provides access to a large pool of talented researchers. 
 
The UK is highly collaborative in its participation with EU funding programmes, with a higher 
level of involvement in successful grant applications than any other EU member state.18 EU 

                                            
16 Team Science report, Academy of Medical Sciences, due spring 2016. 
17 https://www.ukro.ac.uk/aboutukro/Documents/150624_2015_annual_report.pdf  
18 Universities UK (2013). .ǊƛŜŦƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ¦Y ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ 
the context of negotiations on the EU Multiannual Financial Framework. 
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Documents/2013/BriefingHorizon2020Budget.pdf 

https://www.ukro.ac.uk/aboutukro/Documents/150624_2015_annual_report.pdf
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Documents/2013/BriefingHorizon2020Budget.pdf
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support for collaborative working has simplified the process of establishing large-scale, 
complex transnational and interdisciplinary collaborations, and it now represents one of the 
largest funders of international networks globally. Some of our Fellows noted that being 
awarded EU funding carried significant professional esteem at a global level, and that EU 
funds provide a significant source of indirect cost recovery (funding paid to host institutions 
to cover infrastructure costs) currently set at 25%.19 
 
Our Fellows also highlighted specific research areas in which EU membership had added 
value by supporting research at a scale that goes beyond the capabilities of single nations, as 
reflected by Box 3. This includes the SHARE (Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement in 
Europe) project, which coordinates the critical mass needed across several member states to 
support research into rare diseases.20 
 

Box 3: EU as a platform for funding and facilitating multi-national research  

¶ GRACE (Genomics to combat Resistance against Antibiotics in Community-acquired LRTI 
in Europe) consortium at University of Oxford, which is conducting research into 
antibiotic resistance.21 

¶ HURAPRIM (Human Resources for Primary Health Care in Africa) consortium, which is 
conducting research on human resources to deliver primary care in Africa.22 

¶ European and Developing Countries Clinical Trial Partnership, which is linking the EU and 
African nations to develop treatments for poverty-related diseases.23 

 
These funding streams also play a major role in identifying and networking regional 
excellence, providing capacity-building across EU member nations. An example of such pan-
EU collaboration benefiting the UK is the NABATIVI (Novel Approaches to Bacterial Target 
Identification Validation and Inhibition) initiative to discover new antibiotics, which draws on 
regional pools of talent in the UK such as the University of Nottingham.24 
 
 
Q4. How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU membership?  
 
This is an important issue. Published data demonstrate that UK SMEs are active participants 
in EU research programmes ς the UK ranks third for total SME applications to Horizon 2020, 
with a success rate of 11% against a 7.3% average.25 These data indicate that EU funding 
sources are important for UK SMEs, and if proposed changes to UK innovation funding go 
ahead, these may be the major source of grant-based, rather than loan-based, public 
investment available to private partners. 
 
Industrial Collaborations 

                                            
19 http://ec.europa.eu/research/horizon2020/pdf/press/fact_sheet_on_rules_under_horizon_2020.pdf  
20 http://www.share-project.org/home0.html 
21 http://www.grace-lrti.org/portal/en-GB/homepage  
22 http://www.phc.ox.ac.uk/research/pcdw/projects/huraprim  
23 http://www.edctp.org/  
24 http://www.nabativi.org/  
25 European Commission (2015). Horizon 2020 first results. 
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/sites/horizon2020/files/horizon_2020_first_results.pdf 

http://ec.europa.eu/research/horizon2020/pdf/press/fact_sheet_on_rules_under_horizon_2020.pdf
http://www.share-project.org/home0.html
http://www.grace-lrti.org/portal/en-GB/homepage
http://www.phc.ox.ac.uk/research/pcdw/projects/huraprim
http://www.edctp.org/
http://www.nabativi.org/
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/sites/horizon2020/files/horizon_2020_first_results.pdf
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A number of Fellows reported mixed views on whether EU membership had altered the 
course of their industrial collaborations, but broadly supported the prominence that 
industrial collaboration was given in the structure of EU funding mechanisms. This was 
particularly important for small and dispersed pockets of excellence across Member States, 
which benefitted from working cooperatively (see Box 4). It was felt that this drive to link 
research-intensive SMEs with the research community would deliver positive economic 
impacts in the long-term by connecting basic research to organisations with expertise and 
capacity for translation. 
 

Box 4: EU programmes network UK researchers and businesses  

¶ EU funding and harmonisation has helped network the UK hearing implant research 
community with EU business, such as MED-EL, a manufacturer based in Austria.26 Across 
several framework programmes, MED-EL has built up research collaborations with UK-
based centres of excellence, including Southampton and Manchester. 

 
{ƻƳŜ CŜƭƭƻǿǎ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ϵоΦоōƴ Innovative Medicines Initiative (IMI), a 
major public-private initiative which aims to foster collaboration among universities, 
industry, patients, and medical regulators to accelerate the development of medicines.27 
 
Broader research environment 
! ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ CŜƭƭƻǿǎ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ōǊƛƴƎǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
environment, creating favourable conditions for industries of all sizes and sectors. The value 
of harmonised ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƴƻǘŜŘ ōȅ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀǎ Ψŀ ƪŜȅ 
reason for global biopharmaceutical companies deciding to establish their European HQ in 
ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘ ƛƴ wϧ5 ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΩΦ28 If the regulation of health research (e.g. clinical trials) 
and of medicinal products and diagnostics were not harmonised, the significant additional 
administrative burden could be a major disincentive for such industries to base themselves 
within the UK. 
 
It was also noted that EU patent and regulatory centres (e.g. the European Medicines 
Agency and EU patent appeals court with responsibility for life sciences) had chosen to 
locate in London, providing a level of proximity which was valued by industry and the 
academic community.28 For commercialisation, the combined weight of EU markets was a 
major factor in securing trade settlements which open up new markets for UK research 
outputs (outlined in Box 5). 

 

Box 5: EU membership opens new markets for the UK 

¶ EU trade deals have provided UK business with greater access to over 50 foreign 
markets, including a recent EU-South Korea Free Trade Agreement, which has led to 
significantly increased levels of trade.29  

 
 

                                            
26 http://www.medel.com/uk/  
27 http://www.imi.europa.eu/ 
28 BioIndustry Association, UK Life Sciences Manifesto 2015-20 (2014) 
29 CBI, Choosing our Future, October 2015 

http://www.medel.com/uk/
http://www.imi.europa.eu/
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Q5. What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and 
research through the free movement of people?  
 
The joint National Academies statement, Building a Stronger Future, called for Government 
to proactively promote the UK as a destination for researchers and students and minimise 
unnecessary barriers to the flow of talented researchers.30 We continue to support this 
ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜƴŘŜŀǾƻǳǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ōŀǎŜ 
benefits from being connected to the international pool of talent. 
 
Fellows broadly felt that freedom of movement for researchers greatly benefited the UK 
research community, and data demonstrates that the UK is an extremely attractive working 
environment for both fellowship awardees and employed researchers. The UK currently acts 
as a hub for global researchers, attracting more university-educated EU citizens than any 
other member state, and resulting in 20% of the UK academic community being made up of 
EU nationals.31,32 These talented and motivated individuals frequently come with externally 
funded salaries, and continue to attract further resources after arrival, with >30% of 2014 
ERC grantees in the UK being non-UK EU nationals.33 This exchange is also an important 
source of future global collaborations. 
 
The low administrative barriers to entry provided by EU membership generate a zero-cost 
advantage for UK institutions competing for talent against American counterparts. This is 
particularly critical for emerging research areas where expertise is scarce, and provides a 
level of agility which helps to minimise skills shortages (see Box 6). 
 

Box 6: Freedom of movement supports the recruitment of valuable researchers  

¶ In 2014, the UK EMBL-EBI site had 512 members of staff of which approximately 200 
were from EU nations besides the UK, many with highly sought-after skills. 

 
 
Q6. Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU? 
 
We did not receive any reports from our Fellows that EU membership had inhibited their 
ability to establish or maintain non-EU collaborations; with American and Australian 
research partners extremely common. Non-EU nations are able to participate broadly within 
Horizon 2020, a situation which has improved significantly in recent years. As such, EU funds 
are a significant source of support for global networks which extended beyond solely EU 
nations, and the main inhibition for further non-EU collaborations was the availability of 
specific funding for this purpose. 
 
 
Q7. Which EU regulatory mechanisms greatly affect the science and research community in 
the UK, and how? What would be the impact of no longer being bound by them?   
 

                                            
30 http://www.acmedsci.ac.uk/policy/policy-projects/joint-academies-statement-building-a-stronger-future/  
31 http://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2014/nov/05/uk-magnet-highly-educated-migrants-research  
32 https://www.hesa.ac.uk/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1898&Itemid=634  
33 http://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/document/file/erc_2014_cog_statistics.pdf  

http://www.acmedsci.ac.uk/policy/policy-projects/joint-academies-statement-building-a-stronger-future/
http://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2014/nov/05/uk-magnet-highly-educated-migrants-research
https://www.hesa.ac.uk/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1898&Itemid=634
http://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/document/file/erc_2014_cog_statistics.pdf
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In the previously referenced joint Balance of Competencies submission, the National 
!ŎŀŘŜƳƛŜǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΥ Ψǘhe introduction of EU legislation and regulation across the 28 
Member States can also help to foster cross-border collaborations by harmonising the 
procedures under which research is conducted. Directives and Regulations can help to 
improve and harmonise research conduct across the EU as long as they are carefully 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǎƻ ŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǳƴƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ǇǊƻƘƛōƛǘƛǾŜ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩΦ34 
 
Several of our Fellows felt that the collaborative potential created by harmonisation, 
including its support for the exchange of people, ideas and data, warrants the burden of 
engaging with regulatory processes. However, many Fellows acknowledged the complexity 
of achieving consensus across diverse member states, citing several examples of recent 
policy topics with which the Academy has engaged: 

¶ EU General Data Protection Regulation aims to provide greater clarity around data 
protection, a principle welcomed by the Academy for its support for research using 
personal data to improve our understanding of society, health and disease.35 However, 
amendments introduced by the European Parliament in 2014 put established uses of 
research data at risk (e.g. biobanks and disease registries). The Academy has warned of 
ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŘŀƳŀƎŜ ǘƻ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŜ ΨtŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ 5ŀǘŀ {ŀǾŜǎ 
[ƛǾŜǎΩ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴΣ ŀƭƻƴƎǎƛŘŜ ƻǳǊ 9ǳǊopean network, the Federation of European 
Academies of Medicine, among other partners.36 

¶ EU Regulation on Clinical Trials on Medicinal Products for Human Use, which seeks to 
further harmonise the approval and monitoring of clinical trials. This provided an 
opportunity to improve on the preceding clinical trials Directive, which had several 
weaknesses and complexities that had concerned the medical research community. The 
Academy worked alongside UK and EU partners to inform the new Regulation and 
address key issues such as streamlining approval for multi-centre trials and 
administrative burden which may have been causing a decrease in trial initiation.37 

¶ EU Directive on Animals Used for Scientific Purposes, which aimed to harmonise animal 
research standards and practices across Europe. The directive received a broadly positive 
reception following substantial efforts across the sector to inform its development and 
transposition into UK law. A number of Fellows noted the leadership shown by the UK on 
this issue, and the wider impact it had on animal welfare across the EU. 
 

Other EU-ƭŜǾŜƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎΣ 
popular petitions to raise EU Parliamentary debates, and judicial outputs from European 
Court of Justice cases, such as Brustle vs. Greenpeace, which recommended that certain 
inventions relating to human embryonic stem cells should not be patentable.38 There are 
also ongoing debates in the UK around tax rules on joint public-private research buildings, 
which are partly restricted by European-level legislation,  preventing the wider zero-rating 
tax status called for by the research community. 
 

                                            
34 Available from: http://www.acmedsci.ac.uk/viewFile/5395d8ad94d4e.doc 
35 http://www.acmedsci.ac.uk/policy/policy-projects/european-data-protection-regulation/  
36 http://www.datasaveslives.eu/  
37 http://www.acmedsci.ac.uk/policy/policy-projects/test-clinical-trials-regulation/  
38 http://curia.europa.eu/juris/liste.jsf?language=en&num=C-34/10  

http://www.acmedsci.ac.uk/viewFile/5395d8ad94d4e.doc
http://www.acmedsci.ac.uk/policy/policy-projects/european-data-protection-regulation/
http://www.datasaveslives.eu/
http://www.acmedsci.ac.uk/policy/policy-projects/test-clinical-trials-regulation/
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/liste.jsf?language=en&num=C-34/10
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Fellows who responded to this question broadly felt it was valuable to engage with these 
policy-making processes to ensure the final outcomes were appropriate. They felt the 
burden of this was justified and has stemmed, in part, from the high level of UK engagement 
with such issues, and it was noted that the UK voice carried weight within EU discussions and 
had a history of achieving its objectives. Many Fellows remained highly engaged with 
regulatory issues, particularly those associated with their own fields, and felt able to channel 
their voice via institutions including the National Academies, learned societies and charities. 
 
A number of Fellows cited examples where EU scientific advice had driven positive policy 
changes within underserved areas of the UK environment, including the establishment of a 
UK policy on rare disease research which was pioneered at EU level.  
 
Agenda setting 
{ŜǾŜǊŀƭ CŜƭƭƻǿǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ŀ ΨǎŜŀǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜΩ ƻƴ 9¦ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎΣ ƴƻǘƛƴƎ 
that non-member affiliates, such as Norway, were required to align to such regulations as a 
condition of access, but without full access to the development processes of legislation. 
aŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀƭǎƻ ŀƳǇƭƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǾƻƛŎŜ ƻƴ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭ ς the Carnegie Group of 
G8+05 Science Advisers includes both UK and EU representation, lending extra weight to UK 
influence.  
 
 
Q8. How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public policy 
compare between the EU and the UK? 
 
The appointment of a Chief Scientific Adviser by the previous President of the European 
Commission was welcomed by the research community as a way of improving the status of 
evidence-based advice within European policy-making. However, the new Commission 
President has not retained this post and concerns were expressed in a joint letter from the 
European Academy networks, which noted the value of the role in providing independent, 
high-quality and transparent advice.39 The post is to be replaced by a Scientific Advice 
Mechanism (SAM) based around a High Level Group of experts, alongside input from 
networked Academies from member states. This mechanism remains at an early stage of 
development, and the Academy continues to engage to ensure the final structure is able to 
operate effectively to inform policy-making.  
 
It was recognised that establishing a broadly supported mechanism against a background of 
diverse capabilities and approaches within Member States presents a challenge. However, a 
number of Fellows welcomed the transparency of the current development process for the 
SAM, and hoped the success of the mechanism would be evaluated at regular intervals.  
 
 
Declaration of interests 
 
The Academy has not received any direct funding from EU sources, however, many of the 
!ŎŀŘŜƳȅΩǎ CŜƭƭƻǿǎ ǿƘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘΣ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƻǊ 
indirectly, from EU research funding programmes. Further details are available on request. 
                                            
39 http://www.acmedsci.ac.uk/download.php?f=file&i=29923  
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ADS Group ς Written evidence (EUM0023) 
 
ABOUT ADS 
 
!5{ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜƳƛŜǊ ǘǊŀŘŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŘǾŀƴŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ !ŜǊƻǎǇŀŎŜΣ 5ŜŦŜƴŎŜΣ {ŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 
Space industries. ADS comprises over 900 member companies across all four sectors, with 
over 850 of these companies identified as Small and Medium Size Enterprises. Together with 
its regional partners, ADS represents over 2,600 companies across the UK supply chain. 
 
The UK is a world leader in the supply of aerospace, defence, security and space products 
and services. From technology and exports, to apprenticeships and investment, our sectors 
ŀǊŜ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ς generating £56bn a year for the UK economy, including £31bn 
in exports, and supporting 800,000 jobs. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
1. ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΣ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǇǊƻǎǇŜǊƛǘȅ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ƻƴ ƛǘǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ 

innovate. Investment in science, research and innovation strengthens our global 
competitiveness, generates long term, well-paid, skilled jobs and helps to develop high-
tech exports.  

 
2. The EU is an important source of R&D and innovation funding for UK companies. The EU 

uses funding mechanisms called Framework Programmes to provide research grants in 
all sectors across Europe. The potential gains for UK companies are significant ς the 
ǎŜǾŜƴǘƘ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ όCtтύ ŀǿŀǊŘŜŘ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ϵрлōƴ ǿƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ wϧ5 ƎǊŀƴǘǎ 
between 2007-2013 and Horizon 2020 (the eighth Framework Programme) is investing 
ǎƻƳŜ ϵулōƴ ŦǊƻƳ нлмп-2020. 
 

3. As individual government budgets decline, the EU becomes an even more important 
source of funding for research, development and innovation. In addition to the monetary 
assistance the Framework Programmes provide, the collaboration and exposure 
opportunities for businesses are also valuable.  

 
4. Earlier this year, working with KPMG, ADS published an assessment of how membership 

of the EU impacts our sectors.40 We also surveyed our members on key aspects of EU 
membership. The overwhelming response from our industries is that membership is 
good for business. The survey found that 86% of ADS members believe it would be better 
for their business if the UK remained in the EU. 
 

5. ¢ƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƘƻƭŘƛƴƎ ŀ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŘǳƳ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
EU by the end of 2017. The outcome of this referendum matters to ADS members. Their 
global competitiveness depends on the UK having unhindered access to customers, 
supply chains, people and investment from around the world and particularly the EU.  

                                            
40 http://blog-adsgroup-org-uk.wp.web1.ads.strategiesuk.net/wp-content/uploads/sites/8/2015/06/ADS-
REPORT-UK-Aerospace-Defence-Security-and-Space-Industry-and-the-EU.pdf  

http://blog-adsgroup-org-uk.wp.web1.ads.strategiesuk.net/wp-content/uploads/sites/8/2015/06/ADS-REPORT-UK-Aerospace-Defence-Security-and-Space-Industry-and-the-EU.pdf
http://blog-adsgroup-org-uk.wp.web1.ads.strategiesuk.net/wp-content/uploads/sites/8/2015/06/ADS-REPORT-UK-Aerospace-Defence-Security-and-Space-Industry-and-the-EU.pdf
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6. ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜǎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛon in 

several ways. It provides access to R&D funding which allows the UK to remain globally 
competitive. EU R&D funding bolsters national programmes and provides companies 
with the opportunity to collaborate and raise their profile. Having a government that is 
listened to on European regulations and standards is an advantage for UK industry to 
design global products and technologies.  

 
7. !ǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ǘƻ ƻǳǊ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 9¦ 

membership, the ADS/KMPG report ς whilst not calling for specific reforms as part of the 
¦YΩǎ ƻƴ-going negotiations ς does include a call for the UK to maximise the value of EU 
membership for the benefit of British businesses. This includes proactively working 
within the EU to secure increased EU funding for UK firms to invest in research, 
development and skills. In our survey, 76% of ADS members identified this as an 
important priority.  

 
SCIENCE, RESEARCH AND INNOVATION IN THE UK 
 
8. Investment in science and innovation is critical to economic growth and the long term 

development of our economy. Backing innovation attracts international talent and global 
companies, which results in further advances in both new knowledge and exploitation.   

 
9. By working in partnership, the UK government and industry have helped to stimulate 

technological development through successful industrial strategies. These industrial 
strategies have provided clarity on business challenges and market opportunities, 
allowing government and industry to overcome barriers, join up the supply chain, 
identify investment priorities and strengthen UK capabilities.  

 
10. The Aerospace Technology Institute (ATI), born out of the Aerospace Growth Partnership 

(AGP), is an excellent example of how industrial strategy has allowed collaboration and 
partnering to develop technology. By aligning research and technology investments with 
a long term strategic view for the UK, establishing new opportunities for collaboration, 
using projects to help create stronger UK-based networks and developing the research 
infrastructure, the ATI has achieved higher levels of technological and economic impact 
than otherwise possible. Industrial strategies changed global perceptions of the UK as a 
place to invest, with companies looking favourably at the AGP and ATI when considering 
investment decisions.    

11. Measures such as the ATI and industrial strategies have allowed the UK to be a highly 
productive, collaborative and efficient research nation. Relative to government 
investment levels we have high research outputs with the UK at the top of the G8 in 
article citations per pound spent.41  

 
12. Although innovation is inherently risky, innovative businesses grow at twice the rate of 

non-innovative ones, benefiting the UK economy by creating new jobs, new products, 

                                            
41¢ǊŜŀǎǳǊȅ ŀƴŘ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ {ƪƛƭƭǎΣ ΨhǳǊ Ǉƭŀƴ ŦƻǊ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΥ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΩ 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/387780/PU1719_HMT_Scien
ce_.pdf  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/387780/PU1719_HMT_Science_.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/387780/PU1719_HMT_Science_.pdf
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new export markets and attracting inward investment. It is this investment in R&D that 
drives productivity ς between 2000-2008 one third of productivity growth was 
attributable to changes in technology that resulted from science and innovation.42  

 
13. Investment in science, research and innovation is vital for UK industry as we compete 

against other industrial nations in an increasingly competitive global market. Through 
investing in innovation UK businesses are able to develop better products, more efficient 
manufacturing techniques as well as a more highly skilled workforce, enabling the UK to 
remain globally competitive.  

 
ACCESS TO EU R&D FUNDING  
 
14. The EU is an important source of R&D and innovation funding for UK companies, with the 
¦YΩǎ ŀŜǊƻǎǇŀŎŜΣ security and space sectors winning around £100m of funding in 2013. 
Access to this funding not only helps the UK to boost productivity but also to develop 
new technologies and remain globally competitive.  

 
15. With constraints on public spending, EU funding for R&D is even more important. For the 

UK to compete globally, continued investment in high-value design, skills, innovation and 
capacity is vital. Support from both the UK government and the EU will be critical if 
investing in the UK is to remain a globally attractive business proposition. In 2007-2012 
(the most recent year we have comparable data for countries across the EU), the UK won 
ŀǊƻǳƴŘ мп҈ όƻǊ ϵпΦтōƴύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ϵооōƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦Y 
economy, from aerospace and security to social sciences and health research. 
 

16. UK companies also derive great value from the access to partnerships and networks that 
EU R&D funding projects offer. Businesses, particularly SMEs, are able to raise their 
profile with both European partners and end users giving them more exposure to a 
larger customer base.  

 
17. Involvement on collaborative EU projects provides the dual benefit of allowing UK 

businesses access to state of the art technology and high-skilled people ς this can be 
seen through demonstrator projects. In order to bring research and technology to 
market, large-scale technology demonstrators are usually required in order to prove 
performance in realistic environments. However, the scale and complexity of these 
demonstrator programmes mean they require significant amounts of investment, which 
ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΦ  

 
18. EU R&D funding is fundamental to bringing such demonstrators to market. European 

programmes such as CleanSky (aeronautical research programme) include a number of 
these large scale aerospace technology demonstrators that suitably de-risk and mature 
technologies prior to the product development phase, allowing the supply chain to come 
together to jointly develop technologies in a collaboratively funded programme.  

 

                                            
42¢ǊŜŀǎǳǊȅ ŀƴŘ .L{Σ ΨhǳǊ Ǉƭŀƴ ŦƻǊ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΩ 
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19. National programmes, such as the ATI, should align with European programmes to seek 
to maximise opportunities from EU funding. By providing component technologies, 
national strategies enable participation in these demonstrator projects.  

 
20. Whilst it is clear that the UK is successful in winning R&D funding from the EU, there is 

additional funding that we could secure. Industry and the UK government should work 
proactively within the EU to influence R&D funding decisions and secure increased 
funding for investment in innovation.  

 
INFLUENCING REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS 
 
21. The majority of ADS members are operating in regulated global markets ς these 
ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ŀǇǇƭȅ ƛǊǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘe 
EU.  

 
22. As a member of the EU, the UK has significant influence in setting and amending aviation 

and aerospace regulations and standards at both a regional and global level. This is 
particularly important for the aviation and aerospace sectors which are governed, 
appropriately, by stringent international safety, airworthiness and environmental 
regulations.  

 
23. Alongside the US Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the European Aviation Safety 

Agency (EASA) is one of the main agencies which drives the new development of safety 
ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ !ǎ ŀƴ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ¦Y Ƙŀǎ ǾƻǘƛƴƎ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ƻƴ 9!{!Ωǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ōƻŘȅ 
ς ensuring it is able to influence regulatory developments which protect and support the 
views of the UK government and industry, and continue to ensure high standards of 
safety. By leaving the EU, the UK would still have to follow the same European safety 
regulations outlined by EASA, but would be less able to shape their development.  

 
24. The ability of the UK to influence EU decisions around standards which impact the global 

aerospace industry, from certification to chemical regulations, is a key factor when 
making investment decisions for both EU and non-EU investors into the UK. Having a 
government that is listened to in Europe on regulations and standards is an advantage 
for UK industry and for attracting inward investment. This also enhances the UK as a 
destination to design and develop new products and technologies that can be exported 
and used globally. 

 
25. Membership of the EU provides an important source of R&D and innovation funding for 

UK companies. Access to European programmes bolsters our own national funding and 
provides opportunities for businesses to collaborate and develop their pan-European 
ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǎǇŜǊƛǘȅ ŘŜǇends on our ability to innovate ς it is 
therefore vital that we see continued investment in science, research and innovation so 
that the UK can strengthen our global competitiveness, generate well-paid, long-term, 
skilled jobs and develop high-tech exports.  

 
20 November 2015 
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Association of Innovation, Research and Technology Organisations (AIRTO) ς 
Written evidence (EUM0064) 
 
Introduction 
 
This response is from AIRTO (the Association of Innovation, Research and Technology 
hǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎύΦ !Lw¢hΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ comprise representatives from: 

¶ Public Sector Research Establishments (PSREs) 

¶ Non-profit distributing member and non-member based Research and Technology 
Organisations (RTOs including Catapults) 

¶ Privately held research and technology companies (including Contract Research 
Organisations - CROs) 

¶ Universities (Enterprise/Technology Transfer Departments) 

¶ R&D (research and development) departments of industrial companies 

¶ Business support (including Access to Finance) and early stage technology-based 
venture capital companies 

 
!Lw¢hΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΣ ōǳǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǾŀǊȅƛƴƎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ ƻŦ 
interaction and financial involvement from the public sector. All are to a significant extent 
involved in aspects of the translation of ideas, research and technological advances into the 
commercial arena, for clients in both the private and public sectors. 
 
Overview 
 
!Lw¢h ǿŜƭŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƘŜ IƻǳǎŜ ƻŦ [ƻǊŘǎ {ŜƭŜŎǘ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ƛƴǉǳƛǊȅ ƛƴǘƻ Ψ¢ƘŜ wŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ 
between EU Membership and the Effectiveness of Science, Research and Innovation in the 
¦YΩΦ hǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ όLw¢ύ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ Ǉƭŀȅ ŀ ǇƛǾƻǘal 
role in driving economic growth and innovation, frequently acting as the aggregator of 
scientific and technological demand from businesses and markets. Such organisations 
typically work at the mid-level technology readiness levels (TRLs) and are well placed to 
understand company and sector-based innovation strategies, where they are optimally 
positioned to facilitate interactions involving academic partners, SMEs and large 
organisations to approach challenge-led innovation projects.  
 
Britain has a large and thriving IRT sector, which contributes significantly to our national 
capabilities43, with the economic impact for UK plc now estimated to stand at £32-36 
Billion pa. The Research and Technology Organisations (RTOs) that AIRTO represents are a 
significaƴǘ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ ōǳǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ 
their primary objectives, strengths and capabilities, which are centred on commercial 
ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΦ Lƴ ƛǘǎ нлмм ΨLƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ DǊƻǿǘƘΩΣ 
.L{ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ŀǎ ŀƴ ΨǳƴŘŜǊ-ǳǘƛƭƛǎŜŘ ŀǎǎŜǘΩ44. RTOs have a vital role to play in 
leveraging EU funded research to drive economic growth. The best outcomes for the UK 

                                            
43 The impact of the Innovation, Research and Technology Sector on the UK Economy; Oxford Economics, 
November 2014 
44 Innovation and Research Strategy for Growth; BIS, December 2011 
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will be achieved by supporting RTOs and universities to work together, with businesses, to 
exploit opportunities presented by EU funding and collaboration. RTOs are well equipped 
to help companies seeking mid-TRL research capabilities, either on a self-sufficient basis or 
in conjunction with university partners.  
 
!Lw¢hΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ the specific questions posed is as follows (with combined answers 
being offered to some questions): 
 
 
1. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to science and research in the 
UK? How does the financial contribution the UK receives compare with other member 
states in terms of, for instance, population, GDP, scientific strength or any other relevant 
indicators? 
 
and 
 
2. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the UK to the EU that supports 
science and research activities?  
 
The UK makes up about 12% of the EU population and contributes 11.5% to the budget45. 
Science and innovation funding is awarded based on research excellence, meaning the UK 
punches above its weight, winning  an estimated 16% of all the EU research funding under 
Framework Programme 746, and even more in some areas such as health (leading 20% of all 
projects47 and winning 20% of the prestigious European Research Council funds48). The UK 
DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ϻпΦт ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŀƴƴǳŀƭƭȅ όǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ǎǇŜƴŘύ49Φ ¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ 
ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŦƻǊ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ϵмл ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳΣ мс҈ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛŦ ǿƻƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ƳŀƪŜ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ŀƴ 
additional 24% on top of our total domestic science budget (public and private). This is large 
ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜǎƻurce and success. In addition, the 
EU Structural Fund, which this estimate does not take into account, contributes to our 
innovation resource and research infrastructure, as does our access to procurement 
programmes, e.g. the Galileo and Copernicus space infrastructure programmes.  On balance, 
the UK extracts proportionally more than it invests in the EU for science and innovation. EU 
programmes also provide access to the outcomes from the totality of projects in which UK 
organisations engage, typically on a scale some six times larger than the financial quantum 
contributed from the UK. This permits the UK to share cost and risk on projects that would 
not be affordable on a national basis.  
 
The evolving UK science and innovation and EU landscapes may position the UK to exploit EU 
funding opportunities even further in the future, e.g. through smart specialisation initiatives 
across the regions, offering a channel for further EU Structural Funds to innovate in the UK. 

                                            
45 http://www.russellgroup.ac.uk/uploads/Russell-Group-response-to-Balance-of-competences-Research-and-
Development-consultation.pdf  
46 Ibid 
47 http://eurpub.oxfordjournals.org/content/early/2013/06/25/eurpub.ckt075.full  
48 http://www.russellgroup.ac.uk/uploads/Russell-Group-response-to-Balance-of-competences-Research-and-
Development-consultation.pdf  
49 House of Commons, Science and Technology Committee: The science budget ς First Report of Session 2015ς
16  

http://www.russellgroup.ac.uk/uploads/Russell-Group-response-to-Balance-of-competences-Research-and-Development-consultation.pdf
http://www.russellgroup.ac.uk/uploads/Russell-Group-response-to-Balance-of-competences-Research-and-Development-consultation.pdf
http://eurpub.oxfordjournals.org/content/early/2013/06/25/eurpub.ckt075.full
http://www.russellgroup.ac.uk/uploads/Russell-Group-response-to-Balance-of-competences-Research-and-Development-consultation.pdf
http://www.russellgroup.ac.uk/uploads/Russell-Group-response-to-Balance-of-competences-Research-and-Development-consultation.pdf
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Such a clustering of specialisations, e.g. in science parks, brings benefit beyond the financial 
contribution to UK research and innovation capacity, amassing cumulative concentrations of 
essential skills. 
 
In the other direction, UK science and research leads Europe and contributes to the quality 
and competitiveness of European partner organisations to the benefit of the EU community 
and its place as a market for UK exporters. 
 
3. What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed in the EU 
compared to the management of science funding in the UK? Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are 
considered?  
 
¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘǎΣ ǿƘƛƭǎǘ ǊƻōǳǎǘΣ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ƭŜǎǎ ōǳǊŘŜƴǎƻƳŜ ŦƻǊ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ 
recipients of funding. Some bureaucracy is, of course, necessary for effective management 
and EU programmes are necessarily more complex because they are mainly aimed at 
international collaborations. Although some simplification has taken place with 
Horizon2020, the balance between heavy financial audit and in-project technical and 
business level monitoring and support could still be further improved. However, it is vital to 
note that the benefits overall and the particular benefits for those participating in 
programmes that are EU funded are generally felt to far outweigh the drawbacks.  
 
4. What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU collaborations 
and funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council?  
 
The UK currently receives considerable funds and partnership opportunities from the EU 
through programmes like Horizon 2020 (which will invest 70bn Euros across Europe from 
2014-2020).  
 
Science has always benefited from cross-border collaboration and exchange of ideas. The EU 
programmes provide a framework for facilitating such science-based research 
ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŀŎǘ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ǘƻ ΨƎŜŀǊ ǳǇΩ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ 
(both public and private) available for science and collaboration stimulates innovation, 
application of research outcomes and drivers for new research. 
 
Research outcomes, applications and impact are maximised by collaborations which are 
designed to include broad industry representation from multiple countries and market 
areas; and industry participation is assisted by the presence in consortia of science, research 
and innovation organisations such as RTOs, PSREs and universities.   
 
EU programmes provide the UK with opportunities to lead large multinational collaborations 
that contribute to the infrastructures needed for international interworking and trade.  A 
case in point is the EURAMET programme hosted by NPL. This is because science and 
innovation is globally competitive and basic science outputs from the UK measures well 
against competitor nations, with many of ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ǘƻǇ нлл ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ōŜƛƴƎ 
British.  
 

https://www.euramet.org/
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CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ƴƻǿ Ǌŀƴƪǎ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƛƴ Ψ¢ƘŜ Dƭƻōŀƭ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ LƴŘŜȄ όDLLύΩΣ ǇƭŀŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦Y 
above the USA, Singapore and Germany for the third year running50. However, remaining 
competitive requires investment to sustain infrastructure, skills and expertise. European 
countries which are also important competitors and partners of the UK, like Germany and 
France, strive to maximise their investment in science and innovation via EC funds in 
addition to funding available from their domestic budgets. 
 
EU funds provide for large scale activities and combinations of expertise across multiple 
countries, which Innovate UK and other domestic sources of funding cannot accommodate. 
Engaging in collaboration on this scale is not without challenges. Identifying non-UK partner 
companies to engage with can be difficult. However, the alternative of not being involved in 
would result in diminishing UK engagement in key strategic collaborations in sectors such as 
aerospace, medicine, transport, energy and agri-ŦƻƻŘΣ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǘǊƛƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ 
competitive performance. 
 
6. How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU membership? Is 
international investment leveraged on the basis of this membership? How does EU 
membership affect the growth of research-intensive UK companies?  
 
Considerable investment in science and innovation comes from private investment, including 
in start-up and other businesses trading on skills, generic knowledge and intellectual 
property from universities and other publicly-funded science. Participation in EU science and 
research programmes contributes to the research knowledge base, and hence the potential 
for private investment in collaboration with universities and other scientific research 
organisations which do engage with these programmes.  
 
The EU overall has been successful in securing direct co-financing and other types of support 
from big businesses and industries for EU projects with a strong research and innovation 
dimension, but the UK private sector has not participated to the same extent as seen in 
many other EU member states. Part of the problem in the UK is poor understanding of the 
programmes and the opportunities, together with apprehension over collaboration with 
potential competitors and possible leakage of their IP. The level of effort required to apply 
and significant oversubscription are also deterrents. The official UK response has been to 
arrange workshops and meetings. This is not of itself sufficient and sometimes not 
adequately or correctly targeted. Exceptions to this are to be found in the engagement of 
some of the major multinational companies; however, there are relatively few of them in the 
¦Y ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳes. This reflects the makeup of UK 
industry. It should be recognised also that there is a hierarchy of credibility associated with 
some funding sources amongst private investors - UK Government funding (e.g. Innovate UK 
grants) are better regarded.  
 
To be effective, proposals for research and innovation support should be configured with 
exploitation of the outcomes as the main driver. This means ensuring that there will be paths 
for attracting further investment and pulling through exploitation in directions that will 
deliver the desired uptake, contributions to achievement of European Union (EU) objectives 

                                            
50 The Global Innovation Index 2015. http://www.wipo.int/edocs/pubdocs/en/wipo_gii_2015.pdf  

http://www.wipo.int/edocs/pubdocs/en/wipo_gii_2015.pdf
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and growth, and jobs. Industry must be considered the main exploitation route for achieving 
this. To engage industrial interest there must be strong prospects of: 

¶ Significant market potential for new products and services; 

¶ Opportunities for securing a competitive edge (based on technology, a novel business 
model or the equivalent - opportunities for significant cost reduction in non-core 
areas can also be attractive to some companies and organisations); 

¶ Securing protectable intellectual property; 

¶ A perceived match to existing corporate strengths or the opportunity to develop 
desirable new strengths; 

¶ Access to sufficient resources, skills and finance to undertake exploitation; 

¶ Minimal complexity, bureaucracy and restrictions. 
 
Trying to achieve the above whilst also seeking to encourage joint working between 
different entities in different EU states can complicate matters and dilute attractiveness to 
industry if the drive for collaboration is not handled carefully. 
 
Not being involved in the EU, would however, lead to an increasing risk of funding and 
capacity being out of step with demand for innovation in the UK because: 

¶ There would be a greater dependence of fewer streams of public funding, i.e. those 
from the UK Government only, with added uncertainty therefore from the impact of 
pressures on domestic budgets; 

¶ It would deny a significant route for spreading risk for UK organisations engaging in 
science, research and innovation; 

¶ The UK would lose the ability to influence European programmes ς where efforts are 
being made increase engagement the result can be very positive, e.g. UK involvement 
in EU funded space programmes, where concerted efforts are being made by 
industry and Government working together.  

 
Therefore, moving out of the EU would create greater reliance and pressure on domestic 
and private investment for science and innovation, and also increased risk and fewer options 
for risk mitigation for investors. It should also be understood that sources of funding 
combine over years to establish the centres of excellence and capability, often in 
universities, that attract private sector participation. Some of the established collaborations 
between universities, RTOs and industry could be seriously undermined or even unravel if EU 
funds were not available to underpin them, in the aerospace/space sectors, for example.  
 
7. How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international facilities that 
are available as a consequence of our EU membership? Are there any restrictions in the 
creation and operation of international facilities outside the EU as a consequence of our 
EU membership? 
 
Participation in the creation and operation of international facilities within Europe are 
greatly enhanced by EU membership. Many such projects would not be eligible to UK 
organisations from outside of EU membership. 
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8. What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and research 
through the free movement of people? How does this compare with flows of people 
between the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China and Singapore?  
 
The ability to join forces and resources to facilitate British involvement in big co-located 
projects, e.g. via ESA or CERN, is important, and the EU is a key mechanism for facilitating 
such collaborations. Keeping the UK central to such programmes enhances skills and 
ŜƴǊƛŎƘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ Lw¢ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜnt, 
stimulating the interworking of scientists and engineers with other EU countries and, in 
many instances, an influx of talent to the UK. This movement of is arguably a positive factor 
is helping the UK to remain internationally competitive, as it contributes to enriching the 
experience, creativity and skills of the IRT sector workforce. An example of reliance upon 
skills from across the EU is seen from within our own membership where a number of 
organisations benefit from employing significant numbers of staff from the EU (excluding the 
UK), e.g. The National Physical Laboratory (NPL) currently employs 11% of its workforce from 
the EU (non-UK). Other high technology businesses are also increasingly dependent on 
recruitment from outside the UK to operate. The dedicated mobility programmes, like Marie 
Curie which supports transnational, intersectoral and interdisciplinary mobility, enhance 
international development opportunities for postgraduates and are therefore very helpful to 
both host partners and seconding organisations. 
 
9. Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU, for example 
by requiring the UK to adopt EU-wide immigration policies rather than bespoke ones for 
the UK?  
 
and 
 
5. What is the influence of EU membership on bilateral collaboration between the UK and 
other EU member states? Are collaborations with member states stronger than with non-
EU countries as a result of EU membership? Or, are bilateral collaborations with member 
states inhibited by requirements to work through EU mechanisms?  
 
EU membership does not inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU, and indeed it 
can encourage such collaborations as non-EU organisations can join EU projects on a self-
funding basis. However, by being an integral part of the EU, the UK can to be involved in 
shaping and directing research and innovation strategy and investment decisions on future 
programmes and sectors. Furthermore, through some programmes, the UK acts is a 
particularly attractive partner for other countries wishing to become involved in EU 
programmes (China and the USA, for example).  
 
10. What are the key EU regulatory frameworks/mechanisms that directly affect the 
science and research community in the UK?  
 
wŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜǎearch excellence and other framework e.g. 
from BSI) can be a mechanism for stimulating research. Regulations from the EU are not 
necessarily more severe than from the UK, but in both instances it is necessary to ensure 
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that rigorous and robust methodologies can be implemented to check compliance and in 
many instances new research is required to underpin this aspect of new regulation.  
 
State aid rules within the EU do, however, impact on our ability to conduct translational 
research with the private sector, on allowable mechanisms for supporting commercialisation 
ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜōȅ ƻƴ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΩǎ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ŀƴŘ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ 
exploiting research outcomes. 
 
11. If the UK were not a member of the EU, could regulations be reformed to give greater 
benefit to UK science and research? For example, in areas such as data regulation, VAT on 
shared facilities, and the use of the precautionary principle? 
 
AIRTO does not offer a view on this question. 
 
12. How is the innovation landscape affected by EU membership?  
 
Innovation is frequently a product of engagement and partnership with other organisations 
from diverse backgrounds, which participation in such programmes with other EU member 
states and organisations helps to facilitate.  
 
Furthermore, the UK innovation landscape in some areas, space for example, is intimately 
ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ 9¦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¦Y ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΩǎ 
competitiveness vis-à-vis other European member states could in this context be 
significantly affected if the UK were to be absent from EU policy formulation and 
procurements, particularly where developing critical infrastructure is concerned, for Europe 
in particular, but also where there is potential relevance for other parts of the globe. 
 
Note also that many of the larger players in the industry are multi-nationals headquartered 
outside the UK. Their R&D is largely concentrated on sites located in EU member states. The 
¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴs the case for their inward investment in UK R&D, 
without which such R&D might well be undertaken elsewhere. 
 
13. How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public policy 
compare between the EU and the UK? What are the effects, if any, of differences in the 
provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK?  
 
and 
 
14. To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and influence 
public policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership inhibit UK 
scientists from influencing public policy at EU or international levels?  
 
EU consultation processes are quite comprehensive. The UK does not always translate the 
opportunities for consultation into effective national engagement with such processes. 
There are UK consultations for gathering views but they seem to focus on bureaucracy and 
mechanics rather than politics and programme content. The UK industry stakeholder 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǎŜŜƳ ǿŜŀƪ ŀǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ 9/Ωǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ advice and 
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consultation processes operate, at getting involved, and at making the effort to make a 
difference. There are exceptions to this in some sectors, such as aerospace. These 
exceptions are usually based on the large companies getting involved and influencing 
programme content accordingly, often through involvement in committees. More could be 
done to support and stimulate UK involvement in such decision making structures.  
 
Improvements could be based on increased levels of resourcing and engagement within BIS 
ŀƴŘ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴκǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎǎ ƛƴǘƻ 
the private sector by BIS (but that will cost more in the public sector). 
 
In general, the EC should undertake its own independent research into the needs of the 
market, remaining objective and mindful at all times that those who are consulted do not 
represent more than a modest fraction of those who will eventually be affected for 5 or even 
10 years into the future. Generally, at least a year will elapse between the input from 
stakeholders and a call for proposals, at least another year between the publication of the 
call and projects starting and at least another three to four years between then and the start 
of commercialisation. Having over-prescriptive calls is therefore a recipe for potential 
obsolescence of the resulting end-products. Many EC proposals in the past have veered into 
prescriptiveness, attempting to define how results should be achieved instead on 
concentrating on defining broad areas in which research could profitably be undertaken. 
 
Experience varies from sector to sector but, in some areas, the input of stakeholders can, if 
anything, have too much weight; this leads to calls for proposals which are too obviously 
biased towards special interests, too short-sighted and too narrowly defined, not just in 
terms of what needs to be done but also in terms of how to achieve those aims. The 
Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ŀ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ǘƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ Ŏŀƭƭ ǘŜȄǘ ōȅ ŀ ΨŎǳǘ-
and-ǇŀǎǘŜΩ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǿƘich adds up all received contributions; instead, it needs to start with a 
principled set of long and medium-term aims and use consultations to clarify those aims, 
extending them or re-formulating them as needed but without succumbing to short-termism 
and special interests. The EC could therefore usefully make a more determined effort to 
assess the needs of the market and the lacunae in knowledge independently; it should stay 
at all times above the potential influence of lobbying activities and ensure that consultation 
helps steer the process of defining proposals but does not commandeer it. 
 
The scoring for selection of projects for funding within current frameworks is perceived as 
somewhat random by commercial organisations when receiving feedback on submitted 
proposals.  The high cost of preparing proposals therefore tends to favour larger 
organisations that can take a statistical perspective on the probability of securing funding 
over a large number of project applications.  The implication of this is that true innovation is 
not the driving factor for success, but rather the skill of a lead organisation in attaining the 
requisite shape for a consortium, and using the appropriate key words in proposals. There is 
a need to increase involvement of industry scientists in the evaluation processes for 
proposals.  
 
Overall the UK is better at utilising advice for public policy than the EU (in our opinion). 
However, the existence of large programmes can add huge weight of validity to the evidence 
produced to inform public policy. In contrast, the larger the community that is targeted for 
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influencing regarding policy formation, the more complex the task becomes ς e.g. on climate 
change ς the sheer volume of stake holders makes the task of influencing policy highly 
complex and lengthy.  
 
26 November 2015 
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Association of Medical Research Charities (AMRC) ς Written evidence 
(EUM0052) 
 
The Association of Medical Research Charities (AMRC) is a membership organisation of the 
leading medical and health charities funding research in the UK. Working with our members, 
we aim to support the sector's effectiveness and advance medical research by developing 
best practice, improving public dialogue about research and science and influencing 
government to ensure the best research can go ahead and be translated into new 
treatments. Medical research charities exist because the public choose to donate their 
money to support research to develop new treatments and cures; 7.6 million people donate 
in a typical month. In 2014, AMRC members invested over £1.3 billion in health research in 
the UK. 
 
²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ƎǊŀǘŜŦǳƭ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ 
topic. 
 
We are taking this opportunity to respond in order to lay out the facts for the research 
environment in the UK, and how this currently relates to EU membership. It should not be 
interpreted as a position statement on whether the UK should remain a member of the EU.  
 
QUESTION 1 What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to science and 
research in the UK? How does the financial contribution the UK receives compare with 
other member states in terms of GDP, for instance, population, GDP, scientific strength or 
any other relevant indicators?  
 
1. ϵпΦп ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŦǊƻƳ 

FP7 from 2007 to 2012.  
 

2. The Horizon 2020 First Results report 
found that the UK is the EU member 
state with the highest number of eligible 
applications; the UK is also in the top 10 
EU countries in terms of success rates51.  

 
3. The UK obtains the second highest 

financial contribution across all EU 
member states from Horizon 2020, with the exception of Germany.  

 
4. The financial contribution that AMRC members receive from the EU will vary, although 

EU funding is an important part of their funding mix. Over the period from 1st January 
2012 ς 31st December 2014, researchers funded by 13 AMRC member charities received 
over £260 million in further funding from the European Union, covering disease areas 
from arthrƛǘƛǎ ǘƻ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜΦ  

 

                                            
51 Horizon 2020 First results 

The Alkaptonuria (AKU) Society and the 
Royal Liverpool University Hospital led a 
pan-European Consortium which bid 
successfully for a £4.6 million FP7 grant to 
conduct clinical trials of the drug nitisinone 
for the rare disease alkaptonuria. The 
public-private consortium included 13 
partners from patient groups, hospitals, 
universities, pharma and independent labs. 
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5. Cancer Research UK for example does not receive any Government funding at UK or EU 
ƭŜǾŜƭΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛƴ нлмпκмрΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀǊƛǘȅΩǎ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ϻтΦр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 
income from EU grants; this was nearly 7% of their total research funding. This can have 
a big impact on individual labs in these institutes. For example, a Group Leader at the 
ŎƘŀǊƛǘȅΩǎ .Ŝŀǘǎƻƴ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ !ŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ƎǊŀƴǘ ƛƴ 
нлмнΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŀ ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻŦ ƘŜǊ ƭŀōΩs research. 

 

 
6. Between 2011 and 2014, researchers funded by Arthritis Research UK went on to secure 

more than £18 million of European funding for research into musculoskeletal 
(MSK)/arthritis, which counts for 11.5% of all further funding reported52. 
 

7. CƻǊ !ƭȊƘŜƛƳŜǊΩǎ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ¦YΣ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ пth largest funder by 
ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀǊƛǘȅΩǎ ƎǊŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ тth largest funder ranked by 
size of grant. 

 
8. The benefits of financial contribution derive not just from the contribution itself but 

how this finance is structured. It is important that long-term recovery in Europe, 
including the UK, is accompanied by a long-term plan for investment in research and 
innovation. Long-term framework programmes offering consistent, long-term funding 
like Horizon 2020 are an important part of this picture.  

 
QUESTION 2 What is the scale of the contribution from the UK to the EU that supports 
science and research activities?  
 

                                            
52 This data is only for grants reported through Research Fish and so excludes centre grants 

¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ !ƭȊƘŜƛƳŜǊΩǎ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ¦Y ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ Ƙŀǎ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ Ƴǳƭǘƛ-
million Euro collaborative funding from the European Commission research funding 
frameworks. 

¶ Prof Simon Lovestone is the co-ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƻǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ϵпу Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ aŜŘƛŎƛƴŜǎ 
Initiative - European Medical Information Framework which came as a result of over 
ϻурлΣллл ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴ !ƭȊƘŜƛƳŜǊΩǎ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ¦Y ƳŀƧƻǊ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƎǊŀƴǘ ƻƴ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƻǊƛŀƭ 
biomarkers for dementia prodromes, prediction, pathology and progression.  

¶ !ƴ !ƭȊƘŜƛƳŜǊΩǎ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ¦Y Ǉƛƭƻǘ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƎǊŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ tǊƻŦ 5ŀǾƛŘ !ƭƭǎƻǇ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ 
alpha-synuclein in plasma as a possible diagnostic marker for synucleinopathies led to 
further funding to participate in the EU-wide project NEUROSCREEN - Early, 
differential and progressive blood and cerebrospinal fluid test for neurodegenerative 
dementia ς and Marie Curie Training Network NEURASYN - Alpha-synuclein-related 
brain diseases - ǿƻǊǘƘ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ϵтΣрт0,000.  

¶ !ƴ !ƭȊƘŜƛƳŜǊΩǎ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ¦Y ƎǊŀƴǘ ŀǿŀǊŘŜŘ ǘƻ 5Ǌ wƛŎƘŀǊŘ ²ŀŘŜ-Martins in 2007 to buy 
vital equipment for his lab, a microscope for live cell imaging and a plate reader, 
ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǘƻ ǎŜŎǳǊŜ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ϵмΦо Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘo 
work on stem cells as models for biological assays of new drugs and predictive 
toxicology. 
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9. ¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ŦƻǊ ōƻƭǎǘŜǊƛƴƎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ 9¦ 
member states like the UK.  
 

10. !aw/Ωǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ōȅ Ŏƻ-funding EU studies. For example, the Medical 
Research Council and Cancer Research UK co-fund the European Prospective Study into 
Diet and Nutrition alongside the European Commission and several other funders both in 
the UK and across Europe.  
 

11. Beyond research studies, AMRC members also co-fund broader pan-EU initiatives. 
Cancer Research UK funds The European Organisation for Research and Treatment of 
Cancer (EORTC) which develops, conducts and coordinates translational research in 
Europe. The initiatives bring together researchers and institutes from across Europe. The 
EORTC is a key founding member of the International Rare Cancers Initiative alongside 
Cancer Research UK.  

 
12. ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ϵрллΣлллΣ о ȅŜŀǊ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ ƎǊŀƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ 

awarded in 2013 via the Framework 7 programme, Asthma UK is leading a 12-strong 
consortium of European patient organisations, the pharmaceutical industry, academics 
and healthcare professionals called the European Asthma Research and Innovation 
Partnership (EARIP).  This Partnership will identify and publish the priorities for asthma 
research to drive investment in the most promising new treatments, technology-enabled 
self-management platforms and accurate and accessible diagnostic tests that would 
transform asthma outcomes across Europe. 
  

13. Because of the strength of the voluntary sector in the UK, many AMRC member charities 
funding research into rare diseases play roles of leadership in coordinating the activity of 
smaller organisations and other partners across Europe and developing cooperative 
research partnerships. As an example, the Ataxia-Telangiectasia Society has led the 
establishment of an international A-T clinical research network and clinical research 
conference series, and has recently obtained funding for a European A-T patient registry. 
 

14. The UK Government and other UK stakeholders are also involved in EU Joint Actions, for 
example the Joint Action on Rare Cancer.  
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QUESTION 4 What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU 
collaborations and funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research 
Centre?  

 
15. As outlined above, the financial contribution of the EU to UK science and research 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ƛǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘΦ More than 
ϵттл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ƪŜȅ ǇƭŀȅŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ŀƴŘ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƻ 
join forces in collaborative research projects53. 
 

16. tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9¦ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƎƛǾŜǎ Ǿƛǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ-in-class science and 
research offer. In June 2015 British researchers were awarded the highest number of 
grants from the European Research /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ !ŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ DǊŀƴǘǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦Y ǿƛƭƭ 
ŀƭǎƻ Ƙƻǎǘ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ54. Beyond merely their 

                                            
53 http://ec.europa.eu/unitedkingdom/about_us/office_in_northern_ireland/2013/13_46_en.htm  
54 https://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/press_release/files/erc_press_release_adg2014_results.pdf  

Dr John Diffley ς Francis Crick Institute 
John Diffley is one of the world's leading experts in studying how cells grow and 
make copies of themselves - a process that goes wrong in cancer. Dr Diffley's 
discoveries will form the foundations for new ways to diagnose and treat cancer in 
the future. 
 
WƻƘƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǘŜŘ ƘǳƎŜƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
Grant (ERC) funding he was awarded in 2009. To date, this funding has supported 
11 of his peer-reviewed research publications. This year he has successfully won 
another prestigious ERC Advanced Grant providing him with £1,455,294 for further 
research.  
 
Ψ¢ƘŜ ERC is a fantastic scheme and has transformed my lab. The 
research I was able to carry out with the ERC grant enabled my lab to 
enter a new area of science, which would otherwise have been closed 
to us. It has had an enormously positive impact on our scieƴŎŜΦΩ 
Dr John Diffley 
 

!ǘ ŀƴȅ ƻƴŜ ǘƛƳŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ рл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ƛƴ WƻƘƴΩǎ ƭŀō ŀǊŜ ŦǊƻƳ ƴƻƴ-UK EU 
ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦ ¢ǿƻ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ мр ŀǊŜ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie 
actions - Research Fellowship Programme. This fellowship, which is part of Horizon 
2020, encourages researchers to move between EU countries to conduct their 
research, sharing their knowledge and skills as they go. 
 
Over the years, John has established strong collaborations with labs across Europe. 
Some of these have been the direct result of EU funding. Dr Monica Segurado was 
ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ WƻƘƴΩǎ ƭŀō ǘƘŀƴƪǎ ǘƻ ŀƴ 9¦ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ DǊŀƴǘΣ ŀǿŀǊŘŜŘ ƛƴ 
2002. Since establishing her own lab in Spain, Monica and John have continued to 
collaborate and have jointly published research. 

http://ec.europa.eu/unitedkingdom/about_us/office_in_northern_ireland/2013/13_46_en.htm
https://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/press_release/files/erc_press_release_adg2014_results.pdf
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financial benefit to UK researchers, ERC grants ς awarded based on scientific excellence ς 
offer prestige owing to the broadeǊ Ǉƻƻƭ ƻŦ ǇŜŜǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǇǳǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
scientific sector is therefore bolstered by success in programmes such as Advanced 
Grants, and may be harmed by an end to our participation.  

 
17. Collaboration ς both pan-EU and, more 

broadly, international ς is fundamental 
to research. Where EU grants facilitate 
collaboration it can help EU member 
states to achieve better results than if 
they were acting in isolation. In some 
instances, collaborative research is vital. 
For example in the case of rare cancers 
it is often necessary to recruit patients 
from multiple countries in order to 
conduct trials with sufficient numbers 
of participants.  

 
18. The MICROCALS55 trial is an example of 

where European Commission funding 
has been the only source of support for 
cross-border collaboration in rare 
diseases, bringing together the right mix 

of expertise. This ǘǊƛŀƭ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀǿŀǊŘŜŘ ϵс Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9/ Iнлнл ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ 
biomarker-based drug trial in Amyotrophic Lateral Sclerosis / Motor Neuron Disease. This 
award will not only allow a large number UK and French clinics to collaborate in 
recruiting incident (newly diagnosed) patients for this trial - a particular challenge with a 
rare disease - but it has also brought in unique expertise from Italian, Swedish and UK 
research teams with considerable skills and knowledge from outside the ALS/MND world 
(iƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ !ƭȊƘŜƛƳŜǊΩǎ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜΣ ƛƳƳǳƴŜ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŀōŜǘŜǎύΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŀǿŀǊŘ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ 
ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ όǘƻǘŀƭ Ŏƻǎǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ϵтΦр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴύ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ab5 
Association and French government have provided complementary funding. 
 

19. Grants that enable such collaboration will help bring benefits patients to the UK, across 
Europe and worldwide. Working across the EU-28 also means that studies have access to 
a broader talent pool of researchers. Research that is supported by multiple funders and 
a diversity of funders is essential for healthy research and innovation landscape. 

 

                                            
55 http://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/193232_en.html      

British Heart Foundation (BHF) Professor 
Andrew Newby ς University of Bristol  
άL ǿŀǎ Ŏƻ-director of an EU Framework 6 
Network of Excellence called European 
Vascular Genomics Network. It was a 
wonderful experience that raised the profile 
and potential of everything we did thanks to 
the collaborations that resulted. More 
important, however, we got to know Paolo 
Madeddu and Costanza Emanueli who were 
then in Sardinia. They are now the most 
productive members of our department at 
the Bristol Heart Institute and Costanza was 
recently awarded a BHF chair. These kind of 
connections just wouldn't happen without 
EU initiatives. They massively benefit UK 
ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΦέ 

http://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/193232_en.html
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QUESTION 6 How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU 
membership? Is international investment leveraged on the basis of this membership? How 
does EU funding affect the growth of research-intensive UK companies?  
 
20. EU investment in UK research leverages further privŀǘŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘΥ ϵпΦп ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŘ 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ Ctт ŦǊƻƳ нллт ǘƻ нлмнΣ ǎŜŎǳǊŜŘ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ϵмΦм ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƻŦ ϵрΦр ōƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ  
 

21. ¢ƘŜ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ aŜŘƛŎƛƴŜǎ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ όLaLύ ƛǎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ-private initiative 
aiming to speed up the development of better and safer medicines for patients56.  It is 
funded jointly by the European Commission and the pharmaceutical industry association, 
the European Federation of Pharmaceutical Industries and Associations (EFPIA). In IMI2 
(2014-нлнпύΣ ǘƘŜ ϵмΦс ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл Ƙŀǎ ƭŜǾŜǊŀƎŜŘ ϵмΦп ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ 
from EPFIA companies. IMI has strong links with charity-funding research in the UK. For 
example, IMI is the tenth largest funder of further funding for !ƭȊƘŜƛƳŜǊΩǎ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ¦YΩǎ 
grants, and JDRF have recently partnered in a new IMI2 award with a combined value of 
ϵор ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ  
 

22. In the UK, there is extensive evidence to show that government funding leverages 
industry and charity investment. Research commissioned by the Campaign for Science 
and Engineering (CaSE) has shown that universities that receive much higher levels of 
government funding generate more research income from other sources, including from 
industry and overseas. Furthermore, a recent report by the Department of Business, 
Innovation and Skills found that each £1 of public funding gives rise to an increase in 
private funding of between £1.13 and £1.6057. 
 

23. !ǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ŀōƻǾŜΣ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƘŜƭǇǎ ǘƻ ŘǊƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
outputs and highlight the existing quality of our research base. These attributes help to 
attract private and overseas investment.  

 
QUESTION 8 What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science 
and research through the free movement of people? How does this compare with flows of 
people between the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China and 
Singapore?  

                                            
56 http://www.imi.europa.eu/  
57 Economic Insight, What is the relationship between public and private investment in R&D?, 2015 

Asthma Case study: MyAirCoach 
Ƴȅ!ƛǊ/ƻŀŎƘ ƛǎ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ϵпΣрумΣоту ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ 
¦ƴƛƻƴΩǎ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŦƻǊ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ Innovation under grant 
agreement no 643607. The 3 year project started on the 1st of January 2015 and aims 
to develop an asthma monitoring system using personalised mobile health technology 
(mHealth) by creating a predictive self-management tool for asthma. AMRC 
member Asthma UK is a partner of the project and is supporting the project by 
facilitating engagement particularly around patient involvement to ensure what is 
developed is fit-for-purpose for people with asthma. 

http://www.imi.europa.eu/
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24. International collaboration ς 

including pan-EU ς and 
researcher mobility are core 
to the maintenance and 
further development of the 
¦YΩǎ ǿƻǊƭŘ-leading position 
as a research nation. The 
mix of UK, European and 
international researchers 
within our research 
community is vital for the 
sharing of best practice, 
expertise and skills and to 
promote important 
international collaborations. 
bŜŀǊƭȅ рл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
scientific publications have 
non-UK authors and the 
impact of these papers is 
significantly higher than the average impact of UK papers58. 
 

25. ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǘŀƭŜƴǘŜŘ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ōƻƻǎǘǎ ƻǳǊ 
overall research output. The Francis Crick Institute currently employs people from 65 
nationalities and considers its international reputation and competitiveness to be 
dependent on the continued flexibility to recruit the very best from around the globe 
both within and outside of the EU.  

 
26. EU and international researchers both contribute to the quality of UK life science, yet 

existing  free movement rules mean that is easier for researchers from the EU to enter 
the UK, easier for EU students to undertake exchanges and easier for EU researchers to 
collaborate without the need for visas.  Numbers of non-EU researchers are limited, for 
example, through the existing points-based system and pay thresholds for new entrant 
and experienced workers.   

 
27. The extent of the contribution of EU researchers to UK science should not be 

underestimated. Researchers from the EU make up a significant proportion of the 
workforce at Cancer Research UK institutes across the UK. For example, in Cancer 
wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ¦YΩǎ .Ŝŀǘǎƻƴ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜΣ ǊƻǳƎƘƭȅ рл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ 
compared to 20% from the UK and 28% from the rest of the world. The Group Leader of 
this lab believes she would not be able to recruit the same level of talent if she was 
restricted to a UK-only pool. Given the extent of the contribution of EU researchers, any 
changes to free movement rules are likely to have a significant impact of charity funded 
research in the UK. 

 

                                            
58 Elsevier, International comparative performance of the UK Research Base, 2013  

BHF Professor Andrew Baker ς University of Glasgow 
Professor Baker coordinates two EU FP-7 Marie Curie 
Action Consortia - an Innovative Training Network 
(ITN) and Industry-Academia Partnerships and 
Pathway (IAPP) ς and holds an ERC grant. ITNs bring 
together universities, research centres and companies 
from different countries worldwide to train a new 
generation of researchers, giving PhD students the 
opportunity to train across Europe.   
 
IAPPs aim to strengthen links between academia and 
industry, with a focus on commercialisation of 
research. The IAPP network coordinated by Professor 
Baker focuses on gene therapy technology and brings 
together partners from across Europe, including the 
UK, Sweden and Hungary. Marie Curie Actions were 
designed to promote mobility of scientists and our 
membership of the EU allows us to be part of this. 
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QUESTION 10 What are the key EU regulatory frameworks/mechanisms that directly affect 
the science and research community in the UK?  
 
28. Many issues that are important to the medical research community are affected by 

legislation at EU level.  
 

29. The European Clinical Trials Regulation has now been passed, but is not likely to be 
implemented until late 2017. Once implemented this new law should harmonise how 
clinical trials are conducted across Europe.  
 

30. Once agreed and implemented, the Data Protection Regulation will impact how 
researchers in the UK conduct research. The UK research community is working hard to 
ensure that the final text best serves the UK research community as well as UK data 
subjects.  
 

31. The In Vitro Diagnostic Medical Devices Regulation is currently being revised in order to 
account for scientific developments and provide a regulatory framework for in vitro 
diagnostic medical devices that is fit for purpose. The sector has expressed concerns with 
the amendments adopted by the European Parliament to the proposed Regulation, 
which could have damaging effects on the provision of genetic tests for patient benefit 
and could potentially limit the uptake of new healthcare innovations.  
 

32. Rare diseases are an important area in which the EU has had an impact. European level 
legislation in this area includes the EU Regulation on Orphan Medicinal Products, the EU 
Regulation on Paediatric Drugs (which will be reviewed in 2017), the EU Regulation on 
Advanced Therapies, the Commission Communication Rare Diseases: Europe's 
Challenges, the Council Recommendation on a European action in the field of rare 
diseasesΣ ǘƘŜ 9¦ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻƴ tŀǘƛŜƴǘǎΩ wƛƎƘǘǎ ƛƴ /Ǌƻǎǎ-border Healthcare, and others. In 
particular, the UK Strategy for Rare Diseases came about as a direct response to the 
Council Recommendation on a European action in the field of rare diseases. 

 
QUESTION 11 If the UK were not a member of the EU, could regulations be reformed to 
give greater benefit to UK science and research? For example in data regulation, VAT on 
shared facilities, and on the use of the precautionary principle?  
 
33. In principle, the harmonisation of legislation across member states is beneficial to UK 

medical research. In areas such as clinical trials, the use of personal data in research and 
medicines approval, such legislation supports scientific collaboration across EU member 
states and potentially streamlines approval for large studies. 
 

34. There have been examples of EU regulations that have not best served UK science and 
research. An example of this is the 2004 European Clinical Trials Directive (CTD). The CTD 
significantly increased the administrative burden and cost of running academic trials; it 
also saw a reduction in the number of global trials taking place in Europe. The new 
Clinical Trials Regulation, expected to come into effect in 2017, is a considerable 
improvement on the CTD, introducing a streamlined applications process and 
proportionate approach to the monitoring and safety reporting of clinical trials. The UK 
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health and research community, including AMRC members, played an important role in 
influencing these improvements.  
 

35. The Data Protection Regulation in Europe continues to be a concern for the medical 
research community in Europe. It is vital that the final text of the regulation does not 
inhibit the use of research using personal data. Although harmonisation to appropriate 
standards would be desirable to promote research collaboration, we recognise the 
challenges of harmonisation at the present time and the need for flexibility to allow 
Member States to implement culturally and socially acceptable solutions.  
 

36. The UK science and research community engages in policy debates around the 
proportion of the EU budget that should be allocated to science. As a sector, we were 
concerned by the European Fund for Strategic Investment (EFSI) proposal. Although the 
Ŧƛƴŀƭ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ƭŜǎǎ ŘŀƳŀƎƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
funding instruments are safeguarded. 
 

37. There is scope for EU regulations to serve science and research better both in the UK and 
across Europe, in particular by ensuring evidence is incorporated into every stage of the 
policymaking process. However, the inherently collaborative and cross-border nature of 
research means that the UK would be obliged to comply with EU regulations that impact 
the European research environment even if it were not a member of the EU. If the UK 
were not a member of the EU it may be harder for the UK government and UK 
organisations to inform the EU policymaking process. We would retain the potential 
challenges and disadvantages of pan-European legislation, while losing our ability to 
influence and improve this legislation to ensure that we are able to benefit from it. 

 
QUESTION 12 How is the innovation landscape affected by EU membership?  
 
38. EU membership supports the innovation landscape in three ways:  

¶ Free movement of researchers across EU countries that fosters collaboration and 
sharing of ideas. 

¶ EU funding that is assigned to science and research, which can be far greater than 
funds that are available at national level. 

¶  Capacity of the EU to pool expertise and know how across member states, 
particularly important in relation to rare diseases.  

 
QUESTION 13 How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of 
public policy compare between the UK and the EU? What are the effects, if any, of 
differences in the provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK?  
 
39. Balancing differing cultural and ethical approaches across 28 member states can mean 
ǘƘŀǘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ Ŏŀƴ ŀǘ ǘƛƳŜǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƳŀǘŎƘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
approach to medical research. A robust mechanism for embedding scientific advice into 
policymaking is crucial for mitigating the impact of these cultural differences, although 
we envisage that ς given the culturally diverse nature of the EU ς it will remain a 
challenge.  
 



Association of Medical Research Charities (AMRC) ς Written evidence (EUM0052) 

42 

40. The AMRC and its membership were supportive of the post of a Chief Scientific Adviser (a 
similar model to the UK) to the European Commission President, and welcomed the 
contribution of Anne Glover. We will monitor carefully the new model for scientific 
advice to assess its effectiveness, although we do have initial concerns that none of the 
seven-strong scientific panel has a life sciences background. We are keen to ensure 
ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƎǳŀǊŀƴǘŜŜ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴŎȅ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΦ 
 

41. 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƭƭƻǿ ƻƴŜ Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 9¦ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛƴ the 
development of EU policies, by calling on the European Commission to make a legislative 
approval59. We feel that these initiatives often lack science and policy evidence and 
provide a challenge to the sector. 
 

42. Science and research organisations have always worked hard to ensure evidence-based 
arguments are fed into the policy-making process and work with equivalent 
organisations across the EU-28 to ensure a pan-European sector approach.  

 
QUESTION 14 To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and 
influence public policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership 
inhibit UK scientists from influencing public policy at EU or international levels?  
 
43. EU membership enables UK scientists to inform and influence EU public policy. They can 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŀǎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ƻǊ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ό!aw/Ωǎ 
membership advocates on behalf of researchers and UK research more broadly.)  
 

44. There are various ways in which EU membership enables UK scientists and their 
associated organisations to influence. First, the UK government has a seat at the table at 
Council of Ministers discussions; the Government has a good record of listening to the 
views of scientists and the research community as they go into these discussions. 
Second, UK MEPs across parties welcome the views of scientists and the science 
community.  

 
45. Scientists and the research community are able to, and indeed do, talk to MEPs and 

Council representatives from outside the UK, but the natural champions for UK science 
and research issues are invariably from the UK.  
 

46. EU membership also brings UK scientists together with scientists from other EU countries 
(see points made above on collaboration). They are therefore well-placed to share policy 
knowledge and build ŀƭƭƛŀƴŎŜǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΤ ǘƘŜǎŜ Ŏƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ 
impactful in influencing EU policy.  
 

47. Well-respected UK scientists are occasionally invited to participate in high-level events in 
the EU institutions. These opportunities enable them to share their views and ensure 
support.  

 
20 November 2015  

                                            
59 http://ec.europa.eu/citizens-initiative/public/welcome?lg=en  

http://ec.europa.eu/citizens-initiative/public/welcome?lg=en
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Introduction  
A.1.  The Association of the British Pharmaceutical Industry (ABPI) represents innovative 
research-based biopharmaceutical companies, large, medium and small, leading an exciting 
new era of biosciences in the UK. Our industry, a major contributor to the economy of the 
UK, brings life-saving and life-enhancing medicines to patients. Our members supply 90 per 
cent of all medicines used by the NHS, and are researching and developing over two-thirds 
of the current medicines pipeline, ensuring that the UK remains at the forefront of helping 
patients prevent and overcome diseases. The ABPI is recognised by Government as the 
industry body negotiating on behalf of the branded pharmaceutical industry, for statutory 
consultation requirements including the pricing scheme for medicines in the UK. 
 
A2. The ABPI welcomes the opportunity to submit evidence to tƘŜ {ŜƭŜŎǘ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ 
inquiry into the relationship between EU membership and the effectiveness of science, 
research and innovation in the UK. Sustained public investment in research, innovation, 
infrastructure, universities and training is vital if the UK is to maintain and build on its 
position as a world leader in biopharmaceutical discovery, development and manufacturing.  
 
A3.  Out of all the industrial sectors, the pharmaceutical industry is the largest investor in 
research and development (R&D) in the UK. The pharmaceutical industry represents 22% of 
all expenditure on R&D in UK businesses, roughly twice as much as the next biggest sector 
(Office for National Statistics 2014; Haskel, Hughes, and Bascavusoglu-Moreau 2014), and 
brings in an annual trade surplus of over £3 billion (HMRC, UK Trade Info 2013, Office for 
Health Economics (OHE) calculations from HM Revenue and Customs, UK Trade Info, 
released February 2015). Industry R&D expenditure in the UK represents 9% of the global 
R&D investment (National Trade Associations) and provides for 73,000 jobs of which 23,000 
are highly skilled R&D roles (OHE calculation of ONS Annual Business Survey data 2013). This 
investment in the UK is predicated on the favourable and supportive environment for R&D, 
e.g. quality of the academic science base, high-tech skills and fiscal incentives.  
 
A4. The UK is a world-leader in scientific research. It produces 16% of top quality 
ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ м҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ Ǉopulation (Elsevier 2013) and 
ranks second in the world for the quality of its scientific research institutions (Schwab and 
Sala-i-Martín 2014).  ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜǎ ƛƴǿŀǊŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 
international collaboration. A significantlȅ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ wϧ5 ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ όнл҈ύ 
comes from overseas compared with peer countries. Funding of research conducted in UK 
HEIs from overseas sources is more sensitive to public funding, compared to that from UK 
businesses or charities (EconomƛŎ LƴǎƛƎƘǘ нлмрύΦ bŜŀǊƭȅ рл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ 
publications have a non-UK co-author and the impact of these papers is significantly higher 
than the average impact of papers with UK only authors (Elsevier 2013). Within the broader 
scientific arena, the life sciences sector is a strength of both the UK and EU, and has been a 
strategic area of focus for growth within the EU, particularly in a climate of austerity in EU 
member states. This sits against a backdrop of historically low EU-28 investment in research 
ς 2% GDP (Eurostat 2015), a shortfall against the Lisbon target of 3% GDP. 
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Funding and Collaboration  
1.  The biopharmaceutical industry increasingly operates in a complex R&D ecosystem with a 
number of different stakeholders involved in funding and delivering R&D at different points 
in the value chain. As the R&D model evolves, companies are increasingly participating in 
collaborative public-private research partnerships, particularly in precompetitive R&D. These 
public-private partnerships often help leverage investment in research and innovation and 
enhance the global competitiveness of a geographical region. 
 
2. There are several EU programmes of relevance to the biopharmaceutical industry. For 
example, the Innovative Medicines Initiative (IMI-1) was a flagship PPP funded jointly by the 
European Union (represented by the European Commission) and the European 
pharmaceutical industry (represented by EFPIA, the European Federation of Pharmaceutical 
Industries and Associations), totalling a joint invesǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ϵн ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƻǾŜǊ т ȅŜŀǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ нллтΦ 
It was estimated that midway through the IMI, projects had generated 1,500 jobs in the EU 
(Report of the Independent Expert Panel 2012). IMI funding supports the participation in its 
projects of organisations including universities, research organisations, patient 
organisations, small and medium-sized enterprises, and (under IMI-2) mid-sized companies. 
Large pharmaceutical companies that are members of EFPIA do not receive any EU funding 
through IMI.  By 2012, across member states, UK organisations had won the largest 
ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ LaL ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ όϵмпл ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴύΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƴƎ 
organisations. The UK has therefore secured substantial value from IMI-1. This success is also 
reflected in UK dominance in Framework programmes; the UK won 16% of research funding 
from the recent European Framework Programme (FP7) with only 12.7% of the EU-28 
population (National Academies 2015). Scientific publications from IMI-1 had a citation 
impact almost twice the European average and, similarly to in the wider science landscape, 
publications with authors from more than one country had a significantly higher citation 
impact than single country publications (IMI, prepared by Thomson Reuters 2014). 
 
3. The success of IMI-1 has led to the creation of a second Innovative Medicines Initiative. 
For the IMI-2 programme (2014-2024), the total budget is ϵоΦнтс billion, of which: ϵмΦсоу 
billion (half the budget) comes from the Health, Demographic Change and Wellbeing 
Societal Challenge of Horizon 2020, the EU's framework programme for research and 
innovation; ϵмΦпнр billion is committed to the programme by EFPIA companies; up to ϵнмо 
million can be committed by other life science industries or organisations that decide to 
contribute to IMI-2 as members or Associated Partners in individual projects. Based on the 
¦YΩǎ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƛƴ ǎŜŎǳǊƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ Ctт ŀƴŘ LaL-1, it is likely that UK research 
organisations will benefit significantly from IMI-2 funding. It is worth noting that according 
to our sister trade association, since the 2014 referendum in Switzerland, following which 
Swiss participants could no longer receive EU funding for research, Swiss participation in IMI 
collaborative consortia has fallen.  
 
4. The UK also participates in a number of European research infrastructure initiatives of 
relevance to the life science sector and biopharmaceutical industry. Examples include Elixir, 
for the coordination and integration of biomedical research data, and BBMRI, for the 
coordination of human biobanking resources across Europe. These initiatives provide 

http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/h2020-section/health-demographic-change-and-wellbeing
http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/
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members with access to a broad network for developing research infrastructure across the 
EU, and can attract high quality scientists and research funding to participating countries.  
 
5. A recent survey of the recruitment concerns of pharmaceutical, biopharmaceutical and 
contract research organisations by the ABPI has shown that several skill areas are still major 
concerns for UK based biopharmaceutical companies developing new medicines, despite UK-
initiatives to increase the supply of people with the required skills. An example is clinical 
pharmacology/translational medicine. Other emerging areas such as bioinformatics, health 
economics and data mining suffer from a shortage of well qualified and skilled candidates for 
vacancies that arise in the UK (ABPI 2015). It is essential that research-led science based 
companies are able to recruit the specialists that they need to drive innovation and for the 
sector to thrive. Any restriction on movement for key roles would have a major adverse 
effect on the scientific and economic health of companies based in UK and should be 
strenuously opposed. 
 
6. Companies appreciate opportunities for secondment/job rotation as a tool for career 
development, talent management, helping with retention and sharing best practice. The 
unique or rare skills and experience of workers brought in to the UK under both intra-
company transfers (ICTs) and external recruitment drive the development of UK employees 
who work for, manage, or work in teams or external collaborations with such colleagues. 
Any reduction in the ability to move people in to the UK would reduce these opportunities 
for upskilling the UK workforce and mean fewer career development opportunities for UK 
employees outside of UK. This would impact on the continuous development of UK 
employees and could ultimately stifle innovation and deprive the company of international 
skills and experience without which the company could not be world-leaders in their field. 
 
Regulation and Scientific Advice 
7. The research, development, manufacture, pharmacovigilance and marketing of medicines 
are governed by a complex set of UK, EU and global regulatory frameworks and mechanisms. 
A full listing of the EU legislative frameworks that are followed by organisations involved in 
various aspects of medicines development can be found here 
(http://ec.europa.eu/health/documents/eudralex/vol-1/index_en.htm) but encompasses 
Directives, Regulations, Non-legislative Acts and Miscellaneous. This is in addition to broader 
EU legislation that impacts specific types of research which play a role in the research and 
development of new medicines,  such as the use of animals in research (Directive 
EU2010/63/EU), the proposed Data Protection Regulation (2012/0011(COD)), the Balai 
Directive 92/65/EEC and REACH (EC 1907/2006). As a global industry we support better 
regulation in medicines development and are supportive of harmonisation across 
geographical areas.   
 
уΦ ²Ŝ ŀƭǎƻ ŘǊŀǿ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ aŜŘƛŎƛƴŜǎ 
Agency, a decentralised agency of the European Union, located in London since 1995. The 
Agency is responsible for the scientific evaluation of medicines developed by pharmaceutical 
companies for use in the European Union.  Co-location with the UK Medicines and 
Healthcare products Regulatory Authority (MHRA) has reinforced and further enhanced the 
engagement and thought leadership that MHRA plays in European and global regulatory 
development.  Many of the new novel proposals to advance regulatory science and our 

http://ec.europa.eu/health/documents/eudralex/vol-1/index_en.htm
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approach to medicines evaluation in Europe and abroad are fostered in the UK, by the MHRA 
and the scientific and industrial community with whom they are engaged.  If disconnected 
from that European platform provided by the EMA, it would be inevitable that the MHRA 
would lose some of its ability to influence regulatory innovation.  
 
9. Multinational biopharmaceutical companies have invested substantially in the UK, in 
many cases making it their European headquarters. The UK has been selected as the 
European headquarters for a number of companies based in Japan and the USA. The UK 
benefits from this investment, not only in terms of direct benefits to the UK economy, such 
as the generation of job opportunities for UK nationals, but also from development of a 
stronger understanding of the UK and European region when individuals move to senior 
roles in the home country of the organisation.  
 
20 November 2015 
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Declaration of interests: 
 

1. !{¢9wL/{ ƛǎ ŀ ϵмр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƛƳŜŘ ŀǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƻǎǎ-cutting 
technological synergies and common challenges shared by the Astronomy facilities in 
the European Strategy Forum on Research Infrastructures (ESFRI, chaired by the UK). 
These facilities are:  

¶ the Square Kilometre Array (SKA), an international radio observatory being built 
in South Africa and Australia with its headquarters in the UK, and a capital 
ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ϵсрл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇƘŀǎŜΤ  

¶ ǘƘŜ /ƘŜǊŜƴƪƻǾ ¢ŜƭŜǎŎƻǇŜ !ǊǊŀȅΣ ŀ Ϥϵнлл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƎŀƳƳŀ-ray 
observatory being built in Spain (La Palma) and Chile; 

¶ KM3NeT, an international next-generation neutrino observatory with an initial 
ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦϤϵнлл ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΣ ōŜƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŀōŜŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aŜŘƛǘŜǊǊŀƴŜŀƴΤ 

¶ the European Extremely Large Telescope (E-9[¢ύΣ ŀ Ϥϵм ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
observatory being built in Chile by the European Southern Observatory (an inter-
governmental organisation in which the UK is a member state). This will be the 
largest optical/infrared telescope ever built.  
 

2. ASTERICS aims to help these research infrastructures solve common big data 
challenges and technological problems, so they can operate as an integrated facility. 
ASTERICS directly engages and collaborates with industry and specialised SMEs.  
 

3. This is the response of the ASTERICS Executive Board to the Committee enquiry. In 
framing this response, we acknowledge that the EU has funded ASTERICS in Horizon 
2020, but the ASTERICS goals are not dependent on future funding bids to the EU or 
elsewhere. We offer our perspective as to whether similar objectives for multiple 
world-leading international research infrastructures could be met in future with the 
UK funding the activities from outside the EU (assuming this can be negotiated). We 
restrict our response to the Committee questions that are directly relevant to this 
perspective.  

 
Response to the Committee questions: 
 
What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU collaborations and 
funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council? How does 
the UK participate in the creation and operation of international facilities that are available 
as a consequence of our EU membership? Are there any restrictions in the creation and 
operation of international facilities outside the EU as a consequence of our EU membership? 

4. There are no restrictions in the creation and operation of international astronomy or 
ŀǎǘǊƻǇŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ǇƘȅǎƛŎǎ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 9¦ 
membership. Instead, EU membership confers many advantages. For example, EU 
membership has allowed the UK to participate in technology and infrastructure 
development for major international research facilities with a wide European interest 
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(such as through ASTERICS), but in which the facility membership extends beyond the 
EU. If the UK were not an EU member, it might not have been possible to participate 
in strategic trans-national research infrastructure investments such as ASTERICS. 
Note that ASTERICS is not supporting EU facilities; all of the Astronomy or 
Astroparticle Physics ESFRI facilities are separate entities from the EU with different 
national memberships to that of the EU. 
 

5. Science research investment and facility planning are intrinsically long-term, both in 
space and in ground-based observatories and laboratories. World-leading research 
facilities are now also frequently too large for any single nation to build and run, 
including all the Astronomy and Astroparticle Physics ESFRI facilities. This long-term 
international focus makes trans-national strategic planning necessary. In astronomy, 
the EU has facilitated this planning through ASTRONET, a collaboration of 33 
European national funding agencies. The ESFRI roadmap and the long-term plan of 
the AStroParticle European Research Area (ASPERA, now operating as the APPEC 
consortium) have fed into the ASTRONET Science Vision. 
 

6. It is sometimes argued that it may be possible in principle for a UK outside the EU to 
negotiate access to EU research projects, under some terms to be decided. For 
example the UK might contribute its own funds to EU research infrastructure projects 
(e.g. as a third country not funded by the EU). Even assuming UK roles can be 
successfully negotiated there is still a risk that this would expose the UK's long-term 
research investments to greater fluctuations. The timescales for ESFRI planning are 
much longer than those of UK spending reviews, for example. Participation in Horizon 
2020 allows the UK to be part of strategic trans-national infrastructure investments 
such as ASTERICS, regardless of the shorter-term budgetary constraints within the 
UK. 
 

7. The UK also consistently has much more than its pro-rata share of success in ERC 
grants, securing about one in five of all awards in 201460, during a period of severe 
contraction in the grants lines of UK research councils. This is another example of 
improved funding stability due to EU membership, greatly enhancing the UK's 
international competitiveness in research. 

 
Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU? 

8. We know of no evidence for such a position in astronomy or astroparticle physics. 
The success of the EU-funded COST actions (European Cooperation in Science and 
Technology) in fostering trans-national networking and capacity building would 
suggest the opposite, since the COST member countries and cooperating states 
extend beyond the EU. 

 
20 November 2015 

                                            
60 Source: UKRO 2014 report, 
https://www.ukro.ac.uk/aboutukro/Documents/150624_2015_annual_report.pdf  

https://www.ukro.ac.uk/aboutukro/Documents/150624_2015_annual_report.pdf
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Professor Heiko Balzter, University of Leicester ς Written evidence 
(EUM0002) 
 
Funding  
1. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to science and research in the 
UK? How does the financial contribution the UK receives compare with other member states 
in terms of, for instance, population, GDP, scientific strength or any other relevant 
indicators?  
 
This summary article provides data and references: 
http://www.theguardian.com/news/datablog/2012/nov/22/eu-budget-spending-
contributions-european-union  
 
Interactive budget graphs per country can be made here: 
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/interactive/index_en.cfm  
 
Over 17,000 research organisations from the UK (counting multiple successes as separate 
counts) have received funding from Framework Programme 7 and thus is one of the 5 top 
grant winners in Europe: https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/index_en.cfm?pg=country-
profile  
 
Detailed funding success statistics can be found here: 
http://www.mirris.eu/Downloads/MIRRIS_Scoping_Paper_vs_16.5.14_Part_1.pdf  
 
 
2. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the UK to the EU that supports science 
and research activities?  
 
The UK contributed £6.88 billion to Framework 7. 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/index_en.cfm?pg=country-profile  
 
 
3. What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed in the EU 
compared to the management of science funding in the UK? Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are 
considered?  
 
 
Collaboration  
4. What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU collaborations and 
funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council?  
 
The UK has won 571 ERC grants out of 2707 to date, making it by far the most successful 
country in the ERC. This has an important structuring effect on the UK science landscape 
and its international reputation and competitiveness. 
Data source http://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics   

http://www.theguardian.com/news/datablog/2012/nov/22/eu-budget-spending-contributions-european-union
http://www.theguardian.com/news/datablog/2012/nov/22/eu-budget-spending-contributions-european-union
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/interactive/index_en.cfm
https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/index_en.cfm?pg=country-profile
https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/index_en.cfm?pg=country-profile
http://www.mirris.eu/Downloads/MIRRIS_Scoping_Paper_vs_16.5.14_Part_1.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/index_en.cfm?pg=country-profile
http://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics
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5. What is the influence of EU membership on bilateral collaboration between the UK and 
other EU member states? Are collaborations with member states stronger than with non-EU 
countries as a result of EU membership? Or, are bilateral collaborations with member states 
inhibited by requirements to work through EU mechanisms?  
 
Yes, not least thanks to the ease of mobility of researchers within the EU, which means 
that expensive and drawn out visa and immigration processes are not inhibiting 
transnational mobility. 
 
 
6. How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU membership? Is 
international investment leveraged on the basis of this membership? How does EU 
membership affect the growth of research-intensive UK companies?  
 
 
7. How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international facilities that 
are available as a consequence of our EU membership? Are there any restrictions in the 
creation and operation of international facilities outside the EU as a consequence of our EU 
membership?  
 
 
8. What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and research 
through the free movement of people? How does this compare with flows of people 
between the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China and Singapore?  
 
The lengthy recruitment processes for non-EU nationals make it practically impossible in 
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many cases to consider non-UK researchers for fixed-term research positions, due to the 
length of time and the uncertainty around decision making by the Home Office. Without 
EU membership, recruitment would be even more limited in many cases, where the 
project timeline dictates a rapid recruitment. 
 
 
9. Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU, for example by 
requiring the UK to adopt EU-wide immigration policies rather than bespoke ones for the 
UK?  
 
No. 
 
 
Regulation  
10. What are the key EU regulatory frameworks/mechanisms that directly affect the science 
and research community in the UK?  
 
The European Charter for Researchers has a positive impact on research in the UK. 
http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/index.cfm/rights/europeanCharter    
 
 
11. If the UK were not a member of the EU, could regulations be reformed to give greater 
benefit to UK science and research? For example, in areas such as data regulation, VAT on 
shared facilities, and the use of the precautionary principle?  
 
 
12. How is the innovation landscape affected by EU membership?  
 
.ǊƛǘŀƛƴΩǎ Ǌŀƴƪ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ όDƭƻōŀƭ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ 
Index) is enhanced by the EU membership, which makes it easy for the UK to attract 
innovators and entrepreneurs from all across Europe. 
 
Innovation is also directly financially supported by the EU. For example, over 150 small and 
medium-sized enterprises in the UK receive funding from the SME instrument in Horizon 
2020 alone to date, not counting SME involvement in other calls. 
https://ec.europa.eu/easme/sme-instrument-beneficiaries  
 
 
Scientific advice  
13. How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public policy 
compare between the EU and the UK? What are the effects, if any, of differences in the 
provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK?  
 
 
14. To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and influence public 
policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership inhibit UK 
scientists from influencing public policy at EU or international levels?  

http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/index.cfm/rights/europeanCharter
https://ec.europa.eu/easme/sme-instrument-beneficiaries
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Scientists are acting on many European committees, for example I am a member of the 
European Space Sciences Committee. Scientists directly influence EU policies in such roles. 
 
13 October 2015 
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1. ¢ƘŜ ¦Y .ƛƻLƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ό.L!ύ ǿŜƭŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ƛƴǉǳƛǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
opportunity to comment on the relationship between European Union (EU) 
membership and the effectiveness of science, research and innovation in the UK.  
 

2. We are aware that a number of policy thought leaders and membership 
organisations in the UK science sector will be submitting responses to this inquiry 
that will cover issues such as funding and free movement of skilled workers. 
Therefore our submission here focuses on areas of paǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ .L!Ωǎ 
membership base in the UK life sciences industry.  

 
EU-level regulation and legislation 

3. The biopharmaceutical sector is one of the most highly regulated industry sectors in 
the world, and the majority of the UK legal framework governing medicines ς 
including that relating to clinical trials, marketing authorisation, license to 
manufacture and pharmacovigilance ς is based in EU legislation. 
 

4. Lǘ ƛǎ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƭƛŦŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
position as a global leader in life sciences, that we have two key organisations based 
in London: the European Medicines Agency (EMA) and the life sciences appeals 
division of the new Unified Patent Court (UPC).  

 
5. The EMA is the European regulatory agency in charge of providing EU institutions 

with scientific advice on medicinal products. To guarantee the highest possible level 
of public health protection and secure the availability of medicines to UK and EU 
patients, all medicinal products must be authorised by the competent authorities. 
Much has been achieved in medicine regulation and governance since the first 
European Pharmaceutical Directive in 1965, including the development of rigorous 
safety regulations and approval mechanisms, incentives for innovation and licensing 
flexibilities for faster approval of medicines. 
 

6. wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ό9/ύ мофпκнллт ƻƴ !ŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ¢ƘŜǊŀǇȅ aŜŘƛŎƛƴŀƭ tǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ Ψ!¢at 
wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ ƛǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ 9¦ ƭŜǾŜƭ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ ƻŦ 
advanced regenerative medicine products such as cell and gene therapies, cutting 
ŜŘƎŜ ƴŜǿ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƘŀƴŎŜƭƭƻǊΩǎ Ψ9ƛƎƘǘ DǊŜŀǘ 
¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎΩΦ ¦ƴŘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƭƭ !¢atǎ ŎƻƳŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŀ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭƛǎŜŘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ 
authorisation procedure via the EMA, benefiting from the pooling of expertise at 
European level and direct access to the EU market.61  
 

7. Intellectual property (IP) is the lifeblood of the life sciences industry. The new 
European unitary patent and Unified Patent Court (UPC) aim to facilitate more 
consistent decisions in patent litigation across Europe and to reduce the costs for 

                                            
61 BioIndustry Association (November 2015) ATMP and Regenerative Medicine Briefing Paper 
http://www.bioindustry.org/document-library/bia-briefing-paper-advanced-therapy-medicinal-products  

http://www.bioindustry.org/document-library/bia-briefing-paper-advanced-therapy-medicinal-products
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patentees by limiting litigation to a single forum62. Signatories to the UPC Agreement 
and participating EU member states will benefit from being part of a harmonised, 
pan-EU patent system; it is a requirement for each participating country to be a 
ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Φ ¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦t/Ωǎ /ŜƴǘǊŀƭ 5ƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ 
chemical and pharmaceutical patents is currently planned to be based in London. 

 
The importance of the EU single market to industry  

8. For the biomedical industry, NHS England represents just 3% of the global market63, 
whereas being a part of Europe gives access to the single biggest global market. The 
European single market gives UK businesses access to ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǘǊŀŘƛƴƎ 
bloc, and this access is a key reason for global biopharmaceutical companies deciding 
to establish their European HQ in the UK and invest in R&D activities here.  
 

9. From an industry perspective, it is vital that the UK remains engaged in the EU and 
takes a leading role in shaping legislative and regulatory policy developments 
affecting the life sciences sector64. 

 
Enabling industry and voters to make informed decisions 

10. At an overarching level, there is a need for more impartial information on the 
potential effects on the life sciences industry of leaving the EU. 
 

11. In a recent comprehensive survey65, the Federation of Small Businesses (FSB) found 
ǘƘŀǘ отΦл҈ ƻŦ ǎƳŀƭƭ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŦŜŜƭ ΨƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘϥ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊǘƘŎƻƳƛƴƎ 
referendum from a business point of view. They reported a clear and widespread 
desire among FSB members for access to more neutral information about the EU 
referendum in the run-up to the vote. 
 

12. Furthermore, 41.3% of FSB members felt that leaving the EU would have a negative 
impact on their business. (Only 17.2% felt that leaving the EU would have a positive 
impact on their business, with the remaining 33.6% anticipating no impact on their 
business.) 
 

13. The UK Government is committed to an in/out referendum on UK membership of the 
EU, which has led to questions and increased uncertainty about fundamental legal 
and regulatory cornerstones of our highly regulated and long-term sector. If the UK 
were to leave the EU, available options would be to continue to closely follow EU 
ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōǳǘ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŜǎǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻǾŜǊ ƛǘΣ ƻǊ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŀŎƘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 
9¦ΩǎΣ ōǊƛƴƎƛƴƎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ burden of regulatory compliance for companies that operate 
in both markets. 

                                            
62 Schofield, I., SCRIP (September 2015) The Brexit Effect: What Would It Mean For Europe's Future Patent 
System? http://www.scripintelligence.com/home/The-Brexit-Effect-What-Would-It-Mean-For-Europes-Future-
Patent-System-360636 
63 Wolff, J., UCL (2011) Pharmaceutical Cost-Control https://www.ucl.ac.uk/european-institute/analysis-
publications/analysis/healthcare/Jo_Wolff.pdf 
64 BioIndustry Association (October 2014) UK Life Sciences Manifesto 2015-20 http://bia.me/Manifesto2015-20 
65 Federation of Small Businesses (September 2015) ! ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ C{. ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ 
the European Union http://www.fsb.org.uk/policy/assets/fsb%20eu%20research%20project%20-
%20september%202015.pdf   

http://www.scripintelligence.com/home/The-Brexit-Effect-What-Would-It-Mean-For-Europes-Future-Patent-System-360636
http://www.scripintelligence.com/home/The-Brexit-Effect-What-Would-It-Mean-For-Europes-Future-Patent-System-360636
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/european-institute/analysis-publications/analysis/healthcare/Jo_Wolff.pdf
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/european-institute/analysis-publications/analysis/healthcare/Jo_Wolff.pdf
http://bia.me/Manifesto2015-20
http://www.fsb.org.uk/policy/assets/fsb%20eu%20research%20project%20-%20september%202015.pdf
http://www.fsb.org.uk/policy/assets/fsb%20eu%20research%20project%20-%20september%202015.pdf
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14. ¢ƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŎƭŀǊƛǘȅΣ ǘƘŜ .L! Ŏŀƭƭǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ [ƛfe Sciences to 
publish a document setting out the practical implications for life science businesses 
of a) the UK staying in a reformed European Union, and b) how, and when, it would 
approach the legal and regulatory implications of any vote by the UK to leave the EU 
to ensure the continuation of medicine supply and future medicines development in 
the UK. In particular this should include how it would expect to handle the European 
Medicines Agency and Unified Patent Court potentially leaving London, how 
medicines would be approved and regulated, and an assessment of the impact on 
inward investment in the UK life science sector4. 

 
20 November 2015 
 
About the BIA 
Established in 1989, the BioIndustry Association (BIA) is the UK trade association for 
innovative bioscience enterprises. BIA members include emerging and more established 
bioscience companies, pharmaceutical companies, academic research and philanthropic 
organisations, and service providers to the UK bioscience sector. The BIA also runs specialist 
indǳǎǘǊȅ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƛƴ ǘǿƻ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ψ9ƛƎƘǘ DǊŜŀǘ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΩ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ƘŀƴŎŜƭƭƻǊ 
George Osborne, namely synthetic biology and regenerative medicine. 
Our members are responsible for over ninety per cent of biotechnology-derived medicines 
currently in clinical development in the UK and are at the forefront of innovative scientific 
developments targeting areas of unmet medical need. This innovation leads to better 
outcomes for patients, to the development of the knowledge-based economy and to 
economic growth. Many of our members are small, pre-revenue companies operating at the 
translation interface between academia and commercialisation. 
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Transcript to be found under Syngenta 
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Lord Cameron of Dillington 
Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield 
Lord Hunt of Chesterton 
Lord Kakkar 
Baroness Manningham-Buller 
Lord Maxton 
Baroness Morgan of Huyton 
Baroness Neville-Jones 
Lord Peston 
Viscount Ridley 
Lord Vallance of Tummel 
________________ 

 Examination of Witnesses 

Professor Paul Boyle, President and Vice-Chancellor, University of Leicester, Professor 
Andrew Harrison, Chief Executive, Diamond Light Source, and Professor Dominic Tildesley, 
President, Royal Society of Chemistry 

 

Q9  The Chairman: Welcome to our second session. We are grateful to you for joining us 
today. We are being broadcast. For the record, please would you introduce yourselves? If 
you would like to make an introductory statement, please feel free to do so. Would 
Professor Tildesley like to start? 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: My name is Dominic Tildesley. I have spent 18 years working as 
an academic in the UK, followed by 14 years in industry working as chief scientist for 
¦ƴƛƭŜǾŜǊΩǎ ƘƻƳŜ and personal care division. Currently, I am working in Switzerland for a pan-
European organisation in the area of computational modelling in chemistry with 18 
members. Today, I am representing the Royal Society of Chemistry as its president and its 
53,000 members across the world. 

Professor Paul Boyle: I am Paul Boyle, currently vice-chancellor at the University of 
Leicester. Previous to that, I was the ESRC chief executive for four years and, during that 
time, I was the international champion for all seven of the research councils in the UK. 
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During that time, I also became the president of an organisation called Science Europe, 
which represents 52 of the funding agencies across Europe with an annual budget of around 
ϵ30 billion. During that time I also sat on the board of the Global Research Council, which is 
an organisation set up to represent funding agencies across the world.  

Professor Andrew Harrison: My name is Andrew Harrison. I was a professor of chemistry at 
the University of Edinburgh until 10 years ago, when I went to be a director of an 
international research institute in Grenoble that is co-owned by the UK, France and 
Germany. Two years ago, I came back to the UK to run the Diamond Light Source, which is a 
national research infrastructure with a very large international component. I am also one of 
the two UK delegates on ESFRI, the European Strategic Forum for Research Infrastructures, 
which advises the Commission on strategy and policy for RIs. 

Q10  The Chairman: Thank you very much. Perhaps I could start with a question about 
determining research funding priorities. To what extent do you feel that EU research funding 
priorities align with those of the United Kingdom? How much say does the United Kingdom 
have in deciding these priorities? What are the formal mechanisms?  

Professor Dominic Tildesley: I will begin by saying that there is a good alignment between 
the major research priorities that you see in Europe and in the UKτfor example, research 
into climate change, energy, antimicrobial resistance and healthcare. All these are strong 
priorities in the UK, but are equally strong in Europe. Although these are strong priorities, in 
some senses they only guide the programme; they do not determine the research 
programmes either in the UK or in Europe, which are determined essentially by the scientific 
excellence of the applications.  

In relation to input into this, working as a scientist within Europe at the moment, I find 
myself working on a number of European commissions and committees to evaluate and 
think about the quality and direction of these kinds of programmes. 

Professor Paul Boyle: I strongly agree with that. I think the priorities are aligned. Indeed, if 
you look outside Europe, similarly, you will find some of the big questions, such as 
antimicrobial resistance, energy and other things, matched in funding programmes in the 
United States, Australia, and elsewhere. It is not surprising that some of the key grand 
challenges are likely to be repeated across different funding regimes. It is also absolutely 
clear that the UK has had a strong role in helping to shape what those challenges should be 
in Europe. Our voice is very strong in the discussions prior to the decision-making around 
what the different priorities should be. We have had a very influential role in helping to 
shape those decisions. 

Professor Andrew Harrison: I would echo that as well. In my experience, in ESFRI, we have a 
seat at the table and are very much part of the discussion. One of the results of this is that 
the UK has been remarkably successful in winning back funds from Europe, which again 
indicates a strong alignment between what the UK is doing in science and what the various 
instruments in Europe are funding. 

The Chairman: The scientific community in the United Kingdom cherishes what is often 
described as the Haldane principle, although I think a historian would say one of the Haldane 
principlesτin other words, scientists should ultimately determine the research programmes 
for themselves and not have politicians interfering. To what extent, at the EU level, where 
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we are talking Council of Ministers or the European Parliament, about which you may have 
just heard some trenchant criticism, does this principle operate? 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: I think it operates to about the same extent as it operates in 
the UK.  

The Chairman: Do you mean it does not operate at all? 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: I mean that positively. You can see this through the work of 
recent Universities Ministers and Science Ministers. You can see directions in research. For 
instance, you can see a strong push in computational infrastructure or in healthcare. That is 
very different from the day-to-day determining of the research programmes. What I do not 
see in the UK is interference in the day-to-day determining of the research programmes and, 
frankly, I do not see that in Europe either. 

Professor Paul Boyle: Thinking of my research council days I would say that the Haldane 
principle is something we all buy into, although defining and explaining what it is exactly is a 
bit of a challenge. Do not forget that in Europe, similar to the UK to an extent, individual DGs 
have their own research budgets to a degree, so things that they want to focus their 
research on, they can. Horizon 2020 and other pots are much more general pots designed to 
allow researchers to come together to bid. The allocation mechanisms are based, as they are 
in the UK, on peer review and excellence and, therefore, the decision-making about what 
will be funded in any particular programme, in the end, comes down to academic peer 
review, which helps us understand the quality of the work that is coming through. 

The Chairman: Did you want to come in, Professor Harrison, otherwise I will move straight 
on? 

Professor Andrew Harrison: Just very briefly to say in my experience with European RIs 
there have been one or two major funding decisions where the advice has been based on 
research excellence. I will give you one example of research excellence and the local climate 
that would support that. The example that springs to mind for me is the siting location for 
the European Spallation Source in Lund, where the recommendation came from an external 
body of scientists, and its recommendation was based primarily on where science would 
most thrive among the potential sites. 

Lord Peston: Professor Tildesley, you gave us some examples of research priorities, and I 
think you mentioned climate change and health and medical. There was a third one, but I 
have forgotten it. Did you say they were good priorities?  

Professor Dominic Tildesley: Yes, I think they are good priorities. 

Q11  Lord Peston: I have two supplementary questions. Is not one problem with them that 
they are headline areas of research, they appeal to the public, and so on? I remember 
reading a research paper years ago saying we spend far too much research money on 
cancer. It was ridiculous how we overspent on cancer. Can you give us an example of where 
we have got our priorities wrong? 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: Where we have got our priorities right? 

Lord Peston: Wrong. My experience of life is you get some things right, you get some wrong. 
Can you give us an example of where we are wasting some money at the moment for some 
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reasonτmaybe the Haldane principle not workingτor is everything perfect at the moment 
in our research priorities? 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: The first thing to say is that not everything is perfect. I believe 
that the kinds of strictures that we have, both in the UK and Europe, regarding peer review 
and making sizeable bets in good quality areas, mean that, on the whole, we do not do work 
that is rubbish. I am finding it difficult to think of a really good example of something that I 
would not have funded in the way you have just described.  

Lord Peston: In my own subject I could give you a list a mile long. 

Q12  Lord Hunt of Chesterton: Many people comment on the fact that, over the last 10 
years, the number of companies owned by the UK has gone down. I visit France and other 
places with an absolutely clear drive for research, for the French to have a rocket, the French 
to have airbus, and in Germany the same. We are not talking about the same approach at all. 
I used to run the Met Office at the time when research was important. Surely there is a big 
difference in how research has fed into technological projects and, finally, industrial 
products and industry. They are very different, are they not? 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: I find the question slightly hard to answer because most of the 
companies that I know and have been involved with in the UK are not what you would call 
UK companies. There are small to medium-sized enterprises, which are primarily UK, but 
most of the big companies are really quite multinational and will have research bases in the 
Netherlands, in the UK, sometimes in the States, often in China and India, and they will pull 
on the best that they find in those countries to their benefit.  

Q13  Baroness Manningham-Buller: I want to move to the question of scientific 
infrastructure. As you know, we are focusing on what damage or advantage there would be 
to science in the UK if we left the EU. All of you have been associated, or are currently, with 
big infrastructure projects. We heard in the earlier session about preferred access. May I ask 
Professor Harrison to begin with, at the synchrotron, who gets preferred access to the 
beamlines? 

Professor Andrew Harrison: We allocate beam time purely on the basis of scientific 
excellence through peer-reviewed proposals. 

Baroness Manningham-Buller: So nationality, membership of the EU, American, whatever, 
GSK, is not a consideration? 

Professor Andrew Harrison: That is not a consideration. The reality is that about 80% of the 
beam time that we give out is to UK-based people and approximately 20% beyond the UK. 

Baroness Manningham-Buller: That is as it happens? 

Professor Andrew Harrison: That is as it happens. 

Baroness Manningham-Buller: It is not a principle? 

Professor Andrew Harrison: Our principle is based on scientific excellence. At that level we 
are all part of an international network and there is free movement of ideas, proposals, and 
so forth. There tends to be a bias towards the local facility, because people are most closely 
associated between universities and national facilities. However, where there is a strength 
internationally is in the flow of technological development. For example, Diamond is strong 
in a range of areas because it has imported technology, if you like, from other synchrotrons 
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and there is a two-way flow in that, and in expert labour. That is absolutely crucial to the 
success of national enterprises. 

Professor Paul Boyle: May I follow that up from a slightly different angle? In the social 
sciences, for which I was responsible, we also have what we would regard as infrastructure. 
The best example is the European Social Survey, a survey that is conducted across the whole 
of Europe which helps us understand economics, politics and a whole range of different 
areas. We would not be able to achieve that without collaboration across Europe. One 
country could not establish it financially, but there is also the question of get the buy in from 
the various organisations that need to be involved. Similarly, if you are not one of the 
players, you do not shape and influence the survey questions to anywhere near the same 
degree as the countries that are contributing through the European collaboration. Although 
we allow other countries to be involved, inevitably the influence on how that survey shapes 
up is challenging if you are not one of the funders through the European Community. 

Baroness Manningham-Buller: Professor Tildesley, do you have any comments on this 
particular issue of to what extent we might be disadvantaged with access to infrastructure 
were we to leave the EU? 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: I want to distinguish two cases here. There are some non-EU 
partners, such as Norway and Switzerland, where there is much more open access in the 
infrastructure that I am associated with, which is the PRACE infrastructure for European 
computing, than there is with the US and India in the actual allocation of resources.  

Baroness Manningham-Buller: Could you just expand on that? Does that mean that India 
and the United States have much less access?  

Professor Dominic Tildesley: I think that is fair to say, yes.  

Baroness Manningham-Buller: In this case, it is not on the merits of their science; it is on 
their nationality. 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: Essentially, the proposals that we get come from Europe, and 
not from outside. We are not international in the same sense that the synchrotron source is. 
CECAM is a much more European-based organisation. 

Viscount Ridley: I want to clarify something. Both Professor Tildesley and Professor Boyle 
used the word Europe. Did you mean by that the European Union, or not? Professor 
Tildesley pointed out that Switzerland and Norway did have preferential access. 

Professor Paul Boyle: It will depend, of course, on whether they want to be part of the 
particular infrastructural programme. You are rightτit does depend on whether you mean 
Europe. 

Viscount Ridley: You said the European Social Survey was a cross-Europe collaboration. Did 
you mean cross-EU or cross-Europe? 

Professor Paul Boyle: It is a cross-EU collaboration, but there are some players from outside 
the EU who invest. 

Q14  Lord Cameron of Dillington: I have to declare my interest, which I should have done in 
the previous session, but somehow failed. I am a trustee at Rothamsted. I am chair of the 
Strategy Advisory Board of the Global Food Security research programme. I am a chair of an 
advisory council of the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology. I am also a farmer in receipt of 
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European Union funding, which may or may not be relevant. My question is: does the fact 
that it is easier to recruit EU scientists than non-EU scientists put non-EU scientists off from 
applying for research positions? There are all sorts of implications involved if it does. One of 
the bits of evidence we received was that the immigration policies that result in an effective 
bias towards EU scientists over others will weaken UK science. Do you have any comments 
about that?  

Professor Paul Boyle: I am happy to comment. Around 12% of our workforce in academia is 
from outside the EU and about 15% comes from other EU countries. There is a fairly nice 
balance across the two. If I reflect on it anecdotally, I recruited an awful lot of Chinese 
research assistants, as it turned out, who worked in my field and we also, when necessary, 
recruited people from the EU. The UK is a brilliant research environment. People from all 
over the world want to come and work here. When you advertise jobs you have a range of 
applications that comes in. Visa regulations, not just for researchers, but for our students, 
are serious issues, where clearly it is easier to attract the very best from within Europe than 
outside Europe. 

Lord Cameron of Dillington: Would those percentages be the same under Brexit? 

Professor Paul Boyle: It is difficult to judge, is it not? I would suspect that, if the barriers are 
put up a little we might see some more difficulties arising. 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: At the RSC, our industrial members speak frequently about 
difficulties in recruiting from outside the EU in relation to visas, and also students, 
particularly at the Masters level, coming into the UK. That situation is difficult. I cannot 
predict how that would be under Brexit. 

Professor Andrew Harrison: The numbers that we have are remarkably similar to those that 
Professor Boyle mentioned. One of the possible consequences of Brexit would be that we 
would find it harder to recruit expert scientists and engineers. I have about 15% non-UK staff 
who are expert scientists and who are from the EU. The skills that you are looking for are 
fairly rarefied, so necessarily we have to fish in an international market. One of the key 
things about mobility is that generally these people come not with the intention of coming 
for ever, but for a fixed period of time, often with a family or a spouse. It is equally 
important that people within the whole family can move and find jobs. The converse is true 
as well. The reason why many UK scientists are as trained and skilled as they are is that they 
have also gone abroad. I am in this position primarily because I spent seven years living in 
France. I would probably have found that much harder to do had the movement of labour 
between the UK and France, for my entire family and the ability to work, been harder. 

Q15  Lord Kakkar: You might have heard our exchange with regard to the question of 
regulation in the European Union. To help us better understand that area in relation to the 
impact on science, innovation and technology, could you identify the most influential area of 
EU regulation in your own discipline or expertise? Can you help us understand how that 
might have been beneficial, how the UK standing alone, or developing regulation in that 
area, might have done it differently, and how the harmonisation achieved by this pan-
European approach has been beneficial or caused some anxiety? 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: Certainly for chemistry, REACH is probably the most important 
and influential of the regulations in the way that it affects the availability of chemicals. While 
REACH, like all regulations, imposes some constraints on us, there are clearly advantages to 
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a unified regulatory system in this space. Let me take one of the examples you mentioned, 
which was animal testing for cosmetic uses. I cannot imagine having a separate regulatory 
position on that from a position where you were trying to sell into a market that was 
regulated using different legislation. For instance, can you imagine having a separate UK set 
of regulations for this, and then attempting to take the goods that you produce and put 
them into the most important marketplace for us in this respectτEuropeτwhich is 
governed by a different set of regulations?  

The point I want to make is that many of our members feel that having separate regulatory 
systems would not be effective in this chemical space. 

Professor Paul Boyle: If I look to my field, the data protection legislation is probably that 
which I have been mostly closely aligned to. There is no question in my mind, and I think 
most people in Europe would agree, that it is important to have consistent legislation across 
Europe, but it has also been a challenge to achieve that. We heard from Kurt about the 
problems with the Parliament compared to the European Commission. For example, just 
imagine trying to conduct cross-European research in an area where data protection rules 
were different. It makes it very challenging for survey work, including clinical studies, if the 
background legislation to the way that you interact with individuals and protect their 
information, which must be done, varies considerably. There is strong consensus that a 
consistent approach is important, but it is also essential that we make sure that the ability to 
conduct science in a rigorous way is protected. As we go forward with this, you will see that 
the UK voice has been extremely powerful. The lobbying that we have been able to put 
forward has been extremely influential. There is still some way to go, but we have had an 
influence. 

Lord Kakkar: Do you think there is a risk in that specific example that research in Europe is 
stifled as a result of that particular regulation to the advantage of the European research 
base more generally?  

Professor Paul Boyle: With any science-related legislation there is always going to be a risk. 
If you pay close attention to the debates that have been going on in Europe, you will see that 
the argument from the science community has been very powerful. I would be very 
surprised if, at the end of the process, we do not find data protection legislation which fits 
with what we need to do in science. 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: In the area of animal testing, although you can imagine that 
this could be disadvantageous to companies that wish to market products, what it has done 
in many ways is to stimulate new areas of research in Europe, particularly the whole area of 
systems biology, to find non-invasive, non-animal ways of making the same tests on 
products. In some senses, it has been quite an inspiration in drawing forward areas of 
research to fit into this legislative framework. I might also add that one has to take into 
account public understanding of science. It is very important that we adhere to quite strong 
regulatory frameworks to give the public confidence in these areas. 

Lord Kakkar: Just to be clear, is there not a view that the regulation that attends the conduct 
of scientific research in its European element could be improved if the United Kingdom had 
designed a regulatory framework itself?  

Professor Dominic Tildesley: I would rather say that what needs to be improved is the 
regulatory framework as designed by Europe, as was discussed with you in the last session.  



Professor Paul Boyle, University of Leicester, Diamond Light Source and the Royal Society of 
Chemistry ς Oral evidence (QQ 9-24) 

65 

The Chairman: If we look specifically at REACH, which some would describe as ponderous in 
the extreme and lacking flexibility, are you really saying that REACH was the best of all 
possible directives for the purpose, accepting for the moment that a unified approach is 
clearly desirable? Surely we could have done a better job than REACH, could we not? 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: Perhaps we could, but REACH is about achieving a balance 
between elements such as protection of the environment and human health, and, at the 
same time, avoiding ponderous impacts on research and innovation. I believe that the 
disadvantages of REACH can be mitigated by influencing decisions on how REACH is applied 
here, and that is where we have to concentrate.  

Q16  Baroness Neville-Jones:  I want to ask a supplementary, but, perhaps before I do that, I 
should declare an interest as a member of the Engineering and Physical Sciences Research 
Council and the Foundation for Science and Technology. I want to pursue for a moment what 
has been said about regulation. In the last session, for which you may have been in the 
room, we heard rather a strong diatribe against the negative interference which occurs at 
the stage when the legislation reaches the European Parliament, where certainly it is true 
that lobby groups that have not been particularly active or influential when the Commission 
has been drafting come into play and have an effect on the outcome. My question to you is: 
do you share that analysis? Do you share the implication that if these drafts, which come 
from the Commission, were left alone and not interfered with, they would be perfectly 
okay? What view do you take of the quality of the regulatory drafts that come forward? Do 
you thinkτon the other thing that was saidτthat Ministers, when they get to the Council, 
should be tougher and are well briefed? Do you think more could be done to resist some of 
the insertions in the legislative process that are unhelpful and could be driven out again if 
ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΩ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ focused and determined? 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: I do not have a view on that in addition to the one that we 
heard in the first session. 

Professor Paul Boyle: The nature of its democratic process means that there are checks and 
balances within it, which means the process of coming up with legislation goes through a 
series of stages, as it does through the UK. If you look to a number of examples, yes, it is true 
occasionally that the Parliament can come up with changes that do not suit science. Of 
course, they come up with proposals that suit other parts of our society perhaps. It is 
iterative, and during the iterative process we have seen that the Commission can be quite 
powerful, particularly because of the lobbying that we get from the national states in helping 
shape what good practice should be.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: Does the Commission get it broadly right, in your view, for starters? 

Professor Paul Boyle: In general, partly because we interact with the Commission prior to 
them coming to a view. It is not quite black box. It is not as if the Commission comes up with 
a view and we have to respond to it. We are very much involved in helping the Commission 
think about its policy. To be honest, the UK has been particularly influential in shaping areas 
related to science funding such as research integrity, peer review, open access and a whole 
range of areas where British science really punches above its weight in helping shape what 
happens in Europe.  

Professor Andrew Harrison: I would echo that. Broadly speaking, at the consultative level 
that leads to the information or advice that goes to the Commission, the UK is widely 
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respected. It is widely respected because it is seen to run many areas of science well and to 
punch above its weight. 

This is not perhaps quite the same thing. I strongly welcome the recent move to strengthen 
the nature of the advisory bodies at a high level. In Europe, this science advisory mechanism, 
this new high-level group, has been established. The stronger and more prominent the 
advice given in the decision-making process, the better.  

The Chairman: We will come back to advice in a moment.  

Q17  Lord Maxton: I should have declared my interestsτI do not have any. It is quite simple. 
It seems to me, on data protection regulation, that the real problem is that the technology 
does not allow access across the board. If you attend even a local hospital in this country, 
you will find that they do not have records of you on their data files between different 
departments of the same hospital. To what extent is technology involved in this? To what 
extent are the changes in technology, which are taking place all the time, affecting how we 
regulate and do things? 

Professor Paul Boyle: You are absolutely right and your point is well made. A major reason 
for the need to be very careful about data protection is the growing ability to start linking 
records across different systems. As we link more and more data together, whether we are 
doing that for scientific purposes or other purposes of government, it is important to make 
ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭƛǘȅΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŘƻƴŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΣ 
therefore, that the data protection legislation recognises that. We could get quite technical, 
but it is around how you pseudonymise data rather than having to rely entirely on 
anonymisation. There are very good practices in place in the UK especially for managing that 
sort of approach, which we need to make sure are included within the data protection 
legislation.  

Viscount RidleyΥ aŀȅ L Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǳǇ ƻƴ [ƻǊŘ YŀƪƪŀǊΩǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ǿƘŀǘ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǎ ŀ 
little complacency about the effect of regulation with the example of genetic modification? I 
know it is not your field of expertise, but, none the less, we have seen an evaporation of a 
very strong field of research in Europe, which we were the leaders in when it started, largely 
because of opposition across the continent. We have just had an inquiry in this Committee 
into genetically modified insects, which made it clear that the problem at the moment 
comes from Europe, essentially. In other words, in Britain there would probably be much 
greater positivity about this now, but European regulation is not fit for purpose in this area 
and is discouraging experiments and trials.  

Professor Dominic Tildesley: One of the issues I would raise here would be the point of 
getting really good advice into the European Union and European Commission about these 
issues. One of the things that we support very strongly is evidence-based decision-making in 
spaces such as genetically modified organisms and many other areas of science. You have to 
get the right people advising and supporting the politicians in Europeτindeed, in 
Strasbourgτwhen it comes to decision-making in areas of this kind. They need to be 
informed. I very much welcome the move which has occurred recently in Europe towards 
broadening out from the influence of one scientific adviser to a panel of scientific advisers. It 
was good to see David King, our former chief scientist, in a key role in helping to make the 
decisions about that board. It was good to see the head of the Met Office, Dame Julia Slingo, 
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being moved into a position where she can give advice on climate, which is another 
sometimes controversial issue. 

Viscount Ridley: The person who lost her job in that respect did so partly because she was 
so adamantly in favour of trying to improve the regulation on genetically modified crops.  

Professor Dominic Tildesley: I could not comment on that. I do not know. 

Q18  Lord Peston: To reveal my ignorance, I have a question for Professor Boyle. I 
misunderstood what you were talking about when you were talking about data protection. I 
ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ȅƻǳ ǿŜǊŜ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎǘŜŀƭƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŘŀǘŀΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ 
were talking about, was it?  

Professor Paul Boyle: No. 

Lord Peston: The Rosalind Franklin case is the one that one always bears in mind. She was 
the one who did not get the Nobel Prize. You are talking about individual people wanting to 
know when they respond to a survey that people will not know it is them. 

Professor Paul Boyle: Yes. 

Lord Peston: As someone who has not been terribly well in recent years, I do not give a 
damn about whether my data are protected or not, because I am much keener for the 
research to succeed. Do you have much information on what the public at large think about 
protecting data in your sense? 

Professor Paul Boyle: There is an awful lot of research going on at the moment. There are 
discussions at both the UK and European level about how we may implement legislation 
which would help allow for exactly the sort of thing you have identified, using individual-
level data to help us understand more about disease and other things. Doing it in a 
protected environment means you can have the added advantage of being able to use 
ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎΣ ōǳǘ ȅƻǳ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƴŀƳŜΣ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎΣ 
date of birth, and so on, which allows you to go out and identify people. That is an important 
principle. We can look back in history at times when individual-level databases have been 
used for rather daunting reasons. It is important to protect confidentiality, but it can be 
done. That is exactly the debate we are having in Europe at the moment.  

Q19  Lord Vallance of Tummel: I have a general question and then a specific example. The 
general question is, how does our membership of the European Union affect collaboration 
with industrial partners? Perhaps you could distinguish between an industrial partner that 
might be headquartered in the European Union and one that might not, perhaps in the 
States or wherever. The specific is, what might we learn from a public-private partnership, 
such as the Innovative Medicines Initiative? 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: I will distinguish between those two cases that you mention. 
Let me take a simple example of Unilever as a company that is established within the 
European Union. Companies of that kind get a great deal from being able to collaborate 
easily and well with the partnerships that are set up across the Union. Partnerships between 
France, Switzerland, Germany and Unilever are common and much welcomed by those 
companies, I am sure, and prove very stimulating in taking ideas across from the pure 
academic area into the applications field. For companies such as Dow Chemical, established 
in the States, with some key European presence, some research in Europe, where those 
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American companies have a research base in Europe they can gain some access into that, 
but, on the whole, I think they find that more difficult. Getting those kinds of collaborations 
is not as well established in the States. That way of working between industry and academy 
is not as well established in the States as it is in Europe.  

Lord Vallance of Tummel: Do you have anything specific on the Innovative Medicines 
Initiative? 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: For me, this is a very good example of a first-class public-
private partnership. We have been able to leverage about ϵ1 billion from companies 
associated with the European Federation of Pharmaceutical Industries and Associations. It is 
one of many good examples in this space. Another one would be the sustainable processing 
and resource efficiency initiative, the so-called SPIRE. This anticipated an impact of a 
reduction of about 30% in fossil energy and a 20% reduction in non-renewables. This is 
across eight industry sectors, involving partners right across Europe. These are good 
examples of how EU membership affects collaboration with industrial partnerships to their 
advantage.  

Lord Vallance of Tummel: The bottom line is that EU membership does not constrain such 
partnerships elsewhere, but is beneficial, is that right?  

Professor Dominic Tildesley: To be balanced, I am sure there must be some examples of 
where a constraint has occurred, but, on the whole, I see this as beneficial. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: Would you agree that this comment extends well beyond industry 
partners to government departments? For example, the use of weather radar across Europe 
did not happen until an EU project was funded to do that. There are many other examples. 
Do you have any thoughts as to whether that can be done more effectively and what the 
effect might be of the UK departing from the EU? 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: The only thought I would offer on that is I have seen this work 
to very good effect in the UK in establishing infrastructures in computational science, which 
can be used both by Government, academy and industry to very good effect. It is a model 
that has worked well here in the UK; I am trying to see whether it can be established in 
Europe at present through my organisation.  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: They exist strongly in Europe in my experience. 

Q20  Baroness Neville-Jones: I wonder if we could move towards innovation. We have 
touched on industrial partnerships. Innovation is very much a preoccupation of government 
policy and a strong focus of the research councils these days. I would be interested to know 
what the panel thinks about the proposals that have been put forward by Commissioner 
Carlos Moedas for a European innovation council. Do you think that is likely to be an 
effective vehicle? How well could it be made to tie up with existing sources of funding for 
innovation, which occur in some of the other funds open to European institutions for 
research purposes? Is this moving in the right direction? Does it have the right sort of 
structure to have a fruitful future? 

Professor Paul Boyle: Personally, I think it is early days, because we do not yet know what 
the proposal is from the Commission, and probably will not know for at least another year or 
two, so we are a little bit ahead of ourselves. On the other hand, the concept, the idea of 
embedding innovation more strongly, and aligning that with the research agenda, is 
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something that the UK has been at the forefront of, so inevitably we are going to be very 
positive about that. There is no question that Horizon 2020 has already embedded 
ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƳǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ Ctт ŘƛŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǾƻƛŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ 
powerful. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: You can waste money in this area. 

Professor Paul Boyle: You can, that is absolutely true. I am not going to pretend that this is 
an easy area. We can look to the UK with Innovate UK, and now some proposals to bring that 
into the research councils, so you can see some similar discussion going on about how best 
to do this. It is not a simple area. However, I believe that we need to be pushing forward in 
that area and thinking more about that gap between industry and research. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: Do you think the UK is well equipped to take advantage of that, or 
do you think that is something other countries might be better at? 

Professor Paul Boyle: Inevitably, we are well equipped. There is no question but that the UK 
is ahead compared to most countries in Europe in the way that it is now integrating 
innovation alongside research.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: Germany? 

Lord Hunt of Chesteron:  Or Italy? 

Professor Paul Boyle: Less so. Germany is doing very well, but the UK is ahead of the game. 
If you look at the Global Innovation Index, the UK is second in the world, which is all about 
how well we manage to take our research ideas and then put them out into industry.  

Q21  The Chairman: If you look at the level of investment from the commercial sector in 
research in this country and compare it with our European competitors, you will note that 
we are at a disadvantage in that respect. We have a poor investment record from 
commerce. Does that not mean that we are likely to be at a disadvantage in this respect of 
innovation or transferring technology?  

Professor Paul Boyle: There are two parts to that question. There is how much we invest as 
a nation, and you can also make the strong case that we invest too little in publicly funded 
research in the UK. There is how much we invest, but there is also how well we do it and 
engage in it for that which we fund. The UK has very good examples. If you look at the 
funding from HEFCE, it has been extremely successful in levering funding from the private 
sector into projects that are funded through central government. We have lots of good 
experience of this, more so than most countries in Europe. To be fair, I take Germany as 
another good example. It is absolutely right that we probably need more funding in that 
area, but that is a slightly different question from how well we do once the funding is made 
available. 

Professor Andrew Harrison: If you look at areas such as advanced manufacturing and 
aerospace, where support has been provided on both sides, clearly productivity has 
increased in those areas. There are very good examples where this has been done well. 
Sometimes we beat ourselves up about innovation. I do not wish to sound remotely 
complacent, because I am not, but in some areas we have done all right. There is far more to 
be done.  



Professor Paul Boyle, University of Leicester, Diamond Light Source and the Royal Society of 
Chemistry ς Oral evidence (QQ 9-24) 

70 

Working closer to the coalface, as it were, in research institutes in Europe and then coming 
back to the UK, I felt there was a sea change when I came back to the UK two years ago. In 
academia and more publicly funded labs the culture has changed very widely in the last eight 
years, in my experience, in that academics genuinely get innovation now. At least, they 
understand that it is necessary, it is vital to work closely with industry. In that respect, we 
are ahead of a lot of the rest of Europe. There are exceptions. I am using Europe now in the 
geographic sense: Germany and Switzerland are notable examples, as are some of the 
Scandinavian countries. 

Lord Peston: You seem to be arguing that productivity could off-set lack of expenditure. 
Wearing my economics hat, is it not logical that where you are most productive is where you 
ought to spend most, but the reverse is the case? 

Professor Andrew Harrison: The point I was trying to make is that where there has been 
strategic investment, particularly in infrastructureτI mean that in the broadest senseτyou 
can see that the industries in those sectors, such as certain areas of advanced 
manufacturing, have really gained. 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: In relation to EU innovation, I am pleased by the innovation in 
the small to medium enterprises stream, which we find in the Horizon 2020 programme. 
That is already helping a considerable number of UK companies to develop interesting 
technologies. My example would be the Cambridge-based company Abcodia, which has 
received considerable funding to develop its early diagnosis for pancreatic cancer. There are 
interesting examples where companies are benefiting from loans from the European 
Investment Bank, which is important. 

To return to your original question, the proposal by Commissioner Moedas in July to create a 
one-stop shop to bring together the various European mechanisms is very welcome. In 
general, for us, the principle links existing mechanisms, so there is strong potential for 
avoiding duplication and for minimising complexity to applicants. I want to echo that this is 
early days. I look forward very much to seeing how that develops. 

Q22  Lord Hunt of Chesterton: I have a question about science advice. Do you think that the 
somewhat different approach to science advice in the EU compared to the UK is good or 
bad? Does it pose a problem? Could you illustrate your point with the difficult science policy 
issues? We have talked about animal testing, but there are other areas, such as 
environmental pollution, where there are horrendous difficulties and embarrassments. 
GMOs have been mentioned as have carbon emissions, nuclear and exchange of scientific 
data. Do you think these issues are being tackled well in the EU? How is this related to our 
potential exit?  

Professor Andrew Harrison: It comes back to the issue we mentioned 10 or 15 minutes ago 
about re-establishing a proper advisory presence at the highest levels post-Anne Glover. It 
was recognised that there was a strong need for high-profile, transparent advice. It is early 
days again, but there is a real step in the right direction here within Europe. I hate to say 
this, but I think we have to wait and see, because I do not know if they have formally met 
yet, having just been appointed.  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: If you look back on these issues, do you think in science policy the 
EU has mechanisms or attitudes that are good for solving those problems? 
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Professor Andrew Harrison: I think it recognises that there are things that should have been 
improved. 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: There has generally been a weakness of putting too much 
pressure and emphasis on one individual as a single chief scientist. I look forward to seeing 
how this well-established, interesting and diverse group of seven that has been set up will 
work. It is not that different in the UK. Although we have always enjoyed a government chief 
scientist, many of the government departments have chief scientists of their own, so the 
load is spread. For me, the important thing is that I am not so worried about how you do it, 
as long as all policymakers in the country can take the time and have the opportunity to 
understand the scientific evidence on a particular question. When a parliament anywhereτ
here, Scotlandτrushes to a decision without taking the evidence first, that is when really 
serious problems can occur.  

Professor Paul Boyle: Just to follow up on that, it was not as if there was a vacuum of 
scientific advice prior to Anne Glover being put into her position. The European Commission 
took advice from a range of different areas. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: The European Parliament, too.  

Professor Paul Boyle: The European Parliament, too. Anne was put in a particularly difficult 
position. The model we use in the UK is to have a single CSA who sits above other structures, 
but Anne was put in with very little resource, and it was not very easy for her to influence in 
the way that she needed to. What we have seen with the SAM is not only a group of people, 
which may have a little bit more weight, but also the fact that there is resource attached to 
that, a secretariat and so on. All the signs are that they have recognised there is a need for 
scientific evidence. We all know scientific evidence is one part of the debate, but we need to 
make sure that goes into the debate. 

Q23  Lord Kakkar: Do you think that there is a greater risk of political interference as the 
scientific advice is made available at European level compared to what happens in the UK?  

Professor Dominic Tildesley: I do not. I cannot see why there would be a greater risk. 

Professor Paul BoyleΥ ¸ƻǳ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŦŜǊŜƴŎŜέΦ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅ ǘƘŀǘ 
has to take decisions and it will base its decisions on advice from a range of quarters, 
including public opinion; scientific advice is one part of that. As scientists, we like to think it 
ought to be a particularly important part of the advice, but that does not necessarily equate 
ǘƻ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǎΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ that whatever system is in place is properly set up to take 
on board the various pieces of advice that should be presented. There are certain topics that 
particularly require scientific advice, of course, and in those especially we would hope that 
that advice is taken seriously. We can point to examples in the UK where you could argue 
that scientific advice has not been taken by government as strongly as perhaps scientists 
think that it should. In any democratic system that will inevitably happen. We hope on 
average, and in the main, scientific advice will be taken seriously and acted on.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: I have a point of clarification, Lord Chairman, and please forgive my 
ignorance. Obviously, the panel has the advantage over one person of having a range of 
expertise, but to which institutions is it mandated to give advice, and will that advice be 
public? 
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Professor Paul Boyle: We have not yet seen the proposals around the governance, and so 
on, precisely. We can all guess. I think you will find that the advice, if we look at any of these 
bodies that exist already in nations, is made publicly available. It is independent scientific 
evidence and, therefore, should be treated as publicly available. As I say, we do not yet know 
exactly the governance arrangements for how this panel will work.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: You do not know if it is mandated to give it not just to the European 
Commission but also to the other institutions, the Parliament and Council?  

Professor Paul Boyle: I am not sure. 

Lord Cameron of Dillington: As I understand it, they will only be able to advise only on 
questions they are asked; they are not allowed to advise on policy. That is what I have read.  

The Chairman: We can probably get a brief on this. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: I think it would be quite helpful to have a brief. 

Professor Dominic Tildesley: May I mention something we talked about earlier, which is, 
apart from these seven wise individuals advising, the Commission takes advice from a large 
number of scientists right across Europe, at the stage of the refereeing of proposals, which is 
often on scientific quality, and at the stage of bringing people into groupsτgroups around 
biology, computational science, mathematics, physicsτto advise the Commission on the 
direction of research. In those regular meetings, a great deal of advice is given by ordinary 
scientists; they give their opinions on how the programmes should be shaped. Apart from 
this top-down approach, there is also a bottom-up approach to feeding in advice to Europe. 

Q24  Lord Maxton: Is there a difference between what I would call computer technologies 
and science in this field? It seems that the major computer companies are from the USA, not 
from Europe. They may have a European base, but they are from the USA. Secondly, science 
is based very much on the research that is done, whereas I remember someone from 
Microsoft telling me many years ago that the next big breakthrough in computer science 
would probably be done by some 19 year-old working in his bedroom on his laptop. The 
major companies may buy him up, but that is where the next idea will come. Is there a 
difference between these two fields?  

Professor Dominic Tildesley: You are right that Intel, IBM and most of the large companies 
have an American base. France has tried, through the introduction of Bull, to have a French 
base, and this has been a very interesting experiment in high-performance computing. I 
think others on the panel would agree that high-performance computing is now so 
intimately wound up with the way that we do science that it is no longer something I could 
even think about as being separate. The computational sciences, and the methods of using 
computers in science to test theories and experiments and to give us new ideas, are now so 
involved in what we do that I find it very difficult to pull those apart.  

The Chairman: Thank you very much. We have come to the end of the questions we wanted 
to put to you. We are most grateful to you for the patient way you have addressed the 
issues. There will be a transcript sent to you for any minor corrections. If there is any 
supplementary evidence you would like to send in to elaborate on any of your answers, 
please feel free to do so. On behalf of the Committee, thank you very much, Professor Boyle, 
Professor Harrison, and Professor Tildesley, for your help today. 



Brightwake Ltd ς Written evidence (EUM0001) 

73 

 

Brightwake Ltd ς Written evidence (EUM0001) 
 
Author: Paul Browning, Head of Regulatory Affairs 
 
1. Executive Summary 

a) UK has over 3000 companies employing 76,000 people in medical technology  
b) Valued at £17 billion and growing at rates exceeding 6% 
c) UK contributes 3.3% of the £118 billion Global medical device market 
d) The UK is the second highest employer of medical technology companies, beaten 

only by Germany. 
e) 38 million people contact a medical device every day in the UK 
f) European Medical Device regulation offers the best balance between safety & risk, 

with early access to new innovation. 
g) European medical device legislation is recognised across the globe and allows easier 

and more affordable market access, not just throughout Europe, but in a significant 
number of countries across the Globe. 

h) Leaving the European Union, would have a detrimental effect of UK businesses 
where EU legislation is used for market access. With the cost of regulation increasing, 
and the cost of products being forced to decrease, many UK businesses will no longer 
find it viable to innovate and manufacture within the UK. 

 
2. Introduction 
Paul Browning is a clinical scientist, and industry leader in European medical device 
regulation and quality management. Currently Head of Regulatory Affairs for Brightwake Ltd, 
an innovative UK based medical technology organisation. Listed as an Expert from the 
University of Worcester (University of Worcester, 2015), he also participates in UK 
Parliament Outreach programmes.  
 
3. Funding 
Question 1: 
The financial support provided by the EU has allowed our organisation to develop test 
methods, and work in collaboration with UK universities to conduct highly specialised tests, 
and collaborative work. However, the Di Minimus restrictions results in a reduction of the 
total collaboration possible for UK business ς as such use of this valuable resource funding is 
restricted. But certainly without this funding from the EU our organisation could not bring as 
many healthcare innovations to the European market, and British citizens as we currently 
do. 
 
4. Collaboration 
Question 7: 
Our EU membership through free trade dissemination, has facilitated the creation of a 
number of sales offices and logistics channels within the EU. As the organisation has 
expanded, the need for more local distribution of UK made healthcare products within the 
EU was necessary. Setting up local divisions of our company within the EU, whilst having 
significant bureaucracy, was not as difficult as setting up similar entities in non-EU countries, 
in particular China, Middle East, and United States. The EU development of our supply chain 
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has resulted in more consumers and healthcare professionals having ready access to UK 
made medical devices, where they need them, when they need them. 
 
5. Regulation 
Questions 10, 11 & 12:  

a) EU Landscape for medical device regulation. 
(1) Medical device manufacturers in the UK must comply with the one or more of 

the following: 

¶ Directive 93/42/EEC for medical devices,  

¶ Directive 98/79/EC for in vitro medical devices (IVDs)  

¶ Directive 90/385/EEC for active implantable medical devices (AIMD) 
 

(2) In addition, depending on the nature of the device, other EU legislation may 
apply ς for example, electromechcanical, cosmetic, pharmaceuticals and 
more. Furthermore, there are a number of European adopted standards 
which are used to demonstrate, or presume assumption of compliance to EU 
legislation. These are referred to as Harmonised Standards. A harmonised 
standard is a European standard developed by a recognised European 
Standards Organisation: CEN, CENELEC, or ETSI. It is created following a 
request from the European Commission to one of these organisations. 
Manufacturers, other economic operators, or conformity assessment bodies 
can use harmonised standards to demonstrate that products, services, or 
processes comply with relevant EU legislation (European Commission, 2015). 
Such standards are published in the Official Journal of the European Union. 

 
(3) These three Directives (MDD, AIMD, IVD) form part of the 21 New Approach 

Directives which apply to products that can bear CE marking. CE marking is 
not a quality mark, but indicates to EU regulators that these devices meets all 
requirements of the appropriate Directive. CE marking is not used solely for 
medical device manufactures, but applies to many other British industries. 
Regulation and patient safety are the single biggest drivers across all medical 
technology organisations (Topham, 2003). 

 
(4) ¢ƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŦƻǊ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ŘŜǾƛŎŜǎ Ƙŀǎ ǇǊƻǾŜŘ 
ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜŘ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨƎƻƭŘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΩ ƎƭƻōŀƭƭȅΤ ƛǘ 
has demonstrated its efficiency in rapidly bringing the benefits of innovation 
to people. According to independent studies, people in the European Union 
on average benefit from advances in medical technology 3-5 years earlier 
than in Japan and 3 years earlier than in the US, without compromising safety. 
By avoiding excessive delays, the European regulatory system provides an 
incentive for innovation. Designers and manufacturers are encouraged to 
develop better products that address patient and healthcare needs more 
quickly. 

 
(5) In 2013, over 10,000 patent applications where filed with the European 

Patent Office in medical technology. 41% of these were filed from European 
countries (EUCOMED, 2014). In terms of context, in the same period around 
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5400 application were field in pharmaceutical fields and 5400 in 
biotechnology (European Patent Office, 2014).  

 
(6) The current economic troubles within European Union members will likely 

result in slow market growth from 2014-2019, especially within southern 
European states. With the increased regulatory challenges with recent and 
forthcoming regulation, medical device manufactures in Britain will face 
increased cost-containment measures, and focus on smaller areas in order to 
show business growth. This is at the cost of innovation. 

 
(7) As a result of recent and very public failings (e.g. PIP and metal-on-metal hip), 

European Legislation has already responded with Notified Bodies affording 
more control and longer review times ς which is paid for by manufacturers. 
Although you can not legislate to prevent law being broken, the new 
legislation is set to offer more rigorous, but more transparent review of 
medical device manufactures where stricter and more detailed monitoring 
and enforcement activities from both Notified Bodies and National 
Competent Authorities (like the MHRA in the UK). More stringent approval 
procedures with additional clinical evidence requirements for high-risk 
devices will also increase the regulatory burden on manufacturers. Longer 
and more costly approval procedures threaten to undermine the 
competitiveness of the European medical device industry, which comprises 
largely small and medium-sized companies (Klien, 2014) (Topham, 2003).  

 
(8) Intellectual Property is also protected by a single EU catch-all. With single cost 

and single registration for UK IP, providing protection throughout Europe. 
 

b) UK Landscape for Medical Technology. 
(1) In Britain, medical technology companies make a vital contribution to the 

British economy. With over 3000 companies employing 76,000 people the 
sector is valued at some £17 billion and growing at rates exceeding 6% 
(Association of British Healthcare Industries, 2015). The UK is the second 
highest employer of medical technology companies, beaten only by Germany.  
 

(2) A significant proportion of companies are working closely in partnerships with 
UK Universities and research institutes resulting in close collaboration and 
rapid development of ideas into inventions, and subsequently onto market. 
With significant investment from Government including Knowledge Transfer 
Partnerships seek to facilitate the cross-pollination of skills from academia to 
industry and visa versa. Furthermore, our National Health Service is 
dependent on British business to improve treatments, diagnostics, service 
enhancements and the like to drive continuous improvements in both 
budgetary controls and patient wellbeing.  

 
(3) It is estimated that 38 million people contact a medical device every day in 

the UK (SEHTA). In 2000, the Global market for medical technology stood at 
£118 billion, with Europe accounting for 25% of that total. The UK medical 
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device market makes up 12.8% of the Western European market and 3.3% of 
the world market. The UK market continues to be one of the strongest 
performers in the region, with growth of around 6.8% per annum forecast to 
2018. 
 

(4) There are around 500,000 medical technology products, grouped into 20,000 
groups available today (EUCOMED, 2014). These technologies rely on multi-
disciplinary experts including; regulatory & legal, electronics, mechanical 
engineers, polymer science, chemistry, biochemistry, optics, software and 
more.  
 

(5) United Kingdom exports 5 billion Euros outside of the European Union 
(Episcom, 2014). American industry supplied 25 percent of imports and 
accounted for 12 percent of the total $3.4 billion medical equipment market 
in Britain in 2002 (Topham, 2003). Current market growth has been slow, and 
the lack of domestic investment in new product development in recent years 
has created a demand for imported high-tech equipment. Requirements 
include lasers, endoscopes, medical imagery and dental equipment. 
 

(6) The UK market is dominated by the NHS, which accounts for more than 80% 
of expenditure (Association of British Healthcare Industries, 2015) (Klien, 
2014). The private sector remains smallτif well equippedτand largely based 
in England. The reorganization of the NHS under the Health & Social Care Act 
2012 has already seen a structural shift; Primary Care Trusts have been 
abolished and replaced by Clinical Commissioning Groups, giving general 
practitioners a greater role in budgeting and, therefore, spending. 
 

(7) The innovation that Britain is famous for, is supported by systems which 
encourage and support small and medium sized enterprise (SME), for which 
we all benefit from both in improved health, care and economically. That is 
not to say, far more needs to be done to improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of innovation to commercialisation.  
 

(8) Development of improved medical devices supports improved health in the 
British population, and good health is a prerequisite for well-being and 
economic prosperity. These medical technologies help people live longer, 
healthier, more productive, socially active and independent lives. Including 
improved employability, where medical technology contributes to ensuring 
economic growth through improved workforce health. 

 
6. Recommendations 

a. Remaining a member of the European Union, will enable UK industry to take 
advantage of the existing regulatory structure. 

b. The current European medical device regulation is already costly and difficult for UK 
innovation. The draft legislation will increase the control, scrutiny and enforcement, 
but at large cost to UK industry. 
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c. Compliance to the appropriate EU legislation via the CE route of conformity, enables 
unrestricted trade for UK industry throughout Europe.  

d. A large number of other countries accept CE conformity for medical devices, allowing 
a simpler and less financially challenging route to these markets. 

e. Emerging countries, starting their journey on medical device regulation are adopting 
either the basis of EU conformity, or a variation thereof as they recognise the 
benefit of the risk based assessment of medical technology. 

f. The European Medical Device Regulations provide the ideal mix between control and 
innovation, ensuring citizens of Europe are afforded faster access to new healthcare 
technologies. 

 
28 September 2015 
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1. The British Academy, the ¦YΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ 

welcomes the opportunity to submit evidence to the House of Lords Select Committee on 
Science and Technology on the relationship between EU membership and the 
effectiveness of science, research and innovation in the UK. 
 

2. As the UK national academies stated in their joint submission to the Department for 
.ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ϧ {ƪƛƭƭǎΩ Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ 
ǘƘŜ /ƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ wŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ŀƭŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ /ƻƳǇŜtences between the United 
YƛƴƎŘƻƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴΣ άǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ 
ŀƴŘ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŎƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ 
landscape for research (from public, private and philanthropic sources), but has also 
created and amplified opportunities for international collaboration and has increased the 
reputation, competitiveness and attractiveness of the UK as a centre of global excellence 
in research and innovation. National systems that become isolated from the stream of 
global knowledge exchange lose their vigour and excellence. Working at a European 
¦ƴƛƻƴ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƛǎ ŀ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŘŘǎ ǾŀƭǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƻǿƴ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ ǘƻ 
promote and enrich its research base and research excellence, and to leverage its 
ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅέΦ66 
 

3. This submission demonstrates that the UK is receiving significant funding from European 
Union research and innovation programmes. Furthermore, it shows that, because 
research and development investment in the UK is lower than the EU average, EU 
research funding makes an important contribution to overall UK research and 
development funding. 
 

4. The UK performs very well in obtaining European research and innovation funding. This 
can be illustrated in a number of ways. Amongst Member States, in all Framework 
Programme 7 (FP7 - ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŦǊƻƳ нллт-13) signed 
grant agreements the UK ranked second in the number of participations with 17,561, and 
second in the budget share received by FP7 grant-ƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ǿƛǘƘ ϵсΣфпл ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦Y ǿŀǎ 
ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƻ DŜǊƳŀƴȅΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŀŘ муΣлуу ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ϵтΣмос Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ 
budget share.67 Lƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ΨƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƻǊ ǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ68 the UK has 14 
institutions in the top 50 best performers in FP7, which is actually 14 in the top 38, 13 in 

                                            
66 Joint National Academies submission to the Department for Business, Innovation & Skills Call for Evidence on 
wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ wŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ŀƭŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ /ƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ 
United Kingdom and the European Union, August 2013: http://www.britac.ac.uk/intl/europe.cfm  
67 European Commission, Seventh Monitoring Report 2013, March 2015: 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pd
f  
68 Lƴ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ {ŜǾŜƴǘƘ aƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ wŜǇƻǊǘ ŦƛǾŜ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ CtтΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ΨƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƻǊ ǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻŦƛǘ όŜȄŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴύΩΣ  ΨǇǳōƭƛŎ 
ōƻŘȅ όŜȄŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴύΩΣ  ΨǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ΨƻǘƘŜǊΩΦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΣ 
Seventh Monitoring Report 2013, March 2015: 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pd
f, p.13 
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the top 23, and 5 in the top 10. The 14 institutions the UK has in the top 50 is double any 
other country, with the next best being the Netherlands with 7. In terms of the top 50 
best performing regions in FP7, the UK again has more than any other with 8 followed by 
Germany and Netherlands with 7 each.69 
 

5. The UK particularly excels in gaining funding from the European Research Council (ERC) 
ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie Actions. In FP7 the funding the UK gained via the ERC and 
aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie Actions represented an aggregate grant value of 40.3% of the 
¦YΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ Ctт ƎǊŀƴǘǎ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǘǿƻ ƎǊŀƴǘ ǾŀƭǳŜ 
contributions that the UK gained in any FP7 priority area. In addition, 4 out of 10 of the 
top performing institutions for ERC funding are from the UK, more than any other 
country.70 In terms of ERC grants awarded to UK-based academics for the Starting Grants, 
Consolidator Grants and Advanced Grants across the three domains that ERC awards in 
(life sciences, physical sciences and engineering, and the social sciences and humanities), 
UK-based academics lead all other countries in the total number of awards won overall in 
each of the three grant types and in every domain. In Starting Grants, UK-based 
academics have won 571 awards over 7 rounds since 2007 out of a possible 2,707. This 
accounts for 21.1% of all awards granted. German and French-based academics have only 
won 393 and 365 respectively. If this is broken down by domain UK-based academics 
have won 19% of awards in the physical sciences and engineering, 17.3% in the life 
sciences, and more than a third of all social sciences and humanities awards at 33.3%. UK-
based academics in the social sciences and humanities have thus won more grants than 
those in the Netherlands, Germany and France combined, the three countries with the 
next most Starting Grant awards.71  
 

6. In the two Consolidator Grants rounds in 2013 and 2014, UK-based academics have won 
21.6% of all awards across the three domains. By domain this is 22% in the physical 
sciences and engineering, 17.3% in the life sciences and 29.1% in the social sciences and 
ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǾŜƴ ǊƻǳƴŘǎ ƻŦ 9w/Ωǎ !ŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ DǊŀƴǘǎ ǎƛƴŎŜ нллу ¦Y-based 
academics have won 23.5% of all awards. By domain this is 20.3% in the physical sciences 
and engineering, 23.4% in the life sciences, almost as an outstanding performance as the 
Starting Grants with 31.2% of all Advanced Grants awards in the social sciences and 
humanities.72  
 

7. !ǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ 
Academy is understandably pleased with the exceptionally strong track record of UK-
based social scientists and humanities scholars in gaining ERC awards at a level even 
greater than our strong performing UK-based STEM colleagues. This performance of the 

                                            
69 European Commission, Seventh Monitoring Report 2013, March 2015: 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pd
f 
70 European Commission, Seventh Monitoring Report 2013, March 2015: 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pd
f 
71 European Research Council website statistics page: https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics 
accessed on 27 October 2015 
72 European Research Council website statistics page: https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics 
accessed on 27 October 2015 

http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics
https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics


British Academy ς Written evidence (EUM0020) 

80 

ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǳƴŘŜǊƭƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΦ Lǘ 
also illustrates that these disciplines are truly an area of distinctive UK excellence that is 
critical to the success of UK research internationally and that UK social science and 
humanities research is recognised as leading in its field. It indicates that the benefit UK-
based academics gain from the ERC as it stands makes an important contribution to the 
UK research funding landscape, and particularly for the humanities and the social 
sciences. It also illustrates that the UK is currently seen as an excellent location in which 
to conduct research and collaborate internationally. 
 

8. ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ŦǊƻƳ Ctт ƛǎ ǇŀǊŀƭƭŜƭŜŘ ƛƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ 
IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл όǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŦǊƻƳ нлмп-2020).The UK 
ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ΨƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƛnstitutions, 
ōǳǘ ŦŀǊŜǎ ŦŀǊ ƭŜǎǎ ǿŜƭƭ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ΨǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ aŀȄ tƭŀƴŎƪ 
Institutes and the Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique.73 This is largely because in 
the UK research often takes place in universities whilst in other countries such as 
Germany and France there is a stronger tradition of non-teaching research institutes. The 
ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ΨƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ 
is shown by the fact that they received 70.7% of all the funding the UK gained from FP7 in 
monetary terms. Only 5 other Member States broke 50% in this category and in Germany 
the respective figure is only 37.7%. The ¦YΩǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ Ctт ǘƘǳǎ ǊŜƭƛŜŘ ƘŜŀǾƛƭȅ 
on UK universities. That funding from European research and innovation programmes is 
important to UK universities as well is clearly apparent. This can be further emphasised by 
the fact that out of the 17Σрсм ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ƘŀŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ Ctт слΦо҈ ǿŜǊŜ ōȅ ΨƘƛƎƘŜǊ 
ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ DŜǊƳŀƴȅΩǎ ооΦт҈Φ74 
 

9. Funding from the European Union makes a significant contribution to UK research and 
development, particularly in the contexǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ōŜƭƻǿ-average gross domestic 
expenditure on research and development (GERD) compared to the average for EU 
Member States. This is evidenced in two ways: 
 
όŀύ ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ D9w5 ŀǎ ŀ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ƎǊƻǎǎ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ όD5tύ ŀǎ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ōȅ 
the European Commission ς that is to say its research and development intensity ς is 
мΦур҈Σ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƛǎ нΦлн҈Σ ǿƘƛƭǎǘ DŜǊƳŀƴȅΩǎ ƛǎ нΦун҈ ŀƴŘ CǊŀƴŎŜΩǎ нΦнт҈Φ75 At 
first glance the difference between 1.85% and 2.82% may not seem that daunting; 
however, in teǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǌŀǿ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛǘ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘŜǎ ŀǎ DŜǊƳŀƴȅΩǎ D9w5 
ōŜƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ŘƻǳōƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΦ Lƴ нлммΣ DŜǊƳŀƴȅΩǎ D9w5 ǿŀǎ ϷулΦп ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ 
ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ϷосΦр ōƛƭƭƛƻƴΤ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ Ŧƭŀǘ ŎŀǎƘ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ 

                                            
73 Nick Hillman, Keeping up with the Germans? A comparison of student funding, internationalisation and 
research in UK and German universities, Higher Education Policy Institute, Report 77, September 2015, pp.54-
55 
74 European Commission, Seventh Monitoring Report 2013, March 2015: 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pd
f 
75 European Commission, Seventh Monitoring Report 2013, March 2015: 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pd
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year this gap is likely to have widened.76 This also compares poorly with China and 
ǘƘŜ ¦{!Ωǎ D9w5Σ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ р ǘƛƳŜǎ όϷмуоΦн ōƛƭƭƛƻƴύ ŀƴŘ мл ǘƛƳŜǎ όϷмΦмп ǘǊƛƭƭƛƻƴύ ƳƻǊŜ 
ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎΦ77 ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƴŀǇǎƘƻǘ ƛǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ǿƘƛƭǎǘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 
intensity has been declining, compared to other Member States like Germany and 
France as well as to the aggregate EU27 score,78 underlining the importance of 
funding from other sources such as from FP7 and Horizon 2020.  
 
(b) Looking at OECD data from 2014 a similar picture is found. The OECD calculates 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ D9w5 ŀǎ ŀ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ D5t ŦǊƻƳ нлмп Řŀǘŀ ƛǎ мΦто҈ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƴ 
EU average of 1.98%, as well as 2.29% and 2.98% for France and Germany 
respectively.79 The OECD also provides data for publicly financed GERD as a 
percentage of GDP, which for France is 0.82%, Germany 0.86%, the EU average is 
0.68%, and the UK is 0.52%, which is also lower than the OECD average of 0.77%.80 
Using 2014 OECD GDP data the total German spend for publicly financed GERD is 
ŀƭƳƻǎǘ Ϸон ōƛƭƭƛƻƴΣ CǊŀƴŎŜΩǎ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ƻǾŜǊ Ϸнм ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƛǎ ƳŜǊŜƭȅ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ƻǾŜǊ 
$13 billion.81 In percentage terms that means the UK spends just under 42% of what 
Germany spends in publicly financed research and development and just over 63% of 
France. In this context funding from FP7 and Horizon 2020 can provide significant 
added value. 

 
10. ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜƭƛŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǎŜŎǳǊƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ 

innovation funding needs to be put in the context of a below-average GERD and declining 
research intensity, as well as a shift in Horizon 2020 to more applied research. In early 
results, this shift to more applied research is seen to favour increased funding to industry 
over universities compared to FP7. This illustrates a need for continued engagement in 
the development of the remainder of Horizon 2020 and future programmes so that they 
are shaped to support the development of UK research as much as possible. 
 

11. ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ƛǎ ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ 
about more than the funding secured. As the UK national academies made clear in their 
ǊŜŎŜƴǘ Ƨƻƛƴǘ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ aƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ !ŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ wŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ¢ƛŜǊ нΣ ǘƘŜ ά¦YΩǎ 

                                            
76 International Comparative Performance of the UK Research Base ς 2013, A report prepared by Elsevier for 
ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ {ƪƛƭƭǎ ό.L{ύΣ 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нлмоΣ ǇΦмрΣ 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-
international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf  
77 International Comparative Performance of the UK Research Base ς 2013, A report prepared by Elsevier for 
ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ {ƪƛƭƭǎ ό.L{ύΣ 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нлмоΣ ǇΦмрΣ 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-
international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf 
78 International Comparative Performance of the UK Research Base ς 2013, A report prepared by Elsevier for 
ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ {ƪƛƭƭǎ ό.L{ύΣ 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нлмоΣ ǇΦмсΣ 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-
international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf  
79 OECD, Science and Technology Outlook 2014: Country Profiles ς Key Figures, http://stats.oecd.org/ (accessed 
10 November 2015) 
80 OECD, Science and Technology Outlook 2014: Country Profiles ς Key Figures, http://stats.oecd.org/ (accessed 
10 November 2015) 
81 OECD (2015), Gross domestic product (GDP) indicator, https://data.oecd.org/gdp/gross-domestic-product-
gdp.htm (accessed on 10 November 2015) 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
http://stats.oecd.org/
http://stats.oecd.org/
https://data.oecd.org/gdp/gross-domestic-product-gdp.htm
https://data.oecd.org/gdp/gross-domestic-product-gdp.htm
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world-ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǿŀǎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǿƛǘƘ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǘŀƭŜƴǘέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ 
be a place that attracts the very best research minds.82 It is important that, like 
comparable countries, the UK has a range of policies that support and encourage 
researcher mobility. In that submission the UK national academies encouraged the 
Migration Advisory Committee to focus on removing unnecessary barriers to the flow of 
Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǘŀƭŜƴǘ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ άƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ƳƻōƛƭŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ 
ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǎŜŘŜƴǘŀǊȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎέ83 ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ άƳƻōƛƭŜ ǘŀƭŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ 
to the creation and diffusion of knowledge, and the international mobility of researchers 
ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ƭŀǎǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘέΦ84 
 

12. In addition, the British Academy has in recent years focused particular attention 
through its international policy activity in aiming to shape and influence the development 
ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнлΦ ¢ƘŜ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ !ŎŀŘŜƳȅΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ 
engendered by the belief that a distinctive contribution can be delivered in raising 
awareness of the critical need for the humanities and social sciences in framing, 
ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƭǾƛƴƎ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ŀǘ ŀ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ 
that this is reflected within the work programmes and calls of Horizon 2020.  
 

13. This raising of awareness is not a straightforward task, and nor is it one which can be 
achieved with one single effort. It requires time, attention, discussion, networking, 
working with partners, and various other forms of engagement and advocacy on a 
consistent basis. The British Academy worked with other European academies in 2010 
and 2011 to argue that the planned loss of a pillar or challenge focusing on the social 
sciences and humanities from FP7 to Horizon 2020 should not take place and that this 
loss would undermine the mission of HƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ǘƻ ǘŀŎƪƭŜ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΩǎ ōƛƎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
led to the European Commission at first creating a new sixth societal challenge, as 
mentioned by the then Commissioner Geoghegan-Quinn in a speech at the British 
Academy in November 2011,85 and then finally a sixth and seventh societal challenge that 
partly allayed some of these concerns.  
 

14. ¢ƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƻ ΨŜƳōŜŘΩ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜǎ 
in Horizon 2020. The British Academy has consistently raised concerns about this 
approach to the European Commission as have other UK and European bodies. The need 
for the Commission to address these concerns has meant it has had to justify and report 
on the effectiveness of its approach.86 This proactive engagement with the Commission is 

                                            
82 British Academy argues that UK research needs best of migrant workforce, 29 September 2015, 
http://www.britac.ac.uk/news/news.cfm/newsid/1326   
83 British Academy argues that UK research needs best of migrant workforce, 29 September 2015, 
http://www.britac.ac.uk/news/news.cfm/newsid/1326; International Comparative Performance of the UK 
Research Base ς нлмоΣ ! ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ōȅ 9ƭǎŜǾƛŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ LƴƴƻǾation and Skills 
(BIS), December 2013, p.25-29, 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-
international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf 
84 British Academy argues that UK research needs best of migrant workforce, 29 September 2015, 
http://www.britac.ac.uk/news/news.cfm/newsid/1326; 
85 EU Commissioner announces central role for social sciences and humanities, 10 November 2011, 
http://www.britac.ac.uk/news/news.cfm/newsid/616  
86 aƻǎǘ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨLƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ {ƻŎƛŀƭ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ IǳƳŀƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнлΥ 
tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΣ .ǳŘƎŜǘ ŀƴŘ 5ƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜǎΩΣ hŎǘƻōŜǊ нлмрΣ 

http://www.britac.ac.uk/news/news.cfm/newsid/1326
http://www.britac.ac.uk/news/news.cfm/newsid/1326
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
http://www.britac.ac.uk/news/news.cfm/newsid/1326
http://www.britac.ac.uk/news/news.cfm/newsid/616
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indiŎŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ŦŀǾƻǳǊŀōƭȅ ǎƘŀǇŜ ǘƘŜ 
9¦Ωǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ƳŀƴƴŜǊΦ !ǊƎǳŀōƭȅ ǘƘŜ 
Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǎƛǘŜ ƻŦ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǾƻǘŜ ƻƴ 
Horizon 2020 Programme Committees that determine the content of its calls. 

 
15. Scientific advice in the EU of course varies between Member States. The UK has a 

model of science advice that is not shared widely by others. It is important to understand 
this before assessing how scientific advice operates within the European Commission and 
the Union more widely. There is no one model, and some Member States (such as 
Germany) are deeply adverse to the model we are used to in the UK (i.e. a single 
Government Chief Scientific Adviser). In a Union of 28 Member States, the UK therefore 
needs to play a constructive role in encouraging the development of institutional 
ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŀŘǾƛŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǎŜǘ ǘƘŜ 
agenda and to ensure best practice will depend in part upon its willingness to embrace 
effective models that may not exactly replicate what we currently have in the UK. One of 
the aspects that it is important for the UK to stress is the need to understand the term 
ΨǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎΩ ƛƴ ŀ ōǊƻŀŘ ǎŜƴǎŜΣ ǘƻ ŜƴŎƻƳǇŀǎǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 
sciences. 

 
16. The current Commission led by President Jean-Claude Juncker chose not to renew 

the position of Chief Scientific Adviser to the President of the European Commission, 
which had been held by Professor Anne Glover FRSE under President Barroso. Partly due 
to the negative reaction provoked by this poorly communicated announcement, Member 
States and other stakeholders, particularly from the UK, were able to stress to the 
Commission the importance of putting in place a robust system of scientific advice. This 
opportunity to engage with the Commission led President Juncker and Commissioner 
Carlos Moedas to announce the establishment of a new scientific advice mechanism. This 
is still to be developed and implemented in full; however, it provides a good opportunity 
for the UK government and the scientific community to engage with the European 
Commission in the process of designing an excellent framework for the provision of 
scientific advice.87 
 

17. Nevertheless, the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice within the European 
Union relies upon the quality and effectiveness of the debate on scientific advice within 
Member States, as our sister academy, the Royal Society of Edinburgh, has been 
illustrating recently.88 The importance of evidence-based policy and listening to and 
acting upon scientific advice where appropriate is critical to the development of effective 
public policy in both the EU and its individual Member States. The UK Government, with 
its established structures, is well placed to engage strongly with other Member States to 

                                                                                                                                        
http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/news/integration-social-sciences-and-humanities-horizon-
2020-participants-budget-and-disciplines  
87 Five European academy federations are likely to form one part of the scientific advice mechanism. The British 
Academy is a member of the All European Academies (ALLEA), one of the five. In addition on 10 November 
2015 it was announced that Professor Dame Julia Slingo DBE OBE FRS, a Fellow of the Royal Society, would 
become one of the seven eminent scientists in the High Level Group, another part of the scientific advice 
mechanism. 
88 The Royal Society of Edinburgh, The Opportunities from GM and Biotechnology for Scotland, Advice Paper 15-
20, September 2015, https://www.royalsoced.org.uk/cms/files/advice-papers/2015/AP15_20.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/news/integration-social-sciences-and-humanities-horizon-2020-participants-budget-and-disciplines
http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/news/integration-social-sciences-and-humanities-horizon-2020-participants-budget-and-disciplines
https://www.royalsoced.org.uk/cms/files/advice-papers/2015/AP15_20.pdf
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lead discussions about how this objective can be best achieved. It is important to stress 
that policy-making also requires public engagement, social understanding, and cultural 
and historical awareness, necessitating the involvement of experts from the humanities 
and social sciences. This is particularly important when the scientific evidence presented 
is characterised by a high level of uncertainty or when ethical or distributive concerns 
shape public reactions to the evaluation of management of risk. 

 
19 November 2015 
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¢ƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ {ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ !ŘǾƛŎŜ aŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ό{!aύ 
 

¶ Background: the European Commission has routinely engaged with the scientific 
community through its array of some 1200 expert advisory groups. These mostly deal 
with sectoral policy issues. With the aim of strengthening the arrangements for 
evidence-based scientific advice the Barroso II Commission experimented by appointing 
a single Chief Scientific Adviser reporting to the President. The Juncker Commission has 
decided instead to establish a different Scientific Advice Mechanism (SAM) with three 
components: a High Level Group of seven; a consortium of European academies; and a 
strengthened secretariat in the Directorate-General for Research and Innovation. 

 

¶ The High Level Group: the composition of the group was announced in November 2015, 
after a selection process by an Identification Committee consisting of Sir David King, 
Professor Rianne Letschert and António Vitorino. The members of the High Level Group 
are: Professor Janusz Bujnicki, Professor Pearl Dykstra, Professor Elvira Fortunato, 
Professor Rolf-Dieter Heuer, Professor Dame Julia Slingo DBE FRS, Professor Cédric 
Villani, and Professor Henrik C. Wegener. It will report to Carlos Moedas, the European 
Commissioner for Research, Science and Innovation. The terms of reference of the High 
Level Group specify that it will itself designate, on an annual basis, a chair-person and a 
deputy chair-person. Its first meeting is scheduled for 29 January 2016. It remains to be 
determined how in practice it will operate and what the balance will be between work 
in response to requests from the Commission aƴŘ Ψƻǿƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎΩΦ aǳŎƘ 
remains to be resolved about relationships with not only the Directorate-General for 
Research and Innovation but also other Commissioners and services. 

 

¶ The consortium of European academies: this is to provide complementary and 
supplementary advice on scientific issues, broadly defined as including the social 
sciences and humanities as well as the natural, life and engineering sciences. The 
European federations (Academia Europaea, ALLEA, EASAC, Euro-CASE and FEAM) are 
currently preparing this.  It remains to be clarified what the balance will be between 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ Ψƻǿƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎΩΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƛƭƭ 
be required as rapid responses and which in a more medium term perspective. The 
consortium should start to operate later in 2016. 

 

¶ The secretariat: this is in the process of being established in the Directorate-General for 
Research and Innovation.  It is to be hoped that the 25 staff will include experienced 
scientists as well as administrators. 

 

¶ This is an experiment still in its early stages.  It is much too early to figure out what its 
chances are of proving effective. The UK national academies are actively involved in the 
discussions with a view to promoting a constructive and productive role for the research 
community in the process. 

 
18 January 2016  
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Introduction 
1.1 The British Society for Immunology (BSI) is the largest immunology society in Europe. We 

represent the interests of members working in academia, clinical medicine, and industry. 
Our main objective is to promote and support excellence in research, scholarship and 
clinical practice in immunology for the benefit of human and animal health. 
 

1.2 Immunological science underpins many aspects of human health and the progression of 
disease. The application of immunological research extends across communicable 
disease and vaccination to the management and treatment of chronic diseases such as 
diabetes, asthma, allergies, and even cancer. It is also now becoming clear that immune 
responses are key to the development of many common disorders not traditionally 
viewed as immunologic, including metabolic, cardiovascular, and neurodegenerative 
conditions. 

 
1.3 As a nation we are world leading in our immunological research and rank first for 

research in infection and immunology amongst our G7 partners.89 Immunological 
research in the UK therefore makes a vitally important contribution to the European 
science base and the research of our members is of significant value to the overall 
health, wellbeing, and economic prosperity of populations across the EU-28. 

 
 

Summary 
2.1 Scientists in the UK are free to compete for several European funding streams, derived 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴΩǎ ό9¦ύ Horizon 2020 framework. As a nation we are 
extremely successful in leveraging EU grants and are second only to Germany in terms of 
the total share of available funding secured. This comes at a time when the UK 
DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ financing of science at present levels 
remains uncertain. Alternative sources, such as those available through the EU, serve as 
an important means of rebalancing funding for science in line with competitor nations. 
 

2.2 The principle of freedom of movement allows not only for the unimpeded flow of 
students, researchers, and highly skilled workers across borders, but also for the fluid 
transmission of ideas, innovations, and knowledge. It is perhaps the most significant 
advantage of EU membership and its beneficial influence on the UK science base ς and 
indeed the national economy ς cannot be overstressed. 

 
2.3 The EU benefits from having common regulatory, legal, and ethical standards through 

legal frameworks such as the Directive on the Protection of Animals used for Scientific 
Purposes. Harmonisation of the regulatory system means that member states can be 
assured of the competency of research standards and practice throughout the EU.  

 
 

                                            
89 !ttD ƻƴ Dƭƻōŀƭ IŜŀƭǘƘ όнлмрύΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ /ƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ IŜŀƭǘƘ DƭƻōŀƭƭȅΦ 

http://www.appg-globalhealth.org.uk/
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Funding 
3.1 Membership of the EU automatically entitles researchers in the UK to make use of a 

variety of funding mechanisms, primarily channelled through Framework Programme 8 
όƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнлύΦ ¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŜǾŜǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ 
IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ƛǎ ŀ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ŦƻǊ ϵтт ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǿƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ science 
and research across a seven year lifespan, starting in 2014. Over the course of 2015/16 
ŀƭƻƴŜ ¦Y ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜ ŦƻǊ ϵмс ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƻƻƭΦ90 
 

3.2 These funding streams are extremely popular amongst the research community in the 
UK and more eligible applications for Horizon 2020 funding were made from the UK than 
any other nation in 2014. We are also very successful in leveraging EU grants, securing 
ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǎƘŀǊŜ όмр҈ύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘe 
same time period at 15% (only Germany, at 22%, received more).91 

 
3.3 Our members find Horizon 2020 funding streams incredibly valuable, particularly at a 
ǘƛƳŜ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴΦ !ǘ мΦсо҈Σ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
total Gross Domestic Expenditure on R&D (GERD) as a proportion of GDP is significantly 
below the EU-28 average of 2.01% (and indeed the target set by the Horizon 2020 
initiative of 3%). Our GERD is also lower than key international competitors, including the 
United States (2.81%), Japan (3.38%), Germany (2.85%), France (2.23%) and China 
(1.98%).92 Science is by its very nature a global endeavour and the availability of funding 
for research is a fundamental determinant of our international competitiveness. EU 
sources therefore play a vital role in helping rebalance investment in line with other 
advanced economies.  

 
3.4 The importance of European funding is underlined by the fact that many UK institutions 

employ dedicated teams to support researchers in securing grant and fellowship 
opportunities from EU sources. University College London for example, which received 
more Horizon 2020 funding than any other university in Europe in 2014,93 employs a 
9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ hŦŦƛŎŜ ǘƻ άƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ƛǘǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊŜŦǊƻƴǘ ƻŦ 
9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅέΦ94 Imperial College London, the 
second highest performing university, similarly supports those at the university seeking 
Horizon 2020.95 These institutions are by no means alone, and universities throughout 
the UK adopt similar supportive mechanisms. 

 
3.5 Although membership of the EU does not necessarily preclude access to the Horizon 
нлнл ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ ŀƴŘ άǘƘƛǊŘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅέ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŦƻǊ ƴƻƴ-EC states, such 
as Norway, Israel and the United States, eligibility for the majority of developed 
countrieǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀǳǘƻƳŀǘƛŎΦ LŦ ŀ άǘƘƛǊŘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅέ ǿƛǎƘŜǎ 
to utilise Horizon 2020 funding it may only do so as a result of either a specific bilateral 
agreement or because participation of that country is deemed essential for carrying out 

                                            
90 European Commission (Accessed 2015). What is Horizon 2020? 
91 European Commission (2015). Horizon 2020. First Results. 
92 Eurostat (2015). Gross domestic expenditure on R&D (GERD). 
93 Research Europe (2015). One year on. 
94 University College London (2015). European Research and Innovation Office. 
95 Imperial College London (2015). Research Office. European Commission. 

http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/what-horizon-2020
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/sites/horizon2020/files/horizon_2020_first_results.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&language=en&pcode=t2020_20&plugin=1
http://www.researchresearch.com/index.php?option=com_news&template=rr_2col&view=article&articleId=1353226
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/research/europe
http://www.imperial.ac.uk/research-and-innovation/research-office/funder-information/european-commission/
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the research. Relationships between third country nations and the EU can also change. 
For example, in following a national referendum in 2014 on imposing immigration 
quotas, Switzerland had its access to several Horizon 2020 funding streams ended as a 
ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŘǳƳΩǎ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜΦ96 

 
3.6 Public funding is of course one aspect, but UK science also benefits from close 

cooperation with corporate entities based both within the UK and in the wider EU-28. As 
with science, business is a globally mobile enterprise, and private industry may decide to 
invest facilities and infrastructure in the UK for a variety of reasons. As a member of the 
EU the UK benefits from favourable trade liberalisation and access to a $16.6 trillion a 
year single market with a workforce of 500 million people.97 ¢ƘƛǎΣ ŎƻǳǇƭŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
world-class basic and applied research base, internationally recognised universities, and 
unique access to the NHS, is a strong factor in making the UK a good location for R&D 
intensive industries to locate. 

 
3.7 In particular, the UK has a private R&D focus that is moderately specialised towards 

pharmaceuticals (pharmaceutical R&D expenditure accounts for 28% of total private 
R&D spend in the UK).98 This enables considerable scope for life-sciences researchers, 
including immunologists, to utilise funding opportunities from private sources. The 
medicines manufacturer GSK, for example, supports the UK science base right across the 
spectrum, from discovery to application, as highlighted in their evidence booklet for the 
upcoming Spending Review.99 Any disruption of our relationship with the EU would be 
perceived as negative by UK-based businesses and could destabilise funding relationships 
between researchers and private enterprises, such as major pharmaceuticals. 

 
3.8 EU instruments also support UK small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) through 

grants and other support services (e.g. business coaching and access to risk finance). The 
UK has many immunology SMEs who have benefited from EU backing through assistance 
that spans initial feasibility assessments to commercialisation of new immunological 
innovations. 

 
 

Collaboration 
4.1 The application of immunological science has the potential to improve the health and 

wellbeing of all people, regardless of the country they live in. Immunology, as with 
science more generally, is therefore a collaborative effort, and breakthroughs are often 
the result of close working between different labs and institutions across the globe. 
Simple factors, such as geographical proximity, common strategic priorities, and even 
shared cultural values, play a part in facilitating collaboration between European 
researchers. These factors are reinforced by formalised directives and frameworks which 
seek to synergise the scientific output of EU member states, many of which rank among 
the best in the world for the quality of their science and research. 
 

                                            
96 EURESEARCH (2015). Swiss participation in Horizon 2020. 
97 Confederation of British Industry (2015). Factsheet 2: Benefits of EU membership outweigh costs. 
98 OECD (2015) Health at a Glance 2015. 
99 GSK (2015). CSR Evidence Booklet: GSK and the UK Science and Innovation Base. 

https://www.euresearch.ch/en/european-programmes/horizon-2020/swiss-participation-in-horizon-2020/
http://news.cbi.org.uk/campaigns/our-global-future/factsheets/factsheet-2-benefits-of-eu-membership-outweigh-costs/
http://www.oecd.org/els/health-systems/health-at-a-glance-19991312.htm
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4.2 Europe is in itself a scientific powerhouse. In a Thomson Reuters analysis of research 
output based on Web of Science publications, Europe was responsible for 38% of the 
world share of citations.100 Only the United States (at 33%) is able to compete on volume 
ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ƻǳǘǇǳǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǇŀǇŜǊ ŦƛƴŘǎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŎƛǘŜŘ ǇŀǇŜǊǎ ŀǎ ŀ 
function of scientific output slightly lower than the US (at 1.2% compared to 1.8%) but 
growing at a steady rate in contrast to a flat trajectory for the US. Europe and the US is 
the traditional bipartite power bloc in international science, although their dominance is 
being challenged by select nations in Asia (China, India, Japan) and South America 
(Brazil). Nevertheless, the UK is a senior producer of EU science, demonstrating a 
leadership role that underlines the global significance of our science profile. Removing 
ourselves from the Union would be to forego the enhanced global influence that comes 
as being a key constituent in a powerful community of scientific nations. 

 
4.3 Opportunities for international collaboration are facilitated by joint funding programmes 

under Horizon 2020. For example, Joint Programming Initiatives (JPI) pool EU resources 
as a means of tackling issues of pan-Euro interest as set out under a number of Strategic 
Research Agendas (SRAs). JPI SRAs focus collaborative R&D on major societal challenges, 
such as Antimicrobial Resistance101, and enable the European research community to 
work together and achieve more than would be possible at the level of a single nation 
state. In an increasingly globalised world, it is important to recognise that many of the 
challenges contemporary society faces are truly international in scale (for example 
pandemic infections). Thus, work to overcome these problems requires coordination at 
the international level. It would be deleterious for the UK as a whole if we were to be 
excluded from the joint planning, implementation, and evaluation of European-wide 
research programmes. 

 
4.4 Opportunities for collaboration also exist beyond these large-scale projects. For example, 

our members make common use of joint funding opportunities that are extremely 
valuable as the basis for networking and developing relationships with researchers at 
institutions across the EU-нуΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ул҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ Ŏƻ-publications are 
with colleagues across the EU.102 These partnerships benefit significantly under the 
inclusive conditions of tƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ άŎƻƳƳƻƴ ƳŀǊƪŜǘέ ŦƻǊ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΦ ! ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 
example would include work through the European Training & Research in Peritoneal 
Dialysis (EUTRiPD) initiative. This EU programme funds early career researchers and 
ǎŜŜƪǎ ǘƻ ōǊƛŘƎŜ ǘƘŜ άƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƎŀǇέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƭŀǘŜ-stage scientists. It has 
successfully supported immunologists based in the UK through linkage with peers in 
Amsterdam, Berlin, Poznan, Madrid, Brussels, Heidelberg, Strasbourg, and Vienna. 

 
4.5 Initiatives such as the Marie Sklodowska-Curie actions, and as an extension of this 

programme the Innovative Training Networks (ITN) and Individual Fellowships (IF), 
facilitate researcher mobility throughout Europe, giving individuals experiences in 
different learning settings and enabling them to try new fields of research. The 
internationally fluid research community that exists as a product of the conditions 

                                            
100 Thomson Reuthers (2014). The research and innovation performance of the G20 and its impact on decisions 
ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎΦ 
101 MRC (2014). Joint Programming Initiative on AMR. 
102 Universities UK (2014). EU membership and the impact on UK higher education. 

http://sciencewatch.com/sites/sw/files/images/basic/research-innovation-g20.pdf
http://sciencewatch.com/sites/sw/files/images/basic/research-innovation-g20.pdf
http://www.mrc.ac.uk/research/initiatives/antimicrobial-resistance/joint-programming-initiative-on-amr/
http://blog.universitiesuk.ac.uk/2014/05/21/eu-membership-impact-uk-higher-education/
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provided by the European Union help spread best practice throughout the European 
Research Area and provides individuals with the opportunity to learn additional 
transferrable skills from new colleagues. Many of our members have worked throughout 
Europe and have found their experience both hugely rewarding and extremely beneficial 
in their own career development.  

 
4.6 Scientific collaboration within Europe is greatly enhanced by the principle of freedom of 

movement, which allows the scientific workforce to work in different universities, 
research institutes, and companies with relative ease. Our members identify this as 
perhaps the most significant benefit of EU membership.  

 
4.7 The UK is a global leader in science and research, a status which has been achieved in 

large part because we are able to attract the best and the brightest from across the 
world to work in our institutions. The lack of barriers to workforce and student 
movement within Europe has greatly enhanced the flow of scientific knowledge and 
expertise into the UK. Many of our members are themselves non-UK EU nationals and it 
is not uncommon for them to work in an environment where the majority of their 
colleagues have come here from countries across the EU. 

 
4.8 In formulating our response to this inquiry, senior immunologists were keen for us to 

express the great value that able MSc students, PhD students, and postdoctoral fellows 
from the EU, but based in the UK, bring to our science base. It is reported that many of 
those who locate themselves here as students often choose to stay for further study or 
ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ Řƻ ǎƻ ƛǎ ƎǊŜŀǘƭȅ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǎȅƳǇŀǘƘŜǘƛŎ 
arrangements regarding free movement or, additionally, through programmes such as 
ERASMUS. It cannot be stressed enough the benefit that such individuals bring to our 
scientific and economic output. 

 
4.9 The value of immigration for science and engineering has been catalogued elsewhere 

(see BSI submission to CaSE survey on immigration and its impact on UK science and 
engineering103) and the principle of free movement is a key enabler of the unimpeded 
flow of people and ideas into the UK that is so beneficial in many ways. It would be of 
serious detriment to our domestic science base (and indeed national economy) if the UK, 
which retains an opt-out to the Schengen Agreement, was in any way to re-enforce 
restrictions on international travel from within the EU. 

 
4.10 Free movement also plays an important part in filling skills gaps, especially in STEM 

subject areas. The CBI states that 63% of their members report the ability to recruit and 
transfer staff from across the EU as a beneficial factor for their business. In their survey 
only 1% of members said that the impact had been negative.97 

 
4.11 Beyond business, 125,300 non-UK EU nationals came to study in UK universities in 

2013/14104, generating £2.27 billion for the UK economy.105 Upon graduation many of 

                                            
103 British Society for Immunology (2015). Response to CaSE survey on Immigration and its impact on UK 
science and engineering. 
104 Higher Education Statistics Agency (2015). Students in Higher Education 2013/14. 
105 Universities UK (2015). Speech given by Dame Julia Goodfellow at Universities for Europe launch. 

https://www.immunology.org/document.doc?id=1699
https://www.immunology.org/document.doc?id=1699
https://www.hesa.ac.uk/
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Pages/DameJuliaGoodfellowspeakingatUniversitiesforEuropelaunch.aspx#.VjyyW7fhCUm
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these students continue on to postgraduate degrees and will subsequently choose to 
stay and work here either in academia or industry. 

 
4.12 Importantly, collaboration in the EU also includes the operation and management of 

shared infrastructure and facilities. The UK often takes a leading role in these initiatives, 
such as with the European Bioinformatics Institute (EBI) and ELIXIR, both located at the 
Wellcome Genome Campus in Hinxton, Cambridge. EBI and ELIXIR conduct 
internationally significant research that is the result of close collaboration across 
associated sites in EU member states.  

 
4.13 EBI in particular is at the heart of modern medicine and hosts the databases and 

analytical tools which have proved fundamental in the development of new medical 
therapies. Both receive funding from a variety of sources, including from outside Europe, 
and many of our members use their tools. They are each examples of initiatives where 
the UK benefits disproportionately compared to the resources we invest. 

 
 

Regulation 
5.1 EU frameworks and directives have a considerable influence over much of the science 

that is carried out in the UK. For example, legislation governing the use of animals in 
scientific research has been transposed to give effect to the EU Directive on the 
Protection of Animals Used for Scientific Purposes. 
 

5.2 Working under common regulatory frameworks ensures that member states are working 
an agreed standard in relation to legality, quality, transparency, and ethics. This helps to 
reduce bureaucracy and streamline protocols. For example, the EU Directive on Clinical 
Trials seeks to simplify the process through which Member States regulate clinical trials 
to ensure the highest standards of patient safety are upheld. Through this mechanism 
information is recorded on an EU-wide portal that allows for a database on the results of 
all clinical trials conducted in Europe. 

 
5.3 Pharmaceutical manufacturers can also seek to gain market authorisation for new drugs 

and treatments under a centralised procedure through the European Medicines Agency 
(EMA). The EMA coordinates expertise from across the European Economic Area (EEA) 
and allows the regulatory authorities from individual Member States to share data on 
the reporting of side effects and compliance with various legal requirements. Different 
authorisation routes also exist, including through single EU Member States, from which a 
streamlined application for European-wide authorisation can be made. This is only 
possible because the regulatory system for medicines is harmonised across the EU and 
despite their being different authorisation routes (either through the centralised process 
via the EMA or through individual Member States) each works to a common set of rules. 

 
5.4 Another example would be the work of the European Patent Office, which provides a 

single patent grant procedure for innovations across Europe. The organisation also works 
closely with international bodies through, such as the United States Patent and 
Trademark Office, through bilateral and multilateral partnerships that seek to develop a 
global patent system that is more efficient in driving strong knowledge-based economies 
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for EU member states. It is unclear how disruption of our membership with the EU would 
hamper the ability of UK scientists to apply for national and international patents across 
EU member states and beyond. 

 
 

Scientific Advice 
6.1 Scientific advice on public policy decisions in the UK is chiefly communicated through the 

Government Chief Science Advisor, a position that is complemented by Chief Scientific 
Advisers in central Government Departments. These roles exist to ensure decision 
making on public policy is informed by scientific evidence. It is believed that the UK is in 
the minority of EU member states in having this mechanism which promotes evidence 
based policy making. 
 

6.2 The post of European Chief Scientific Adviser was abolished under President Juncker and 
will be replaced by a new Scientific Advice Mechanism. This system is yet to be put fully 
in place and we await to see how this system works in practice before commenting on its 
success. 

 
20 November 2015 
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I have sent the same comment today to Scientists for EU with regard to Regulation No. 11: 
www.parliament.uk/documents/lords-committees/science-technology/EUmembership/eu-
membership-call-for-evidence.pdf 
 
I am a concerned International Public Citizen. 
 
Precautionary Principle and GM 
 
1. I responded to the "GM foods and application of the precautionary principle in Europe" 
Inquiry. I thought the basis of the Inquiry and conclusions were on shaky ground. I do not 
think there is the holistic scientific and ethical understanding (including the geopolitics) by 
the London Government and establishment academics to reform EU safety regulations in the 
public interest both in the UK and beyond.  
 
2. There are numerous reasons for this, some of which are explained in Steven Druker's book 
"ALTERED GENES, TWISTED TRUTH: How the Venture to Genetically Engineer Our Food Has 
Subverted Science, Corrupted Government, and Systematically Deceived the Public". 
 
3. There is an argument that the EFSA regulations are already inadequate. I can send more 
details if requested by Scientists for EU and the House of Lords Science and Technology 
Committee.  
 
4. There was a recent conference in Paris to discuss global regulation and substantial 
equivalence (about a week ago). I can send more details if required.  
 
5. I believe the doctrine of substantial equivalence is flawed. 
 
6. I would say this lack of holistic understanding by some establishment academics also 
extends to other emerging technologies. 
 
7. In 2014, Testbiotech published this www.testbiotech.org/en/node/1089. I share their 
concerns and similar concerns such as those voiced by organisations like the Transnational 
Institute, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy and War on Want. I hope the issues will 
improve in the future. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I also responded to the Science Budget Inquiry. 
 
19 November 2015 
 

http://www.parliament.uk/documents/lords-committees/science-technology/EUmembership/eu-membership-call-for-evidence.pdf
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/lords-committees/science-technology/EUmembership/eu-membership-call-for-evidence.pdf
http://www.testbiotech.org/en/node/1089
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Summary of key points 
CaSE does not have a policy position on whether the UK should stay in or leave the EU but 
recognises it is an important issue that has significant impact on science and engineering in 
the UK. It does however intend to inform the public debate with evidence and insight gained 
from analysis of available data and interactions with the science and engineering 
community.  
 
EU funding of UK research  

¶ ¢ƘŜ ¦Y ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜǎ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9¦Υ ϵуΦуōƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ нллт 
and 2013. The UK is a net contributer to the EU overall, but it is a net reciever of EU 
funding for research. 

¶ EU funding complements national research funding, providing access to specialist 
skills and equipment and supporting new collaborations. This increases research 
quality, reach, and impact. 

 
The role of EU membership in research collaboration 

¶ Collaboration is essential to effective and high-impact research. The UK collaborated 
with at least 120 different countries through Framework Programme 7 projects.  

¶ ²ƘŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ōȅ /ŀ{9 ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎΩ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ 
(EPC), 93% of respondents said EU membership is of benefit to UK research, and 83% 
said that EU funding is of increasing importance to UK research. Although the vast 
majority of researchers were positive about the EU, some highlighted bureaucracy as 
a problem. 

 
Effects of free movement of people in the EU 

¶ The free movement of people between EU member states aids the quality of UK 
science by reducing barriers to the recruitment and travel of skilled scientists and 
assisting collaboration. This international connectivity can increase the productivity 
and impact of research, and fills skills shortages in the UK. 

¶ However, if the Government were willing, these benefits could be realised through 
an effective immigration policy if the UK were outside the EU.  

 
Impacts of EU regulation on UK research 

¶ UK VAT rules are subject to EU legislation. As a result, the British Government is 
limited in its ability to create a tax policy scheme that better supports research 
collaboration than the current one. 

 
 
Introduction 
The Campaign for Science and Engineering (CaSE) is the leading independent advocate for 
science and engineering in the UK. CaSE works to raise the political profile of science and 
engineering, and ensure that the UK has world-leading research and education, skilled 
scientists and engineers, and successful innovative businesses. CaSE is funded by around 800 
individual members and over 100 organisations including businesses, universities, learned 
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and professional organisations, and research charities. Collectively our members employ 
350,000 people in the UK, and our industry and charity members invest around £19.3bn a 
year in R&D globally106.  
 
CaSE is neutral with regard to the upcoming EU referendum but we wish to inform the 
debate. We therefore welcome the opportunity to provide evidence to this inquiry. /ŀ{9Ωǎ 
Chair, Professor Graeme Reid, is advising the House of Lords Science and Technology 
Committee on this inquiry. He has therefore not had any part in the production of this 
submission. 
 
CaSE is currently undertaking two research projects which are relevant to this inquiry. Our 
response incorporates the relevant points from these, and from other on-going work. The 
first project is considering how immigration affects UK science and engineering, the results 
of which will be published in early 2016. The second is a joint project with the Engineering 
tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎΩ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ό9t/ύ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛƴ ¦Y ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎΦ !ƴ 
interim version of this report will also be submitted as evidence to the inquiry jointly by CaSE 
and the EPC. As part of this project, CaSE and the EPC completed a survey asking researchers 
for their views on the impacts of EU membership to which over 400 individuals from 
academia and industry contributed.  
 
 
Funding 
Investment in UK science and engineering creates a virtuous cycle, leveraging investment 
from industry107, raising productivity108, and creating more high-value jobs109. This 
investment comes from a variety of UK, EU, and international sources, including that from 
governments and industry. These funding sources, having different priorities and 
requirements, can complement each other in parallel to fund UK research. Each source 
brings a range of benefits to individual researchers and to the UK research environment, 
such as novel collaborations and access to specialist skills and equipment. When asked in a 
survey conducted by CaSE and EPC, 93% of respondents said EU membership is of benefit to 
UK research, and 83% said that EU funding is of increasing importance to UK research.  
 
.ŜǘǿŜŜƴ нллт ŀƴŘ нлмоΣ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ϵпуōƴ110 ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ϵуΦуōƴ111 was for 
research, development, and innovation. Over the same period, the UK contribution to the 
9¦ ǿŀǎ ϵтуōƴ8Σ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ϵрΦпōƴ112 was specified as the indicative contribution to ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ 
R&D budget. This means that the UK is a net contributer to the EU overall, but it is a net 
reciever of EU funding for research. ϵсΦфōƴ of this research funding was through the 
Framework Programme 7 (FP7)113, and ϵмΦфōƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ European Structural and Investment 

                                            
106 Calculated using data from the latest year available from CaSE members. This is likely to be an under-
estimate as data was not available for all members. 
107 Leveraging public funding of science and research, Research councils UK, 2013  
108 The economic significance of the UK Science base, BIS, Innovation Report, Haskel, Hughes and Bascavusoglu-
Moreau, 2014 
109 The current and future UK science workforce, The Science Council, 2011 
110 EU expenditure and revenue 2007-2013, European Commission  
111 Calculated from EU Cohesion Policy and FP7 funding 
112 Science, Engineering and Technology (SET) statistics, Office for National Statistics, 2013 
113 Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report, European Commission, 2013 

http://www.rcuk.ac.uk/RCUK-prod/assets/documents/documents/LeverageReport.pdf
http://sciencecampaign.org.uk/UKScienceBase.pdf
http://sciencecampaign.org.uk/UKScienceBase.pdf
http://www.sciencecouncil.org/sites/default/files/UK_Science_Workforce_FinalReport_TBR_2011.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/2007-2013/index_en.cfm
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/246231/13-499-set-statistics-2013A.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
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Funds114 (this includes the European Regional Development Fund and European Structural 
Funds).  
 
Table 1. The EU contributions from and to the UK (2007-2013) 

 UK received from EU όϵōƴύ UK contributed to EU όϵōƴύ 

Total funds 47.5  77.7  

Research funds 8.8  5.4  

 
 
The UK is particularly successful in obtaining EU funding, ranking 2nd in terms of number of 
participations and budget in FP75. Many therefore say the UK does extremely well in 
attracting EU research funding. Certainly the UK does better than it should if you simply 
consider what its fair share would be based on the ratio of its GDP to the aggregate GDP of 
the EU115 as a whole. However, the UK attracts less funding than that implied by measures of 
research excellence, such as Field Weighted Citation Impact. 
 
EU funding in UK Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) 
The university sector is a major asset to the UK, not least because it contributes at least 
£73bn annually to the UK economy116. UK HEIs conduct high quality research; with the 
Research Excellence Framework (REF) in 2014117 reporting that 76% of all submissions were 
ΨǿƻǊƭŘ-ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎΩ ƻǊ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘΩΦ  
 
Just over a quarter (26%) of UK expenditure on R&D is in the higher education sector, with 
business R&D making up the majority of the rest118. UK HEIs are particularly successful in 
winning EU funding, receiving 71% of the total FP7 funding awarded to the UK119. 
 
Overseas sources of funding for research in UK HEIs are significant, in particular those from 
the EU. In real terms, the funding from EU government sources more than doubled during 
the period 2007/08 to 2013/14 (Figure 1), while over the same time period UK Research 
Council funding increased by 7% and recurrent research funding (HEFCs) for research 
declined by 2.2%. EU government sources of funding are therefore increasingly important to 
UK research, making up 10% of income in HEIs. 

                                            
114 European Commission Cohesion Policy Data 
115 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union Research and 
Development, HM Government, 2014 
116 Efficiency, effectiveness and value for money, Universities UK, 2015 
117 Research Excellence Framework, 2014 
118 UK GERD Statistics, Office for National Statistics, 2013 
119 Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report, European Commission, 2013 

https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/dataset/EU-Funds-by-Theme-2007-2013-Bar-Chart/6g3p-ac4z
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Documents/2015/EfficiencyEffectivenessValueForMoney.pdf
http://www.ref.ac.uk/
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/rdit1/gross-domestic-expenditure-on-research-and-development/2013/stb-gerd-2013.html
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
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Figure 1: Funding for research in UK HEIs 

 
Source: Higher Education Statistics Agency 
 
 
Collaboration 
Collaboration is essential to research, it allows sharing of expertise and equipment, 
facilitates multi-disciplinary work, enables complex global challenges to be addressed, and 
increases the capability of researchers to commercialise innovations120. A remarkably high 
proportion of respondents (95%) agreed that EU funding supports and maintains academic 
collaborations (Figure 2). This is important for UK research performance as international 
collaboration and researcher mobility have been found to be correlated with high research 
quality121,122. 
 
Supporting universities in collaborating with industry and commercialising research is a focus 
of the current government123 and two thirds of survey respondents (66%) said that EU 

                                            
120 The Dowling Review of Business-University Research Collaborations, 2015 
121 International Comparative Performance of the UK Research Base ς 2013, Elsevier, 2013 
122 Characteristics of high-performing research units, A preliminary analysis, Manville, Hinrichs, Parks,  
Kamenetzky, Gunashekar, Wilkinson and Grant, Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE), 2015  
123 Fixing the foundations: Creating a more prosperous nation, HM Treasury, 2015 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/440927/bis_15_352_The_dowling_review_of_business-university_rearch_collaborations_2.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/HEFCE,2014/Content/Pubs/Independentresearch/2015/Characteristics,of,high-performing,research,units/2015_highperform.pdf
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/HEFCE,2014/Content/Pubs/Independentresearch/2015/Characteristics,of,high-performing,research,units/2015_highperform.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/443898/Productivity_Plan_web.pdf
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membership supports new industry collaborations. The UK has been ranked among the top 
five countries in the world on university-industry collaboration in R&D for the past four 
years124; our survey suggests that EU funding plays a role in supporting this. 
 
Figure 2. Role of EU membership in enabling collaboration with academia and industry 

 
Source: Survey undertaken October, 2015 amongst CaSE and EPC members.  403 respondents 
from UK HEIs and industry 
 
Respondents to our survey highlighted that the EU supports cross-border collaboration by 
enabling access to specialist equipment and large international research facilities, and by 
facilitating the exchange of skills and knowledge between researchers. Over three quarters 
(76%) of respondents to the survey agreed that EU membership facilitated access to 
specialist skills, and 68% said it facilitated access to specialist equipment (Figure 3).  
 
Figure 3. Role of EU membership in facilitating access to skills and equipment 

 
 
Source: Survey undertaken October, 2015 amongst CaSE and EPC members.  403 respondents 
from UK HEIs and industry 
 
The strong agreement from survey respondents that the EU supports collaboration is 
matched by data showing that the UK collaborated with at least 120 different countries125 
through FP7 grants. The top collaborative links for the UK are with Germany, France, Italy, 
Spain and the Netherlands126. The number of collaborators in EU funded projects, from 
countries outside Europe and the Associated Countries, is growing. The USA, Russia, China, 
Brazil and India were the biggest participants of this type in FP7127. 
 

                                            
124 The Global Competitiveness Report, (2013-2014) World Economic Forum, 2013 
125The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK, Technopolis Group, Simmonds, Stroyan, Brown 
and Horvath, 2010 
126 Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report, European Commission, 2013 
127 Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report, European Commission, 2013 

http://reports.weforum.org/the-global-competitiveness-report-2013-2014/
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
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The EU funding system offers a framework in which collaborations can be supported. It 
provides a single system for funding applications to be made and a network through which 
to find and identify new partners. This can provide simplicity and efficiency above what is 
provided by national systems. This support remains valued despite criticisms being made by 
some researchers of the bureaucracy involved in the reporting requirements of EU grants. 
 
 
Free movement of people 
The ability of European researchers to move freely between Member States aids the quality 
of UK science by reducing barriers to recruitment and travel for skilled scientists. However, it 
should be noted that workers from non-EU countries in the European Economic Area (EEA) 
and Switzerland also enjoy this privilege.  
 
Almost 30% of academic staff in UK universities are non-UK nationals128.  In 2013/14, there 
were over 22,000 academic workers from outside of the EU (12% of the total) and over 
29,000 from within the EU (16% of the total). The proportion of non-UK academics is slightly 
higher in the Science, Technology, Engineering, and Maths (STEM) disciplines, with 13% from 
outside the EU and 16% from within (Figure 4). 
 
Figure 4: International make-up of academic staff in UK universities, 2013/14 

 
{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎΩ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ I9{! Řŀǘŀ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ IƛƎƘŜǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ 
Database for Institutions (HEIDI), September 2015 
 
The UK has benefitted from the internationalisation of its research community, not only with 
researchers from EU Member States but those from all around the world. A recent study by 
YƛƴƎΩǎ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜ [ƻƴŘƻƴ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƘƛƎƘ-performing institutions in the 2014 Research 
Excellence Framework had above-average proportions of staff with a non-UK nationality and 
more staff whose previous appointment was overseas129. International connectivity has also 
resulted in a rise in research output in the form of published papers over the past few 
ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƻǳǘǇǳǘ Ƙŀǎ ǘǊƛǇƭŜŘ ǎƛƴŎŜ мфул ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊƛǎŜ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ-wholly resulting from a 

                                            
128 {ƻǳǊŎŜΥ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎΩ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ I9{! Řŀǘŀ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ IƛƎƘŜǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ 5ŀǘŀōŀǎŜ ŦƻǊ 
Institutions (HEIDI), September 2015 
129 Characteristics of high-performing research units, A preliminary analysis, Manville, Hinrichs, Parks,  
Kamenetzky, Gunashekar, Wilkinson and Grant, Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE), 2015 

http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/HEFCE,2014/Content/Pubs/Independentresearch/2015/Characteristics,of,high-performing,research,units/2015_highperform.pdf
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/HEFCE,2014/Content/Pubs/Independentresearch/2015/Characteristics,of,high-performing,research,units/2015_highperform.pdf
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rise in international co-authorship (Figure 5)130. Around half of UK publications are co-
authored with international collaborators and such papers are on average more 
scientifically-significant, being associated with 61% greater citation impact when compared 
to papers published by authors all from one institution131.  
 
Figure 5: UK research output between 1981 and 2011 

 
Source: Thomson Reuters Web of Science; Analysis: Jonathan Adams, Digital Science 
 
Foreign researchers bring novel skills, ideas, and ways of thinking to the UK research 
environment; they open up new global markets and collaborations; and they fill skills 
shortages. Skills and expertise in science can often be extremely rare, even in the global 
labour market, meaning the UK must remain open and attractive to global scientific talent. 
Likewise, international free movement benefits British scientists and engineers, who can 
move overseas during their career to gain new skills. They can then bring these back to the 
UK as well as open up new markets and opportunities for collaboration.  
 
All of the above benefits have been facilitated by the free movement of people in the EU. 
However, this is not to say that they could not have been enjoyed at all without the EU. 
Although recruitment and travel within the EU is easier, CaSE has not identified significant 
barriers preventing non-EU researchers coming to the UK. In the event of Britain leaving the 
EU, arrangements could be made to ensure scientists and engineers continue to have free-
ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ tƻƛƴǘǎ .ŀǎŜŘ {ȅǎǘŜƳ ŦƻǊ ƴƻƴ-EEA migrants 
contains concessions for PhD-level occupations, showing that the Government is willing to 
make concessions in immigration policy for the research community.  
 
CaSE is not aware of any immigration policies imposed by the EU that directly inhibit UK 
collaborations with countries outside the EU.  
 
 

                                            
130 Collaborations: The fourth age of research, Adams, Nature 497, 557ς560, 2013  
131 International Comparative Performance of the UK Research Base ς 2013, Elsevier, 2013 

http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v497/n7451/full/497557a.html
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
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Regulation- EU VAT rules and their impact on UK science and research 
EU-directed regulation affects the UK research environment in diverse ways, across the 
breadth of scientific disciplines, from animal research to vacuum cleaner design. Sector-
specific submissions to the Committee will address these areas. We therefore wish to 
highlight an impact of an area of EU regulation that has an over-arching effect on the UK 
research system. 
 
UK VAT policy is subject to EU legislation. As a result, the British Government is limited in its 
ability to create a tax policy scheme that better supports university-business collaboration 
than the current one. This was recognised by the Dowling Review of university-business 
collaboration, which recommended that the problems with current VAT rules (see below) 
should be adŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ άŀǎ ŀ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǳǊƎŜƴŎȅέ132.  
 
EU VAT rules inhibit academia and industry working side-by-side 
The construction of public and charity research institutes is subject to zero-rate VAT due to it 
ōŜƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ΨwŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ /ƘŀǊƛǘŀōƭŜ tǳǊǇƻǎŜΩ όƛΦŜΦ ƎǊŀƴǘ-funded non-business research 
activities).133 This is on the condition that a minimum of 95% of the activities undertaken 
within the new building are for non-business research.  This means that only 5% of activities 
within the building can be for commercial purposes, including research collaboration with 
industry134. Therefore institutions are severely restricted in the amount of business 
collaboration that can happen on their premises if they wish to benefit from VAT-exemption. 
This is a key obstacle to increasing the permeability between academia and business, which 
is a priority of the current Government135. 
 
Current VAT rules have some flexibility allowed by the EU, but it is not sufficient or without 
negative consequences. Institutions can designate areas of the building that will be used for 
commercial purposes. In doing so they elect to pay VAT on these parts but they must also 
pay VAT on communal areas such as corridors and shared services, which can be significant 
in some cases. This designation must then be monitored for 10 years, which is a very 
bureaucratic and costly process for university finance offices. Furthermore, the dynamic 
nature of higher education and scientific research makes such apportionment very difficult 
and in some cases risky, as universities may not know what the future demand for 
commercial activity may be. If, having built the building and not paid VAT, the institution 
decides to collaborate on site with commercial partners within the ten year period, it must 
pay back a proportion of the VAT saved. This creates a financial disincentive to collaboration 
ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘŜƴ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ ŀ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎΩǎ ƭƛŦŜΦ  
 

                                            
132 The Dowling Review of Business-University Research Collaborations, 2015 
133 VAT Notice 708: buildings and construction, HM Revenue and Customs, 2014  
134 LŦ ǘƘŜ фр҈ ΨwŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ /ƘŀǊƛǘŀōƭŜ tǳǊǇƻǎŜΩ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ мл-year period, the 
construction cost would become standard-rated (20%), and the full VAT cost on construction would become 
payable. Where qualifying non-business activities exceed the 5% threshold, it is still possible to obtain zero 
rating on those parts of the building which are used solely for qualifying non-business activities but the method 
of calculating this apportionment is somewhat cumbersome and where any space (eg corridors or other 
facilities) is used for both qualifying and non-qualifying activities then this must be treated as non-qualifying 
space so does not benefit from zero rating ς and so the overall result can seem unfavourable. 
135 Fixing the foundations: Creating a more prosperous nation, HM Treasury, 2015 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/440927/bis_15_352_The_dowling_review_of_business-university_rearch_collaborations_2.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/vat-notice-708-buildings-and-construction/vat-notice-708-buildings-and-construction
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/443898/Productivity_Plan_web.pdf
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Alternatively, if the institution opts to pay VAT on the whole build, it must add VAT when 
invoicing the users of its services, including on rent, as it is considered a commercial 
enterprise. This does not negatively impact businesses, which can reclaim VAT from HMRC 
but raises costs by 20% for academic tenants, who do not have the ability to reclaim VAT 
from HMRC. Thus opting in to VAT on a research building raises the costs and adds a 
perverse disincentive for academic collaborators to work in the building alongside 
businesses. 
 
EU VAT rules for shared services are not clear  
Prior to August 2013, money for research, regardless of its original source, passed between 
ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŎƻǾŜǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ±!¢ όƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ άŜȄŜƳǇǘέύΦ 
Following challenge by the European Commission, HMRC accepted that this contravened EU 
tax law and changed UK rules. Despite welcome efforts by HMRC to issue guidance and work 
with the research community to reduce the impact of the changes, additional confusion and 
bureaucracy has resulted. 
 
With the supply of research services between universities (or other eligible bodies) now 
subject to VAT136, there is a cost and bureaucracy disincentive for collaboration between 
academic institutions. HMRC estimates that the withdrawal of this exemption will lead to 
increased VAT on these supplies of £50m by 2017-2018 as more contracts become taxable 
rather than exempt. Much of this will be public money. 
 
Research services affected by the policy could include, for example, collaborative research 
where one academic research group provides funds to another to conduct a particular 
experiment, or where a researcher uses a large piece of equipment at a different university 
and is required to pay for that use.  
 
¢ƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƴŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǊǳƭƛƴƎΣ ¦Y 
authorities have been unclear on how to interpret the EU law. Following consultation137, 
Iaw/ ŎƻƴŎŜŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ !ǳƎǳǎǘ нлмо ŎƘŀƴƎŜΣ ΨŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜΩ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ 
legitimately fall outside the scope of VAT if it is for the public good with no commercial gain 
(see Annex 1 for more detail). However, there is confusion within the research community 
and its finance departments over exactly what can be classed as collaborative research, 
especially when commercial partners are involved. This is exacerbated by the fact that even 
public and charitable funders can place terms on awards that would gain them some IP 
rights emanating from the research (which could count as a taxable business service).  
 
ΨtǊŜ-ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƛƴǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŀ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƛǎ ŀ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ 
current tax definitions are not well drafted to accommodate for. One example of this is 
when a pharmaceutical company provides compounds that have not proven useful in in-
house tests to academic researchers who wish to test them for other indications in a more 
curiosity-driven process. This could be considered VAT-exempt as there is a clear public-good 
and no money has changed hands. However, there would be an agreement that if a 

                                            
136 Dealing with HMRC ς policy paper, Revenue and Customs Brief 21: withdrawal of the VAT exemption for 
supplies of research between eligible bodies, 2013   
137 Consultation outcome, Consultation on the withdrawal of the VAT exemption for research, HM Revenue and 
Customs, 2012 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/revenue-and-customs-brief-21-2013-withdrawal-of-the-vat-exemption-for-supplies-of-research-between-eligible-bodies
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/revenue-and-customs-brief-21-2013-withdrawal-of-the-vat-exemption-for-supplies-of-research-between-eligible-bodies
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/consultation-on-the-withdrawal-of-the-vat-exemption-for-research
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/consultation-on-the-withdrawal-of-the-vat-exemption-for-research
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compound were to be found to be effective then the pharmaceutical company would have 
the right to develop the compound into a marketable medicine. At this point the earlier 
curiosity-driven research could be considered commercial and therefor VAT-liable. Paying 
tax retrospectively could be costly and hugely burdensome on the researchers and therefore 
may reduce the inclination of researchers to engage in pre-competitive research.  
 
With the growth of innovation funding to businesses through government agencies like 
Innovate UK, companies are increasingly the majority beneficiary of public grant money with 
their academic partners receiving smaller proportions of the grant, often channelled through 
the company. Current HMRC guidance on how the EU law should be applied is not clear on 
how research at the academic-business interface should be classified. There is therefore 
confusion over whether transactions between the partners should be subject to VAT and 
academic finance offices are over-cautious as a result and can incur higher tax bills than 
necessary. This results in inefficient use of public funds and can discourage collaboration due 
to the difficulty of managing the financial relationships. This is very unwelcome at a time of 
constrained public finances when universities are trying to improve efficiency and open up 
new opportunities for co-funding with industry. 
 
20 November 2015 
 
 
Annex 1 ς extract from HMRC briefing on research services 
HMRC has produced a briefing138 attempting to add clarity to what research falls outside the 
ΨǎŎƻǇŜ ƻŦ ±!¢ΩΥ 
 
¶ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ΨƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƎƻƻŘΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ benefit 

for the funding body 
 

¶ research which is funded for the general public good and is either not expected to 
generate any intellectual property (IP), or if it does then any reports or findings will 
be freely available to others 

 
¶ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ΨŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜΩ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ 

where all parties to the grant are named on the application139 
 

¶ where the funding flows through one named party - and they act purely as a conduit 
passing on the funds to others involved in the research project - the funding remains 
outside the scope of VAT 

 
Where funding is provided to a named party for research that will either generate IP to be 
exploited by the funder and/or is not for the public good and they subsequently decide to 
sub-contract some of the research to an eligible body (for example a university), the initial 

                                            
138 Policy paper, Revenue and Customs Brief 10: withdrawal of the VAT exemption for supplies of research, HM 
Revenue and Customs, 2013  
139 However, the briefing also elsewhere says that institutions can be added retrospectively to an agreement on 
a case by case basis as assessed by HMRC. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/revenue-and-customs-brief-10-2013-withdrawal-of-the-vat-exemption-for-supplies-of-research/revenue-and-customs-brief-10-2013-withdrawal-of-the-vat-exemption-for-supplies-of-research
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/revenue-and-customs-brief-10-2013-withdrawal-of-the-vat-exemption-for-supplies-of-research/revenue-and-customs-brief-10-2013-withdrawal-of-the-vat-exemption-for-supplies-of-research
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funding to the named party (assuming an eligible body) will be taxable consideration for a 
supply. 
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/ŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŦƻǊ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ό/ŀ{9ύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎΩ 
Council (EPC) ς Written evidence (EUM0048) 
 
We welcome the opportunity to submit this interim report on the role of EU membership in 
UK science and engineering to this inquiry. This report is the output of a joint project 
between CaSE and the EPC. It is planned that the full report will be published during the 
week commencing 14th December on both the CaSE and EPC websites.  
 
Neither organisation has a policy position on whether the UK should stay in or leave the EU 
but recognises it is an important issue that has significant impact on science and engineering 
in the UK. The report intends to inform the public debate on the relationship between EU 
membership and science and engineering, drawing on evidence and insight gained from 
analysis of available data and interactions with the science and engineering community. 
 
The Campaign for Science and Engineering (CaSE) is the leading independent advocate for 
science and engineering in the UK. CaSE works to raise the political profile of science and 
engineering, and ensure that the UK has world-leading research and education, skilled 
scientists and engineers, and successful innovative businesses. CaSE is funded by around 800 
individual members and over 100 organisations including businesses, universities, learned 
and professional organisations, and research charities. Collectively our members employ 
350,000 people in the UK, and our industry and charity members invest around £19.3bn a 
year in research and development globally140.  
 
¢ƘŜ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎΩ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ό9t/ύ Ƙŀǎ ŀǎ ƛǘǎ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ 
engineering higher education research and teaching in the UK. It has over 6,500 members in 
virtually all of the UK universities that offer engineering programmes and is led by an elected 
/ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇΩǎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜƴƛƻǊ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎΦ 
 
The role of EU membership in UK science and engineering research 
First-class research is critical to innovation and industry in the UK, with a skilled workforce 
ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ōŀǎŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻǎǇŜǊƛǘȅΦ LƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ 
in UK science and engineering creates a virtuous cycle, leveraging investment from 
industry141, raising productivity142, and creating more high-value jobs143. Science and 
engineering are also essential in producing more effective medicines, cleaner energy, 
generating new technologies, and tackling the major challenges facing our society now, and 
in generations to come.  
 
The role of EU membership in UK science and engineering research is consequently not 
simply a question of importance to the UK science base, but to the UK public. As one piece in 
a wider puzzle, this report seeks to inform the current debate around the question of UK 

                                            
140 Calculated using data from the latest year available from CaSE members. This is likely to be an under-
estimate as figures were not available for all members. 
141 Leveraging public funding of science and research, Research councils UK, 2013 
142 The economic significance of the UK Science base, BIS, Innovation Report, Haskel, Hughes and Bascavusoglu-
Moreau, 2014 
143 The current and future UK science workforce, The Science Council, 2011 

http://sciencecampaign.org.uk/UKScienceBase.pdf
http://epc.ac.uk/
http://www.rcuk.ac.uk/RCUK-prod/assets/documents/documents/LeverageReport.pdf
http://sciencecampaign.org.uk/UKScienceBase.pdf
http://sciencecampaign.org.uk/UKScienceBase.pdf
http://www.sciencecouncil.org/sites/default/files/UK_Science_Workforce_FinalReport_TBR_2011.pdf
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membership of the EU, by examining the role of EU membership in UK science and 
engineering research. 
 
In addition to investigating the scale and scope of EU research funding, we conducted a 
survey to capture the views and experiences of over 400 researchers. Their responses were 
overwhelmingly positive, with 93% agreeing that EU membership is a major benefit to UK 
science and engineering. The report also showcases exciting examples of engineering 
research that illustrate the role that the EU plays in UK research through providing funding, 
and facilitating international and industry collaboration. 
 
It is clear that EU membership interacts with UK science and engineering in a number of 
ways that are beyond the scope of this report. For example, EU regulation and legislation are 
significant factors influencing the UK research environment and policy more generally. 
Therefore, these are an important part of the overall context when considering the role of 
EU membership in UK science and engineering research. 
 
Summary 

¶ The UK receives a siƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ƳƻƴŜȅ όϵуΦуōƴύ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŦƻǊ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ 
engineering research. 

¶ Some regions of the UK are more dependent than others on EU funding in 
maintaining research capacity and infrastructure, and as a result could suffer 
disproportionate adverse impacts if this source was withdrawn. 

¶ The ability to attract academic staff to the UK through free movement of labour is 
important, particularly in science and engineering. 

¶ The role and benefits of EU membership to UK research is considered by researchers 
to be broader than just the funding for research that EU projects bring to the UK. The 
improvement in quality, reach and impact, facilitated by EU collaboration and 
ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƘŜƭǇǎ ǘƻ ǎƻƭǾŜ άDǊŀƴŘ /ƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜέ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 
much harder for any one country to achieve alone. 

 
The UK produces world leading science and engineering research144,145   
Despite the UK having a hugely productive research base the UK government is investing in 
science at a lower rate than the majority of the EU and OECD146. In 2013, the expenditure on 
research and development (R&D) performed in the UK (GERD) was £29bn147 (Figure 1). The 
biggest contribution to this is through the business sector which accounted for almost half of 
the funding (£13bn, 46%). Funding from government, UK Research Councils and the UK 
Higher Education Funding Councils (HEFCs) totalled 29% (£8.4bn) and overseas sources, 
including EU funding, accounted for 19% (£5.4bn) of the total (See Box 1 for further 
information on funding for research in Higher Education Institutions (HEIs)). 
 
 
 

                                            
144 International Comparative Performance of the UK Research Base ς 2013, Elsevier, 2013 
145 Engineering for a successful nation, Royal Academy of Engineering, March 2015 
146 Science and Engineering Investment Policy Briefing, CaSE, 2014 
147 UK GERD Statistics, Office for National Statistics, 2013 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
https://www.epsrc.ac.uk/newsevents/pubs/engineeringsuccesssummary/
http://sciencecampaign.org.uk/CaSE2015InvestmentBriefing.pdf
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/rdit1/gross-domestic-expenditure-on-research-and-development/2013/stb-gerd-2013.html
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Figure 1. Funding sources for expenditure on research and development performed in the 
UK (GERD) in 2013 (totalling £29bn) 

 
Source. Office for National Statistics, UK Gross Domestic Expenditure on Research and Development. 

 
9¦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ϵуΦуōƴ ǘƻ ¦Y ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ нллт 
and 2013 
Between 2007-нлмоΣ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ϵпуōƴ148 ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ϵуΦуōƴ149 was for 
research, development and innovation. Over the same period, the UK contribution to the EU 
ǿŀǎ ϵтуōƴ8Σ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ϵрΦпōƴ150 ǿŀǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ wϧ5 ōǳŘƎŜǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦Y ƛǎ ŀ 
net contributer to the EU overall, but it is a net reciever of EU funding for research. ϵсΦфōƴ of 
this research funding was through Framework Programme Funding (FP7)151, and ϵмΦфōƴ 
through European Structural and Investment Funds152 (this includes the European Regional 
Development Fund and European Structural Funds; see Box 2 for further details on EU 
funding for research).  
 
Many therefore say the UK does extremely well in attracting EU research funding. Certainly, 
the UK does better than it should considering what its fair share would be based on the ratio 
of its GDP to the aggregate GDP of the EU153 as a whole. However, the UK still attracts less 
funding than that implied by measures of research excellence, such as Field Weighted 
Citation Impact. 
 
Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) are a focal point for excellent research in the UK 
The university sector is a major asset to the UK, not least because it contributes over £73bn 
annually to the UK economy154. UK HEIs conduct high quality research; with the Research 

                                            
148 EU expenditure and revenue 2007-2013, European Commission  
149 Calculated from EU Cohesion Policy and FP7 funding 
150 Science, Engineering and Technology (SET) statistics, Office for National Statistics, 2013 
151 Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report, European Commission, 2013 
152 European Commission Cohesion Policy Data 
153 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union Research and 
Development, HM Government, 2014 
154 Efficiency, effectiveness and value for money, Universities UK, 2015 

http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/2007-2013/index_en.cfm
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/246231/13-499-set-statistics-2013A.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/dataset/EU-Funds-by-Theme-2007-2013-Bar-Chart/6g3p-ac4z
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Documents/2015/EfficiencyEffectivenessValueForMoney.pdf
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Excellence Framework (REF) in 2014155 ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ тс҈ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ΨǿƻǊƭŘ-
ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎΩ ƻǊ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘΩΦ 
 
Just over a quarter (26%156) of UK expenditure on R&D is in the higher education sector, with 
business R&D making up the majority of the rest. In 2013/14 the total spend on research 
across all subjects in UK HEIs was £7bn. This included £5.1bn from research grants and 
contracts from UK, EU and international sources, and £1.9bn contributed through the 
HEFCs157. 
 
EU funding is of increasing importance to UK research  
Overseas sources of funding for research in UK HEIs are significant, in particular those from 
the EU. In real terms, the funding from EU government sources more than doubled between 
2007/08 and 2013/14 (Figure 2), while over the same time period UK Research Council 
funding increased by 7%, and recurrent research funding (allocated through the HEFCs) 
declined by 2.2%. EU government sources of funding are therefore increasingly important to 
UK research, making up 10% of income in HEIs in 2013/14. Specifically, disciplines within 
science and engineering together attract over half (53%) of all research grants and contracts 
income from EU sources (Figure 3). 

 

 
Source: Higher Education Statistics Agency. The funding for research from Research Grants and 
Contracts and HEFCs is included in this. EU sources include that from government, industry and 
charity. 

 
The figures indicating the importance of EU funding for UK research are borne out by the 
views of the research community (Figure 4). In our survey of UK researchers, EU funding was 

                                            
155 Research Excellence Framework, 2014 
156 UK GERD Statistics, Office for National Statistics, 2013 
157 Higher Education Funding Council for England, Higher Education Funding Council for Wales, Scottish Funding 
Council, Department for Employment and Learning (Northern Ireland) 

http://www.ref.ac.uk/
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/rdit1/gross-domestic-expenditure-on-research-and-development/2013/stb-gerd-2013.html
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identified as being of increasing importance to UK science and engineering research. EU 
membership was considered to benefit the UK research environment and to fill a gap where 
funding for research may not otherwise be available. 
 
Figure 4. Researchers views of on the benefit and importance of EU membership and 
funding 

   
Source: Survey undertaken October, 2015 amongst CaSE and EPC members.  403 respondents from 
UK HEIs and industry. 
 

 

Box 1. UK funding of research in Higher Education Institutions 
UK government funding for science and engineering research in HEIs is largely administered 
through a dual funding system: 

¶ The resource and capital budget for research which is largely allocated through the 
seven UK Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) administered research 
councils through research grants. 

¶ The Higher Education Funding Councils for England, Scotland and Wales, and 
the Department for Employment and Learning (Northern Ireland) ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜ ΨǊŜŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ 
ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΩ ŦƻǊ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘƻ I9LǎΦ ¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜǎ 
ΨƳŀƛƴǎǘǊŜŀƳ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ-reƭŀǘŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ όvwύ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ 
taking into account the volume and relative cost of research in different subject areas. 
QR funding provides the flexibility and financial stability needed for making a long-term 
commitment to curiosity-driven research, and emerging research areas informed by 
institutional priorities.  

¶ Research grants and contracts (including EU funding) and the Higher Education Funding 
Councils make up 36% of total funding to HEIs2. 

¶ UK HEIs are particularly succesǎŦǳƭ ƛƴ ǿƛƴƴƛƴƎ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ тм҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ 
FP7 funding3. 

 

1 In England quality related research will be delivered through a different funding body, as yet unknown 
2 HESA 
3 Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report, 2013 
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A look at EU funding in different disciplines 
Changes to UK and EU investment are not uniform across disciplines. Variations in UK and EU 
research priorities over time, as well as shifting areas of UK research strength, are 
contributing factors to this. In the following section, we look more specifically at disciplines 
which fall within science and engineering. 
 

Box 2. EU funding of research in Higher Education Institutions 
 
The UK receives R & D investment from the EU through various routes, including: 

¶ Framework Programmes: the current programme is Horizon 2020. The previous 
programme which ran from 2007-2013 was the 7th Framework Programme for 
Research and Technological Development (FP7). This includes European Research 
Council (ERC) grants as part of the FP7 Capacity Programme, which allocates grants 
for individual researchers on a competitive basis through a peer review process 
which focuses on excellence. !ƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊŜ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie 
Actions which support research training and career development, focusing on 
innovation skills. These include grants for all stages of a researcher's career, from 
PhD candidates, to highly experienced researchers, and encourage transnational, 
intersectoral and interdisciplinary mobility.  

¶ European Structural and Investment Funds: five funds, of these the most relevant to 
the UK research environment are the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), 
and the European Social Fund (ESF). These funds address regional development and 
economic change and aim to enhance competitiveness and territorial co-operation 
throughout the EU; this includes providing substantial support for research and 
innovation. The level of funding and the types of projects that are funded differ from 
one region to another.  

¶ Sectoral research and innovation programmes: programmes focusing on space and 
nuclear energy and coal and steel production. 
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Funding for engineering research in UK HEIs 

Source: Higher Education Statistics Agency, HEFC funding is not included in this analysis 

 
Engineering received 15% of all research grants and contracts158 to UK HEIs, but 20% of the 
funding from EU sources, in 2013/14. The income to HEIs through research grants and 
contracts for engineering research (Figure 5) increased by 22% between 2007/08 and 
2013/14. Nearly half (48%) of the increase in income for engineering research can be 
attributed to EU sources (Figure 7), the great majority of this being from EU government 
bodies (43%). In real terms the amount of EU government funding for engineering in HEIs 
has doubled over this time, reaching £139m, and now represents 19% of total engineering 
research grant and contract funding. On the other hand, UK Research Council funding 
represents a declining proportion of the total funding for engineering research in the UK. 
 
Engineering also receives a relatively large proportion of its income from UK industry (16%), 
when compared across all subjects the proportion of income from UK industry is only around 
a third of this (6%).  EU industry funding represents 1.5% of the total funding in 2013/14 and 
only 1.1% across all subjects, indicating the importance of industry collaboration and links to 
engineering research. 
 

                                            
158 HESA data on Research Grants and Contracts to UK HEIs, this does not therefore include funding through the 
Higher Education Funding Councils, or that allocated to research institutions. 
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Funding for science research in UK HEIs 

Source: Higher Education Statistics Agency, HEFC funding is not included in this analysis 

 
The total spend on science159 research in HEIs in 2013/14 from all research grants and 
contracts (Figure 6) was £141m (46% of this was in the Biosciences). Therefore, just under a 
third (28%) of the total amount spent on research grants and contracts in HEIs was spent on 
science. The total spend on science research in the UK has overall increased between 
2007/08 and 2013/14, although the increase has not been steady over this period.  
 
The UK Research Councils alone in 2013/14 contributed nearly half (48%) of the funding to 
science, this has decreased from 56% in 2007/08. In real terms the contribution of UK 
research councils to science research funding has decreased by £2m between 2007/08 and 
2013/14 (Figure 8). The amount of funding from UK central government bodies has also 
decreased in this period by £14m. EU government bodies in 2013/14 contributed 17% of the 
total research grants and contracts income for science in HEIs, this has increased from 8% in 
2007/2008. Nearly three quarters (73%) of the increase in funding between 2007/08 and 
2013/14 can be attributed to EU sources. 
 
Our analysis shows that in a period of static or reducing funding from other sources in the 
UK, EU investment has become an increasingly important source of income. 

                                            
159 HESA data, Science includes, Bioscience, Chemistry, Physics, Earth, Marine and Environmental and 
Mathematics,  
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Source: Higher Education Statistics Agency 

 
EU funding in HEIs has an impact on a national, but also a regional level 
Research capacity and funding for research in HEIs varies across the UK (Figure 9).  At the 
total level, funding for research in HEIs is concentrated in London (£1850m) and Yorkshire 
and the Humber (£812m). When the concentration of the various component sources of the 
funding are examined the dependencies in each region can be seen to differ. The region 
receiving the most UK Research Council and HEFCs recurrent research funding is London 
(£900m), followed by the West Midlands (£411m), Wales (£381m) and Yorkshire and the 
Humber (£371m). For EU funding the pattern is similar; with London receiving (£176m), 
followed by Yorkshire and the Humber (£80m) and Wales (£79m). 
 
However, when looking at the relative importance of each source of funding to a region, the 
picture looks quite different. The regions with greatest dependence on UK Research Council 
and HEFCs recurrent research funding are the East Midlands (65%) and the West Midlands 
(59%), the South West (59%) and Scotland (58%). Those with the greatest dependence on EU 
Government funding are the South West (12%) and North West (11%), Scotland (11%) and 
Wales (10%). 
 
There are also variations in regional reliance on EU funding by discipline, highlighting the 
complexity of the relationship between regions and research investment. For instance, for 
engineering research the region with the greatest dependency on EU government funding is 
Wales (27%), followed by the North East (19%). When industry investment is considered, the 
East (2.3%) and the North West (2.4%), receive a greater proportion of their funding from EU 
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industry when compared with other UK regions. The East also receives a high proportion of 
funding from UK industry (17%).   
 
9ǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ wϧ5 ΨŎǊƻǿŘǎ ƛƴΩ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ160 and this 
seems to be underlined by this regional analysis of EU funding; regions that receive a greater 
proportion of funding from the EU government also attract a greater proportion of EU 
industry investment. However, there are exceptions, with Wales receiving a large proportion 
of its funding for engineering from EU government bodies but a relatively small proportion 
from EU industry. This is likely to be due to the focus and priorities of the various sources of 
EU funding available, impacting on the way money is allocated to UK regions. All regions of 
the UK have received funding from the EU, with some EU funding being geared to support 
capacity building. As a consequence, Cornwall, parts of Wales, and the Scottish Highlands in 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƘŀǾŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǎ Ψ[Ŝǎǎ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ wŜƎƛƻƴǎΩ161. 
 
When considering regional differences, the different characteristics of the regions must be 
considered, for example, the density and size of the population, the scale of the research 
base and the concentration of industry. For example, Wales and London have, per person, 
the same level of EU government investment for engineering, despite the disparity in the 
headline figures. 
 
Any changes or restrictions to UK access to EU funding would therefore disproportionately 
affect certain UK regions, with consequential impacts on the industries and businesses based 
there. 
 
R&D performed by businesses in the UK (including EU investment) is a large proportion of 
the total R&D investment in the UK. This expenditure has a slightly different regional 
profile162 to that of HEIs, due to the distribution of industries across the UK. The South East, 
East and North West have the highest industry R &D investment, delivered through business. 

                                            
160 The Economic Significance of the UK Science Base, Haskel, Hughes and Bascavusoglu-Moreau, 2014 
161 Current categories for UK region eligibility for ERDF and ESF EU Structural Funds, 2014-2020 
162 Research and Development funding for science and technology in the UK, National Audit Office, 2013 

http://sciencecampaign.org.uk/UKScienceBase.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/images/map/eligible2014/uk.pdf
https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/Research-and-development-funding-for-science-and-technology-in-the-UK1.pdf


Campaign ŦƻǊ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ό/ŀ{9ύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎΩ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ό9t/ύ ς 
Written evidence (EUM0048) 

116 

 
Figure 9. Regional allcoations of funding for research (across all subjects) in HEIs in 
2013/14. The amount (£ Millions; top row) and the relative amount (%; bottom row) each 
funding source represents of the total funding for the region is indicated. 
 

 
Source: Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) data on research grants and contracts received by 
UK HEIs and QR funding from Higher Education Funding Councils. 

 
EU funding influences the impact, reach and quality of UK science and engineering 
research 
In our survey, 93% of respondents agreed that EU membership is beneficial to UK science 
and engineering research. However, the importance of EU research programmes goes far 
beyond the funding. Researchers strongly agreed that the reach of research outputs is 
increased through EU membership (Figure 10) -an interesting perspective in a UK funding 
and policy context that has an increasing focus on effectiveness and impact. Critically, our 
survey respondents considered that the EU brings a longer term perspective to research, 
allowing major projects addressing complex questions to be supported, and providing a 
strong platform to enable strategic and mutually beneficial relationships with industry and 
charity partners to develop. 
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Figure 10. Benefits EU membership brings to UK research 

 
Source: Survey undertaken October, 2015 amongst CaSE and EPC members.  403 respondents from 
UK HEIs and industry 

 
EU membership supports and maintains collaboration  
Collaboration is essential to research, it allows sharing of expertise and equipment, 
facilitates cross-disciplinary work, enables complex global challenges to be addressed and 
increases the capability of researchers to commercialise innovations163. A remarkably high 
proportion of respondents (95%) agreed that EU funding supports and maintains academic 
collaborations (Figure 11). This is important for UK research performance as international 
collaboration and researcher mobility have been found to be correlated with high research 
quality164,165. Around half of UK publications are co-authored with international 
collaborators, and such papers are on average more scientifically-significant, receiving a 
greater number of citations by other authors166. 
 
Supporting universities in collaborating with industry and commercialising research is a focus 
of the current government167, and two thirds of survey respondents (66%) said that EU 
membership supports new industry collaborations. The UK has been ranked among the top 
five countries in the world on university/industry collaboration in R&D for the past four 
years168 and our survey suggests that EU funding plays a role in supporting this. 
 
Figure 11. Role of EU membership in enabling collaboration with academia and industry 

 
Source: Survey undertaken October, 2015 amongst CaSE and EPC members.  403 respondents from 
UK HEIs and industry 

                                            
163 The Dowling Review of Business-University Research Collaborations, 2015 
164 International Comparative Performance of the UK Research Base ς 2013, Elsevier, 2013 
165 Characteristics of high-performing research units, A preliminary analysis, Manville, Hinrichs, Parks,  
Kamenetzky, Gunashekar, Wilkinson and Grant, Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE), 2015 
166 Tracking UK and International Researchers by an Analysis of Publication Data, Gurney and Adams, 2005 
167 Fixing the foundations: Creating a more prosperous nation, HM Treasury, 2015 
168 The Global Competitiveness Report, (2013-2014) World Economic Forum, 2013 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/440927/bis_15_352_The_dowling_review_of_business-university_rearch_collaborations_2.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/HEFCE,2014/Content/Pubs/Independentresearch/2015/Characteristics,of,high-performing,research,units/2015_highperform.pdf
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/HEFCE,2014/Content/Pubs/Independentresearch/2015/Characteristics,of,high-performing,research,units/2015_highperform.pdf
http://www.immagic.com/eLibrary/ARCHIVES/GENERAL/HEPI_UK/H050630G.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/443898/Productivity_Plan_web.pdf
http://reports.weforum.org/the-global-competitiveness-report-2013-2014/
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Respondents to our survey highlighted that the EU supports cross-border collaboration by 
enabling access to specialist equipment and large international research facilities, and by 
facilitating the exchange of skills and knowledge between researchers. Over three quarters 
(76%) of respondents to the survey agreed that EU membership facilitated access to 
specialist skills, and 68% said it facilitated access to specialist equipment (Figure 12).  
 
Figure 12. Role of EU membership in facilitating access to skills and equipment 

 
Source: Survey undertaken October, 2015 amongst CaSE and EPC members.  403 respondents from 
UK HEIs and industry 

 
The strong agreement from survey respondents that the EU supports collaboration is 
matched by data showing that the UK collaborated with 120 different countries169 through 
FP7 grants. The top collaborative links for the UK were with Germany, France, Italy, Spain 
and the Netherlands. The number of collaborators in EU funded projects, from countries 
outside Europe and the Associated Countries, is growing. The USA, Russia, China, Brazil and 
India were the biggest participants of this type in FP7170. 
 
The EU funding system offers a framework in which collaborations can be supported. It 
provides a single system for funding applications to be made and a network through which 
to find and identify new partners. This can provide simplicity and efficiency above what is 
provided by national systems. This support remains valued despite criticisms being made by 
some researchers of the bureaucracy involved in the reporting requirements of EU grants. 
 
As a member of the EU, the UK, as well as receiving funding for research, is able to influence 
the policy and decision making around EU research funding systems, including the priorities 
and thematic areas for research funding. There are some countries that have specific 
agreements in place, for example Norway, which is an Associated Country in Horizon 
2020,171,172 that enable them to also have a voice in agenda or strategy setting. However, for 
the majority of non-member countries this is not the case.  
 
EU membership enables researcher mobility 
The ability of the UK to attract the best researchers in a field is critical to the maintenance of 
a solid UK research base. Specific EU projects encourage the international mobility of 
researchers and the UK is successful in obtaining these. For example, 3,454 British 
researchers were funded through Marie Curie Actions (see Box 2) between 2007- 2014, 

                                            
169The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK, Technopolis Group, Simmonds, Stroyan, Brown 
and Horvath, 2010 
170 Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report, European Commission, 2013 
171 bƻǊǿŀȅΩǎ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ European Research Programmes, Technopolis Group, 2012 
172 Associated Countries, European Commission, 2015 

https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
http://www.technopolis-group.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/1557-FINAL-120301-EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/grants_manual/hi/3cpart/h2020-hi-list-ac_en.pdf


Campaign ŦƻǊ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ό/ŀ{9ύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎΩ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ό9t/ύ ς 
Written evidence (EUM0048) 

119 

through which transnational, intersectoral and interdisciplinary mobility is encouraged. 
¢ƘŜǎŜ Ŏŀƴ ƻŦǘŜƴ ōŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ōƭƻŎƪǎ ƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 
facilitate the sharing of knowledge across international and sectoral boundaries. 
 
Research is an international endeavour and academics from across the world undertake 
research in UK universities. In science and engineering disciplines, the academic researcher 
population is even more international than in other subjects (Figure 13). Engineering has a 
greater proportion of non-EU academics (20% compared with 9% across other subjects) and 
science has a greater proportion of non-UK EU staff (21% compared with 13% across other 
subjects). 
 
The number of non-UK EU nationals and international academic staff at UK HEIs has 
increased by 13% between 2007/08 and 2013/14. Over this time the number of non-UK EU 
nationals has doubled but the number of UK nationality staff has only increased by 3%. 
 
Figure 13. Proportion of academic staff by nationality by discipline in 2013/14 
 

 
Source: Higher Education Statistics Agency  

 
EU funding supports academics in UK HEIs 
A significant number of academic jobs in the UK depend in part on EU funding. In 2013/14 
across all subjects over 5,000 Full Time Equivalent (FTE) academics relied on EU grants for 
part of their basic salary. 8.5% of academic staff on fixed term contracts were funded by EU 
government bodies, and 2.1% by other EU sources (including EU industry). A great 
proportion of academics with permanent contracts receive their entire basic salary from the 
university (85%). In comparison, a smaller proportion of those on fixed term contracts are 
funded by the university (44%). 
 
The proportion of academic staff funded through EU sources also differs depending on the 
discipline. For example, in engineering, EU funding appears to be particularly important as 
18% of FTE engineering academic staff on fixed term contracts were funded by EU 
government sources and 4% by other EU sources. When permanent contracts are 
considered, the same is true, with 4% of engineering FTE academic staff being funded 
through EU government sources compared to only 1.2% across all subjects. 
 
The numbers tell their own story but to illustrate the role EU funded projects play in the 
UK research environment a number of case studies from across the engineering disciplines 
were collected. These range from projects tackling pollution with digital fish, to detecting 
landmines and improving border security. These examples are a small sample 



Campaign ŦƻǊ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ό/ŀ{9ύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎΩ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ό9t/ύ ς 
Written evidence (EUM0048) 

120 

demonstrating the range of benefits EU funding and collaboration can bring to the UK 
research environment, and the UK more broadly. 
 
Improving the safety of helicopters 
HeliSafe TA, 2003- нллтΣ ϵпΦуa , 12 partners from 7 countries 
Key benefits project provided- Access to specialist facilities and skills, Direct transfer of 
knowledge to industry  
 
EU funded research has improved the simulation of helicopter crashes, to enable safety 
improvements to be made to helicopters to save the lives of those inside. In this research, 
computer simulations developed at the University of Coventry informed helicopter crash 
tests which were performed in Italy at the Italian Aerospace Research Centre (CIRA). Crash 
tests are very expensive and the project allowed the researchers to complete these due to 
its scale, and by using the expertise of all the partners. 
 
As a result of the project, the industry partners, including the engineering company TASS, 
have been able to adopt more efficient and economically beneficial practices, and offer 
improved products for crash simulation to the automotive and aerospace sectors. For 
Autoflug GmbH, a German company coordinating the project, the computer simulation is 
now used to support and enhance new product design. 
 
Detecting landmines and remotely exploring other planets  
SWIPE, 2013- нлмрΣ ϵнƳΣ р ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ р ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ 
D-BOX, 2013- нлмсΣ ϵфΦфƳΣ нм ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ мм ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ 
Key benefits projects provided- Enabling expertise to be applied to different disciplines 
through industry partners, Ensuring continued collaboration with partners, Funding 
research in a field for which UK funding is limited 
 
The University of Leicester have been involved in several EU funded projects which have 
allowed their research in how to process data from multiple sensors to be used in different 
applications. This has been made possible through association with different industrial 
ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΦ Ψ{²Lt9Ω ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ǊŜƳƻǘŜƭȅ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇƭŀƴŜǘǎ ōȅ 
ŘǊƻǇǇƛƴƎ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǿƛǊŜƭŜǎǎ ǎŜƴǎƻǊ ƴƻŘŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǎŀǘŜƭƭƛǘŜ ƻƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴŜǘΦ Ψ5-.h·Ω 
ǘƘŜƴ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ [ŜƛŎŜǎǘŜǊΩs expertise to automatically detect landmines in 
minefields and mine-suspected zones, safeguarding those helping to remove landmines as 
well as protecting local populations. 
 
Throughout these projects there have been strong industry links for the university, 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ !ƛǊōǳǎ 5ŜŦŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ {ǇŀŎŜΣ ǿƘƻ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜŘ Ψ5-.h·Ω ŀƴŘ ǿŜǊŜ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ƛƴ 
Ψ{²Lt9ΩΣ ǘƘƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭƭȅ ŀǇǇƭȅ ŦƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŎƻƴƧǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ 
with Airbus Defence and Space, including from the European Space Agency. The EU funded 
projects have also enabled masters and PhD students to get involved in applied research. 
The UK funding streams have not tended to focus on space as a research area and so this 
gap in funding has been filled in part by the EU funding systems. 
 
Improving border security through facial recognition 
3D FACE -2006-нллфΣ ϵммƳΣ мр ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ т ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ 
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PIDaaS- 2014-2016, 9 partners from 6 countries  
Key benefits projects provided- Continued collaboration of UK researchers with EU 
partners, Addressing cross-border questions, Providing a network for researchers 
 
The Intelligent Interactions group at the University of Kent, whose research includes 
addressing issues around security and biometrics, has a long standing history of involvement 
in both EU and UK funded projects. Both funding sources have been interdependent, and 
critical, to their on-going research and have allowed collaborations to develop with 
researchers from other institutions over time. The University of Kent was a partner in the 
Ψ.ƛƻ{ŜŎǳǊŜΩ Ctс bŜǘǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ 9ȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƭŀǎǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ нллп- 2007 and included 30 core 
ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ 9¦Φ Ψ.ƛƻ{ŜŎǳǊŜΩ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ 
around biometric technologies, as well as international standardisation and regulatory 
questions. 
 
The University of Kent and other partners of BioSecure have continued to collaborate 
through EU funded projects to address cross-ōƻǊŘŜǊ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ Ψо5C!/9Ω ƻƴ ŦŀŎŜ 
recognition technology in self-ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭǎΣ ŀƴŘ ΨtL5ŀŀ{ΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ 
secure authentication system for mobile devices through digital fingerprint scanning, and 
voice and face recognition. As well as providing a joined up route to funding collaborative 
projects in biometrics, the links between researchers through EU funding routes have 
provided a useful network for early career researchers and have enhanced technology 
transfer to industry. 
 
Utilising different funding sources to maximise impact in Photonics research 
Aston Institute of Photonics Technologies, Aston University 
Key benefits projects provided- Enhancing industry links and technology transfer, 
Increasing collaboration 
 
The Aston Institute for Photonic Technologies pursues cutting edge technology relating to 
high-capacity optical communication systems, lasers and fibre-based optical devices for 
various sensing applications. Their work spans basic science and engineering through to the 
creation of prototype devices and system demonstrators. AIPT cultivates an environment 
where academics and engineers work side-by-side on the most challenging, high-impact 
research, solving industrial problems and developing new technologies. 
 
Over the last 5 years AIPT was successful in winning research and industrial grants of more 
than £18.4m, with around half coming from the European grants. 
 
Where EU funding is concerned, the more fundamental work at the Institute tends to be 
supported by the European Research Council. For example, an ERC Advanced Investigator 
Grant supported research into ultra-long fibre lasers and led to development of 
fundamentally new concepts for telecommunications and laser applications. EU funding is 
also regularly used to exploit a particular line of research by enabling collaboration with 
appropriate industrial partners (iΦŜΦ ¢ƘŜ LƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ tǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ Ψ5L{/¦{ΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ working with 
fibre optic and wireless communication technologies to design the internet networks of the 
future). 
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Over £500,000 ERDF funding has enabled the institute to promote the use of photonic 
technologies to over 100 SMEs in Birmingham and the West Midlands, by offering free 
consultancy and business support. This has helped to raise awareness in these local 
businesses of how photonics can fundamentally change their existing technologies and has 
helped these businesses to grow.  
 
¢ƘŜ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ Ƙŀǎ ǎŜŜƴ ƎǊŜŀǘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƻǾŜǊ нл aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie 
Actions, and other European exchange schemes. These schemes have enabled the brightest 
young researchers from around the world to work at AIPT, bringing with them new 
knowledge and skills, enhancing AIPT activities in fields of high industrial relevance, and 
establishing new international research and industrial collaborations.  
 
We asked researchers to let us know their views on the role that EU membership plays in 
science and engineering research in the UK 
 
ά²Ƙƛƭǎǘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǇŜǊŦŜŎǘƭȅ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴȅ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
established political mechanisms across the EU massively improves the chances of strong 
multilateral co-ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΦέ 
 
ά¢ƻŘŀȅϥǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǎŎŀƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜƴ ōȅ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǘŜŀƳΣ ŀƴŘ 9¦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
funding allows larger consortia, bringing together relevant Industry and Academic partners 
to provide the deep skill as well as breadth requƛǊŜŘΦέ 
 
άLǘ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ŀǎ ŀ ƪŜȅ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ƴǳƭǘƛ-national teams that are necessary to 
tackle current challenges in science and engineering, challenges that no nation could attempt 
ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƛǎƻƭŀǘƛƻƴΦέ 
 
ά9ƴŀōƭŜǎ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǘƻ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ large range of expertise and equipment available across 
ǘƘŜ 9¦έ 
 
ά/ƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǇƛŎƪƛƴƎ ǿƛƴƴŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƘƻƻǎƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜΦ ²ƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ 
needs outside of these areas there is the need to fund those needs. Since we do not cover 
everything ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎ ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜΦ ¢ƘŜ 9¦ Ŏŀƴ ŦǳƴŘ ǘƘƛǎΦέ 
 
ά9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƘŜƭǇǎ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǘƻ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ 
talent internationally and allows early career researchers from the UK to gain experience 
working with leaŘƛƴƎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ¦YΦέ 
 
ά9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Φ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ 
ƛǎ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜΦέ 
 
ά²Ƙƛƭǎǘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǇǳƴŎƘŜǎ ŀōƻǾŜ ƛǘǎ ǿŜƛƎƘǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǘ 
still needs to be part of the formal combined EU science and engineering community in order 
ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΦέ 
 
ά²ƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƛƴǘƻ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ Ƴŀƴȅ ǿƻǊƭŘ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƎƻƴŜ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘΦέ 
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ά¢ƘŜ 9¦ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜǎ ƻǇŜƴƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΦέ 
 
ά²Ŝ ŀƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ - ǿŜ Řƻƴϥǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ǎƻƭǾŜ ǘƘŜƳ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭƭȅΦέ 
 
άLǘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜǎ ōƛƎ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛŀ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ¦Y ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿƻǊƪ 
beyond the immedƛŀǘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ Ǝƭƻōŀƭƭȅ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΦέ 
 
ά¢ƘŜ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 9¦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƛǎ ƘƻƴŜǎǘ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǇǊŀƎƳŀǘƛŎΣ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘƛƴƎ ȅƻǳ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ŀ 
ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ƻŦ ŜǘƘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǳŘƛǘΦέ 
 
ά¢ƘŜ ŦǊŜŜ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ of workers makes it very easy for scientists to take jobs around the EU 
area with minimal administrative hassles, allowing them to build international careers very 
ŜŀǎƛƭȅΦέ 
 
ά{ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ ŀ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŜƴŘŜŀǾƻǳǊΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ǘƘǊƛǾŜǎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ Ŏŀƴ Ŏollaborate and 
ǎƘŀǊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŦǊŜŜƭȅ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎΦέ 
 
20 November 2015 
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The Centre for Ecology & Hydrology (CEH) is a world-class research organisation focussing on 
land and freshwater ecosystems and their interaction with the atmosphere. We are a NERC 
Research Centre and integral to the delivery of the NERC Strategy, The Business of the 
Environment, with over 425 researchers and students based at sites in England, Scotland and 
Wales. 
 
CEH integrates UK-wide observation systems and curiosity driven research, from the smallest 
scale of genetic diversity to large-scale, whole Earth systems. We work across disciplines and 
facilitate academic, public, private and voluntary sector partnerships. 
 
/9IΩǎ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜΣ ƭƻƴƎ-term monitoring, analysis and modelling deliver UK and global 
environmental data, providing early warnings of change and management solutions for our 
land and freshwaters. These range from evaluating the causes of change in biodiversity stock 
and function, forecasting floods, identifying and addressing the impacts of pollution and 
climate change, to safeguarding UK soils and carbon stocks. Our work also includes 
developing decision support tools for the sustainable intensification of agriculture and the 
management of ecosystem services and water resources. 
 
This written response focuses on Collaboration and Scientific Advice. 
 
Collaboration 
 
4. What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU collaborations and 
funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council? 
 
CEH secured on average £2.2m pa between 2012/13 to 2014/15 (an average of 18% of total 
external, non-NERC research funding), through Horizon2020 and predecessor Framework 
Programmes and through other Directorates, including Directorate-General for the 
Environment. These are vital funding streams for enabling delivery of our research and 
Mission, enabling us to maintain critical mass in science areas, and providing access to 
expertise and data at wider spatial scales.  
 
aŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ƻƴƭȅ ōŜ ǘŀŎƪƭŜŘ ŀǘ ŀ ŎƻƴǘƛƴŜƴǘŀƭ ǎŎŀƭŜΣ ƛŦ ƴƻǘ ŀ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ 
scale, hence the need to mobilise a critical mass of research capacity accessing a wider, 
multidisciplinary knowledge pool, facilitating the testing of different national approaches to 
establish optimal responses and the need to physically work across large geographic scales 
and diverse habitats. Moreover, we consider that competing with the best across Europe 
within this funding landscape, in part, drives the world-class science in our organisation. 
 
Whilst CEH has participated in many EU Programmes, it has also coordinated a series of 
large-scale, high impact Programmes. These have generated significant outputs relevant to 
ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ-makers, environmental practitioners and the private sector, as well as 
ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘǎ ƛƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 
disciplines are further reflected by leadership of consecutive Programmes, for example CEH-
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led EU Projects, NanoFate, nanoparticle fate assessment and toxicity in the environment, 
and NanoFuse, delivering an integrated Exposure Assessment Framework for regulatory 
registrations.  
 
The platform provided by EU Programme coordination supports the recognition as a leading 
actor in European and global research. Indeed, coordination of NitroEurope, examining the 
effect of reactive nitrogen supply on net greenhouse gas budgets, and subsequent 
coordination of ECLAIR, Effects of Climate Change on Air Pollution and Response Strategies, 
supported the development of the European Nitrogen Assessment, and provided 
ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ /9IΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ōŜȅƻƴŘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘΣ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
leadership of the development of an International Nitrogen Management System through 
the UN Environment Programme. 
 
EU Programmes, exemplified by the CEH-led WATCH, projecting future, global water cycles 
and related water resources, also depended upon multidisciplinary work, supported by the 
scope and scale of expertise across Europe, bringing together the hydrological, water 
resources and climate communities. Importantly, such collaboration stimulates common 
methodologies generating interoperable data and common data sharing standards.  
 
EU membership and common funding streams, have driven the formation of organisational 
or discipline focussed partnerships, in many cases with limited dedicated EU funding. For 
example, CEH is a founding member of the Partnership for European Environmental 
Research (PEER) (www.peer.eu). PEER is a partnership of eight of the largest European 
environmental centres, founded in 2001, with the aim of combining forces to follow a joint 
strategy in environmental sciences and to enhance research on ecological sustainability. CEH 
is similarly involved in EurAqua (http://www.euraqua.org/), a network of freshwater 
organisations, and ALTER-Net (http://www.alter -net.info/), a biodiversity oriented network 
of institutions across 18 countries. Irrespective of the driver of formation of these networks, 
they facilitate joint institutional programming, staff interchange, integrated policy briefings 
and education. 
 
CEH recognises the benefits of collaboration across Europe, but also the benefits accruing 
from the recruitment of European researchers within our research programmes, attracting 
high performing scientists, addressing specific skills shortages and creating a productive 
diversity with our workforce. Currently CEH employs 24 of 383, non-UK European 
researchers, i.e. 6% of the current researchers, albeit this information provided by staff is 
optional and therefore likely to be an underestimate. Use of Marie-Curie Fellowships has 
facilitated the movement of pre and postdoctoral researchers into and out of CEH.  
 
7. How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international facilities that 
are available as a consequence of our EU membership? 
 
CEH has been funded and participated in the development and delivery of EU experimental 
and observational infrastructures with research institutions and universities Europe-wide. 
These infrastructures have primarily focused on monitoring the environment, e.g. ACTRIS, 
integrating European ground-based stations equipped with advanced atmospheric probing 
instrumentation for aerosols, clouds, and short-lived gas-phase species, or providing large-

http://www.peer.eu/
http://www.euraqua.org/
http://www.alter-net.info/
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scale experimental platforms, e.g. ExpeER, which included creating future environmental 
conditions, with a focus on warming and CO2 enrichment. 
 
Whilst these EU research infrastructures are not on the scale of singular, large-scale research 
installations, they are nevertheless vital. They are focussed on global societal challenges, in 
this case environmental change, which can only be addressed through large-scale 
monitoring and experiment on diverse habitats across Europe. Aligned technologies and 
methodologies across the infrastructures produce interoperable data, essential for informed 
response to grand societal challenges. Furthermore, these infrastructures facilitate 
transnational access and thereby movement of researchers within Europe.  
 
EU investment in platforms managed by CEH is often aligned with UK funding, establishing 
sustainable, longer-term support for platforms that are required for extended periods to 
understand natural and anthropogenic changes to our national and international 
environment. Hence, there is a dependency on a series, of sometimes independent funding 
awards, for sustainability and research impact. It is also noteworthy that the PEER members 
have sought to identify their unique research facilities (http://www.peer.eu/facilities/), e.g. 
organic and inorganic matter spreading platform at Irstea, primarily to increase the 
collaboration and competitive advantage of PEER researchers.  
 
CEH is also a lead partner in eLTER (an Integrated European Long-term Ecosystem and Socio-
ecological Research Infrastructure), which is funded by the EC (under H2020) to build a 
distributed network of ecosystem research platforms. This in turn is aligned with ILTER 
(International Long Term Ecological Research) previously chaired by CEH, a network of 
networks, forming a global network of research sites to help to understand and manage 
environmental change on a global scale. In this manner EU funding of research 
infrastructures facilitates collaboration and data sharing beyond Europe. A recent example 
ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ /9IΩǎ ƭŜŀŘ ƻƴ ŀƴ 9/ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ Ŏƻ-operation project (ROBIN) in Latin 
America.  This involved six European and six Latin American partners working on options for 
preventing tropical forest degradation, in work of broad relevance to policies on global 
climate change mitigation, averting global biodiversity loss and the UN sustainable 
development goals.  
 
Scientific advice   
 
14. To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and influence public 
policy at EU or international levels?  
 
Environmental policy in the UK is in part, driven by European regulations, and hence it is 
critical that UK researchers proactively engage. Indeed the science-policy interface and 
dialogue has been an important driver for European environmental research itself. CEH 
researchers are involved at all stages of the policy lifecycle: development, implementation 
and review, at a national and European-scale. 
 
/9IΩǎ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ 9¦ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ŜȄŜƳǇƭƛŦƛŜŘ ōȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ 
invasive non-native species, which threaten native biodiversity and ecosystem services, 
including negative human health and economic impacts. Under EU funding awarded in 2003, 

http://www.peer.eu/facilities/
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CEH led the development of DAISIE (Delivering Alien Invasive Species Inventory for Europe), 
subsequently led EC Commissioned Research to develop risk assessments and a list of 
invasive alien species of EU concern 
(http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/index_en.htm) and Chairs a COST 
action, ALIEN Challenge, involving 31 countries. The Regulation 1143/2014 on invasive alien 
species came into force in January 2015, which focuses on the risk assessments delivered by 
the CEH consortia. This series of EC awards, thus provide an example of the sustained 
funding and research community engagement required to support informed policy 
development, and the dependency on multiple funding streams to facilitate that 
engagement.  
 
An example of policy implementation relates to the Water Framework Directive (WFD). 
Through the REBECCA & WISER projects, CEH developed site-specific lake standards that 
were adopted by the UK, underpinning an EU decision to allow flexible chlorophyll standards 
according to lake characteristics. As well as ecological status, CEH defined phosphorus 
targets in the context of public health risk for recreational activities, supported by a 
classification scheme for algal blooms. These targets have been adopted by the UK and other 
EU Member States, in the absence of which, these countries could not fully implement the 
WFD and would potentially be liable to fines. 
 
20 November 2015 
 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/index_en.htm
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1417443504720&uri=CELEX:32014R1143
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1417443504720&uri=CELEX:32014R1143
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CASMI conducts research and policy development on issues related to the medical 
innovation process, specifically on new models of development and regulation that could 
bring innovative technologies to patients more rapidly and affordably. 
 
This submission deals only with life and medical sciences. The backdrop in this sector is that 
most innovative medical technologies are developed for global markets and many are 
regulated at a European level. The UK market for pharmaceuticals, for example, is only 2.5% 
of the global market. The UK is therefore not a viable standalone source for funding, 
development or commercialization of most large-scale life science developments. EU 
membership is a substantial positive on all four dimensions of your enquiry, although of 
course some mechanisms could be optimized further. 
 
We now comment on each of these four areas of interest to the Committee: 
 
1. Funding 
 
EU funding, via the Horizon 2020 programme and the EU-based Innovative Medicine 
Initiative (IMI) is a major (multi-billion) source that benefits UK universities substantially. IMI, 
ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ-private partnership in life sciences, with a total 
funding envelope of more than 3 billion euros over the two phases of its programme.  
 
The total income for UK universities (across all sectors) from European funding in 2014 was 
ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ м ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŜǳǊƻǎ όƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ DŜǊƳŀƴȅΩǎΣ ƻƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǿŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ aŀȄ tƭŀƴŎƪ 
{ƻŎƛŜǘȅ ŦǊƻƳ 9ǳǊŀǘƻƳ ƛǎ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘύΦ hƴŜ ƻŦ /!{aLΩǎ Ƙƻǎǘ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ¦/[Σ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ тоΦнƳ 
euros for 55 separate projects in 2014 (again across all sectors). See references below. 
 
EU funding also typically attracts overheads, enabling UK government funding to focus to a 
great extent on new infrastructure, versus the maintenance of current operations.  
 
2. Collaboration 
 
The mechanisms of H2020 and IMI secure two key dimensions of collaboration: international 
collaboration between universities across Europe (all successful bids have this characteristic) 
and engagement with industry (the programme involves major international companies that 
otherwise might not focus on academic partnership in Europe (versus the US and China, for 
example). 
 
EU programmes frequently encourage the involvement of SMEs, favouring academic-
industry partnerships and spin-outs. 
 
The Erasmus programme provides funding for staff exchanges, offering opportunities for the 
development of new collaborations and knowledge-sharing. Most UK life sciences 
laboratories benefit from the presence of many talented EU nationals. 
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3. Research 
 
Some of ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƴƻǿ ŘŜǊƛǾŜ ŦǊƻƳ άǇǊŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƳŜŘƛŎƛƴŜέΥ 
defining diseases by their exact molecular mechanisms. This theme is one of the most 
important in the H2020 programme, with clear potential for UK activities, including those 
being led by the Precision Medicine Catapult.  
 
Precision medicine has the effect of sub-dividing conventionally defined diseases into those 
with small populations. This is most evident in inherited disorders and in rare forms of 
cancer. The numbers of patients in any one Member State may not be sufficient for 
conventional trials or observational studies and so cross-country research is becoming an 
increasingly important feature of medical innovation. The EU is a natural vehicle for such 
work. 
 
The UK, through its 100,000 Genomes project, is well positioned to exert international 
ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ άƎŜƴƻƳƛŎ ƳŜŘƛŎƛƴŜέΣ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ 
medicine landscape in the coming years. However, that vision is likely to be pursued via a 
network of centres that should involve other EU partners. 
 
4. Scientific advice and product regulation  
 
The principal source of scientific advice of relevance in this sector is the European Medicines 
Agency (EMA). The EMA is based in Canary Wharf, but presumably would need to leave 
[ƻƴŘƻƴ ǿŜǊŜ .ǊƛǘŀƛƴΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ōŜ ǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦Y ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΣ ǘƘŜ 
aIw!Σ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ άǊŀǇǇƻǊǘŜǳǊέ ōƻŘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ōƻǘƘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǎ 
regulatory submissions for the rest of the EU: it handles approximately 40% of this load. This 
too would be at risk. 
 
This is not to say that the current regulatory situation is ideal. The EMA typically approves 
new products approximately 6 months after the FDA: one factor in this is the need for 28 
Member States to reach agreement at the EMA and then the subsequent EMA 
recommendation to be accepted by the Commission. In advanced therapies (cell and gene 
therapy, for example) there are multiple UK and EMA committees and innovation is probably 
being impeded by this multiplicity of sources of advice and regulation. However, the best 
avenue for UK influence on the necessary process of global convergence is almost certainly 
as a leading EU member.  
 
!ƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ άǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴέ ƛƴ ƭƛŦŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƛǎ Health Technology 
Assessment (via bodies such as NICE). To date, most HTA has been conducted on a singlke 
Member State basis (where pricing powers reside). The result is a level of fragmentation that 
makes the European market less attractive to international companies. There are important 
moves underway to address this fragmentation, moves that might proceed without UK 
ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ŀ Ψ.ǊŜȄƛǘΩ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻΦ  
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CƻǊ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ŘŜǾƛŎŜǎΣ ōƻǘƘ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŎŎǳǊǎ Ǿƛŀ άƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘ ōƻŘƛŜǎέ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎǎǳŜ /9 
marks on behalf of Europe. The potential impact on such a system is less clear: some form of 
mutual recognition could perhaps continue.  
 
5. Conclusion 
 
Membership of the EU has a strong net positive contribution to the vitality of British life and 
medical sciences. There are opportunities to further streamline some of the mechanisms 
mentioned in this paper, but a standalone UK would be significantly less attractive as a 
venue for researchers and industry collaborators in an increasingly global endeavour. 
 
15 November 2015 
 
 
References:  
Source: European Commission, taken from UCL News: http://www.ucl.ac.uk/news/news-
articles/0715/09072015-ucl-horizon-2020 
2 ResearchResearch accessed 29/09/2015 

http://www.researchresearch.com/index.php?Οoption=com_news&template=rr_2col&view
=article&articleId=1353226 
 

http://www.ucl.ac.uk/news/news-articles/0715/09072015-ucl-horizon-2020
http://www.ucl.ac.uk/news/news-articles/0715/09072015-ucl-horizon-2020
http://www.researchresearch.com/index.php?option=com_news&template=rr_2col&view=article&articleId=1353226
http://www.researchresearch.com/index.php?option=com_news&template=rr_2col&view=article&articleId=1353226
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Introduction to CIEEM 
 
The Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM), as the leading 
membership organisation supporting professional ecologists and environmental managers in 
the United Kingdom and Ireland, welcomes the opportunity to comment on this 
consultation. 
 
CIEEM was established in 1991 and has over 5,000 members drawn from local authorities, 
government agencies, industry, environmental consultancy, teaching/research, and 
voluntary environmental organisations. The Chartered Institute has led the way in defining 
and raising the standards of ecological and environmental management practice with regard 
to biodiversity protection and enhancement. It promotes knowledge sharing through events 
and publications, skills development through its comprehensive training and development 
programme and best practice through the dissemination of technical guidance for the 
profession and related disciplines. 
 
CIEEM is a member of: 

¶ All Party Parliamentary Group on Biodiversity 

¶ Environmental Policy Forum 

¶ Europarc Federation 

¶ European Network of Environmental Professionals 

¶ IUCN ς The World Conservation Union 

¶ Professional Associations Research Network 

¶ Society for the Environment 

¶ United Nations Decade on Biodiversity 2011-2020 Network 
 
 
Comments from CIEEM 
 
What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to UK science and research, and 
vice versa? 
 
Anecdotal evidence would suggest that UK universities, being some of the best research 
institutions in the world, benefit enormously from EU funding. This funding would be 
unlikely to be provided from HM Treasury if the UK were to leave the EU. 
 
How effectively are funds managed in the EU, compared to the management of science 
funding in the UK? 
 
No comment. 
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What are the benefits to UK science and research in terms of collaboration and funding 
programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council? 
 
The EU COSME programme is also useful for our members. For example, The Environment 
Bank has recently received a development grant to expand its innovative land banking 
operations. 
 
Although not strictly part of the EU research budget, the EU Business and Biodiversity 
Platform173 in which some of our members and several UK companies participate, is 
definitely an innovative project led by DG Environment. It helps business improve their 
performance in terms of maintaining or improving biodiversity (natural capital) throughout 
their operations and supply chains. 
 
Also see later remarks on free movement and policy effectiveness. 
 
How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU membership? 
 
CIEEM has both directly and indirectly benefited from private investment as a result of the 
UK being a member of the EU. Through our membership of the European Network of 
Environmental Professionals and its ability to address common issues (such as 
implementation of Directives) we have benefited from funding for internships and other 
activities. 
 
EU institutions foster investment. For example, the European Institute of Innovation and 
¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ό9L¢ύΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ άYƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέ όYL/ǎύΣ 
which are private-sector led but have government and research participants. The first set of 
KICs cover climate change, energy and ICT, and the second set will cover healthy lives, raw 
materials, added value manufacturing, urban mobility and sustainable food systems. 
 
What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and research 
through the free movement of people? 
 
With some of the best research institutions and some of the largest ecological and 
environmental consultancies the UK benefits from being able to attract, without 
unnecessary restriction, some of the best and brightest from across Europe. 
 
The converse is also true, in that the UK can export people and services to other parts of 
Europe where those people and skills are needed, and where British researchers can gain 
direct experience of the state of art across Europe. For example, members are involved a 
whole range of environment-related FP7 and H2020 funded projects with large European 
consortia, covering the establishment of networks of Marine Protected Areas174 and 
operationalising ecosystem services175.  
 
Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU? 

                                            
173 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biodiversity/business/index_en.htm 
174 www.coconet-fp7.eu 
175 www.openness-project.eu and www.operas-project.eu 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biodiversity/business/index_en.htm
http://www.coconet-fp7.eu/
http://www.openness-project.eu/
http://www.operas-project.eu/
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No. At a European level we collaborate with a Swiss organisation, the Association of Swiss 
Environmental Professionals (ASEP), through our membership of ENEP. At an international 
level we have worked with the Southern African Institute of Ecological and Environmental 
Scientists, the Institute of Environmental Professionals - Sri Lanka, and we have worked with 
the Environment Institute of Australia and New Zealand (EIANZ) on repurposing our 
Ecological Impact Assessment Guidance for the antipodes. Furthermore, many EU research 
programmes are globally oriented and not restricted to EU member states and their citizens 
alone. 
 
Which EU regulatory mechanisms greatly affect the science and research community in the 
UK?  
 
From an ecological and environmental management perspective, working to the same 
directives means that UK professionals can use their skills and experience in other EU 
member states. This has been particularly true in recent accession countries in relation to 
their obligations under the Habitats and Wild Birds Directives. 
 
How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public policy 
compare between the EU and the UK? 
 
From our perspective, the main advantage of UK involvement in the EU is the influence on 
European and thus global environmental research and innovation policies, which also then 
helps to align UK policies with global norms to which the UK has agreed. For example, a 
recently released report from DG Research and Innovation, The Role of Science, Technology 
and Innovation Policies to Foster the Implementation of the Sustainable Development 
Goals176, lays out a European policy in which the UK can effectively participate, and also 
benefit from. 
 
In additiƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ 9¦ Ƙŀǎ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ōȅ нлнлΣ о҈ ƻŦ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎΩ D5t ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŘ 
in research, development and innovation. According to BIS, the UK science spend for 
2015/16 will be £5.8bn177, which represents about 0.3% of forecast GDP for 2016. The EU 
policy should therefore drive up UK commitment to science, research and innovation. 
 
Moreover, it is expected that at least 60% of the overall Horizon 2020 budget will be related 
to sustainable development, and at least 35% to climate-related expenditure, both of which 
are priority areas for the UK in terms of overseas aid and climate legislation. 
 
20 November 2015 
 

                                            
176 http://bookshop.europa.eu/en/the-role-of-science-technology-and-innovation-policies-to-foster-the-
implementation-of-the-sustainable-development-goals-sdgs--
pbKI0415809/?CatalogCategoryID=Gj0KABst5F4AAAEjsZAY4e5L 
177 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/278326/bis-14-p200-
science-and-research-budget-allocations-for-2015-to-2016.pdf  

http://bookshop.europa.eu/en/the-role-of-science-technology-and-innovation-policies-to-foster-the-implementation-of-the-sustainable-development-goals-sdgs--pbKI0415809/?CatalogCategoryID=Gj0KABst5F4AAAEjsZAY4e5L
http://bookshop.europa.eu/en/the-role-of-science-technology-and-innovation-policies-to-foster-the-implementation-of-the-sustainable-development-goals-sdgs--pbKI0415809/?CatalogCategoryID=Gj0KABst5F4AAAEjsZAY4e5L
http://bookshop.europa.eu/en/the-role-of-science-technology-and-innovation-policies-to-foster-the-implementation-of-the-sustainable-development-goals-sdgs--pbKI0415809/?CatalogCategoryID=Gj0KABst5F4AAAEjsZAY4e5L
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/278326/bis-14-p200-science-and-research-budget-allocations-for-2015-to-2016.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/278326/bis-14-p200-science-and-research-budget-allocations-for-2015-to-2016.pdf
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Culham Centre for Fusion Energy (CCFE), League of European Research 
Universities (LERU) and European Bioinformatics Institute (EMBL-EBI) ς Oral 
evidence (QQ 1-8) 

 
Evidence Session No. 1  Heard in Public   Questions 1 - 8 

 
 

TUESDAY 15 DECEMBER 2015 

Members present 

Earl of Selborne (Chairman) 
Lord Cameron of Dillington 
Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield 
Lord Hunt of Chesterton 
Lord Kakkar 
Baroness Manningham-Buller 
Lord Maxton 
Baroness Morgan of Huyton 
Baroness Neville-Jones 
Lord Peston 
Viscount Ridley 
Lord Vallance of Tummel 
________________ 

 Examination of Witnesses 

Professor Steve Cowley, Chief Executive Officer, UK Atomic Energy Authority and Head of 
the EURATOM/Culham Centre for Fusion Energy (CCCFE) Fusion Association, Professor Kurt 
Deketelaere, Secretary-General, League of European Research Universities (LERU), and 
Professor Dame Janet Thornton, Director Emeritus of EMBL-EBI and Senior Scientist, 
European Bioinformatics Institute (EMBL-EBI) 

 

Q1  The Chairman: Could I welcome the three experts who have come to help us with our 
deliberations today? This is the first of what will be several oral evidence sessions. We are 
most grateful to you for helping us. Would you like to introduce yourselves for the record? 
We are being broadcast. If you would like to make any opening statement, please feel free 
to do so. Can we start with Professor Cowley?  

Professor Steve Cowley: I am Professor Steven Cowley. I am the chief executive of the 
United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority and I run Culham laboratory, which houses JET, the 
largest EU-funded facility on British soil.  

The Chairman: We are very glad to see you again. I remember you gave evidence to us in 
July. Dame Janet?  
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Professor Dame Janet Thornton: I am Janet Thornton. I have worked in UK academia for 30 
years, and then I moved to become director of the European Bioinformatics Institute, which 
is part of the European Molecular Biology Laboratory or EMBL. I will explain why I think it is 
relevant that I am here. It is a European organisation funded by 21 member states. It was 
not established and is not governed by the EU. In fact, although we receive about 25% of our 
funding through competitive grants, our core funding comes from our 21 member states 5 
also receive a lot of fundingτabout ϵ6 million in the UK this yearτfrom the EU. In addition, 
over the last seven years I have co-ordinated the establishment of ELIXIR, which is the 
biodata infrastructure for Europe. That now involves 15 countries and is concerned with 
sharing biodata and bioinformatics tools across Europe. It is one of the infrastructures of the 
European Strategy Forum on Research Infrastructures (ESFRI).  

The Chairman: You explained that you are a European rather than a European Union 
organisation.  

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: That is right.  

The Chairman: And you have associate members as well as the 21 full members.  

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: We have two associate members, Australia and Argentina. 
This is rather a new venture for EMBL. Of course, science is global, as you will be well aware, 
and certain countries like to associate with EMBL because of its infrastructure, the way it 
operates and performs world-class science, and because the countries like to learn how to 
operate an international infrastructure.  

The Chairman: We will come back to that perhaps in the questioning. I can see already that 
Lord Ridley is keen to ask about that. We will move on with the introductions. Professor 
Deketelaere?  

Professor Kurt Deketelaere: My name is Kurt Deketelaere. I am a professor of European 
energy and environmental law at the University of Leuven in Belgium, but I am here today 
primarily in my other capacity as secretary-general of the League of European Research 
Universities, LERU. I will say a few words on LERU because I do not think you are all familiar 
with it. We are a group of 21 research-intensive universities spread over Europe. We are 
active in nine EU member states and Switzerland. We absolutely do not have the ambition to 
have members in every country of the EU, because, obviously, that would be a problem for 
the level of excellence that we demand of the membership, so, as a consequence of that, we 
are only active in nine member states and Switzerland. We are not funded by anybody else 
other than our own members. We refuse to receive any kind of funding whatsoever from the 
EU or the member states, because of course we want to stay independent and neutral.  

Our main goal is to promote the interests of frontier research on a daily basis at the EU 
institutions, be it in Brussels, in Strasbourg, in Budapest or in other places where EU 
institutions are based. At the same time, we try to do the same thing at member-state level, 
because we see more and more that convincing national authorities, and in the first place 
Ministers of Finance, is an important element in the daily battle to defend frontier research. 
Next to that, LERU is also the main engine behind what is called the Global Council of 
Research-Intensive University Networks. That means that LERU has been teaming up with 
similar networks of universities worldwide, be it, for example, the Association of American 
Universities in the United States, the Group of Eight in Australia or the Russell Group here in 
the UK. It is clear, of course, that on an issue such as this, and on many other issues, we are 
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in close contact with the Russell Group in defending all kinds of positions where we clearly 
have similar interests. Obviously for an issue such as the one we have on the table today we 
also have close links with Universities UK and, if it comes down to figures, data and facts, it is 
clear that we would be happy to refer to the input into this inquiry by Universities UK, by the 
Russell Group and organisations such as the Royal Society.  

Q2  The Chairman: As this is our first session, before I ask the first question I must declare 
my interests as a fellow of the Royal Society, a fellow of the Royal Society of Biology, and 
chairman of the Foundation for Science and Technology. You will recognise that our inquiry 
is about the relationship between EU membership and the effectiveness of science research 
and innovation in the United Kingdom. The questions today will be very much about the 
impact on UK research and innovation. Could I therefore ask a rather general question? To 
what extent is EU funding important to the UK science base? Does it contribute to vitality 
and productivity? Is it something that we should value?  

Professor Steve Cowley: My career started in the United States where I went to do a PhD in 
the early 1980s. The US was very much on top of big science at that time and had great 
facilities. The funding in the US for big science was the envy of the world. In the years since 
the early 1980s, Europe has become the world leader in big science. More and more science 
is progressing towards big science. For example, if you look at the average number of 
authors on a paper, it is increasing with time. It is increasing because science is often done in 
large groups, in large collaborationsτthat is the way you get effective science. It requires 
large instruments, instruments in the billion dollar classτsorry, I should use euros. What has 
happened since the 1980s is that the infrastructures and the organisation in Europe have 
exceeded those of the US, and many of the great scientific instruments of our time, of the 
21st century, are now in Europe. I cannot say that happened because of a particular political 
infrastructure, but the fact is it happened, and the advantage we now have, with access to 
ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘŜǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎ Ǌǳƴ ƛƴǘƻ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ 
growth, more jobs and greater innovation.  

The Chairman: Could I come back to Professor Cowley before I ask Dame Janet whether she 
would like to add to that? In the evidence that you gave us earlier you explained how the 
nuclear fusion programme, by its very nature, has to be collaborative. The scale of 
expenditure and the scale of the research make it quite inconceivable that individual 
countries should try to play a significant role, although I think China is trying to do that as a 
lone operator. There is, of course, a programme in the United Statesτthe National Ignition 
Facilityτwhich has a rather different basis, and presumably it might have been possible, at 
one stage in our history, for us to have collaborated with America rather than Europe, if we 
were going to collaborate. Presumably, having gone so far with JET, and now ITER, it would 
be quite impractiŎŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƘƻǊǎŜǎ ƛŦ ǿŜ ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎΩ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ 
one that was going to be the winner.  

Professor Steve Cowley: !ǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƻƛƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ Ŧǳǎƛƻƴ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ŀǘ W9¢Σ ƻƴ 
British soil. We have the greatest fusion capability in the world. That capability is supported 
ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ōȅ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ƳƻƴŜȅΦ L Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƘŜ άǿƘŀǘ ƛŦέ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ƛƴ άǿƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ 
ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘ ƛŦ ǿŜ ƘŀŘ ŘƻƴŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǎǘΦέ !ƭƭ L Ŏŀƴ ǎŀȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŜƳǇƛǊƛŎŀƭ ŦŀŎǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ 
world leading.  

The Chairman: What I am saying is that whoever is going to be the winnerτand presumably 
there will be a winner one day, and we are world leaders, as you sayτwe are committed to 
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the European one, which you say was the right decision, but, equally, there could have been 
a decision historically to have collaborated with America, but we did not take it.  

Professor Steve Cowley: At the moment, of course, we are having the Americans coming to 
collaborate with us. They are coming to JET because we have the best facility. That still gives 
ǳǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŜ ǇƭŀŎŜΦ hƴ ǘƘŜ άǿƘŀǘ ƛŦέ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ƛŦ ǿŜ ƘŀŘ ŘƻƴŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǎǘΣ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
moment we would not be in the lead. That is all I can say.  

The Chairman: Dame Janet, did you want to add anything?  

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: Yes, very much so. My experiences are rather similar to 
tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊ /ƻǿƭŜȅΩǎΦ L ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘΣ ōǳǘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ǿƘŜƴ L 
started all my collaborations were with the US, and that was where I looked to for 
inspiration from the leading science and to form interactions. My very strong belief is that 
that has changed because of EU funding. As you will know, the EU funding that we receive 
for science is a very small fraction of science funding in the UK, at only about 3%. However, 
the impact that it has, in my opinion, is way more than that money would suggest, for a 
variety of reasons. It enables and encourages us to collaborate within Europe. I think that is 
very important. We are part of Europe, it is close, and, for many people in the UK, it is easier 
to go to the continent than it is to go up to Scotland, so we are natural geographical 
collaborators. It allows us a much stronger voice as part of the EU in the funding that we get. 
The UK leads in certain areas, and genomics is one of them. I would endorse strongly the 
mixed funding economy. The position of the UK in genomics came mainly through Wellcome 
Trust funding. However, with collaborations across Europe, I think we can look towards 
implementing it in genomic medicine. We cannot do that on our own, because it needs data 
for millions of people from across the world. We have the strength in Europe and the 
population, obviously, although whether the data in the health services are well organised 
remains to be seen. There is no doubt that the leaders of this are in Europe, and the US is 
now copying us in what we are trying to do.  

Another reason why the UK benefits from European funding is that we speak English and, 
because we are excellent at science, we recruit many, many brilliant scientists from Europe 
to come and work in the UK, who want to learn English and be fluent in it, and they come, 
usually with either Marie Curie or postdoctoral funding, at their most creative time. That 
input of talent from Europeτand of course the UK is the second most successful country in 
getting competitive funding from the EU for researchτhas meant that the UK has been 
extremely successful in raising those funds from the ERC. I sit on the ERC Scientific Council 
and it is very clear that the UK has been very successful in winning those funds. These are 
the brightest and the best of the young science minds in Europe, and there is no doubt in my 
mind that the UK benefits disproportionately from recruiting those brilliant people.  

Professor Kurt Deketelaere: I would add a few elements to that. As Dame Janet has 
indicated, if you look at the facts and the figures, it is clear that the UK is absolutely at the 
top of funding from the framework programmes of the EU, both from the seventh 
framework programme, which has ended, and from the new framework programme, 
Horizon 2020, which is in its third year of development. It is clear that the UK is in the lead. If 
you look at the figures from the ERC, as Dame Janet just mentioned, it is clear that the UK is 
the most successful country in winning ERC grants, be it starting grants or advanced grants, 
and things such as that. We have come to a position where EU funding has become what I 
would call an irreplaceable and increasingly important source of funding for UK research and 
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innovation. Some authors describe the European funding as a kind of eighth research council 
next to the seven that you have in the UK.  

I know that very often in the past the argument has been made that the red tape which EU 
funding involves is way too much, and people are not interested in applying for EU funding 
because of it. With all modesty, I would say that through the lobbying that the Russell 
Group, Universities UK, LERU and other organisations have been doing over the past few 
years, certainly as regards Horizon 2020, this is no longer an argument to not participate in 
the framework programme. The red tape has been cut down very significantly and it is an 
ongoing process. It is clear the EU has made enormous progress over there, primarily 
through the lobbying and influence of organisations such as the Russell Group, Universities 
UK, LERU, and so on. It is important to be around the table, to be able to say what the 
problems are and what the solutions should be. Simplification, excellence and investment in 
research and innovation are going to become much more difficult if you are no longer 
around the table and no longer have a voice. Obviously, money is an important element in 
this whole discussion, but I would say that even the intangible elements and the fact, as was 
already said, that you have access through the EUτwhich is acting as a kind of vehicle, as a 
platform, having access to the best people, be it researchers or students, and to the best 
research infrastructuresτto this funding and to collaborative projects have been very 
beneficial for the UK and, obviously, the rest of the EU has also benefited from UK 
involvement. It is clear that it is working in two ways. 

Lord Maxton: Very briefly to Professor Cowley, because he said that there has been this 
change from the United States to Europe: is this down to a decline in US funding and the 
whole big science thing, or is it down to the fact that Europe has become more important?  

Professor Steve Cowley: I do not think it is due to a decline in US funding. You can see that 
the US has commented on this. I used to write reports for the National Academy of Sciences 
in the States, and in those reports one of the things we pointed out was that as the scientific 
instruments get larger, the system of funding in the States, where the states compete for it, 
becomes more and more difficult to handle. The US should have one particle physics lab, but 
in fact it has five. In Europe, we have made those decisions rather well. It is impressive the 
way we have come together and coalesced on a series of large instruments that are world-
leading. I think that is rather impressive as a political process.  

Viscount Ridley: I have a point of clarification. Dame Janet, you said that there were 21 full 
members, plus Argentina and Australia as associate members. Are all 21 members members 
of the European Union?  

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: No. Let me give an example. 

Viscount Ridley: Switzerland and Norway, for example? 

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: Switzerland and Norway are members. EMBL is separate 
from the EU.  

Viscount Ridley: I realise that.  

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: We are not run by the EU and, if we came out of the EU, 
the UK would still be part of EMBL.  

Viscount Ridley: So is it right that all three institutions that you three represent have full 
non-EU members?  
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Professor Dame Janet Thornton: Yes.  

Viscount Ridley: Because you have Switzerland and you have America. 

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: Yes, that is right.  

Viscount Ridley: And others presumably.  

Professor Steve Cowley: We do not have America as a member, but we have Switzerland.  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Could I follow up the red-tape question? A great weight of 
the written evidence suggests that the British research councils are much more nimble even 
still, despite the changes you have been describing, than the European one, which is very 
encouraging. I was thinking the other day that it would be nice, if we stay in, to come up 
with something constructive in Europe instead of the usual drizzle of complaint, which has 
been the British stance in Europe. The shock value would be immense. Is this an area that we 
might develop so we can strike down the remaining chains that are holding back the 
European Research Council and all its associated bodies as a bit of a British initiative?  

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: If I may comment, I think that the setting up of the 
European Research Council, which funds individuals to do excellent research, was driven in 
part by the UK as well as a few other nations, and that has been a tremendous success. 
However one of the reasons for the complexity of EU funding is that it supports 
collaborations between existing projects funded by the member states. EU funding is only 
3% of the total research funding in the UK and most research in Europe is funded by the 
nation states. These EU grants serve to form the collaborative umbrella that joins together 
that nation state funding. When you are organising large projects, it is inevitably more 
complex than is the case for most of the UK grants that go through RCUK. I agree completely 
that RCUK is brilliant. Because of ELIXIR, I have visited many European countries. In 
comparison our research councils are excellent. The decision-making process in general is 
excellent, compared with many other countries, and we can really lead the way and bring 
Europe on. Many of the smaller countries are trying to learn and the UK can help in that. I 
think that we can have a positive effect. Certainly I would vote for smaller projects being 
funded by the EU that were more directed. I think that would have a big impact in Europe.  

Lord Peston: I would like to ask a question of Professor Cowley, and I speak, as he is, as a 
Princeton alumnus. He was talking about big science. By implication, is there also a subject 
called small science? 

Professor Steve Cowley: Yes.  

Lord Peston: That does not require vast funding or anything like that, but it does still go on, 
does it not?  

Professor Steve Cowley: Yes.  

Lord Peston: So we must have a perspective here.  

Professor Steve Cowley: Yes. I was trying to make the point that there is more and more big 
science. If you look at the average number of authors on a paper, it is an increasing function 
of time.  

Lord Peston: The other day I saw a piece in some book saying that a recent paper had 1,000 
authors. I found that amazing.  

Professor Steve Cowley: I am sure they all did significant work.  
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Lord Peston: Maybe they simply put their names at the end, but that is by the way. What I 
am interested in is what the driver is here. Is it the equipment that is driving the whole 
systemτnamely, the funding is for the equipment, and, if you have the state-of-the-art 
equipment, then you attract the peopleτor is it the people who enable you to get the 
equipment? What is the causation? 

Professor Steve Cowley: That is interesting. You say 1,000 people, but, in order to run that 
experiment all those 1,000 people have to do their jobs and their jobs are all high level. At 
CERN, the people who analyse the data, the people who run the detectors, et cetera, all 
appear on that paper because big science is not only about the money for the equipment; it 
is about the money for the set of skills necessary to take the data and process it to the point 
at which it is useful. You see this in biology, too. The groups become larger because you 
need people who analyse and who have a certain set of skills, and some computer scientists 
and some electrical engineers. At Culham, to run JET, we have 350 engineers. They do not all 
get their names on the paper, but without them it would not work.  

Q3  Lord Hunt of Chesterton: I am in a minority among British scientists, but I was involved 
in EU projects, and the so-called bureaucracy meant that the way the EU ran the research 
was much more effective, in my area, in evaluating what was done in a project. That is very 
poorly done in the UK; if someone publishes a paper, off you go. The EU system is 
considerably more considered. Are you not throwing the baby out with the bath water if you 
start becoming as slick as the Brits?  

Professor Kurt Deketelaere: That is a good point. I would say if you look at EU funding you 
really have to make a distinction between the ERC grants, for example, where the 
administrative burden is certainly not more than that which you experience here in the UK, 
and is perhaps even less, I would say. For the collaborative projects, to which Dame Janet 
has also already referred, perhaps the administrative burden can be a bit bigger, but 
certainly the outcomes and the added value of those big collaborative projects justify that. 
You have to be aware of the fact that the most important change in EU-funded research over 
the past five years is probably this enormous drive towards simplification. For groups such as 
mine and the Russell Group, simplification was the first demand when we negotiated 
Horizon 2020. Money was the second most important element. Simplification, and making 
sure that our people do not have to spend months and months before they can introduce an 
application for funding, has been very successful, and there is a clear commitment from the 
European Commission in the following years to simplify further the whole process. As you 
correctly say, the whole evaluation programme and evaluation of outputs of research done 
is really top of the agenda.  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: What you have done in the EU is to encourage networks such as 
your one, EMBL, and so on. In my own experience, that has not been very forthcoming from 
the UK, and we are now trying to catch up, it seems to me. The EU has been tremendous and 
the Americans are quite envious of that, from my experience.  

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: The Americans are now copying us. We introduced ELIXIR 
and they have introduced a similar programme in the last two years to try to mimic this 
collaboration across Europe.  

Professor Kurt Deketelaere: It is clear that EU funding has always been aimed at two 
essential elements of fantastic research, and those are international collaboration and 
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researcher mobility, combined with the overall element of excellence, of course. It is clear 
that if you lose that element of access to international collaboration and access to mobility 
of people, that would be a significant loss.  

Q4  Baroness Manningham-Buller: I declare an interest as chair of the Wellcome Trust. 
Could I come back to the infrastructure point on which you have already said a certain 
amount? I am interested, as are others on the Committee, in the way we have run ahead of 
the Americans, which is partly due to pork-barrel politics and partly of course due to access 
to National Health Service data, which they do not have. Let us think across the range of EU 
infrastructure, whether it is CERN, whether it is EMA, whether it is Heidelberg or whatever; 
is access to that denied? I think the answer to that is no, but is access to any of those key 
parts of the infrastructure denied to people who are not members of the EU? Are there any 
parts of infrastructure which are EU-specific and, if you are not a member of the EU, are the 
barriers to getting access, say at CERN, harder than if you are? There are two points there: is 
there no access at all; and, if you are allowed access, are the barriers higher, or are those 
barriers overcome by a recognition of the need for the data and the science and the global 
nature of science?  

Professor Steve Cowley: I can tell you about my facility. We are a £60-million-a-year facility. 
We are negotiating with international partners for them to put cash into the facility to have 
access. We do not give them access unless they put something into the facility. At the 
moment, we are talking with China about it bringing in some microwave equipment, and 
that will be a few tens of millions of investment, for which it will get some access to the next 
set of fusion power shots. I think that is common, but I do not think there is a principle here. 

Professor Kurt Deketelaere: The crucial element in this whole discussion is the question of 
preferential access or non-preferential access. It is clear that if you are part of the EU game 
you are with those which have preferential access. If you are not, then, obviously, with all 
those infrastructures, you enter into a situation of negotiation, just as you negotiate 
international treaties in fact, and then you will have to see first of all, as is indicated, how 
much cash you need to put on the table and to what extent this can lead to preferential 
access or not. As a consequence of that, it is clear that if you are an EU member state, you 
certainly have an advantage compared to a non-EU member state.  

Professor Steve Cowley: Can I come back on that? Where the science gets closer to market, 
then access becomes harder and harder for people outside the EU. One of the reasons for 
trying to encourage collaborations in the EU is to make sure those innovations that the 
science produces come home and they do not go elsewhere in the world. With particle 
physics and CERN, the innovations from that research are not immediately apparent, but 
they are apparent when you are talking about research that is closer to the market. We have 
seen, particularly on pieces of technology, for instance, that the EU has told us it does not 
want any foreigners to have access to particular parts of its technology.  

Baroness Manningham-Buller: Do you think those broad principles apply to the other pieces 
of infrastructure?  

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: We have to distinguish between two things here. In 
science, as you all know, knowledge is our goal, if you like. Knowledge is usually freely 
available to everybody in the life sciences area. Within EMBL, our two associate member 
states, essentially, pay a third of what they would pay if they were full members, and for that 
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they have access, which is equal access, but they are much further away, and so they do not 
actually use the facilities as much as the Europeans would.  

As we all know, biomedical data are an evolving world. The story of the genome and 
genomic status is a fantastic one, in the sense of making it available for everyone. Health 
data are a different matter. It is not resolved yet how we are going to share all those data 
and whether we should share them only within Europe. What is clear to me is if we are 
trying as a country, the UK, to negotiate with Europeτand the Nordic countries and the 
Netherlands are very good in this area and their equivalent to NHS data are very well 
organisedτwe want to collaborate with them, because they have these data. Together we 
can increase the power of our own data. If we are going to try to collaborate with 21 
European member states and negotiate how we do it with every one individually to share 
biomedical data, that is going to take a long, long time to achieve. The European Union 
provides us with an umbrella where those discussions can take placeτhopefully 
transparentlyτso that we can begin to develop the data exchange infrastructure. The 
technical standards are easy by comparison; it is the legal exchange of data that is 
complicated. We have access to the XFEL data in Germany, for which we pay, and we can 
send our scientists there. Clearly, that is cutting-edge. It cost billions and we would not have 
done it in the UK, but, because we are part of Europe, we can have access to it.  

Q5  Lord Cameron of Dillington: We heard last week, or maybe the week before, that it was 
felt that European funding has increased greatly the collaboration of UK science generally 
and not only within the EU. How do collaborations differ with a scientist from an EU member 
state and, say, a scientist from the USA, or maybe a scientist from the UK and a scientist 
from Switzerland, which is outside the EU as such? Is there any difference at all between the 
sorts of collaboration you see?  

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: To me, as a scientist, there is no difference. Scientists are 
scientists and it does not matter where they come from; they collaborate. The only 
difference is access to joint funding. Funding mechanisms drive science. I have seen it so 
many times, in many examples. Within Europe, collaborations usually start off informally. 
¸ƻǳ ǿƛƭƭ ǎǇŜŀƪ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ŀƴŘ ǎŀȅΣ άhƘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƎƻƻŘΦ ²Ŝ Ŏƻǳƭd do this together and 
ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ Ƨƻƛƴ ŦƻǊŎŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎέΦ ¢ƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀǇǇƭȅ ŦƻǊ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎτand 
this is rather a crude termτto grease the wheels of the collaboration. Most of that science 
will be funded by the member states, in the UK, or in Germany, if it is with Germany, but 
having that collaboration makes a huge difference. As we have seen in ELIXIR, where the UK 
leads on biological and molecular data, having access to European funding is a great driver in 
bringing countries together.  

Lord Cameron of Dillington: Does that apply to industrial collaboration as well?  

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: The Innovative Medicines Initiative has helped with that. 
There are some bureaucratic issues that are being resolved as we are going forward. Of 
course, all the big international pharma companies operate across the world. There are very 
few mechanisms whereby one can raise funds to interact with, say, an American group. 
There is the Human Frontier Science Program, but almost nothing else. In fact, my 
collaborations with the US have always been funded by the US. EBI receives a lot of money 
from the US. It is our second biggest funder after the EU. It pays because it wants the access 
to the infrastructure that we provide.  
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Professor Kurt Deketelaere: In my view, the main difference is that if you work with 
somebody from an EU member state, there is across the board, for all 28 member states, a 
clear frameworkτlegally, financially and content-wiseτto work with people. If you look at 
the ERC or Marie Curie or Horizon 2020, all those initiatives are organised in a way that is 
applicable for everybody across the board. If somebody comes to my institution with an ERC 
grant, then I know the conditions under which this person is going to work. It is the same for 
a Marie Curie fellow. If you look at Horizon 2020, there is on the table, from the side of the 
European Commission, a model grant agreement which has to be used by everybody who is 
getting Horizon 2020 funding. The rules of the game are very clear for everybody involved in 
it. Obviously, if you go and work with people from other countries, other non-EU member 
countries or other funding sources, then each time you will have to regulate those things 
bilaterally, and this is going to become very burdensome at a certain point in time.  

This model grant agreement makes it possible for the European Commission and the 
member states to be sure that the basic rules of the game are the same for everybody. For 
example, in the case of research integrity we have seen many disputes in Europe, but 
recently, the European Commission, in consultation with the member states, and inspired by 
the UK concordat on research integrity, has stepped up the rules on research integrity for 
everybody EU-wide in the 28 member states merely by changing this model grant 
agreement. It makes the rules of the game very easy and very predictable.  

Q6  Viscount Ridley: I should declare my interests as president of the International Centre 
for Life in Newcastle, fellow of the Academy of Medical Sciences and vice-president of the 
Conservatives for Britain, as well as being a farmer. I want to take up the point about 
opportunity costs, because it is clear that if you are in, say, Horizon 2020 you have to 
collaborate with an institution in another EU country. To some extent that must mean that 
tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊ ·Σ ǿƘƻ ƛǎ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎΣ ά²Ƙƻ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ L ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘΚέ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǎŀȅΣ άhƘΣ L ǿŀƴǘ ŀ 
Horizon 2020 grant so I will collaborate with somebody in the European Union rather than 
somebody outside the European UnionέΦ IŜ ƳƛƎƘǘ Řƻ ōƻǘƘΣ ōǳǘΣ ƛŦ ƘŜ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ŎƘƻƛŎŜΣ ƘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ 
end up doing that. Does that mean that it is possible that this is causing people to 
collaborate with lesser institutions rather than choosing the best in the world? Is that not 
leading to, say, Indian, Chinese or American collaborators being, to some extent, left out of 
collaborative research projects?  

Professor Kurt Deketelaere: I would say it is just the opposite, in the sense that one of the 
key elements of Horizon 2020 is international collaboration and opening up to the world is 
one of the leitmotifs of the European Commission now in research and innovation policy. Of 
course, you need the necessary number of EU institutions in your proposal. 

Viscount Ridley: But there is no need for ones outside the EU.  

Professor Kurt Deketelaere: You will see your chances of success increase if you bring in 
other partners. Very often it is easy to do that if those other partners are not taking part of 
the financial budget, because they are funded by their own country, such as the United 
States, Australia or other countries worldwide. We see in those non-EU countries that there 
is a huge interest in participating in Horizon 2020, and we see all kinds of American, 
!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴ ŀƴŘ /ƘƛƴŜǎŜ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ǘƻ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΣ ά/ŀƴ ǿŜ 
ǘŜŀƳ ǳǇ ǿƛǘƘ ȅƻǳΚέ ±ŜǊȅ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ƎǊƻǳǇΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƭǳȄǳǊȅ ƻŦ ǇƛŎƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
best non-EU institutions in a team for a proposal under Horizon 2020.  
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Viscount Ridley: How do you know that that opportunity would not be even stronger if it 
were not for the requirement to collaborate within the EU?  

Professor Kurt Deketelaere: I can only say that if Horizon 2020 was not there, as the 
framework programme created by the EU and its 28 member states, then probably there 
would not be such a huge non-EU interest in this programme, which is of course the biggest 
worldwide-funded programme for research and innovation. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: I should have declared my fellowship of the British Academy 
when I asked questions earlier. There are many ingredients that go into the capacity of our 
country, the UK, to think above its weight in the world. However, it seems very difficult, 
ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǳǇ ±ƛǎŎƻǳƴǘ wƛŘƭŜȅΩǎ ǇƻƛƴǘΣ ǘƻ ŎŀƭƛōǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǾŜ ƻǳǊ 
weight in the world. It is very hard at the best of times because a great, swirling mixture of 
things goes into successful outcomes. Could you put a weighting on it? How important is the 
EU collaboration element to our wider capacity in the world as a thinking power?  

Professor Steve Cowley: What makes us able to collaborate with the greatest scientists from 
around the world is the quality of our research and our research infrastructures. We have US 
scientists battering down our doors, because they want to work on our machine because it 
goes to much more extreme conditions. We have American scientists wanting to work with 
people in our area because we have the best numerical algorithms for simulating the 
behaviour of very hot plasmas. That is why we get good scientists to work with us. There is 
no question but that the European infrastructures have made us better and, by making us 
better, they make us collaborate with more people in the world.  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: So it is a very powerful and big factor.  

Professor Steve Cowley: Yes.  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Despite being only the 3% that Dame Janet was talking about.  

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: I think it is, because where the UK leads in certain areas, 
we speak, effectively, for Europe. As we all know, the world is changing anŘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ 
in the world has changed a lot over the last 50 years. The emergence of China and India as 
scientific powers, China in particular, is also causing change. They regard Europe as a balance 
against the US. There is no doubt about that. If we speak for Europe, I think we are much 
stronger than if we are only speaking for the UK. That is not to denigrate the UK, because we 
lead, with Germany, in the science areas where we are very strong, but being able to speak 
for Europe makes a difference. In fact, we were discussing before we came in that if we left 
ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻ Řƻǳōǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǊŜǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ƎƻǎǎƛǇǎ ŀǎƪΣ άLǎ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŎƻƳƛƴƎ 
ƻǳǘ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΚέΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ there is a lot of antagonism if that 
should happen.  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Retribution is a strong word.  

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: I know.  

Viscount Ridley: I want to pick up on that. You say that you speak for Europe, but do you 
mean Europe or the European Union, because, as you said, all three of you have non-EU 
members in your institutions? The UK, similar to Switzerland and Norway, would still be a 
very powerful voice for Europe as a continent.  

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: If we were not part of the EU, I do not think we would be 
allowed to speak for Europe in the same way as we do now. For example, we have led 
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ELIXIR. The UK Government have been strongly supportive of that. I do not think that would 
have happened if we were not part of the EU. We would not have the influence to decide 
and to drive the priorities in the fundamental challenges within Europe.  

Lord Maxton: Why not, given that Professor Cowley said that we have our seat at this table 
because of the strength of our scientific institutions and scientific abilities?  

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: That would be true if everybody was perfect, but, as we 
know, people are not perfect and will not always react in the way that we would like them 
to.  

Lord Maxton: Would this last? If we withdrew from Europe, would it continue for more than 
a couple of years and then would the scientific strength of the UK come through?  

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: I think personally it would be a lot more than a couple of 
years, and we would lose so much influence.  

Professor Kurt Deketelaere: Depending on the scenario on the table, what is leaving? Would 
the UK be in the situation of an associate country? Would it be something similar to 
Norway? Would it be bilateral? The point is in each of those cases, unless you go for a 
complete decoupling of the UK from the EU or Europe, whether you are an associate or a 
European Economic Area bilateral, none the less, you will always be bound by all the rules of 
the game in science, innovation and technology that are applicable in the EU28, and even 
beyond the EU28, with associate countries and the EEA and things such as that.  

As a country, you are now in this fantastic position where everybody is looking up to you as 
being the leader for science and technology in Europe and you are able to determine what is 
on the agenda. Very often you are able to determine the final policy and contribute to the 
political analysis of a number of issues. At a certain moment in time, you would decide you 
were going to throw everything away, and throwing everything away by choosing to be an 
associate member or to be part of the Economic European Area will not liberate you, will not 
free you from what the EU is now doing in science and technology. If you leave, perhaps it 
will become worse. A lot of countries have already learned, of course, what you have been 
learning with those other member states. You will lose any kind of influence on the whole 
policy and budget, and you will have to abide by the rules if you still want, in one or another 
way, to play in that game.  

Professor Steve Cowley: There is a great deal of difference between things in the area of 
science, where it is very international and all knowledge is shared, et cetera, and when you 
move over towards that boundary that we have been trying to develop in the UK, with things 
such as Innovate UK, which is how to translate our scientific excellence into growth, jobs and 
innovation in small companies, et cetera. The EU is not going to allow the kind of research 
that is adjacent to those small companies to go outside the EU. You can see that very 
strongly in the programmes in Horizon 2020, where they are looking at innovation. The point 
of that research is to do the research in the EU and bring home the benefits to the EU as 
much as possible. I do not think it is likely it will share that with everybody.  

Q7  Lord Peston: I have just about understood that big science means big bucks or, rather, to 
change the cliché, enormous euros, since we might as well have our own European cliché. I 
want to ask about the freedom of movement within the EU of students and early career 
researchers, one of whom may be the next Enrico Fermi or the next Max Planck, and so on. 
Can you relate that to what you do in this area? Is there a problem, which we have found in 
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another inquiry we did, with students coming here because it gets mixed up with the 
immigrant problem? The Government defines students as part of the immigrant numbers, 
even though the overwhelming majority of them have no intention of emigrating here; they 
only want to work here until it is time to go elsewhere. Can you clarify that for us?  

Professor Steve Cowley: It is hugely important. It is similar to the Jesuits: if you get 
somebody to collaborate with you early in their career in science then you have them 
collaborating with you for the rest of their careerτand not only collaborating but feeling 
very strongly that they want to enhance your scientific infrastructure. Having the best and 
the brightest from around Europe come to UK universities and study here makes an instant 
set of collaborations that will last for 50 or 60 years. You can see it. It is an empirical fact that 
this is a way in which we make some of our very best collaborations and attract some of the 
very best people, who actually stay here. Hermann Hauser studied physics at Cambridge.  

Lord Peston: To go back to my earlier question, because I am not clear about it, are they 
coming here because they want to work with the best equipment or because they want to 
work with the best scientists, or is it both?  

Professor Dame Janet Thornton: Absolutely both.  

Professor Kurt Deketelaere: It is clear you attract a lot of good peopleτstudents and 
researchersτbecause you have fantastic institutions over here. The question is how many of 
those people you will lose if you lose this absolute EU benefit of free movement of people. If 
those students and researchers are subject to the same rules as non-EU students or 
researchers coming into the UK now, then of course it is very likely that you will lose a 
significant number of those people because of financial reasons, political reasons, all kinds of 
red-tape reasons, and people will look for other locations to work and to study. EU students 
would have to pay similar tuition fees to non-EU students, to mention one example. Of 
course, the EU offers you an absolute vehicle and tool for free movement of people for its 
citizens, students and researchers, but once that is no longer applicable, of course you will 
still get fantastic people; the whole question is whether you are going to lose a number of 
them, which seemingly were the right people to get.  

Lord Peston: To go back to an earlier question, the Brexit question cannot be ignored here. If 
we were to actually leave the EU, then this freedom of movement would disappear and it 
would go like that: bang.  

Professor Kurt Deketelaere: Look at what happened in Switzerland. It said the freedom of 
movement rule was not applicable there any more so it had to invent a Swiss ERC funded by 
itself, it had to invent a Swiss Erasmus+ scheme, funded by itself, and, after a very short 
period of experience, it is already clear that a lot of people in the country are not moving any 
more. People are distrusting the vehicles that have been set up by the Swiss Government. 
Other countries are looking at those vehicles with a certain reluctance. To what extent is a 
Swiss ERC similar to an EU ERC? To what extent can a university in the EU28 accept Swiss 
Erasmus+ students? At the end of the day, are they getting equal degrees and going to pay 
the same? It is issues such as those. This has been a major surprise for Switzerland as an 
outcome of its own referendum, that suddenly all those things are no longer possible. If you 
could see the enormous diplomatic efforts it made after the referendum to ensure it could 
play again in pillar 1 of Horizon 2020, because for it the ERC is absolutely crucial, that 
illustrates how problematic this is.  
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Q8  Lord Kakkar: I should declare my interests as a professor of surgery at University College 
London, chairman of UCL Partners, and UK Business Ambassador for Healthcare and Life 
Sciences. I would like to turn to the question of the balance of regulatory power between 
the EU and the UK. Do you think that the balance is correct in the area of biomedical 
research and scientific research more generally? Do you have examples where there are 
particular problems with regard to regulation at a European level impacting research activity 
in the United Kingdom, or indeed examples of where EU-directed regulation has worked 
particularly well for us? There are of course a number of examples: data protection 
regulation, regulation on the registration, evaluation and authorisation of chemicals, the 
deliberate release directive, importantly, the regulation on clinical trials, and the use of 
animals for scientific purposes, to mention some.  

Professor Kurt Deketelaere: As a lawyer, I can perhaps comment on that because this is one 
of my pet topics. If you look at the treaty on the functioning of the European Union, it makes 
possible much more EU action in the field of research and innovation than the EU is taking. 
In a sense, the treaty is foreseeing a basis for the EU framework programme, for the 
European research area and for research infrastructures. On the basis of the treaty, the EU 
could do much more, for example, in proposing and adopting legislation in the field of 
science and technology, but it does not; it is very reluctant to do that because most of the 
member states are not demanding parties for that. Very often I see that my own rectors are 
not the demanding party for new EU rules in our field. It is clear that the UKτand many 
other member statesτhas been very successful in pushing back the EU and in using the 
legislative powers that it has in the field of science and technology. Obviously, you are right 
that there are a number of problematic EU initiatives for science and technology. To be 
clear, it is not only the UK which is opposing a number of those initiatives. All 28 member 
states are opposing a number of initiatives of the Commission, and very often initiatives 
which are made even worse afterwards by the intervention of the European Parliament. 
Using the example you gave on data protection, it was clear to us as universities that the 
proposal of the European Commission was still workable. It was only after it went through 
the European Parliament that it became completely unusable and has resulted in blocking 
medical, social science and humanities research. A final compromise will probably be made 
today on that regulation in Brussels. All of us, and not only the UK, have been pushing back 
on that. That is a very clear example.  

If I take another example where there has been a positive influence, that of research 
infrastructure, about which we have been speaking, if you look at the ERIC regulation that 
the European Union has adopted, which makes it possible to negotiate to organise in a legal 
way consortia for the building up of research infrastructure, this has been a very beneficial 
initiative. If you look at the animal directive that was mentioned, it is clear that in this 
country the use of animals for scientific research has been a fantastically problematic issue. I 
am sure that the animal directive that the EU has adopted has helped to solve the situation 
in the UK. The EU says that animal research is still possible and necessary. We have the 3Rs 
approach, but medical research still needs animals to a certain extent. The fact that the EU 
ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƎƛǾŜ ƛƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ŎŀƭƭƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀōƻƭƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ 
directive is a clear indication that the EU can be beneficial. We all hope that the upcoming 
copyright revision is also going to be very beneficial for all of us, creating a level playing field 
throughout the EU on text and data mining, on copyright and on open access.  
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A final example, which is also very beneficial for the UK and other member states, is the 
legislation on patenting, where we have now created an EU-wide system of patenting, unlike 
in the past where we had 28 different schemes. All in all, I must say the EU has been 
reluctant to use its legislative power in this field. In a number of cases where it has done so, 
it has been very beneficial to all of us. In a number of cases it has been problematic, and we 
must push back. It is clear that if you push back you can be successful. I would say the fact 
that there are a number of problematic ones is certainly not a reason to leave. It is merely a 
question of pushing back harder.  

Lord Kakkar: Listening to your very full answer, it seems counterintuitive that 28 member 
states can be opposed to a particular form of regulation, as in this case regarding data 
protection and its impact on biomedical research for instance, and there is still the risk that 
this scientific view that the regulation is damaging to the ability to take forward research, 
and therefore it is in the interests of all European citizens, can be overruled by other 
European institutions.  

Professor Kurt Deketelaere: The problem there is not an EU problem. The problem is the 
people that all of us send to the European Parliament. To be correct, it is those people who 
really made a mess of the data protection regulation in the European Parliament. As I said, 
the proposal made by the European Commission was still acceptable and workable for us as 
universities and research institutes. It went completely wrong when a number of people in 
the European Parliamentτin a very maniacal way, I must say, because of this discussion 
with the United States on privacyτcame up with all kinds of amendments changing the text 
and introducing all kinds of obstacles to research. Obviously, at the end of the day the lesson 
is that perhaps we have to elect better people to send to Brussels and to Strasbourg. In that 
case, the problem was not in the European Commission. 

Lord Kakkar: Let me turn to one other regulation, which is the regulation relating to clinical 
trials. I repeat my particular interest as an active biomedical clinical researcher. It has been 
suggested that the clinical trials regulations have resulted in Europe generally becoming 
much less competitive in undertaking clinical research. That is a different example from the 
one of data protection. How can it be that those regulations, which I understand also have 
caused considerable anxiety among European clinical researchers, have had such a 
detrimental impact?  

Professor Kurt Deketelaere: I would say it is the same problem there, and it concerns the 
European decision-making process. The European Commission comes up with a proposal. 
The Parliament has no right of initiative at EU level, so every proposal that comes up comes 
from the European Commission, which in the case of the clinical trials directive was also an 
acceptable one. This is then consulted on in the European Parliament with all the different 
committees that are able to have a say on that, and very often it goes wrong. To mention 
another example of copyright and text and data mining, to our surprise, the opposition there 
is not coming from people in the Commission; the opposition is coming, for example, from 
ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ tŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ tŀǊǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ tŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΣ άhƪŀȅΣ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ 
be exempt from copyright and text data-ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǊǳƭŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ Ƴǳǎǘ ōǳȅ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜǎέΦ L 
am very surprised that the biggest party in the European Parliament is coming up with this 
kind of rule.  

Of course, at the end of the day, the Parliament is able to take a specific position and a text 
can only be adopted at EU level if the Parliament agrees with the Council. However, the 
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Council is also an institution which is run by the member states. It is our own Ministers who 
are sitting in the Council rather than members of the European Commission. At the end of 
the day, the European Commission is not officially involved any more in any compromise 
that has to be made. Of course, behind the scenes it does its utmost to ensure that what 
comes out at the end of the day is acceptable. We have two problems. For us, as a lobby 
organisation, our daily business is making sure that the Members of the Parliament stay on 
the right track and making sure that our own Ministers who we send to Brussels stay in line 
with what is important for the European universities when they have to approve something.  

Lord Kakkar: To summarise this, the threat from regulation, if it is right to describe it as a 
threat, is not so much overutilisation of regulation, or, indeed, the initial proposals for 
regulation, but the way that the European Parliament sometimes deals with it on a less than 
well-informed basis which might therefore stifle research opportunities in Europe.  

Professor Kurt Deketelaere: That is absolutely clear and the cases you have mentioned are 
very nice illustrations of that.  

The Chairman: I am sorry that we have run out of time on this session. I apologise 
particularly to Lord Hunt, who I know had a question in mind, but I hope he will have the 
opportunity to ask the same question in the next session. I must be fair to those who are 
waiting patiently for the next session. Thank you, Professor Steve Cowley, Professor Kurt 
Deketelaere and Professor Dame Janet Thornton, for a very informative session this 
morning.  
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C-¢ŜŎƘ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜƭȅ ƻǿƴŜŘ {a9Σ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ 
independent research, technology and innovation organisations taking part in EU funded 
programmes. C-Tech Innovation has participated in many European collaborative projects 
over the years, as a partner involved in RTD projects, and also as the project leader/co-
ordinator. Our involvement and experience in EU projects goes back throughout the 
preceding Framework Programmes (4, 5, 6 and 7) and now into Horizon2020. The company 
was the highest ranked UK SME participant in FP7.  
 
As a participant in RTD programmes we actively seek EU funding programmes and have 
benefitted greatly from the funding instruments that have been available for EU wide R&D 
collaboration. We have worked with many partner companies and organisations in multiple 
sectors across Europe.  
 
We consider the involvement of innovative UK companies in European wide research 
projects to be highly beneficial to the UK and would offer some comments based on our 
experience in response to the questions posed by the Select Committee. 
 
Funding 
We believe, R&D funding application processes to be notably more difficult and carry a 
higher administrative burden in the EU than the UK. However in general the funding 
mechanisms for EU projects have worked well in the past programmes but there have been 
significant changes since the initiation of Horizon2020 which have impacted the participation 
of industry and SME companies in programme. Certainly, the 25% overhead that is now 
offered is very low and will discourage ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ {a9 ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ŦƻǊ {a9Ωǎ ǿƛǘƘ 
high overheads (which are required for laboratory or manufacturing facilities etc.). Although 
it is possible for companies to claim some of their overheads by justification within the 
proposal as a direct cost to the project, this runs against the intention of simplifying the 
administration as intended by the EU. For example, where a company may have included the 
use of equipment and laboratory space as an overhead in FP7 these costs now need to be 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŎƻǎǘǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀŘŘƛƴƎ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ōǳǊŘŜƴ ƻŦ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ {a9Ωǎ 
who will now need to apportion and keep records for those costs to the project.  
 
Collaboration 
There are many benefits to the EU-wide collaboration of industry and RTO organisations. 
Certainly, collaboration provides: greater access to new areas of science and technology 
across Europe (knowledge, equipment etc.); opportunities to work with leading EU 
organisations; routes to market and future exploitation of new products through established 
EU project networks (ensuring new innovations are more market focused and fit for 
purpose); access to IP for development purposes; access to funding to reduce risks (for SME 
and industry); greater capability to bridge the gap between early stage research and 
industrial demonstrators leading to pilot scale plant.  
 
Collaboration with member states and associated states also provides greater access to 
partner networks through their respective National Contact Points. The EU also provides a 
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framework to encourage collaboration with non-EU states and researchers throughout the 
world who can also participate in Horizon 2020 projects (although they may not always be 
eligible for H2020 funding, EC Funding is available for some 130 developing states 
throughout the world). Collaboration with some specific industrialized states outside the EU 
have access to reciprocal (state) funding mechanisms (such as Mexico, Russia, Brazil, China, 
Canada, USA, Japan, South Africa, South Korea, and India) allowing them to take part in EC 
collaborative R&D programmes using their own grant funding schemes.  
 
C-Tech has taken part in projects with organisations from Africa, Canada, USA and Australia 
amongst others outside EU collaborations and in these cases, EU membership has not been 
an inhibiting factor.  
 
The free movement of people has considerable benefits for SME, RTO and industry in the 
UK. Specifically, C-Tech has benefited by hosting Marie Curie fellows and also other 
researchers from around the EU in various trans-national schemes, which has allowed us to 
recruit the best quality staff from other EU member states to complement our UK staff. This 
free movement allows people, especially young researchers, to gain greater experience in 
specialized areas of research in leading centres and provides them with valuable experience 
in an industrial environment. In addition this free movement also enables and promotes 
future networking opportunities and sharing of best practice. For example the UK Catapult 
Centre model is based on best practice learned from the German Fraunhofer Centres.  
 
Regulation  
In general, C-Tech considers regulation will be dictated by broader global standards being 
established. In order to be competitive on a world basis, ultimately, (UK) 
companies/researchers will need to comply with regulatory frameworks on a world-wide 
basis and not be limited by local regulations. Because such standards need to agreed and 
adopted at the global level, we believe that EU membership will be more positive because of 
the greater influence of the EU. UK participation and contribution to EU standards will 
therefore have greater influence on global standards.  
 
Scientific Advice 
Our view and experience is that there is a much stronger influence from other member 
states by large industry and RTOs to the scientific policy of Europe. This status allows greater 
influence from non-UK science organisations on future policy direction, technology focus 
and funding routes.  
 
Having a greater influence in EC policy is a considerable advantage to organisations 
promoting UK focussed science & technology. Thus EU membership allows the UK to lobby 
for its own interests in areas of science policy, which if adopted give the UK greater influence 
in world science policy, because of the world influence of the EU block.  
 
Additional comments regarding our experience of funding mechanisms and the EU and 
changes from FP7 to Horizon2020 

¶ To prepare a full stage proposal is considerable cost burden for coordinators to 
bear. Lǘ Ŏŀƴ Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ Ŏƻǎǘ ϵпл-70K (or more) to prepare a full stage proposal depending 
upon the size and complexƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ϵнΦр ǘƻ о ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ 
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wasted every year. That is equivalent to almost 20% of the entire Horizon2020 
budget. This is ŀƴ ŜƴƻǊƳƻǳǎ άƘƛŘŘŜƴέ Ŏƻǎǘ ōŀǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 9¦ Ƙŀǎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ {a9ΩǎΣ 
Industry and academia who want to participate in EU programmes. 

¶ Many high quality proposals remain unfunded for the sake of a few fractions of a 
point which pushes them below the funding threshold because only a small number 
of proposals can be funded from the available budget (often 1 or 2 projects per call 
topic). 

¶ Lƴ Ctт ǘƘŜ сл҈ Ŧƭŀǘ ǊŀǘŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ {a9Ωǎ 
RTO and Universities. At some point, this must have been calculated and agreed by 
the EC as a reasonable compromise to simplify the financial reporting and give a 
realistic rate ς why was this not carried over and adopted into H2020?  

¶ 70% innovation funding is too low for SME participation ς should be commensurate 
with RTO funding (100% in all calls). 

¶ In FP7 the calls were split between RTD, DEMO, MGT and Other with 75, 50, 100 and 
100% reimbursement respectively. Funding levels are now fixed at one level for the 
call (R&I or I) in H2020 but this is not consistently applied and is often in conflict with 
the expected TRL level e.g. some calls have a significant research element, but are 
deemed innovation actions which attracts the lower funding rate (see also comment 
below). 

¶ The emphasis on industrial leadership in H2020 is probably too strongly weighted at 
the moment (industry generally will not (does not want to) lead collaborative 
projects). Management of consortia is a time consuming administrative action 
offering no obvious benefits for industrial partners in most cases. If EU wants 
industry to lead the projects there has to be some concession on this otherwise most 
projects will be led (often poorly) by academia /RTOs. This makes a significant 
difference in the operating culture of projects. SMEs also run particular technical and 
ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ƛƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŦŀŎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ άǾŀƭƭŜȅ ƻŦ ŘŜŀǘƘέ ŦƻǊ 
technology at project end and/or suffer large company domination issues.  

¶ H2020 needs more flexibility and longer term thinking for involvement of industry 
across Europe. The emphasis on industry leadership makes consortia building 
extremely difficult compared with FP7 ς it takes considerable time and effort to find 
industry partners willing to commit resources and their internal decision making 
process to join EU programmes is very slow which can create significant risk.  

¶ The NCPs need to be more visible to INDUSTRY. Can they do more work to improve 
the interest of small and large industry partners in H2020? Is their role consistent 
across the member states, i.e. does one in Spain do the same as their counterpart in 
UK? Universities and RTOs already have budgets and research offices etc. and 
organisations like UKRO to help them with their participation in seeking EU funding. 
IŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƳŀǘŎƘ ǳǇ {a9Ωǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŜƭǇ ŜƴƻǊƳƻǳǎƭȅ ς ƻŦǘŜƴ {a9Ωǎ Ƴƛǎǎ 
good opportunities to join proposals beŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ ŦƻǊ 
the right proposals. 

¶ In H2020, the competition field is much wider than FP7 and the grouping of call 
budgets makes it significantly more difficult to secure funding. You could have an 
excellent proposal not funded because a proposal in another group addressing 
another call may have a higher ranking and be funded leaving no budget for that call. 

¶ Topics are now more specific and there is less chance that a similar call may come up, 
ǎƻ ŀ άƎƻƻŘ ƛŘŜŀέ Ƴŀȅ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƎŜt another chance. 
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¶ No (or very little) opportunity for follow on funding. 

¶ ²ƛŘŜǊ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ {a9Ωǎ ŦƻǊ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǘƻǇƛŎǎ ƛǎ ƴŜŜŘŜŘΦ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ 
appears to be limited (to select groups) and the process for selecting topics is not 
transparent. This results in call topics that are highly specific with narrow technology 
focus and will favour certain beneficiaries. This needs to be improved in order to 
provide scope for wider field of topics and opportunities and encourage greater 
participation of industry. 

¶ Early stage research calls (e.g. FET open) till have a serious disconnect from Industry, 
ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ΨǊŜǇŜŀǘΩ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ 
whether these calls actually enable development of ideas to the next stage or just 
ŜƴŘ ǳǇ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ άǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘέ ƻǊ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ΨƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ǎŀƳŜΩΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ means to get funding for true early stage, fundamental research 
through national and international research funding organisations. H2020 should be 
looking for those projects that have more chance of making it to more advanced 
levels and leveraging those efforts. 

¶ More help on new manufacturing process development would be beneficial ς
 getting real interaction between academics and industry to help reduce the risks in 
building first to market manufacture or demo plant with realistic budgets across 
Europe. 

¶ Significant reduction, simplification of proposal preparation is needed to reduce the 
cost burden for coordinators and participants. 

¶ Significant simplification of implementation is needed ς the current annotated guide 
for H2020 is 648 pages which indicates the considerable admin. burden that can be 
associated with setting up, submitting and implementing a H2020 project. 

 
6 November 2015 
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Diamond Light Source, the Royal Society of Chemistry and Professor Paul 
Boyle, University of Leicester ς Oral evidence (QQ 9-24) 
 
Transcript to be found under Professor Paul Boyle, University of Leicester 
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EEF, The ManuŦŀŎǘǳǊŜǊǎΩ hǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ς Written evidence (EUM0006) 
 
1. 99CΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜǊǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǾƻƛŎŜ ƻŦ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΦ ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴǉǳƛǊȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǘƻ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜǊǎΩ 
strategies to compete and grow their businesses.  

 
2. More broadly, some of the biggest policy challenges facing the UK economy at the 

moment are low productivity and a struggling export performance. Science and 
innovation will play an important part addressing these challenges, as well as creating 
opportunities for future growth, and helping the UK to overcome some of major socio-
economic challenges it faces. Manufacturing is a significant contributor here, accounting 
for 69% of business expenditure on R&D. 

 
3. While the manufacturing sectƻǊ ƛǎ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜΣ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜǊǎΩ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ 

innovation are not always successful. Innovation is a resource-intensive activity and a 
lack of resources limits the amount of innovation companies are able to do. Support 
available through the EU ς particularly EU framework programmes ςprovides a valuable 
complement to support provided in the UK. Not only does it enable access to additional 
funds, but it also facilitates international collaborations that would not happen without 
the framework programmes. 

 
4. Although the research base has tended to outperform industry in accessing framework 

programmes, early signs from the latest Horizon 2020 programme point to improving 
levels of success amongst UK industrial applicants, particularly SMEs. 

 
5. As well as the ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŦǊŜŜ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ 

important component in enabling international collaborations, which are highly valuable 
for manufacturers of all sizes. 

 
What are the benefits to UK science and research in terms of collaboration and funding 
programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council? 
 
What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to UK science and research, and 
vice versa? 
 
Collaboration is increasingly important for successful innovation in manufacturing 
 
6. Innovation is a challenging process and in order to innovate successfully manufacturers 

requires access to a wide range of resources, including facilities, expertise and finance. 
However, these resources are finite, and 39% of manufacturers say that when innovating 
there are resources they would like to use, but they were unable to do so.178  
 

                                            
178 EEF Innovation Monitor 2015/16 
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7. LƴǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƳŀƪŜǎ ŀ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜǊǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ 
to innovate successfully. In almost all cases, manufacturers report lower success rates 
when there were resources that they were unable to use.179 
 

8. One way of addressing the challenges associated with innovation is to collaborate with 
others, this can particularly help with accessing facilities and expertise. For the 
manufacturing sector, collaboration is increasingly important, with 61% agreeing with 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ 
ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀƴ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǎǘέΦ180 
 

Manufacturers of all sizes engage in international collaborations 
9. aŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴŦƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ōƻǊŘŜǊǎΦ 

Manufacturers most commonly collaborate with their customers, many of whom are 
located outside the UK.  
 

10. One SME manufacturer told us that they have worked with partners outside the UK on a 
number of occasions. Their market is international so they felt it would not make sense 
to confine innovation to the UK alone. Both they and their partners have travelled to 
participate in the collaboration. 

 
11. This SME is far from being an outlier. In our Innovation Monitor 2013 survey we found 

that half of manufacturers had collaborated with organisations outside of the UK. This 
was more common for medium and large companies, who were more likely to 
collaborate internationally than with companies in their local area. But even for 
companies with fewer than 100 employees, more than a third had engaged in overseas 
collaborations.  

 

Chart: companies of all sizes engage in international collaborations.  

% of companies citing location of collaborative partners by number of employees 

 
Source: EEF Innovation Monitor 2013 

                                            
179 EEF Innovation Monitor 2015/16 
180 EEF Innovation Monitor 2013 and EEF Innovation Monitor 2014/15 
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Collaboration is challenging 
 
12. Despite the prevalence and importance of collaborative relationships, manufacturers do 

raise concerns about their ability to partner effectively. The key problem cited by 
manufacturers is the ability to find the right organisation or individual to partner with.  
 

EU schemes play an important role facilitating international partnerships 
 
13. For manufacturers, European support can play a key role in enabling and facilitating 

international partnerships. For example, anecdotal feedback from SME manufacturers 
raised the fact that a number of EU funding schemes required an SME partner and this 
had encouraged larger international partners to reach out to SMEs.  

 
14. Manufacturers therefore see EU Framework Programmes are an important part of the 

innovation support mix. Our Innovation Monitor 2015/16 survey showed that 16% of 
manufacturers used EU support for innovation, making this the third most used support 
mechanism after the R&D tax credit and Knowledge Transfer Partnerships.181  In 
particular EEF members value EU support because it aids overseas collaboration and can 
help companies to access new customers. It also presents an additional source of funds, 
on top of national support.  

 

Chart: EU support is an important complement to UK schemes  

% of companies saying they had used support schemes 

 
Source: EEF Innovation Monitor 2015/16 

 
Industry is receiving an increasing level of funds from European Framework Programmes 
 

                                            
181 EEF Innovation Monitor 2015/16 
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15. The UK has tended to do well out of European Framework Programmes. According to 
Technopolis the ¦YΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ Ct ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ Ƙŀǎ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜŘ мпΦф҈182 making the UK the 
second-most successful country at receiving support. The latest Framework Programme, 
IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ƛǎ ǿƻǊǘƘ ϵтфōƴ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵммōƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 
scheme over its duration. Indeed, initial reports show the UK has so far received around 
15% of total funds.183 

 
16. In previous Framework Programmes, UK universities have tended to outperform industry 

in terms of participation in funding applications and receipt of funding. But the picture 
for UK business is not a negative one, for example, according to the commission, UK 
{a9ǎΩ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ǊŀǘŜ ƛƴ Ctт ǿŀǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ну ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ όнн҈ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ 
with 20%).184 

 
17. Early signs from H2020 suggest that businesses are doing better as well. The programme 

is deliberately more geared towards industry, and this is paying off. The proportion of 
funding going to the private sector has increased from 24% to about 28%. A large share 
of this has gone to SMEs.185 In particular, the new SME instrument is benefiting smaller 
¦Y ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΦ !ǎ ƻŦ WǳƴŜ нлмрΣ ¦Y ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŜǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ ϵмуΦсƳƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 
Horizon 2020 dedicated SME instrument. At 15% of the total funds, UK companies have 
been amongst the most successful participants. 

 
What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and research 
through the free movement of people? 
 
Skills shortages are an issue for manufacturers in a number of areas, including innovation 
 
18. Our skills survey186 revealed that for three-quarters of manufacturers, finding employees 

with the right skills was one of their key business concerns and almost half said it was 
their main concern. Such concerns will be exacerbated in the coming years, as 
manufacturers expect demand for skills to increase at a time when an ageing workforce 
will result in high numbers of engineers retiring. To compete in global markets, 
manufacturers must continuously focus on developing new products, services and 
processes. 
 

19. When it comes to developing these innovations, access to skills is a particular issue. Our 
latest Innovation Monitor survey shows that the key resources manufacturers would like 
to use ς but are unable to do so ς are employees with specialist skills and external 
expertise.  

 
 

                                            
182 https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-
base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf  
183 http://www.sciencebusiness.net/news/77103/Exclusive-Horizon-2020-success-rates-slide-towards-12-
percent-  
184https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_repor
t.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none   
185 ibid 
186 EEF Skills Survey 2012 

https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
http://www.sciencebusiness.net/news/77103/Exclusive-Horizon-2020-success-rates-slide-towards-12-percent-
http://www.sciencebusiness.net/news/77103/Exclusive-Horizon-2020-success-rates-slide-towards-12-percent-
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
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Chart: Access to external and specialist expertise key issues for innovation 

% of manufacturers saying they would have liked to use resources for innovation but 
were not able to do so 

 
Source: EEF Innovation Monitor 2015/16 

 
Recruiting from the EU ς whether directly or recruiting students ς can help address skills 
shortages 
 
20. Recruiting from overseas is one way that companies can overcome skills constraints. Our 

skills survey showed that almost a quarter of manufacturers recruit EU workers to bring 
in new skills into the workforce. The free movement of people will therefore play a key 
role in the future manufacturing.  
 

21. The longer-term pipeline of skills also benefits from the free movement of people from 
the EU as 26% of EU migrants come to the UK to study. If there were restriction on EU 
students (ex UK), then this would reduce the number of engineering students to which 
manufacturers have easy access. Other subject degrees of concern would be 
Technologies Physical Sciences and Computer Sciences. Restrictions on students will 
undoubǘŜŘƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŘŀƳŀƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜǇǳǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ 
global leader in higher education. 
 

22. Furthermore, if it becomes difficult for EU students to stay in the UK after completing 
their studies, this has potential implications beyond recruitment. For example, investors 
that might want to invest in the UK and then commercialise their research in the UK 
would be less likely to do so, and may take their innovative ideas elsewhere if they were 
not enable to recruit EU graduates, post-graduates and post-doctorates. 

 
¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōȅ ŜƴŀōƭƛƴƎ 
companies to post workers to member states 

 
23. As well as benefiting from recruiting EU workers to their businesses, the free movement 

of persons also allows businesses to post workers to member states. This can have 
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benefits such as supporting knowledge transfer, collaborative partnerships and trade 
links. In addition, the free movement of persons allows for intra-company transfers 
within the EEA. This process would become far more complex, strict and time-consuming 
should the UK withdraw from the EU and employers would need to comply with the 
same conditions as when recruiting non-EEA workers, our concerns around which are 
discussed above. 
 

24. UK businesses are able to support exports more effectively with UK workers based close 
to EU markets, or collaborate with partners in Europe to produce or promote new 
products. EEF members take for granted the ability to transfer employees with a 
company group, making the UK a more attractive venue for investment as a result, and 
any restriction upon this will damage the ability of UK-based manufacturers to compete 
equally with their European counterparts. Decisions which parent companies take upon 
where to invest, or which business units to restructure, will in part be based upon the 
ease with which workers can migrate. Even if the UK could secure a new settlement with 
the EU, this would be detrimental to UK businesses if the cost of compliance and 
administrative burdens were to increase. 

 
Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU? 
 
25. We have had no feedback from members to suggest that EU membership inhibits other 

collaborations. Far from it, anecdotal evidence points to our members having a range of 
international collaborative relationships. For some a collaborative relationship in the EU 
can be even the launchpad for future collaborative relationships further afield. 

 
About EEF 
 
99CΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜǊǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǾƻƛŎŜ ƻŦ ¦Y ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊƛƴƎΣ ǿƛǘƘ 
offices in London, Brussels, every English region and Wales.  
 
Collectively we represent 20,000 companies of all sizes, from start-ups to multinationals, 
across engineering, manufacturing, technology and the wider industrial sector. We directly 
represent over 5,000 businesses who are members of EEF. Everything we do ς from 
providing essential business support and training to championing manufacturing industry in 
the UK and the EU ς is designed to help British manufacturers compete, innovate and grow.  
 
From HR and employment law, health and safety to environmental and productivity 
improvement, our advice, expertise and influence enables businesses to remain safe, 
compliant and future-focused. More information at www.eef.org.uk  
 
12 November 2015 
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Transcript to be found under Innovate UK 
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Professor Tim Elliott, School of Earth Sciences University of Bristol ς Written 
evidence (EUM0009) 
 
I would like to contribute evidence, from my personal experience, as to the effectiveness 
and importance of ERC funding on fundamental UK science.  Traditionally, many EU methods 
of funding have been fraught with rather complex applicaton and subsequent adminstration 
procedures.  The more recent development of the ERC effectvely delivers significant 
amounts of money direct to researchers at critical times in their careers with relatively small 
ŀŘƳƛƴǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ΨƻǾŜǊƘŜŀŘΩΦ  L ǎǇŜŀƪ ŦǊƻƳ Ƴȅ ƻǿƴ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ŀƴ !ŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ DǊŀƴǘ 
which has allowed me to develop an entirely new analytical instrument (in a valuable 
collaboration with industry) and undertake adventurous, world-leading research.  This would 
have been very difficult by other routes, UK research councils included.  Within my 
Department (Earth Sciences, Univeristy of Bristol), I know of 5 others who have benefitted 
from ERC funding, which has had a dramatically positive effect on their research.  In the 
current climate, winning an ERC award represents perhaps the most effective means to drive 
forward an ambitious research programme and is increasingly becoming a key underpining 
of cutting edge academic research. 
 
16 November 2015 
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ELIXIR ς Written evidence (EUM0036)  
 
Statement 
 
This submission represents the response of ELIXIR Europe, the pan-European research 
infrastructure for biological data. ELIXIR is the initiative to coordinate, sustain and integrate 
9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ƭƛŦŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ōƛƻƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛŎǎ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦ ¦ǎƛƴƎ ŀ Iǳō ŀƴŘ bƻŘŜǎ ƳƻŘŜƭΣ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ 
ELIXIR Hub supports the coordination of activities across partner organisations with services 
being run by ELIXIR Nodes throughout participating Member States. The following countries 
and EMBL are Members of ELIXIR: Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, France, 
Finland, Israel, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Switzerland, Sweden, Spain and the UK. 
An additional four countries are Observers: Italy, Ireland, Slovenia and Greece.  
 
9[L·LwΩǎ ƭŜƎŀƭ ōŀǎƛǎ ƛǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9[L·Lw /ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳ !ƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ 9[L·Lw ǘƻ 
use the legal personality of EMBL187, an organisation backed by International Treaty. Two 
ELIXIR Nodes operate in the UK: EMBL-EBI188 (as a European Node) and the ELIXIR UK 
Node189. The ELIXIR UK Node includes leading UK academic institutes and is currently 
supported through additional grants from BBSRC/MRC/NERC for bioinformatics 
infrastructure coordination and training. The UK, through the Large Facilities Capital Fund 
(LFCF), has also invested £75 million in EMBL-EBI as part of its contribution as host nation of 
ELIXIR. This has supported the off-site data storage requirements of EBI and the construction 
of the EBI South Building, which also houses the ELIXIR Hub secretariat.  
 
9[L·LwΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ƳŀƧƻǊ 9/-funded research grants190 including ELIXIR-
EXCELERATE, BioMedBridges, CORBEL, EnvriPlus, AARC and EMBRIC. For the purposes of EU 
grant applications, the ELIXIR Hub and EMBL-EBI use the PIC Code of EMBL, which is classed 
ŀǎ ŀƴ ΨLƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ ¦Y ƭŜƎŀƭ ŜƴǘƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ 9[L·Lw ¦Y bƻŘŜ 
comprises UK legal entities and its partners are therefore classed as UK organisations within 
EU research programmes.  
 
The submission has been developed in consultation with EMBL-EBI and the ELIXIR UK Node.  
 
Funding 
 
What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to science and research in the 
UK? How does the financial contribution the UK receives compare with other member 
states in terms of, for instance, population, GDP, scientific strength or any other relevant 
indicators?  
 
¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ōŀǎŜ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜƴƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘŜ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ŜƴǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ¦Y 
institutions receive a high return on participation in EU research and innovation 
programmes, perhaps more so than in any other policy area. The UK receives 13% of the 
                                            
187 www.embl.de  
188 www.ebi.ac.uk  
189 www.elixir-uk.org  
190 https://www.elixir-europe.org/about/eu-projects  

http://www.embl.de/
http://www.ebi.ac.uk/
http://www.elixir-uk.org/
https://www.elixir-europe.org/about/eu-projects
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ǘƻǘŀƭ 9¦ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ƻƴ wϧ5 ƻŦ ϵмлΦфсōƴΦ Lƴ нлмо ƛǘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ но҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ 
received, well above the EU average of 8%. In absolute terms, the UK is second only to 
Germany in the cumulative volume of research grants received from the Framework 
Programmes191. Further, in proportion to its share of GDP and population, the UK is also 
second only to the Netherlands. In economic terms, the conclusion is clear: the UK is a major 
net beneficiary of EU research funding.  
 
To ensure effective sustainability of bioinformatics resources, it is also important for 
bioinformatics resource operators to be able to access multiple funding streams, without 
over reliance on any one source. At a time of uncertainty over national science budgets and 
potential implications of the UK Spending Review, ensuring continued access to EU research 
funds should be of paramount importance.  
 
 
What is the scale of the financial contribution from the UK to the EU that supports science 
and research activities?  
 
Official EUROSTAT data and reports on this subject suggest that in 2013, the UK contributed 
ϵмпΦрмōƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 9¦ ōǳŘƎŜǘ όƛƴŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ƻŦ ϵоΦуōƴ ǊŜōŀǘŜύΣ ŜǉǳŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ млΦт҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ǘƻǘŀƭ 9¦ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ϵмопΦсōƴΦ192 Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ȅŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ϵсΦомōƴ 
(£5.36bn) in EU funding (4.7% of the total EU expenditure). Overall, the UK is a net 
contributor to the EU budget.  
 
hŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ¦Y ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƛƴ нлмоΣ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ wϧ5 
ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǿŀǎ ϵлΦуфōƴΦ ¸Ŝǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ƛƴ нлмоΣ wϧ5 ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ 
ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ϵмΦппōƴ όϻмΦннōƴύΣ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ wϧ5 ǘƘŜ ¦Y ƛǎ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ƴŜǘ ōŜneficiary. It 
should be noted, however, the value to the UK of participation in EU research programmes 
goes far beyond return on investment in monetary terms. The additional benefits derived 
from close collaboration with partners are described further in the section Collaboration 
below.  
 
 
What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed in the EU 
compared to the management of science funding in the UK? Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are 
considered?  
 
The process for applying to and managing EC research grants does differ from the rules and 
procedures that apply for other UK grant sources (such as Research Councils or charitable 
trusts). For bottom-up schemes and individual fellowships like the European Research 
Council and Marie Curie, the administrative burden is relatively light. However, for large 
trans-European and interdisciplinary proposals the processes are more complex. Whilst 

                                            
191 See FP7 Monitoring report, available at: 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.p
df#view=fit&pagemode=none  
192 Source: EUROSTAT http://europa.eu/about-eu/basic-information/money/expenditure/index_en.htm  

https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
http://europa.eu/about-eu/basic-information/money/expenditure/index_en.htm
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Horizon 2020 has seen the introduction of many improvements from previous programmes, 
continued simplification for applicants should always remain paramount.  
 
Whilst all EC applications are peer reviewed, some differences remain between the EC and 
UK systems, particularly in terms of the time taken in reviewing the application, though this 
this has been reduced in Horizon 2020. Further strides could be taken to ensure that more 
feedback is provided to applicants following grant evaluation.  
 
However, whilst improvements can and certainly should be made to the processes and rules 
of administering EU research grants, this does not detract from the clear message that 
continued UK engagement in EU research programmes is vital for the future competitiveness 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ōŀǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Ŏontinued success of ELIXIR.  
 
Collaboration  
 
What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU collaborations and 

funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council? Ο 

 
In addition to the research funding brought into UK institutions (described in section 1 - 
funding), there are many real benefits that arise from European-wide collaboration which 
simply could not be replicated on the scale if the UK did not participate in EU research 
programmes.  
 
Most big science projects now require trans-national collaboration. It is simply not possible 
for a single institution to have all of the necessary skills, expertise and facilities to carry out 
ground-breaking research alone in the life sciences. Major research projects and sequencing 
efforts are increasingly carried out by large consortia comprising teams across Europe and 
globally (ie Human Genome project, ENCODE, Pan-Cancer, stemBANCC, etc). This allows 
researchers to generate data from key populations, cohorts or geographic areas that they 
may otherwise not be able to access.   
 
This helps the UK build links with academic and commercial partners from outside the UK, 
which is challenging to do on UK-funded grants. Much ground breaking research is now 
carried out at the interface of disciplines, where techniques from different fields are applied, 
or data from multiple sources are integrated and analysed. Again, this frequently requires 
trans-national collaboration with expertise from sites across Europe. The foundation of 
9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ƭƛŦŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ Řŀǘŀ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƻǇŜƴ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ 
and joint activities funded through multiple sources including EU grants. Withdrawal from 
the EU and its research programmes would seriously jeopardise the perceived openness of 
UK academia as a global partner on research projects.  
 
Any attempt to negotiate entry and participation into research programmes upon leaving 
the UK would come with its own administrative burdens and likely require far more civil 
servants to negotiate entry into programmes or manage the additional grants. The example 
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of Switzerland193 shows the potential impact of withdrawal from the EU that would be felt 
by the UK.  
 
Table showing ERC grant awards by country 194   
 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 

United Kingdom 122 141 65 68 

Germany 63 78 43 69 

France 57 83 30 48 

Netherlands 49 46 29 39 

Israel 23 26 33 28 

Spain 27 25 12 22 

Switzerland 23 37 22 2 

Italy 27 28 8 16 

 
The ERC is considered to be the gold standard European award for individual researchers in 
Europe. Switzerland has traditionally out performed in terms of country size. However, since 
the uncertainty over Swiss participation in Horizon 2020, its success for 2014 has fallen 
markedly.  
 
In addition to a major drop in research funding awarded to Swiss academics, federal 
government agencies have had to create new programmes and administrative schemes195 to 
compensate Swiss academics and the administrative cost in processing these is likely to be 
far higher than the overhead of participating in the EU research programmes where this is 
pooled between more countries.  
 
 
What is the influence of EU membership on bilateral collaboration between the UK and 
other EU member states? Are collaborations with member states stronger than with non-
EU countries as a result of EU membership? Or, are bilateral collaborations with member 
states inhibited by requirements to work through EU mechanisms?  
 
International countries (ie those outside the EU) often look to the European Commission as 
starting point for building collaboration with particular countries in Europe, and this has 
been proven to be helpful for ELIXIR directly. The G20 Group of Senior Officials (GSO) has 
produced a report highlighting ELIXIR as an example of a global research infrastructure196. 
¢ƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ D{hΣ ŀƴŘ 9[L·LwΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƛǘΣ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ 
enormously through close collaboration with the European Commission. In this forum, the 
European Commission acts as conduit between the G20 countries outside Europe and the 
                                            
193 Switzerland is currently only partially associated to the EU Framework Programmes and only until the end of 
2016. This means that it can currently access some parts of Horizon 2020 as an associated country (for example 
ERC and MSCAs funding) but is considered a non-associated third country for other parts of the programme. 
This is due to recent restrictions Switzerland imposed on the free movement of people. Extension for the 
remainder of Horizon 2020 depends on Switzerland's ratification of the Protocol to the agreement on free 
movement concerning Croatia joining the EU.  
194 All data taken from: https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics  
195 http://www.sbfi.admin.ch/h2020/index.html?lang=en  
196 GSO report on Global Research Infrastructures: https://www.bmbf.de/files/G7_Broschuere_(3).pdf  

https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics
http://www.sbfi.admin.ch/h2020/index.html?lang=en
https://www.bmbf.de/files/G7_Broschuere_(3).pdf
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European infrastructures, such as ELIXIR, with which the international countries would wish 
to join. This streamlines the process and makes managing international relations for ELIXIR 
far more manageable than it would otherwise be if the relations were only developed 
bilaterally.  
 
The EU-funded ELIXIR-EXCELERATE grant will provide funding for ELIXIR to develop its 
International Strategy and to support the development of collaboration and dialogue with 
Ministries and scientific communities in key international countries. For an emerging 
infrastructure such as ELIXIR, building these collaborations without dedicated resource 
would be a challenge. Furthermore, the training and standards and interoperability activities 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ 9[L·LwΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜŘ ŀǎ 
setting the agenda globally.  
 
 
How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU membership? Is 
international investment leveraged on the basis of this membership? How does EU 
membership affect the growth of research-intensive UK companies?  
 
NA 
 
 
How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international facilities that 
are available as a consequence of our EU membership? Are there any restrictions in the 
creation and operation of international facilities outside the EU as a consequence of our 
EU membership?  
 
ELIXIR was recognized by the European Council and ESFRI as a priority Research 
Infrastructure for Europe197, and has since been awarded a major Horizon 2020 grant in 
recognition of this. Being part of an international process that has been supported by the EC 
has ensured a level of visibility with EU member states and user communities that ELIXIR 
would not have otherwise been able to achieve.  
 
 
What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and research 
through the free movement of people? How does this compare with flows of people 
between the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China and Singapore?  
 
¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ōŀǎŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΣ ōǳǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǊŜ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭΦ 
Having highly-skilled life scientists, computer scientists and developers in the UK is 
paramount to ensuring that the potential of open data on society and the economy can be 
ǊŜŀƭƛǎŜŘΦ hŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǘŜƴ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ bƻōŜƭ ƭŀǳǊŜŀǘŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜǎΣ ŦƻǊ 
example, five are foreign nationals working in the UK198. Indeed, foreign-born laureates in 

                                            
197 Ψ/ƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŀŘƳŀǇ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ CƻǊǳƳ ƻƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
LƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎΩ /ƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ .ǊǳǎǎŜƭǎΣ нс aŀȅ нлмпΥ https://www.elixir-
europe.org/system/files/142794.pdf  
198 Source: http://www.nobelprize.org/nobel_prizes/lists/all/  

https://www.elixir-europe.org/system/files/142794.pdf
https://www.elixir-europe.org/system/files/142794.pdf
http://www.nobelprize.org/nobel_prizes/lists/all/
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the UK, including Geim and Novoselov, have stated publicly the negative impact that 
restrictive immigration policies would have on UK scientific performance199.  
 
²ƛǘƘƛƴ 9[L·LwΩǎ 9¦ ƎǊŀƴǘǎΣ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘ ǿƻǊƭŘ-class talent from other EU 
countries to their organisations. Across the ELIXIR Hub, EMBL-EBI and the ELIXIR UK Node, a 
large proportion of staff, carrying out mission-critical work, are from EU Member States. 
ELIXIR Europe and the ELIXIR UK Node have a particular focus on training and any obstacles 
to the free movement of people would clearly be detrimental to the operations and success 
of ELIXIR.  
 
The case of Switzerland again shows that an attempted renegotiation of the principles of 
ŦǊŜŜ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎŜǾŜǊŜƭȅ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘΣ ǊŜǘŀƛƴ ŀƴŘ ŦǳƴŘ 
the world-class scientists of other nationalities that currently make UK science base so 
strong.  
 
 
Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU, for example by 
requiring the UK to adopt EU-wide immigration policies rather than bespoke ones for the 
UK?  
 
Scientific collaboration and immigration are separate issues, though they can be interlinked. 
wŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǘŀƛƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘ ǘƻǇ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ǘŀƭŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀƴŘ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ 
the EU would have disastrous long-term consequences for the UK science base. Restrictive 
immigration policies would therefore make collaboration through EU research projects more 
challenging, as the pool of talent available to carry out research would be diminished 
immensely; this would have dire long-term consequences for reasons described earlier.   
 
However, collaboration between countries outside the EU can and is still undertaken at 
present. Indeed, participating in EU-wide collaborations with international countries can 
often be the most effective way of organising such efforts. On issues such as training, 
standards and interoperability, for example, global collaborations are frequently borne out 
of initial EU collaboration. ELIXIR does not consider that membership of EU has hindered in 
anȅǿŀȅ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘŀƭŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ 9¦Φ wǳƭŜǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ 
visas and quotas for nationals outside the EU are set by UK immigration policy, not the EU. 
Indeed, having to negotiate individual visa agreements with all EU countries in the event of a 
withdrawal from the EU would likely add additional cost to the UK government.   
 
Regulation 
 
What are the key EU regulatory frameworks/mechanisms that directly affect the science 
and research community in the UK?  
 
Science is one of the areas of EU legislation where competency sits with Member States200. 
This is the correct level of subsidiarity. Whilst there are some issues such as GMO and Data 

                                            
199 Nature Physics: http://www.nature.com/nphys/journal/v10/n12/full/nphys3195.html  
200 Chapter 2 of the Government Review of the balance of competences between the UK and EU ς Research 
and Development. 

http://www.nature.com/nphys/journal/v10/n12/full/nphys3195.html
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Protection regulation where EU-level decisions can affect national policies, these instances 
are few and far between. The overriding principle is that each country sets its own research 
and science priorities, which are then fed in to develop a European approach. Member 
States are responsible for developing their own legislative bills relating to science and 
research. The recent changes to the 2008 Human Fertilisation and Embryology Act show 
that, even as an EU member, the UK retains the ability to create national bills and legislation 
that can stimulate scientific advancement in the UK. 
 
In terms of EU science policy, the committees and groups that develop the annual and bi-
annual Work Programmes for EU research programmes, the UK has a strong effective voice 
and is able to ensure that the focus and content of Calls for Proposals match the strengths 
and priorities of UK research. This is greatly beneficial to the UK research community and 
also ensures an increased research spend on the scientific areas that are important to the 
UK. On policy matters such as Open Access and Open Data policies, the UK can and does set 
the agenda in European-level policy discussions.  
 
 
If the UK were not a member of the EU, could regulations be reformed to give greater 
benefit to UK science and research? For example, in areas such as data regulation, VAT on 
shared facilities, and the use of the precautionary principle?  
 
In the area of Data Protection, the current European Parliament proposal to the EU Data 
Protection Regulation, would, if it came to pass, have negative consequences for ELIXIR and 
UK science in general201. However, at the time of writing, the European Commission and 
Europeaƴ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǎŜŜƳ ƳƛƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ 
trialogue discussions, so ELIXIR remains hopeful that this would not come to pass.  
 
Furthermore, the biggest impact to ELIXIR of this proposed amendment would be to create 
confusion and fear amongst academics that they are no longer able to deposit their data in 
the major archives such as the European Genome phenome Archive (EGA). This would make 
administering the archive more complex and have the potential to reduce the rate at which 
future data was deposited with it. As a central archive for sensitive human data, researchers 
from all over Europe, not just in the UK, currently deposit data in the EGA. The negative 
implications of increased confusion about data deposition - should the proposed EP 
amendment come to pass - would therefore actually remain even if the UK withdrew from 
the EU. 
 
On issues such as VAT on shared facilities, the legal model of ELIXIR (as an International 
Treaty) should ensure that if the UK withdrew from the EU it could still participate in ELIXIR 
and benefit from the VAT exemptions afforded to ELIXIR as an intergovernmental 
organisation. However, many other research infrastructures use the ERIC model as a legal 
ŜƴǘƛǘȅΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ 9[L·LwΩǎ 9{CwL ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊators. Possible UK withdrawal from the EU 
could make ERIC membership more complex for UK organisations involved in those, bringing 

                                                                                                                                        
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance
_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf  
201 See ELIXIR report on impact of proposed amendment on EU Data Protection Regulation: https://www.elixir-
europe.org/system/files/elixirs_position_on_the_impact_of_the_eu_data_protection_regulations.pdf  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.elixir-europe.org/system/files/elixirs_position_on_the_impact_of_the_eu_data_protection_regulations.pdf
https://www.elixir-europe.org/system/files/elixirs_position_on_the_impact_of_the_eu_data_protection_regulations.pdf
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ŀƴ ǳƴƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ŀǘ ōŜǎǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƘŜƭǇ ¦YΩǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 
in ESFRI research infrastructures.  
 
The greatest risk for the ELIXIR UK Node, as a UK-national legal entity, is that of being frozen 
out of EU research funding.  
 
 
How is the innovation landscape affected by EU membership?  
 
NA 
 
Scientific advice  
 
How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public policy 
compare between the EU and the UK? What are the effects, if any, of differences in the 
provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK?  
 
¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ŦƻǊ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ and the new system has 
recently been introduced202. This system is now based on a committee of experts, rather 
than one individual Chief Scientific Advisor, as was the case previously in the EU and as is the 
norm in the UK government departments and developed administrations.  
 
 
To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and influence public 
policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership inhibit UK 
scientists from influencing public policy at EU or international levels?  
 
The results of EU research and innovation often do feed into public policy, though this 
happens more in certain scientific domains than others, and the success to which this 
happens can vary from project to project. Research fields such as public health, 
environment, energy, nano-safety and social sciences, for example, lend themselves to 
feeding into policy formation more than other research domains. The European Commission 
will also often fund specific projects where it is clearly stated that a desired impact of the 
project is to shape policy formation.  
 
In the field of Open Science, big data, open access and data management, a lot of the 
activities carried out by ELIXIR partners on various EU grants is directly feeding into public 
policy discussions, which is then implemented at the national and EU levels.  
 
aƻǊŜ ōǊƻŀŘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ !ǊŜŀ ό9w!ύ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ άŀ ǳƴƛŦƛŜŘ 
research area open to the world based on the Internal Market, in which researchers, 
scientific knowledge and technology circulate freely and through which the Union and its 
Member States strengthen their scientific and technological bases, their competitiveness 
and their capacity to collectively address grand challenges."203 Establishing the ERA requires 

                                            
202 European Scientific Advice Mechanism: https://ec.europa.eu/research/sam/index.cfm?pg=hlg  
203 Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and 
Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions ς A Reinforced European Research Area Partnership for 

https://ec.europa.eu/research/sam/index.cfm?pg=hlg
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coordination between individual EU Member States, the European Commission and the 
institutions, organisations and networks conducting the research, in order to maximise the 
return on research investment for both the EU and individual Member States. The 5 key 
priorities of the ERA are to deliver: 
 

¶ More effective national research systems 

¶ Optimal transnational co-operation and competition 

¶ An open labour market for researchers 

¶ Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in research  

¶ Optimal circulation, access to and transfer of scientific knowledge including via digital 
ERA 

 
As a research infrastructure, ELIXIR benefits directly from the policy discussions and 
commitments from Member States around establishing the ERA.  It is highly unlikely that the 
UK would be able to participate as effectively in these discussions if it withdrew from the EU. 
This would have a knock-on effect on ELIXIR, as it would remove an effective channel and 
mechanism with which policy is currently shaped.  
 
Many high-level European science policy bodies and committees are chaired by UK 
delegates: Dame Julia Slingo sits on the new Scientific Advise Mechanism; the European 
Strategy Forum for Research Infrastructures (ESFRI) is currently chaired by the Chief 
Executive of STFC204; and ERAC is chaired by John Wood. Non-EU members are unlikely to 
ever be able to shape policy discussions within these fora effectively. For example, non-EU 
countries can only sit as Observers on ERAC. Switzerland is excluded from participation in 
Programme Committees and setting the agenda for research priorities, yet still has to make 
a full financial contribution to take part.  
 
The UK currently exerts a major influence in other forums and committees by virtue of 
positive agenda setting, its strong science base and its own responsiveness to new scientific 
priorities. In Advisory Groups and Programme Committees for Horizon 2020, the UK is seen 
as a member that positively shapes the influence of European programmes in a way 
complimentary to its own national research agenda.  
 
Response submitted by Andrew Smith on behalf of ELIXIR Europe 
 
20 November 2015 
 

                                                                                                                                        
Excellence and Growth : http://eur -lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52012DC0392&from=EN  
204 ESFRI Membership: https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=esfri-membership  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52012DC0392&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52012DC0392&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=esfri-membership
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European Bioinformatics Institute (EMBL-EBI) ς Written evidence (EUM0038) 
 
EMBL-EBI, situated on the Wellcome Genome Campus near Cambridge, is the UK site of the 
European Molecular Biology Laboratory (EMBL), an inter-governmental treaty organisation 
with 21 member states. EMBL is not an EU organisation; rather, it is funded by 21 member 
states and two associate member states. However, it benefits greatly from considerable 
coordination and funding from the European Commission. EMBL-9.L ƛǎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ Ƙǳō ŦƻǊ 
biomolecular data, and is an acknowledged world leader in the management and analysis of 
big data in biology. 
 
Funding 
 

Q9  What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to UK science and 
research, and vice versa? How does the financial contribution the UK receives compare 
with other member states in terms of, for instance, population, GDP, scientific strength 
or any other relevant indicators? 

 
EU funding is extremely important for EMBL-EBI and our operations would be handicapped if 
such funding were not available. We are supported by EMBL core funding, competitive 
grants received from Research Councils UK (RCUK), the European Commission, the Wellcome 
Trust, industry partnerships and sources outside of Europe including the National Institutes 
of Health (NIH). In 2014 EMBL-EBI received ϵрΦт Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ in grant funding from the EU and 
ϵоΦо Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ w/¦YΦ  
 

Q10  What is the scale of the financial contribution from the UK to the EU that 
supports science and research activities? 

 
Official EUROSTAT data and reports for 2013 (the latest available figures) show that while 
the UK is a net contributor to the EU budget, it is a net recipient of R&D funding: 
contribuǘƛƴƎ ϵлΦуфōƴ ǘƻ 9¦ wϧ5 ŦǳƴŘǎ ōǳǘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ϵмΦппōƴ ƛƴ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜ ŀǿŀǊŘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 
benefit for UK science is clear. In addition to financial benefits the UK also benefits 
tremendously from freedom of movement and collaborations across the EU, as discussed in 
other sections below. 
 

Q11  What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed in 
the EU compared to the management of science funding in the UK? Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are 
considered? 

 
¢ƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ 
extensive discussion and relies on consensus, which offers significant advantages. All parties, 
including EMBL, have an opportunity to make suggestions and comment on proposals. The 
UK Research Councils are more agile and operate more flexibly; successive governments 
have made funding policy decisions more rapidly than is possible within the EU institutions. 
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Operational aspects of EU funding, notably the bureaucratic management of funds, do not 
compare favourably to the UK. For example, EU rules require excessive attention to 
accounting processes for funds spent, which demands considerable staff time at EMBL-EBI. 
This has a negative impact on our research budget, as it requires researchers to spend 
valuable time managing funding-associated bureaucracy. However, on balance, the funding 
and associated opportunities for collaboration far outweigh these negatives. The UK 
research councils provide a reasonable model for balancing accounting processes and 
assessing research outcomes. 
 
Collaboration 
 

Q12  What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU 
collaborations and funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European 
Research Council? 

 
EMBL-EBI has been extremely successful in attracting funds from the Framework 
Programmes and from Horizon 2020. Our research and services have benefitted 
tremendously from EU research programmes, which have often allowed us to fund projects 
that complement those funded by the UK. EU funds have contributed significantly to EMBL-
9.LΩǎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƛƴǘƻ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊ ƻŦ ōƛƻƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛŎǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ 
 
9¦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ 9[L·LwΣ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ Ǉŀƴ-European infrastructure for biological information, 
allowed EMBL-EBI to manage the creation of the infrastructure and, with significant funding 
from the UK, to host its Hub on the Wellcome Genome Campus. As the ELIXIR host, EMBL-
EBI has further strengthened its position as the focus of bioinformatics in Europe. Without 
the UYΩǎ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇΣ ǿŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ƭƻǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅΦ 
 
ELIXIR is providing a separate response to this inquiry that includes additional details of the 
value of European cooperation. 
 

Q13  What is the influence of EU membership on bilateral collaboration between the 
UK and other EU member states? Are collaborations with member states stronger than 
with non-EU countries as a result of EU membership? Or, are bilateral collaborations 
with member states inhibited by requirements to work through EU mechanisms? 

 
EMBL-9.LΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜΦ aŀƴȅ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ 
jointly run with collaborators in Europe, North America, and Asia; and most of our grant-
funded research and development activities are collaborations as well. In 2014 we had 112 
active grants, of which at least 90 involved one European collaborator. Our collaborations, 
mostly multilateral rather than bilateral, are certainly not inhibited by EU mechanisms. The 
real enhancer of collaboration is personal contacts, and EU membership allows EMBL-EBI 
staff to develop and maintain personal networks throughout Europe that enhance 
collaboration. This occurs firstly in ease of travel throughout the EU: the ease, and low cost, 
of travelling in the EU allow our staff to maintain frequent in-person contact with 
collaborators. More significantly, the free movement of people (see question 7) means that 
many EMBL-EBI staff have worked in other EU countries, and many former EMBL-EBI staff 
have are now working in other EU countries. EMBL-EBI staff, both present and former, 
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maintain a rich network of contacts throughout Europe, and of course many of these 
contacts are also collaborators. 
 

Q14  How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU 
membership? 

 
EU projects often promote SME involvement directly, although this is frequently pro forma 
and does little to enhance synergy between projects and commercial drivers. The larger 
multinational industries do have pan-European funding vehicles, for example the Innovative 
Medicines Initiative (IMI). While this has been successful to an extent, it would be more so 
with less bureaucracy.   
 

Q15  How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international 
facilities that are available as a consequence of our EU membership? Are there any 
restrictions in the creation and operation of international facilities outside the EU as a 
consequence of our EU membership? 

 
EMBL-EBI is or has been a partner in a number of European research infrastructures, 
including ESFRI projects such as ELIXIR, EATRIS, Infrafrontier, and EMBRC; as well as other 
major infrastructures such as Géant. As a partner in these infrastructures EMBL-EBI has 
played a major role in shaping theses European-wide infrastructures, and has successfully 
led and hosteŘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŎƻǊŜ ŦƻǊ 9[L·LwΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ 9a.[ ƛǎ ŀƴ άƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ŀ ¦Y ƭŜƎŀƭ ŜƴǘƛǘȅΣ 9a.[-EBI would not have been able to participate so 
fully, or even at all, in these infrastructure projects were the UK not an EU member, and 
EMBL-9.LΩǎ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƙǳō ŦƻǊ 9[L·Lw ǿƻǳƭŘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ 
UK not part of the EU. 
 
We are unaware of any restrictions that EU membership has placed on the creation and 
operation of international facilities. 
 

Q16  What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and 
research through the free movement of people? How does this compare with flows of 
people between the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China and 
Singapore? 

 
²Ŝ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀs a definite positive as it helps us hire the best talent and 
thus deliver reliable, high-quality research and services at a global level. The UK is a very 
attractive destination for European scientists, and easy movement between EU countries 
makes it possible for EMBL-EBI to recruit world-class staff. At the end of 2014, EMBL-EBI had 
512 members of staff from 57 different nations. Of those, about 200 were British, about 200 
were from other EU countries, and the rest came from other parts of the world. During the 
past decade over 900 skilled data scientists and bioinformaticians have moved on from 
EMBL-EBI employment, and of those over 400 have remained in the UK. Those scientists 
who remain in the UK move on to other, often more senior positions, and contribute 
significantly to domestic science and technology. Those who move to other countries 
inevitably maintain ties with EMBL-EBI and with collaborators throughout the UK, and 
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contribute to the creation of a pan-European community for bioinformatics that enhances 
science in the UK and throughout Europe. 
 

Q17  Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU, for 
example by requiring the UK to adopt EU-wide immigration policies rather than 
bespoke ones for the UK? 

 
We believe that EU membership enhances our collaborations with countries all over the 
world. Our collaborators assume, correctly, that we have a good overview of the 
bioinformatics landscape in Europe and that we can, and will, involve collaborators from 
around Europe when appropriate. 
 
Immigration policies are an entirely separate issue from scientific collaboration, but we have 
seen no evidence, nor ever even considered, that different immigration policies have any 
ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ƻǳǊ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƻǊld leader in science, its 
attractiveness as a place to live, and the openness of scientific institutions to researchers 
from all cultures are far more important than minor differences in immigration policy. 
 

Q18  What are the key EU regulatory frameworks/mechanisms that directly affect the 
science and research community in the UK?  
Q19   

In general EU member states set their own science policies and regulations: there are only a 
few EU-wide regulatory mechanisms. Of these, the one that most concerns EMBL-EBI is the 
set of current and future regulations is around data protection. Broadly, following the 
Scandinavian or British approach to data access would make regulation firm but not 
prohibitive for researchers, while following the German approach would make data access 
by researchers highly restrictive. The latter would seriously slow down scientific progress in 
the EU, which would have an impact on the UK. The UK is a leader in scientific research in 
Europe, and has a very strong and growing biotechnology industry. As a member of the EU 
the UK has a strong voice in steering EU rules and regulations. If the UK withdraws from the 
EU it will lose this voice and would thereafter have no influence on EU regulations while still, 
in effect, having to abide by them in order to do business and engage in collaboration in 
Europe. 
 

Q20  If the UK were not a member of the EU, could regulations be reformed to give 
greater benefit to UK science and research? For example, in areas such as data 
regulation, VAT on shared facilities, and the use of the precautionary principle? 

 
A slightly simplified regulatory environment would no doubt reduce administrative effort for 
UK research organisations, but this would be far outweighed by the disastrous reduction in 
scientific productivityτdue to lost access to funding, reduced collaborations, and lack of 
skilled staffτthat would result were the UK to withdraw from the EU. 
 

Q21  How is the innovation landscape affected by EU membership? 
 
A major bottleneck for SMEs and start-up firms is recruitment of talented individuals. EU 
membership allows talented people freedom of movement, and the UK innovation 
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ecosystem benefits from this freedom. The Cambridge area, in particular, is attractive for its 
large ecosystem of technology and biotechnology companies that are anchored by research 
and innovation generated by the University. As we noted in question 8 hundreds of our 
former staff have remained in the UK after leaving EMBL-EBI, and many of those are in the 
private sector. We do not have precise statistics but we know anecdotally that many have 
joined SMEs and startups due to better opportunities in the UK than in their home countries. 
A major factor in creating a successful innovation landscape is the attraction of talented 
staff, and EU membership greatly increases the available talent pool for the UK, which is a 
net importer of talented individuals. 
 

Q22  How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public 
policy compare between the EU and the UK? What are the effects, if any, of 
differences in the provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK? 

 
In our experience, the UK has better integration between science and policy than the EU. 
The EU lacks a clear, transparent, institutionalised interface and seems to fall back on less 
transparent, ad-hoc measures. While the EU might currently represent a generalised 
European position on evidence-based policy, it is missing many opportunities to inform 
ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƛƴǇǳǘ ŦǊƻƳ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴŜǿƭȅ ŀƴƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ 
group of EU science advisors will, we hope, help change this situation. 
 
The UK should be rightfully proud of its science-to-policy links and should lead, in alliance 
with other European countries with a similar scientific point of view, initiatives to help the 
EU achieve a similar level of quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public 
policy. 
 

Q23  To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and influence 
public policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership inhibit 
UK scientists from influencing public policy at EU or international levels? 

 
The UK has a leading role in European science, and has significant direct influence in EU 
science policy, and funding decisions, through consultations, personal contacts, and 
membership in official EU bodies. EU input into international science policy discussions, such 
as for instance on climate change, is therefore influenced by UK scientists. This influence 
would be entirely lost were the UK to withdraw from the EU. 
 
20 November 2015 
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European Bioinformatics Institute (EMBL-EBI), Culham Centre for Fusion 
Energy (CCFE) and League of European Research Universities (LERU) ς Oral 
evidence (QQ 1-8) 
 
Transcript to be found under Culham Centre for Fusion Energy (CCFE) 
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European Commission Response to the Questions addressed to Commissioner Moedas  
 
Question 1. ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-making and the 
development of EU strategies for science and research?  
 
The UK fully enjoys all rights pertaining to EU decision-making associated with EU Member 
State status. It is represented in all formal bodies shaping and deciding EU research and 
innovation policies. This includes those at the political level, such as in the Council and the 
research working group, and in the European Parliament through its committees and the 
involvement of Members of the European Parliament (MEPs). UK nationals also participate 
in advisory structures helping to prepare Commission proposals and the Programme 
Committee that provides opinions on the implementing Decisions of Horizon 2020. 
 
In this context, it should be noted that the UK made a number of comprehensive written 
policy contributions to the preparation of Horizon 2020. These included first a document 
published by the UK Department for Business Innovation and Skills (BIS) in advance of the 
Commission's Horizon 2020 proposal, with a submission on the Common Strategic 
Framework, and second via Research Councils UK (RCUK) - the strategic partnership of the 
UK's seven Research Councils - ŀ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭΦ 
The UK has also been fully involved in European Research Area activities for example in the 
ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ψ9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƘŀǊǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ψ/ƻŘŜ ƻŦ /ƻƴŘǳŎǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
wŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩΦ 
 
More generally, the UK has been amongst the leaders in terms of support to the key policy 
principles for Horizon 2020 including the defence of excellence as the principal criterion for 
the allocation of funding, the need for simplification and greater efficiencies with 
programme implementation including funding models, and the need to ensure open access 
to publications and data generated by EU funded projects. The UK has played a substantial 
part in Joint Technology Initiatives, Joint Programmes (under Treaty Article 185) and Joint 
Programming Initiatives with other countries. Also with regard to Horizon 2020 
implementation and its work programme, the UK has been an active contributor through the 
Horizon 2020 Programme Committee in terms of proposed topics for funding, many of which 
have been taken up.  
 
The UK has participated constructively in the debate and work to identify examples of 
regulatory barriers and gaps which hinder Research and Innovation (R&I) activities. 
 
ŀΦ Lǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀƴȅ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊŜŀΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ 
scientific expert Committee Chairs and positions? How does this compare to other 
Member States?  
 
There is no quantitative analysis produced by the Commission on the UK's percentage share 
of committees and positions. When it comes to appointing experts the Commission fully 
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relies on Article 4(2) of the Rules for Participation and Dissemination in Horizon 2020205 
which states that: 
 

'Independent experts shall be chosen on the basis of their skills, experience and 
knowledge appropriate to carry out the tasks assigned to tƘŜƳΦ ΧΦ  
When appointing independent experts, the Commission or the relevant funding body 
shall take appropriate measures to seek a balanced composition within the expert 
groups and evaluation panels in terms of various skills, experience, knowledge, 
geographical diversity and gender, and taking into account the situation in the field of 
ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΦ ΧΦϥ 

 
This is the basis on which all expertise is chosen. Having said that, examples of UK nationals 
participating in key advisory bodies and expert groups, including those where the UK itself 
proposes the nominations, include the following:  
 

- Prof. Dame Julia Slingo, Chief Scientist of the UK Met Office, is one of the seven 
member strong high level group for the Commission's new Scientific Advice 
Mechanism (SAM);  

- Prof. Dame Athene Donald, Professor of Experimental Physics at the University of 
Cambridge, is one of the current 18 members of the Scientific Council of the 
European Research Council;  

- Sir Leszek Borysiewicz, Vice-Chancellor of the University of Cambridge, is the Chair of 
the ERC Identification Committee for identifying potential new members of the ERC 
Scientific Council;  

- Dr Claire Craig from the Royal Society is a member of the Governing Board of the 
Joint Research Centre; 

- Of the 31 in total members of the high level expert group RISE for research, science 
and innovation, five are from the UK or currently working at UK institutions; 

- 46 UK nationals are currently members of Advisory Groups (AGs) which provide input 
for the preparation of the Horizon 2020 work programme. This is out of a total of 
446, or equal to just over 10 %. This is the highest number among Member States ς 
Germany has 43. The AGs have recently been re-appointed and are just in the 
process of selecting their Chairs;  

- Richard Fowler Pelly from the UK was one of the twelve member High Level Group of 
experts for the recent ex post evaluation of the Seventh Framework Programme;  

- The UK has been a significant contributor to the work of the European Research Area 
and Innovation Committee (ERAC). The current co-Chair, David Wilson of the UK 
Department for Business Innovation and Skills (BIS) has been instrumental in 
preparing the ERA roadmap and the ERA governance document. 

 
Question 2. How does the European Commission plan to pursue and capitalise on 

                                            
205 http://ec .europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/legal_basis/rules_participation/h2020-rules-
participation_en.pdf 

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/legal_basis/rules_participation/h2020-rules-participation_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/legal_basis/rules_participation/h2020-rules-participation_en.pdf
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synergies between Horizon 2020 funds and Structural funds awarded to Member States for 
research and innovation?  
 
It is important to underline that Horizon 2020 funding is based entirely on the principle of 
excellence and there are no national quotas for funding. Synergies with Structural Funds are 
sought to ensure a higher impact of the funds. These can help build capacity of research and 
innovation players and pave the way for future proposals under Horizon 2020. Member 
States and regions, using Structural Funds, can support projects after Horizon 2020 funding 
has finished. This can also happen simultaneously, provided double funding is avoided. An 
initiative launched last year is the Seal of Excellence Pilot, which is a quality label designed to 
facilitate alternative funding support to Horizon 2020 SME Instrument projects that have 
been positively evaluated under Horizon 2020, but which could not be funded under that 
programme due to insufficient budget. If successful this scheme will be rolled out more 
widely.  
 
a. We understand that ERDF funding for research and innovation is conditional upon the 
adoption of a smart specialisation strategy at national or regional level. How will smart 
specialisation develop?  
 
Research and Innovation Strategies for Smart specialisation are the ex-ante conditionality for 
research and innovation investments under the European Regional Development Fund 
(ERDF) in the current programming period 2014-2020. Smart Specialisation can be defined as 
'place-based approach to innovation, rooted on knowledge assets'. In other words it is 'a 
strategic approach to economic development through targeted support to research and 
innovation'. It gives priority to investments in research and innovation activities that play to 
the regions' (or country's) existing or potential strengths, and thus ensures a more effective 
use of public funds while stimulating private investment. It focuses on the real growth 
drivers of the country / region. 
 
A smart specialisation strategy may take the form of (or be included in), a national or 
regional research and innovation policy framework depending on the choice made by each 
Member State during the Cohesion programming phase. The definition of a smart 
specialisation strategy is considered a bottom-up activity where all relevant actors have to 
actively participate (the entrepreneurial discovery process). The role of the authorities 
should hence be limited to providing information and facilitating the process, by bringing 
together the stakeholders - state/regional authorities, business community, universities and 
civil society - and providing technical assistance as well as other appropriate expertise. In a 
collaborative process involving all relevant actors, strategies should build on existing 
strengths and potential of a state/region, strengthen comparative advantage and connect 
with both local and external expertise. These strategies will be implemented through the 
relevant Operational Programmes where they are embedded. 
 
b. What are the objectives? How will progress and impact be monitored?  
 
Smart specialisation is not about achieving a simple and narrowly-focused specialisation 
process. The objective is more about smart diversification of priorities, enhancing 
connectivity across sectors, developing the appropriate skills at all levels and building on the 
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so-called 'related variety' of present sectors and specialisations. The degree of 
connectedness of the region and its exposure to the various interrelated sectors will define 
the scale and the choices that will have to happen in the context of the smart specialisation. 
The ultimate goal of smart specialisation is to achieve improved innovation ecosystems and 
a higher impact of the funds. 
 
Each smart specialisation strategy must contain a monitoring mechanism. The Smart 
Specialisation Platform206 of the Joint Research Centre's Institute for Prospective 
Technological Studies (IPTS) has identified a number of key issues for monitoring. Monitoring 
should focus on tracking the developments related to policy interventions within the specific 
priority areas identified in the strategy. The mechanism should be able to capture and follow 
the relevant expected changes that are foreseen in each priority by means of an appropriate 
choice of result indicators; it should also capture and follow the policy output that ought to 
make expected changes happen. The actual development of the Strategy will be monitored 
through the Operational Programmes where it is integrated.  
 
Question 3.  We welcome the development of the Science Advisory Mechanism (SAM) 
and have heard helpful evidence from Professor Dame Julia Slingo on the early stages of its 
work. Could you describe the future plans for the SAM group?  
 
a. Will the SAM be empowered to identify areas that require advice or will it be confined 
to responding to questions posed by the Commission?  
 
The Commission Decision of 16.10.2015 on the setting up of the High Level Group (HLG) of 
ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŀŘǾƛǎƻǊǎ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛc advice mechanism (SAM) states that 
the task of the HLG shall be to: 
 

- provide the Commission with independent scientific advice on specific policy issues 
where such advice is critical to the development of EU policies or legislation and does 
not duplicate advice being provided by existing bodies and; 

- support the Commission in identifying specific policy issues where independent 
scientific advice is needed.  

 
The Decision also states that: 
 

- The Commission may consult the group at any time on any policy field, defining the 
timespan in which advice is needed and; 

- The chairperson of the group may advise the Commission to consult the group on a 
specific policy issue. 

 
The SAM HLG may thus advise the Commission on the identification of specific policy issues 
requiring independent scientific advice. 
 

                                            
206 http://s3platform.jrc.ec.europa.eu/monitoring 

http://s3platform.jrc.ec.europa.eu/monitoring
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The HLG held its first meeting207 on 29 January 2016. As reflected in the minutes of that 
meeting208, the discussions focused on future work including the first two issues to be 
considered by the HLG ('Cybersecurity' and 'Closing the gap between light duty vehicles' real 
world CO2 emissions and laboratory testing'). The HLG will hold its second meeting on 16 
and 17 March 2016. 
 
b. Do you think the SAM will be able to respond quickly enough to advise on a crisis where 
advice might be needed in hours or days?  
 
The task of the HLG is to provide the Commission with independent scientific advice on 
specific policy issues where such advice is critical to the development of EU policies or 
legislation. This also includes, according to the Commission Decision, 'urgent advice', 
provided it does not duplicate advice being provided by existing bodies. A range of bodies 
exist that have crisis management explicitly included in their mandates. An example is the 
European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control (ECDC). In such circumstances, and in 
accordance with the task description of the HLG as defined in the relevant Commission 
Decision, the HLG will necessarily play a complementary role. In order to be able to play that 
role as well as possible, mechanisms have already been or are currently being established 
that should ensure that the HLG can act as quickly as possible. For instance, the Commission 
services are in regular contact with EU-ANSA, the EU Agencies Network for Scientific Advice. 
An informal network of Member State scientific advisors (or scientific advice structures) is 
also being established, which is due to meet in July 2016 at the Manchester ESOF conference 
and will be helpful to rapidly identify actions undertaken on the national levels. And finally, 
to ensure rapid access to expertise, provision has been made for an ϵ6 million grant to 
European networks of Academies and learned societies to facilitate inter-academy co-
operation and the flow of information and evidence between the academies and SAM HLG. 
The capacity for rapid responses will be required in the grant agreement. It is clear that it 
will take time for all of these different parts of the scientific advice mechanism to be fully 
operational, in particular in the case of urgent advice.  
 
Also relevant in this context is the recent initiative of the Commission in establishing a 
Disaster Risk Management Knowledge Centre in a networked approach with the Member 
States, which provides an interface between science and policy in the whole disaster-risk-
management (DRM) cycle. This Knowledge Centre will help in translating complex scientific 
data and analyses into usable and reliable information for science-based advice for DRM. It 
will also allow the SAM-HLG to perform scientific synthesis, assessments and analyses before 
and after major events, thus increasing preparedness and response levels of the Emergency 
Response Coordination Centre (ERCC), operating within the European Commission's 
Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection department (ECHO). The Knowledge Centre is 
coordinated by the Joint Research Centre in cooperation with ECHO, DG Climate Action, DG 
Environment, DG Research and Innovation, and DG Migration and Home Affairs. 
 
 
c. The remit of the SAM is to provide science advice to the European Commission. By what 
mechanisms do the European Parliament and the Council of the European Union receive 

                                            
207 http://ec.europa.eu/research/sam/pdf/meetings/hlg_sam_agenda_2016-01.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none 
208 http://ec.europa.eu/research/sam/pdf/meetings/hlg_sam_012016_minutes.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none 

http://ec.europa.eu/research/sam/pdf/meetings/hlg_sam_agenda_2016-01.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
http://ec.europa.eu/research/sam/pdf/meetings/hlg_sam_012016_minutes.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
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science advice?  
 
Our understanding is that the European Parliament has a number of formal structures which 
enable Members, committees and other bodies to benefit from scientific advice. These 
include the Science and Technology Options Assessment Panel (STOA)209. Parliamentary 
committees may also obtain scientific evidence from the Policy Departments, within the 
Directorates-General of committee secretariats for Internal and External Policies, and 
individual MEPs may request briefings from the Members Research Service210.  
 
There is at present no formal structure which provides scientific advice to the Council of the 
European Union. However, in many Member States the Academies and Learned Societies 
play an important role in advising governments and the SAM will also engage these bodies. 
The Commission has also invited Member States to nominate scientific advisors (or 
structures) to facilitate interactions with Member State science advice. 
 
4. How does the Joint Research Centre fit into the EU landscape for science, research 
and innovation? How does this Centre link with science advice and evidence-based policy 
making within the EU?  
 
¢ƘŜ Wƻƛƴǘ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ /ŜƴǘǊŜ όWw/ύ Ƙŀǎ ŀ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ άto support EU policies with independent 
ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎȅŎƭŜέΦ It does this through a diversity of science and 
research-based activities to support and advise fellow policy departments in the Commission 
in areas like environment, energy, transport, finance, health, security, agriculture and food. 
¢ƘŜ Ww/ ŀƭǎƻ ŦǳƭŦƛƭǎ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ 
safety and security stemming from the Euratom Treaty. As a Directorate-General of the 
European Commission the JRC not only provides input to policy development but is also 
formally consulted on policy proposals before they are submitted to the College of European 
Commissioners. A Panel of independent experts under the Chairmanship of the former Chief 
Scientific Adviser to the Irish Government, Professor Patrick Cunningham, recently carried 
out an in-depth evaluation of the JRC activities over the past few years and its findings are 
available in the evaluation report of the JRC activities.211 
 
Practical arrangements are being in put in place to ensure strong complementarities 
between the independent advice from the SAM and the in-house expertise of the Joint 
Research Centre. To support this aim, a number of staff have been seconded into the SAM 
Secretariat. 
 
a. How were the locations of the seven JRC institutes chosen?  
 
The establishments of the JRC are spread over five countries at six geographic locations: 
Brussels and Geel in Belgium; Ispra in Italy; Karlsruhe in Germany; Petten in the Netherlands; 
Seville in Spain. These sites were mainly decided following the signature of the Euratom 
Treaty in March 1957, when four of the founder Members of the European Community for 

                                            
209 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/stoa/cms/home 
210 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/atyourservice/en/20150201PVL00031/European-Parliamentary-Research-
Service 
211 http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/JRC96870/kjna27343enn.pdf  

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/stoa/cms/home
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/atyourservice/en/20150201PVL00031/European-Parliamentary-Research-Service
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/atyourservice/en/20150201PVL00031/European-Parliamentary-Research-Service
http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/JRC96870/kjna27343enn.pdf
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Atomic Energy (Euratom) (namely, Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands) offered sites 
for the location of the "Joint Nuclear Research Centre", established by the Euratom Treaty. 
 
As a result, the Ispra site in Italy was inaugurated in 1959; the Geel site in Belgium was 
inaugurated in 1960; the Petten site in the Netherlands was established in 1962; and the 
Karlsruhe site in Germany was inaugurated in 1965. The Seville site in Spain was established 
in 1994 following a Research Council decision to reinforce cooperation in the research 
domain with the countries of the Mediterranean basin. Some of the JRC strategic and 
administrative units are located together with the majority of the other European 
Commission departments in Brussels. 
 
Over time the organisation and scientific focus of the JRC Institutes have been adapted to 
the needs of its partners. The current organisation comprises seven Institutes with most of 
them located in more than one site: Institute for Reference Materials and Measurements 
(Geel, Belgium); Institute for Transuranium Elements (Karlsruhe and Ispra); Institute for 
Energy and Transport (Petten and Ispra); Institute for the Protection and Security of the 
Citizen (Ispra); Institute for Environment and Sustainability (Ispra); Institute for Health and 
Consumer Protection (Ispra); Institute for Prospective Technological Studies (Seville and 
Brussels). 
 
b. Do these remain the optimum locations for the institutes?  
 
The locations of the institutes are fixed in Site agreements concluded by the European 
Commission to fulfil its obligations under Article 8 of the Euratom Treaty "to establish a Joint 
Nuclear Research Centre" signed in 1958. The first Site agreement was signed with the 
Italian government in July 1959, which entered into force in 1960. Immediately after that, 
land and facilities long-lease agreements with the German nuclear research entity in 
Karlsruhe were concluded in 1960, followed by an agreement with the Land Baden-
Württemberg and an exchange of letters with the German Federal Government in 1963. A 
land and facilities long-lease agreement was concluded with Belgian SCK-CEN in 1961 (not 
followed by an agreement with the Belgian Government) and a Site agreement with the 
Dutch Government in 1961 (followed by a long-lease agreement with a Dutch nuclear 
research organisation in Petten). As for the Seville Site, this involves only a Site agreement 
concluded in 1994 that places administrative building at the disposal of the JRC (no facilities, 
nuclear or conventional, are involved). The hosting founder Member States also established 
an educational infrastructure with European Schools at these sites. 
 
Breaking up these host agreements, or moving large scale research laboratories, including 
nuclear facilities from one site to another, would have many negative side effects from 
political, technical, social and economic points of view. It should also be noted that for 
nuclear facilities phasing out would require decommissioning which is a long-term and costly 
process. 
 
It should be also emphasised that the different geographical locations of the JRC are not an 
obstacle to the normal day-to-day functioning of the organisation, or to effective 
cooperation between colleagues, as the advanced information and communication 
platforms allow for this.  
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c. Is the network likely to be expanded or modified?  
 
The Commission has no plans to expand the network. Nor does it intend to change the 
current geographical locations of the JRC as explained above due to existing long-term 
agreements with the hosting Member States as well as because of the large scale research 
infrastructures on most of the sites that are difficult to move or decommission. The 
Commission however has the right to change the organisational structure of the JRC if 
necessary for the organisation of the work in order to guarantee the best possible science-
based evidence throughout the whole policy cycle.  
 
In addition to the physical networks described above, the JRC has established large and very 
flexible virtual partnership networks with around 1000 partners across the EU and globally. 
This allows the JRC when needed to be able to mobilise competence and knowledge without 
expanding its own organisation. 
 
Question 5.  What percentage of EU investment in scientific research infrastructures goes 
to facilities based in the UK?  
 
a. How does this compare with other Member States? 212 
 
In overall terms, taking infrastructure in the broadest sense to mean the research system as 
a whole, the UK has been one of the leading recipients of funding under both the Seventh 
Framework Programme (FP7) and Horizon 2020. For FP7 (2007-13), among the EU-28 
Member States in all FP7 signed grant agreements, the UK ranks 2nd in terms of budget 
sƘŀǊŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ 9/ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ƨǳǎǘ ƻǾŜǊ ϵ т ōƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ CƻǊ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл όнлмп-20), 
ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y Ƙŀǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ Ƨǳǎǘ ƻǾŜǊ ϵмΦп ōƛƭƭƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƭǎƻ Ǉǳǘǎ ǘƘŜ ¦Y 
in 2nd place in terms of budget share. 
 
Under the narrower understanding of the term research infrastructures, Horizon 2020 does 
not invest in research facilities per se. The scope of the research infrastructures part of the 
programme is to facilitate the development of world-class research infrastructures in 
Europe, to integrate and open national research infrastructures, to foster the innovation 
potential of the infrastructures and their human resources, and to reinforce European policy 
and international cooperation through synergies by setting up partnerships between 
relevant policy makers, funding bodies or advisory groups. In the FP7 Research 
Infrastructures calls (the part of the programme set aside specifically to support research 
infrastructures), funded projects included 146 different UK participants, with 629 total 
participations, which represented around 11.9% of total participation. The related EU 
ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴΣ ϵнтнΦт Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ мтΦу҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ 
allocated to research infrastructures. Regarding Horizon 2020 calls for Research 
Infrastructures, the funded projects include, so far, a participation of 78 different legal 
entities from the UK, which constitutes 174 participations in total. In terms of budget, this 
ŀƳƻǳƴǘǎ ǘƻ ϵссΦт ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΣ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ мнΦм҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ allocated to 
these calls. 
 
                                            
212 FP7 figures are accurate to 11-11-2015 and Horizon 2020 figures to 24-02-16  
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It should be noted that the data on Horizon 2020 does not include the GEANT specific 
agreements (SGA), in which DANTE (established in the UK) plays a major role. The data on 
UK participation in FP7 and Horizon 2020 do not include either the significant participation 
of EMBL-EBI (European Bioinformatics Institute, outstation of the European Molecular 
Biology Laboratory), which is located in the UK but whose headquarters are in Germany. 
 
It should also be noted that the UK is coordinating the European Social Survey, one of the 
first European research infrastructure consortia (ERIC), which is a legal structure established 
by a decision of the European Commission to facilitate the joint establishment and operation 
of research infrastructures of pan-European interest. 
 
b. Does that distribution of investment reflect the relative size and strength of science in 
Member States?  
 
There is in general a good correlation between what the Member States invest in science at 
the national level and the funding received from the framework programme.  
 
For the Seventh Framework Programme (FP7), UK grant holders received approximately 
17.2% of the total EU contribution to grant holders (in the EU 28 Member States). This 
compares to a UK share of 12.4% of total R&D expenditure in the EU in 2013.  
 
Question 6.  We have repeatedly heard from the UK science community that EU level 
support for innovation is welcome and serves to complement that available in the UK. 
Could you describe future plans in this area, including the development of the European 
Innovation Council?  
 
The first priority of the President Juncker Commission is boosting jobs, growth and 
investment. Research and innovation are also critical to other priorities, such as the Digital 
Single Market, Energy Union and Climate Action.  
 
Commissioner Moedas has launched a debate about a possible European Innovation Council, 
including a public 'call for ideas' that will remain open until 29 April 2016213. The results of 
this debate will be taken into account in the interim evaluation of Horizon 2020 which will be 
completed before the end of 2017 and which may make recommendations for the remaining 
period of implementation of Horizon 2020.  
 
Question 7.  How does scientific evidence inform the development of EU regulatory 
frameworks?  
 
a. At what stages and by what processes is scientific evidence and advice taken into 
account in the development of regulations?  
 
Scientific evidence and advice are taken into account in the development of regulations at 
the impact assessment stage. The European Commission ex-ante Impact Assessment system 
is unique in the world. Before the Commission proposes a new initiative it assesses the 
potential economic, social and environmental consequences in an impact assessment. 
                                            
213 http://ec.europa.eu/research/eic/index.cfm  

http://ec.europa.eu/research/eic/index.cfm
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Impact assessments prepare evidence (including results from evaluations) for political 
decision-makers on the advantages and disadvantages of possible policy options by 
assessing their potential impacts and assess whether future legislative EU action is justified 
and how such action can best be designed to achieve desired policy objectives. The 
Commission's Joint Research Centre contributes strongly to the implementation of Better 
Regulation. 
 
Aside from this, and at an earlier stage in the policy and legislative development processes, 
scientific advice provided by SAM may guide the early stages of these processes, but it is not 
a formal part of the Impact Assessment process.  
 
b. Do you evaluate the effectiveness of scientific advice in the creation of regulatory 
frameworks?  
 
Better regulation is about designing EU policies and laws so that they achieve their 
objectives in the most efficient and effective way. It ensures that policy is prepared, 
implemented and reviewed in an open, transparent manner, informed by the best available 
evidence and backed up by involving stakeholders. To ensure that EU action is effective, the 
Commission assesses the expected and actual impacts of policies, legislation and other 
important measures at every stage of the policy cycle ς from planning to implementation, to 
review and subsequent revision. The Better Regulation package has established the 
ΨŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘΩ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪǎΣ 
the Commission first evaluates existing ones. Moreover any proposal for a new regulatory 
framework is accompanied by an ex-ante impact assessment which ensures evidence-based 
policy making, taking into account state of the art scientific evidence. 
 
The Commission's Joint Research Centre performs an annual evaluation of the impact of its 
policy support work.214 On the basis of a comprehensive set of criteria, it determines where 
its policy support became part or even the basis of European policy-making and 
implementation. In 2014, there were nearly 340 policy impacts across many policy areas.215 
This represents an increasing trend since 2010. 
 
4 March 2016 
 
 

                                            
214 Productivity and Impact Evaluation (PRIME) exercise which is reported in the Joint Research Centre's Annual 

Activity Report, see http://ec.europa.eu/atwork/synthesis/aar/doc/jrc_aar_2014.pdf for latest version.  
215 See https://ec.europa.eu/jrc/sites/default/files/jrc-a-z-guide-2014_en.pdf for a more complete overview of 

the many policy areas to which the Commission's Joint Research Centre provides scientific support. 

http://ec.europa.eu/atwork/synthesis/aar/doc/jrc_aar_2014.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/jrc/sites/default/files/jrc-a-z-guide-2014_en.pdf
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Europlanet Consortium ς Written evidence (EUM0045) 
 
Impact of European Union Funding on Planetary Science 
 
Overview of European planetary science: 

¶ Planetary science covers the study of our solar system and those around other stars. It is 
an interdisciplinary field of research that covers physics, chemistry, astronomy and 
geophysics, robotic and human exploration of other planets, as well as the search for 
extra-terrestrial life.  Comparative planetology research, such as climate modelling, can 
help improve our understanding of the Earth, its history, evolution and risks that it faces 
from space, such as geomagnetic storms or asteroid impacts. 

¶ The UK has had significant involvement in European Space Agency (ESA) planetary 
missions over the past decades and UK instruments have travelled to comets, moons and 
planets. The UK is playing a leading role in upcoming ESA flagship missions, including the 
ExoMars mission to Mars and JUICE mission to Jupiter and its icy moons216.  

¶ Europe has world leading facilities and the largest international community of planetary 
scientists, comprising over 800 tenured academics and around 4000 early career 
researchers spread in more than 200 research groups/institutions. The UK has more than 
20 planetary science research groups and at least 10 companies and SMEs involved in 
planetary missions. 

¶ Since 2005, the European Commission has supported the European planetary science 
community with over 40 million Euros funding, including 18 million Euros for the 
Europlanet project to integrate planetary science across the European Research Area, of 
which approximately 18% has gone to UK institutions and industry. 

 
Background 
1. In recent years, Europe's planetary space science programme has received wide-spread 

recognition for a string of successful missions. The dramatic landing of Rosetta's Philae 
probe on comet 67P/Churyumov-Gerasimenko in November 2014 demonstrates 
Europe's capability and innovation in planetary science and technology. Upcoming ESA 
planetary missions include ExoMars, a two-part mission consisting of the ExoMars Trace 
Gas Orbiter (TGO) and Schiaparelli, an entry, descent and landing demonstrator, which 
are due for launch in 2016, and the ExoMars rover, which is due for launch in 2018. The 
UK has involvement on the ExoMars rover vehicle, two scientific instruments, software 
and the design of the parachute sub-system217Φ 9{!Ωǎ WǳǇƛǘŜǊ LŎȅ aƻƻƴǎ 9ȄǇƭƻǊŜǊ όW¦L/9ύΣ 
due for launch in нлннΣ ǿƛƭƭ ǳǎŜ ŀ ǊƻōƻǘƛŎ ƻǊōƛǘŜǊ ǘƻ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƻŦ WǳǇƛǘŜǊΩǎ ƛŎȅ ƳƻƻƴǎΥ 
Europa, Callisto and Ganymede. The JUICE spacecraft will carry a magnetometer, led by 
Imperial College London, to study the magnetic environment around Jupiter. UK co-
investigators will also contribute to the camera and the particle environment package. 
 

Funding 

                                            
216 UK Space Science Programme, UK Space Agency: https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/space-
science-programme  
217 ExoMars Case Study, UK Space Agency: https://www.gov.uk/government/case-studies/exomars 

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/space-science-programme
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/space-science-programme
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2. 9{!Ωǎ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŦƻǊ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊƻōƻǘƛŎ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻǾŜǊǎ ǎƻƭŀǊ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ 
science as well as astronomy and fundamental science, is over 650 million Euros218 
(around one fifth of the corresponding NASA budget219). The UK government 
contributes 155 million Euros for these programmes as part of its annual subscription to 
9{! ŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŘ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ϻнмп Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9{!Ωǎ 9ȄƻaŀǊǎ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ220. However, 
while NASA and other national space agencies have the responsibility both of 
developing missions and supporting the scientific communities involved, the remit of 
ESA is restricted to building and operating space missions221. Support for the 
underpinning scientific community is distributed among its national members and 
ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŜŀŎƘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǊŜƎƛƳŜǎΦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǇƭŀƴŜǘŀǊȅ 
science community is at least as large as its US counterpart222, with more than 800 
tenured academics and around 3000-4000 young researchers spread across over 20 
countries and around 200 research institutions (more than 20 of which are in the UK). 
The European planetary science community is, therefore, much more fragmented, 
which can make it difficult for the community to carry out coordinated activities.  
 

3. The Europlanet project was founded to support scientists and engineers working across 
Europe on planetary-related research and development, and to maximise the scientific 
return from investment in international planetary missions223. The European 
Commission has funded Europlanet through successive framework programmes, 
including 2 million Euros under Framework 6, 6 million Euros under Framework 7 and 
9.97 million Euros under Horizon 2020224. In addition, a range projects focused on 
specific areas of planetary science (e.g. Near Earth Objects, Venus, Mars, astrobiology) 
have received total funding of more than 20 million Euros to date through targeted calls 
by DG Research and Innovation and DG Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and 
SMEs (formerly DG Enterprise) under FP6, FP7 and Horizon 2020 (Table 1).  Funding 
ŦǊƻƳ 9¦ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ Ƙŀǎ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǇƭŀƴŜǘŀǊȅ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ 
develop self-organized programmes, in order to complement and support the activities 
of ESA from the bottom up. 

 
Table 1. Summary of EU funded planetary-related projects in Framework 6, Framework 7 
and Horizon 2020. 

                                            
218 ESA Budget by domain 2015, European Space Agency: 
http://www.esa.int/spaceinimages/Images/2015/01/ESA_Budget_2015_by_domain  
219 The NASA's Planetary Science Division Funding and Number of Missions 2004 ς 2020, The Planetary Society: 
http://www.planetary.org/multimedia/space-images/charts/historical-levels-of-planetary-exploration-funding-
fy2003-fy2019.html 
220 UK Space Agency Annual Report and Accounts 2014/15: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/441292/Annual_report_final
_web.pdf  
221 Convention for the Establishment of a European Space Agency: http://download.esa.int/docs/LEX-L/ESA-
Convention/20101200-SP-1317-EN_Extract_ESA-Convention.pdf 
222 Anderson, G. Ivie, R. 2014, Demographics Survey of 2013 US AAS Members Summary Results, American 
Astronomical Society: https://aas.org/files/resources/aas_members_workforce_survey_final_jan2014v2.pdf 
223 Blanc, M. 2006, Europlanet: European Planetology Network, Organizations and Strategies in Astronomy 
Volume 7. http://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-1-4020-5301-6_8  
224 Europlanet project website: http://www.europlanet-2020-ri.eu/past-activities-successes-and-impact 

http://www.esa.int/spaceinimages/Images/2015/01/ESA_Budget_2015_by_domain
http://www.planetary.org/multimedia/space-images/charts/historical-levels-of-planetary-exploration-funding-fy2003-fy2019.html
http://www.planetary.org/multimedia/space-images/charts/historical-levels-of-planetary-exploration-funding-fy2003-fy2019.html
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/441292/Annual_report_final_web.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/441292/Annual_report_final_web.pdf
http://download.esa.int/docs/LEX-L/ESA-Convention/20101200-SP-1317-EN_Extract_ESA-Convention.pdf
http://download.esa.int/docs/LEX-L/ESA-Convention/20101200-SP-1317-EN_Extract_ESA-Convention.pdf
https://aas.org/files/resources/aas_members_workforce_survey_final_jan2014v2.pdf
http://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-1-4020-5301-6_8
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225 EuroPlaNet Summary: ftp://ftp.cordis.europa.eu/pub/infrastructures/docs/001637.doc  
226 Europlanet RI Report Summary: http://cordis.europa.eu/result/rcn/156533_en.html  
227 NEOShield Summary: http://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/101239_en.html    
228 PRoVisG project website: http://provisg.eu  
229 PRoViScout project website: http://www.proviscout.eu  
230 EuroVenus project website: http://www.eurovenus.eu  
231 AstRoMap project website: http://www.astromap.eu  
232 EURO-CARES project website: http://www.euro-cares.eu  
233 UPWARDS project website: http://upwards-mars.eu/content/project  
234 NeoShield-2 project website: http://www.neoshield.net  

Project Name Framework CǳƴŘƛƴƎ όaϵύ UK institutions/ industry involved 

EuroPlaNet225 FP6 2.0 Imperial College, STFC Rutherford 
Appleton Laboratory, The Open 
University, University College London, 
University of Aberystwyth, University of 
Leicester, University of Liverpool, 
University of Oxford 

Europlanet RI226 FP7 6.0 Armagh Observatory, The Open 
University 
University College London, University of 
Aberystwyth 

NeoShield227 FP7 5.8 Astrium Ltd, Queen's University Belfast, 
The Open University, University of 
Surrey 

ProVISg228 FP7 3.5 Airbus Defence and Space Ltd, Scisys 
Ltd 
University College London, University of 
Aberystwyth, University of Nottingham, 
University of Surrey 

PRoVIScout229 FP7 1.9 Kings College London, University 
College London, Scisys Ltd, University of 
Aberystwyth, University of Leicester, 
University of Strathclyde 

EuroVenus230 FP7 2.2 University of Oxford 

AstRoMap231 FP7 0.5  

Europlanet 2020 RI Horizon 2020 10.0 The Open University (PI), Natural 
History Museum, University College 
London, University of Aberystwyth 

EuroCARES232 Horizon 2020 2.0 Natural History Museum (PI),  
Department of Health, The Open 
University 
Thales Alenia Space UK Ltd, University 
of Leicester 

UPWARDS233 Horizon 2020 2.0 The Open University 

NeoShield-2234 Horizon 2020 4.2 Airbus Defence and Space Ltd, Queen's 
University Belfast 

Space Awareness Horizon 2020 2.0 The Open University, UCL 

ftp://ftp.cordis.europa.eu/pub/infrastructures/docs/001637.doc
http://cordis.europa.eu/result/rcn/156533_en.html
http://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/101239_en.html
http://provisg.eu/
http://www.proviscout.eu/
http://www.eurovenus.eu/
http://www.astromap.eu/
http://www.euro-cares.eu/
http://upwards-mars.eu/content/project
http://www.neoshield.net/
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4. ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǇƭŀƴŜǘŀǊȅ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ Ƙŀǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘŜŘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ 

planetary missions. The Open University leads the Europlanet 2020 Research 
Infrastructure, to integrate and support the European planetary science community, and 
the Natural History Museum leads the EURO-CARES project for the curation of 
extraterrestrial material returned from space.  More than 15 research institutes and 
companies in the UK have benefited from involvement in planetary-related projects 
funded through Framework 6, 7 and Horizon 2020 (see Table 1), receiving about 18% of 
the total funding overall.  

 
Collaboration 
5. Investment by the European Commission in the Europlanet project between 2005-2012 

has enabled two significant and sustainable outcomes for the long term cohesion of the 
European planetary community: the formation of a community organisation, linked by a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MoU), and the establishment of an annual conference 
on planetary science of international stature. 

 
6. The Europlanet Consortium was established in 2013 with the aim of creating a 

sustainable, active community for decades to come235. To date, more than 75 research 
institutions and signatories have agreed to cooperate on an informal and mutually 
beneficial basis through the terms of the MoU. The Consortium has been an active hub 
for discussing and forming consortia for Horizon 2020 proposals, many of which have 
had significant UK involvement. 

 
7. The European Planetary Science Congress (EPSC)236 was established in 2006 and has 

grown into a self-sustaining meeting. Over the past decade, more than 7000 
researchers, industry representatives, amateur astronomers, educators and journalists 
have attended EPSC. Six countries have hosted the meeting and at least 53 countries 
have been represented by participants at EPSC, with significant delegations from the US, 
Japan and China as well as EU Member States. Thanks to the support of EU funding for 
students to attend the meeting, EPSC is frequently the first international meeting that 
young UK planetary scientists will attend. With more than 1000 participants (more than 
300 of which came from the UK), the EPSC hosted by UCL in 2013 was the largest stand-
alone meeting on planetary science held in Europe. 

 
8. EU funding from Framework 6, 7 and Horizon 2020 has provided the planetary science 

community with a forum to meet, debate and define science goals and priorities for 
planetary science and future missions. Europlanet has organised more than 20 specialist 
working group meetings, attended by 400 of the wƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǇƭŀƴŜǘŀǊȅ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ237.   
 

9. EU funding has also supported Europlanet in maximising science return through the 
development of synergies between the different components of planetary science, 
namely: space exploration, ground-based observations, laboratory and field 

                                            
235 Europlanet: The Consortium: http://www.europlanet-2020-ri.eu/europlanet-2020-consortium  
236 European Planetary Science Congress: http://www.epsc2015.eu  
237 Europlanet RI FP7 Final report, Cordis: http://cordis.europa.eu/docs/results/228/228319/final1-publishable-
final-report-europlanet-gan-228319.pdf    

http://www.europlanet-2020-ri.eu/europlanet-2020-consortium
http://www.epsc2015.eu/
http://cordis.europa.eu/docs/results/228/228319/final1-publishable-final-report-europlanet-gan-228319.pdf
http://cordis.europa.eu/docs/results/228/228319/final1-publishable-final-report-europlanet-gan-228319.pdf
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experiments, numerical modelling specialists, and technology. One successful product 
has been an interactive matrix, co-developed by UCL, to enable planetary scientists to 
link space mission requirements with ground-based facilities that can help them deliver 
their science goals. The matrix integrates more than 235 facilities238. 

 
10. Places on Earth that have the same geological, physical or extreme environments found 

on other planets, such as Mars or the icy moons of Jupiter and Saturn, are vital test-
grounds in preparing for future missions and understanding where life might be found in 
the solar system239. With EC funding from FP7 and Horizon 2020, Europlanet has 
enabled scientists across the EU to access terrestrial analogues in order to test rovers 
and other instrumentation, or study life that has evolved under extreme conditions of 
ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜΣ ǎŀƭƛƴƛǘȅΣ ŀŎƛŘƛǘȅ ƻǊ ŀǊƛŘƛǘȅΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǳƴŘŜǊ 9ǳǊƻǇƭŀƴŜǘΩǎ Ctт 
Transnational Access programme, a team from the University of Leeds and University of 
Glasgow visited Ny-Ålesund on the island of Svalbard to investigate how the snow and 
ice there was first colonised by extremophiles ς organisms that thrive in harsh 
conditions240. Through Horizon 2020 funding, Europlanet is preparing two further 
analogues for Mars and Europa (in Ethiopia and {Ǉŀƛƴ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅύ ƛƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ 9{!Ωǎ 
flagship ExoMars mission to the Red Planet and JUICE mission to Jupiter and its icy 
moons. Access to these unique sites will be offered to researchers for the first time241. 

 
11. Europlanet also provides access to laboratory facilities capable of simulating a wide 

range of environments encountered without natural analogues on Earth, such as the 
scorched, radiation-intense orbit of Mercury, dust storms on Mars or the frigid surface 
of comet Churyumov-Gerasimenko242.  These facilities allow researchers to understand 
results coming from the ongoing Rosetta mission through laboratory experimentation, 
as well as the support upcoming BepiColombo mission to Mercury, and JUICE.  The Open 
¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ aŀǊǎ /ƘŀƳōŜǊΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŎŀǇŀōƭŜ ƻŦ recreating the atmosphere, 
temperatures, pressures and illumination of the Martian surface environment, and 
NanoSims and Stable Isotope Analytical Facilities are part of the suite of laboratories 
offered to European researchers. Upgrades to existing facilities through Joint Research 
Activities will offer new capabilities ς currently unavailable anywhere in the world ς for 
ǎƛƳǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ±ŜƴǳǎΣ aŜǊŎǳǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǘŜǊƻƛŘǎΦ ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ 9ǳǊƻǇƭŀƴŜǘΩǎ Ctт ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ 
over 400 researchers were given the opportunity to access state-of-the-art facilities 
across EU borders.  In Horizon 2020, this provision should enable a further 1400 visits 
for researchers by 2019. 

 
12. In addition, Horizon 2020 funding is assisting European scientists to prepare for future 

missions to collect samples from extraterrestrial bodies, such as Mars, comets, asteroids 

                                            
238 Europlanet NA1 Matrix for Ground-based Facilities and Space Missions: http://europlanet-
na1.oeaw.ac.at/matrix/ 
239 Mars in the Arctic, European Space Agency: 
http://www.esa.int/Our_Activities/Preparing_for_the_Future/Space_for_Earth/Arctic/Mars_in_the_Arctic/  
240 Benning, L. 2010, Europlanet TNA Report:  http://www.isa.au.dk/networks/euroPlanet/reports/010-TNA1-
Benning.pdf  
241 Europlanet 2020 RI Terrestrial Field Sites: http://www.europlanet-2020-ri.eu/europlanet-2020-ri/planetary-
field-analogue-sites  
242 Distributed Planetary Simulation Facility: http://www.europlanet-2020-ri.eu/europlanet-2020-
ri/distributed-planetary-simulation-facility-dpsf  

http://europlanet-na1.oeaw.ac.at/matrix/
http://europlanet-na1.oeaw.ac.at/matrix/
http://www.esa.int/Our_Activities/Preparing_for_the_Future/Space_for_Earth/Arctic/Mars_in_the_Arctic/
http://www.isa.au.dk/networks/euroPlanet/reports/010-TNA1-Benning.pdf
http://www.isa.au.dk/networks/euroPlanet/reports/010-TNA1-Benning.pdf
http://www.europlanet-2020-ri.eu/europlanet-2020-ri/planetary-field-analogue-sites
http://www.europlanet-2020-ri.eu/europlanet-2020-ri/planetary-field-analogue-sites
http://www.europlanet-2020-ri.eu/europlanet-2020-ri/distributed-planetary-simulation-facility-dpsf
http://www.europlanet-2020-ri.eu/europlanet-2020-ri/distributed-planetary-simulation-facility-dpsf
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or the Moon, and return them to Earth for analysis. This activity, led by the Natural 
History Museum in London and funded through the EURO-CARES and Europlanet 
projects, will define procedures for handling, studying and storing these rare samples, 
ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭƭ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ς ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ς position as the world leader in curation of 
extraterrestrial material.  

 
13. Planetary science missions, and their supporting observations and modelling efforts, 

generate vast quantities of raw data ς data that are obtained at considerable expense 
and that require full exploitation so that Europe can capitalise on its investment. EU 
funding through Europlanet 2020 RI is supporting the construction of the first Virtual 
Observatory for solar system sciences, which will offer state-of-the-art access to the 
diverse datasets and visualisation and analysis tools needed for comparing and 
understanding planetary environments in the Solar System and beyond243. 

 
14. Venus ƛǎ 9ŀǊǘƘϥǎ ŎƭƻǎŜǎǘ ǎƛōƭƛƴƎΣ ōǳǘ ƻǳǊ Ψǘǿƛƴ ǇƭŀƴŜǘΩ Ƙŀǎ ŜƴŘŜŘ ǳǇ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǊŀŘƛŎŀƭƭȅ 

different and hostile climate244. The emerging field of comparative planetology is 
helping us to understand how and why similar planets evolve in such different ways, and 
can assist in developing climate models for our own planet. The EuroVenus project, 
which includes involvement from the University of Oxford, is building on the legacy of 
9{!Ωǎ ±Ŝƴǳǎ 9ȄǇǊŜǎǎ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊŜŦǊƻƴǘ ƻŦ ±Ŝƴǳǎ 
research and comparative planetology245. 

 
15. In recent years, increasing attention has been given to hazardous solar activity that 

could inflict severe damage to our infrastructure. The European Union has funded over 
40 million worth of space weather-related research to date246, 247. Horizon 2020 funding 
is allowing the planetary science community to extend space weather research to other 
planetary bodies, with the practical application of ensuring that missions throughout the 
Solar System are protected in the same way as Earth-orbiting and ground-based 
facilities. In an activity led by the University of Aberystwyth, space weather tools and 
models for Mars, Mercury, comets and the outer planets will be developed to support 
future missions such as ExoMars, Bepi-Colomobo and JUICE. However, these tools will 
also lead to more effective predictions and alert services for solar storms here on Earth, 
which will help prevent disruption to power and communication networks. 

 
16. Near-Earth objects (NEOs) represent potentially catastrophic threats to our planet248. EU 

funding through FP7 and Horizon 2020 for the NEOShield and NEOShield-2 projects (for  
UK involvement, see Table 1) have provided access to technologies and characterisation 
for hazardous NEOs, preparing their for deflection and expanding our knowledge of the 
science behind them.  

                                            
243 VESPA portal: http://voparis-europlanet.obspm.fr/EPN2020.html  
244 Venus Compared to Earth, European Space Agency: 
http://www.esa.int/Our_Activities/Space_Science/Venus_Express/Venus_compared_to_Earth  
245 Eurovenus ς ǎǘǳŘȅƛƴƎ 9ŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǘǿƛƴ ǇƭŀƴŜǘΥ http://eurovenus.eu/why/ 
246 /ƘƛŀǊƛƴƛΣ tΦ WΦ нлмоΣ {ǇŀŎŜ ǿŜŀǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ Ctт {ǇŀŎŜ ¢ƘŜƳŜΣ {ǇŀŎŜ ²ŜŀǘƘŜǊ {ǇŀŎŜ /ƭƛƳŀǘŜΦ 3, EO1 
http://www.swsc-journal.org/articles/swsc/pdf/2013/01/swsc130049.pdf  
247 Horizon 2020, European Space Weather Portal: http://www.spaceweather.eu/en/eu-h2020  
248 Near Earth Objects, United Nations Office for Outer Space Affairs: 
http://www.unoosa.org/oosa/en/ourwork/topics/neos/index.html  

http://voparis-europlanet.obspm.fr/EPN2020.html
http://www.esa.int/Our_Activities/Space_Science/Venus_Express/Venus_compared_to_Earth
http://www.swsc-journal.org/articles/swsc/pdf/2013/01/swsc130049.pdf
http://www.spaceweather.eu/en/eu-h2020
http://www.unoosa.org/oosa/en/ourwork/topics/neos/index.html
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17. Europlanet has trained young scientists in communicating their research to a variety of 

audiences including the public, schools, the media and policy makers, through intensive 
workshops and short, practical seminars during meetings such as EPSC.  EU funding has 
supported intensive 10-day summer schools for early stage researchers challenging 
them to develop concepts, e.g. for a mission to the outer planets, under the guidance of 
leading international researchers249.  

 
18. EU funding has also supported the training of amateur astronomers and the setting up 

networks of amateurs to provide observations in support of ongoing and upcoming 
space missions. UK professional and amateur astronomers were supported by 
Europlanet FP7 funding to initiate a programme of ground-based observations of comet 
67P/Churyumov-Gerasimenko in support of the Rosetta mission.  

 
19. Europlanet provides a platform for bringing industry and academia together. Under FP7, 

Europlanet RI organised seven technology foresight workshops for planetary scientists, 
instrument builders and commercial providers of space technology, in order to to create 
roadmaps for the development of the technology needed for future European planetary 
exploration. Two workshops were held at the University of Aberystwyth in Wales, on the 
topics of detectors and the design of instrumentation for high radiation planetary 
environments23. With Horizon 2020 funding, Europlanet will organise a further eight 
workshops and is working with a number of high-tech SME partners to develop new 
facilities for the planetary community. The project will also support industry-academia 
personnel exchanges to improve the scientific and innovation impact of the 
infrastructure. 
 

20. ERC funding has enabled academic researchers and industrial partners in the UK, led by 
UCL and Surrey Satellite Technology Ltd, to investigate a new model for developing 
astronomy missions using off-the-shelf technology. The first mission under development 
is Twinkle, which will study atmospheres of planets orbiting distant stars. 

 
21. Space is a recognised hook for encouraging students to choose careers in science, 

technology, engineering and mathematics250. EU funding is creating repositories of the 
best space-related teaching resources and activities, as reviewed by teachers, and 
ensuring that those resources are adapted and translated to make them available in 
classrooms across Europe. The Horizon 2020-funded Space Awareness project, in which 
the Open University and UCL are beneficiaries, works closely with ESA and collaborates 
with extensive European networks of schools and science museums to engage teachers, 
educators, students, and the general public across Europe with space and planetary 
exploration251.  To understand more about what factors influence scientists and 
engineers in choosing a career in STEM, Europlanet and Space Awareness are currently 

                                            
249 !ƭǇōŀŎƘ {ǳƳƳŜǊ {ŎƘƻƻƭ нлмнΥ άbŜǿ {ǇŀŎŜ aƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Dƛŀƴǘǎ tƭŀƴŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎάΥ 
http://e uroplanet-scinet.fi/index.php?id=94  
250 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ǘƻ {ǇŀŎŜ !ŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ 9ǳǊƻōŀǊƻƳŜǘŜǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ WŀƴǳŀǊȅ нлмпΥ 
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_403_en.pdf   
251 Space Awareness project page: http://www.space-awareness.org   

http://europlanet-scinet.fi/index.php?id=94
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_403_en.pdf
http://www.space-awareness.org/
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conducting a survey to find out about backgrounds, education and career paths in the 
UK and European space communities. 

 
Scientific Advice 
22. Europlanet has also given a platform for the community to debate and decide on 

priorities at a European level (e.g. Europlanet statement: Europe should take leading 
role in curation and analysis of samples returned by missions252). The structure provided 
by Europlanet and EPSC has also been used for consultations of the UK and European 
planetary community on international strategy (e.g. on the US Planetary Science 
Decadal Survey)253. 

 
Summary 
23. UK scientists and industry are an important and valued part of the European planetary 

science community.  UK institutions have benefited from EU funding to support 
planetary science and exploration, and are taking a leading role in Horizon 2020 projects 
to develop capabilities and underpin the competitiveness of European planetary science 
in the future. 
 

24. The Europlanet Consortium has identified the following five priorities for ensuring 
competitiveness of European planetary science over the coming decades, and it believes 
that they cannot be implemented without ongoing support for the community by the 
EU: 

i. Making European academia and industry the first choice for collaboration with 
emerging space powers, such as China, India and Brazil - all of which have ambitious 
plans for lunar missions. 

ii. Developing science and technology readiness for future planetary missions. Given the 
long timeframes and complexity of developing ambitious interplanetary missions, 
such as JUICE or BepiColombo, the planetary science community sees a clear need for 
research and development of data, instrumentation and tools at the conceptual 
stage (early Technology Readiness Levels). 

iii. Exploiting EU expertise in non-EU missions (eg New Horizons and JUNO). European 
science and technology has contributed to the success of these missions and it is vital 
to ensure that this knowledge is transferred and integrated back into the wider 
European community. 

iv. Developing inclusiveness capacity and community cohesion. 
v. Developing a trained workforce with the technical, academic and entrepreneurial 

skills needed for a next generation space industry that can compete globally. 
 
20 November 2015 

                                            
252 Statement on Sample Return Curation: http://www.europlanet-eu.org/media-centre/32-epsc/epsc-
2006/41-european-planetary-scientists-highlight-sample-return-as-key-priority  
http://www.space-awareness.org  
253 Squyres, D. 2009, Planetary Science Decadal Survey 2009-2011: 
http://www.lpi.usra.edu/pss/july2009/presentations/11DecadalSurvey.pdf  

http://www.europlanet-eu.org/media-centre/32-epsc/epsc-2006/41-european-planetary-scientists-highlight-sample-return-as-key-priority
http://www.europlanet-eu.org/media-centre/32-epsc/epsc-2006/41-european-planetary-scientists-highlight-sample-return-as-key-priority
http://www.space-awareness.org/
http://www.lpi.usra.edu/pss/july2009/presentations/11DecadalSurvey.pdf
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European Society for Evolutionary Biology ς Written evidence (EUM0011) 
 

1. The European Society for Evolutionary Biology is an academic society representing 
evolutionary biologists with a world-wide membership in the region of 1500 
scientists (www.eseb.org). Since there is no UK academic body specifically for this 
discipline, it is the primary professional affiliation of UK-based evolutionary biologists 
who are the largest national grouping amongst the membership.  
 

2. Evolutionary biology is a core discipline in the biological sciences. Understanding of 
evolutionary processes underpins the interpretation of biological phenomena at all 
levels, from DNA to ecosystems. It is a highly active research field with fundamental 
significance as well as rapidly growing recognition of the importance of evolutionary 
understanding in applied areas such as medicine, agriculture, fisheries and 
biodiversity management. 
 

3. The Society would like to express its view that European Union funding has played a 
critical role in the development of the field in recent years and, specifically, in 
fostering the integration of UK-based evolutionary biologists into the wider European 
scientific community. A survey completed by 172 of our members in October 2015 
showed that 63% had received EU funding (78% considering UK-based members 
only). The most common funding type was through the Marie-Curie training scheme 
(either graduate training networks or individual fellowships; 59 members, 60% of 
funding). Although directed programmes rarely focus on basic sciences, 46 of the 172 
evolutionary biologists had been funded via this route. 18 of the respondents had 
received the highly prestigious European Research Council grants. The majority of 
funded members were in the peak period of their research careers (aged 30-50 
years). More than half (54%) of the 110 non-UK evolutionary biologists who 
responded and have received EU funding collaborated with UK-based scientists. 
 

4. The Marie-Curie schemes are of particular significance. There are very few other 
opportunities for UK-based evolutionary biologists to attract and fund graduate 
students from the large pool of high-quality graduates produced in European Union 
countries other than the UK. The scheme also allows funding for exceptional students 
from outside Europe. Once their graduate studies have been completed, these 
talented young people often choose to continue to work in the UK. Marie-Curie 
schemes also provide postdoctoral fellowships for the most promising scientists at 
the next step in their careers. This is an exceptionally valuable scheme, both for 
attracting skills into the UK and for giving UK-trained graduate students an 
opportunity to widen their research perspectives in other countries (within Europe 
and beyond).  
 

5. The European Research Council provides long-term funding for the most exceptional 
scientists at all independent career level. It has provided unparalleled research 
opportunities for ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ōŜǎǘ ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴŀǊȅ ōƛƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ 
exceptional individuals in our field into the UK.  

 

http://www.eseb.org/
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6. The Society considers these two schemes, driven by the quality of science and the 
quality of scientific training, to be the best form of scientific investment. Directed 
programmes, subject to politically-motivated priorities, generally do not produce the 
same quality of science.  
 

7. The Society considers the integration of the UK into the European scientific 
community to be essential for the future active development of evolutionary biology, 
both in the UK itself and in the rest of Europe. European Union funding has been, and 
continues to be, a critical catalyst for this integration. Mobility of established 
ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎǎΣ ŀƭǎƻ ŦƻǎǘŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩs membership of the European Union, has also 
been a major stimulus to integration and has certainly promoted scientific quality 
and productivity throughout Europe.  

 
18 November 2015 
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Genetic Alliance UK ς Written evidence (EUM0039) 
 
Introduction 
 
1. Genetic Alliance UK is the national charity working to improve the lives of patients and 

families affected by all types of genetic conditions. We are an alliance of over 180 patient 
organisations. Our aim is to ensure that high quality services, information and support 
are provided to all who need them. We actively support research and innovation across 
the field of genetic medicine. 
 

2. For patients affected by rare, genetic and undiagnosed conditions there are numerous 
advantages to the UK being closely aligned with other European Member States. We 
have structured our response to fit under the four themes of the call for evidence: 
funding, collaboration, regulation and scientific advice. 

 
Funding 
3. Though the majority of international research collaboration occurs outside the context of 

EU specific structures, it is important to recognise those EU initiatives that do facilitate 
cross border collaboration. One of these is research funding. A significant source of funds 
for health research in the rare disease field comes from European sources such as the 
Seventh Framework Programme 2007-2013 (FP7), the Innovative Medicines Initiative 
and Horizon 2020. These are not solely a source of funding, but also a significant driver in 
the formation of partnerships across the EU. 
 

4. Genetic Alliance UK receives a significant portion of funding from European Union 
initiatives. In most cases, this is because the type of activity we are involved in can only 
happen at a continental level. 
 

5. ¢ƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ tŀǘƛŜƴǘǎΩ !ŎŀŘŜƳȅ ŦƻǊ ¢ƘŜǊŀǇŜǳtic Innovation (EUPATI) is working to train 
a patient advocates across Europe (many of them based in the UK) to enable expert 
patient voice to be incorporated in decisions along the treatment development pathway. 
¢ƘŜ !ŎŎŜƭŜǊŀǘŜŘ !ŎŎŜǎǎ wŜǾƛŜǿΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƛƳ ǊŜǇort has recently identified greater patient 
voice along the innovation pathway as a key aim for the UK. EUPATI is funded by the 
Innovative Medicines Initiative (IMI) which was part of FP7 and will continue as part of 
the Horizon 2020 programme. 
 

6. We are performing psycho-ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ƎŀǘƘŜǊƛƴƎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΣ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ 
clinical trial gathering evidence for the repurposing of an off-patent medicine for 
congenital adrenal hyperplasia as part of the Treating Adrenal Insufficiency in Neonates 
(TAIN) project. TAIN is funded by the FP7 programme. 
 

7. We are also partners in two other currently active projects, and have been part of four 
others in the past five years. These projects have contributed to 7.1% of our income over 
this time. 

 
Collaboration 
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The importance of collaboration in the rare disease sector 
 
8. Many rare diseases are severe and life-limiting. For individuals or families affected by 

most rare diseases, the day-to-day challenges of managing a severe condition are made 
worse by the absence of an effective treatment or cure. These patients look to research 
as the source of new therapies to address their unmet health need. In order for progress 
to be made, patients recognise that the rarity of their conditions means that research 
relies on the effective sharing and use of their medical data, nationally and 
internationally. 
 

9. Unlike common conditions, patient populations of individual rare diseases are low, and 
sometimes very low. There may be too few patients with any particular rare disease in a 
single Member State to be able to advance treatment and research. National and 
international research collaborations are invaluable: by collating and analysing large 
amounts of patient data from across the world is it possible to make meaningful progress 
with understanding a condition or the effectiveness of a new treatment. 
 

10. Regulations within the European Union provide a framework for this collaboration to 
take place. The Clinical Trial Regulation and the Data Protection Directive (soon to be 
updated by the incoming Data Protection Regulation) are major examples relevant to our 
community. 
 

11. The Clinical Trial Regulation (which is still being implemented) represents a major 
improvement on the previous Clinical Trials Directive, improving harmonisation and 
reducing a great deal of regulatory burden restricting the scope to deliver low volume 
international multi-centre clinical trials. It would be disingenuous to argue that leaving 
the EU would rule the UK out of participation in clinical trials for rare diseases, but it 
would be another negative aspect that sponsors would have to consider in the planning 
of trials. The lack of up to date comparator treatment use in the NHS, and the decreasing 
possibility of reimbursement for the eventual product of innovation in the UK are already 
cited as factors counting against the UK as a clinical trial host. 
 

12. /ƭƛƴƛŎŀƭ ǘǊƛŀƭǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŀǊŜ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘ 
population. There are numerous examples of patients that have accessed life-saving 
treatments through this route. These include the newest innovations in therapies for 
muscular dystrophy and metabolic disease. 
 

13. The UK is a world leader in genome sequencing research. Our major peer in Europe in 
this field is the Netherlands. The initiatives in these two countries benefit greatly from 
sharing information internationally, as it is not possible to validate a genetic sequence for 
a suspected impact on health without further examples of its occurrence. 
 

14. The sheer numbers of individual rare diseases mean that experts cannot be in every 
Member State and travel may be necessary for patients to access effective treatment. 
Patient communities may be too small in individual Member States, and benefit from 
making contact and collaborating across borders. 
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Collaboration and its influence on the UK approach ς UK Strategy for Rare Diseases 
 
15. Lƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9/ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ wŀǊŜ 5ƛǎŜŀǎŜǎΥ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ /ƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ǘƘŜ 

ministers for health from all four nations of the UK published the UK Strategy for Rare 
Diseases in November 2013. It is the first time since the establishment of the NHS that 
patients and families affected by rare conditions have a clear and strong commitment 
from Government that their healthcare needs will be met. It is a shared vision for 
improving the lives of all those affected by rare conditions to ensure "no one gets left 
behind just because they have a rare disease".4 
 

16. The EC Recommendation has raised the profile of rare disease within the UK, to the 
benefit of the whole rare disease community, which includes patients, families, carers, 
clinicians, researchers, industry, and healthcare commissioners. 
 

17. Effective implementation of the UK Strategy for Rare Diseases will improve the diagnosis 
and treatment of all patients affected by rare conditions. It will help to ensure that 
patients who are affected by rare conditions receive the care and treatment they 
require. 
 

18. The strategy recognises, that through specialist clinical centres, the ά¦Y ǿŀƴǘǎ ǘƻ 
support the sharing of information, data, knowledge and best practice in treatment 
ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ŀƴŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŀŦƛŜƭŘέ. And in order to deliver this and improve 
ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘŎŀǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άCentres should have 
connections to others across the UK and iƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜέ.254 

 
European Reference Networks and the Expert Group on Rare Diseases 
 
19. The EU directive on cross-border healthcare255 provides incentives to Member States to 

develop European Reference Networks (ERN). ERNs seek to identify already established 
centres of expertise and to encourage voluntary participation in a Europe wide 
collaboration with other centres of expertise. ERNs for rare diseases will serve as 
research and knowledge centres, updating and contributing to the latest scientific 
findings, treating patients from other Member States and ensuring the availability of 
subsequent treatment facilities where necessary. 
 

20. ERNs will be ideally placed to facilitate improvements in access to diagnosis and delivery 
of high-quality, accessible and cost-effective healthcare especially in the case of patients 
that require a particular concentration of expertise or resources including patients 
affected by rare conditions.  
 

21. The UK is well represented on the Expert Group on Rare Diseases which advises the EC 
on issues relating to rare diseases. This membership demonstrates the expertise within 
the UK on rare disease issues. Involvement at this level furthers relationships in the 

                                            
254 
http://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/260562/UK_Strategy_for_Rar
e_Diseases.pdf 
255 http://www.eur -lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2011:088:0045:0065:EN:PDF  

http://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/260562/UK_Strategy_for_Rare_Diseases.pdf
http://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/260562/UK_Strategy_for_Rare_Diseases.pdf
http://www.eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2011:088:0045:0065:EN:PDF


Genetic Alliance UK ς Written evidence (EUM0039) 

201 

research and treatment spheres, where the UK is one of a few nations taking the lead in 
innovation in this area. 

 
Regulation 
22. We have already discussed the value of European regulations to collaboration in the rare 

disease sector in paragraphs 10, 11, and 13. 
 
Medicines 
23. ¢ƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƳŜŘƛŎine in Europe, overseen by the European 

Medicines Agency (EMA ς based in London), creates the largest single regulatory 
environment for developed nations' populations, with a population of 500 million. This 
infrastructure is attractive to pharmaceutical companies wishing to bring medicines to a 
significant market. The European Union can leverage this critical mass to provide 
incentives for the development of orphan medicines and for advanced therapy medicinal 
products. 
 

24. States outside of the EU (such as Norway and Iceland) may still benefit from the EMA's 
regulatory environment, but they cannot have any influence in decisions made by EMA. 
 

25. ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭƛǎŜŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƳŜŘƛŎƛƴŜǎ 
gives a benefit at both ends of the product development pathway. For innovators in the 
UK, we are part of a large market with a harmonised regulatory approach, that as we will 
argue in paragraphs 29-32 (Scientific Advice), we are able to influence. For patients in the 
UK, we are part of the same market, which is usually either first or second (after USA) on 
the list of markets that an innovator would seek to launch their products in. 
 

26. The orphan medicinal product regulation provides incentives and support for the 
development of treatments with indications with a prevalence of fewer than 1 in 2,000. 
To date this has supported the development of 114 treatments256 for patients affected 
by rare diseases. 

 
Organ, blood, tissues and cell donation  
27. The UK's membership of the EU Tissue and Cells regulatory system increases the 

potential pool of donors for haemopoietic stem cell transplantation (HSCT) - one of very 
few effective treatments for genetic conditions - for UK patients and is therefore a 
significant benefit to our patient community. European regulation allows cross-border 
transfer of cells for clinical use, which is highly beneficial to the search for a matching 
donor. 

 
Scientific Advice 
28. ό²Ŝ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ά{ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ !ŘǾƛŎŜέ ƛǎ ŀ ǘŜǊƳ ǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ aŜŘƛŎƛƴŜǎ 

Agency to describe their programme of interactions with academia, small and medium 
enterprises and the pharmaceutical industry, aimed at facilitating the development of 
research studies to satisfy their regulatory requirements.) 
 

                                            
256 http://www.ec.europa.eu/health/human-use/orphan-medicines/index_en.htm  

http://www.ec.europa.eu/health/human-use/orphan-medicines/index_en.htm
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29. Some may argue that the points raised so far in this response would be, to some degree, 
possible without UK membership of the UK. We believe it would be to a small degree, 
but must concede this point to an extent. However, we should acknowledge that we are 
referring to an EU that the UK has been a member of for 42 years. The UK has had an 
ŜƴƻǊƳƻǳǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ƻǳǘƭƻƻƪ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 
research. 
 

30. ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǘƘƛǊŘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΩǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ /ƭƛƴƛŎŀƭ ¢Ǌƛŀƭ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 5ŀǘŀ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ 
Regulation (currently ongoing) has been seminal and powerful. Without our voices, the 
EU would undoubtedly be a worse place to do research, and cross border collaboration 
would certainly be much more difficult. The Medicines and Healthcare Regulatory 
Authority (MHRA) is a key opinion leader at the EMA and has played a significant role in 
creating the regulatory environment that we have in the EU today. 
 

31. Leaving the EU would almost completely end our influence over policy development in 
the EU. The large consortium of countries on our doorstep with harmonised approaches 
to research and medicine regulation would begin to change significantly. The UK has a 
world leading approach to the regulation of innovative approaches in research and 
healthcare; this voice is crucial in the balance of attitudes on our continent. 
 

32. An EU without the UK would eventually become an EU with which collaboration would 
have little value. Consequently, the argument that the UK can continue to benefit from 
the EU from outside will, at least in a health research and medical context, be shown to 
have been incorrect. 

 
20 November 2015 
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1. ¢ƘŜ DŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅ όD{[ύ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƭŜŀǊƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ōƻŘȅ ŦƻǊ 

geoscience, with about 12,000 Fellows (members) worldwide. The Fellowship 
encompasses those working in industry, academia and government with a broad 
range of perspectives on policy-relevant science, and the Society is a leading 
communicator of this science to government bodies, those in education, and other 
non-technical audiences.   

 
2. We have not responded to all of the questions outlined in the Call for Evidence but 

instead have commented on the issues raised as they relate to geoscience in the UK 
and EU. It is worth noting that the points raised in this response are not a description 
of the consequences of the UK leaving the EU but rather potential risks and scenarios 
that could arise from leaving. The impact of many of these potential outcomes would 
ōŜ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ Ǉǳǘ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ ΨbƻΩ ǾƻǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ 
ongoing relationship with the EU which is established in its place. If these terms were 
particularly disadvantageous in the context of trade, freedom of movement and 
research funding then many of the concerns raised could come to pass. 

 
3. Geoscience, in both in its research and industrial applications is an inherently cross-

border discipline. The structure and composition of the landscape and subsurface 
transcends state borders and topography. For this reason, successful research and 
technical application of geoscience skills requires innovative approaches to funding 
and industrial collaboration across borders. 

 
Impact on UK Research and Funding 
 
4. We received a number of responses from our Fellows working in research and 

academia regarding their concerns about the impacts of leaving the EU on research 
funding, UK science and cross-border working.   

 
5. Currently, science funding within the UK is considerably below the European average 

and that available in most other developed countries. Access to EU funds is making 
up for that to a significant extent. The enhanced collaboration across the EU, 
supported by the funding structures, generates significant inter-European 
competition that raises the level of research and supports the dissemination of best 
practices. Research programmes like Horizon 2020 allow us to compete on scale and 
impact with the USA, without which some UK research communities would be 
relatively isolated and lack capacity and impact. With the funding and the added 
benefit of English being the dominant language of research, the UK succeeds and in 
many instances can take leadership roles in European consortia.  

 
6. A critical aspect of EU membership and UK science concerns human capital.  There 

has developed a single European community of researchers, especially early career 
researchers who move around the EU university system. The networks that are 
supported by programmes such as FP7 and Horizon 2020 have created a community 
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that more than rivals that of the USA. Incoming researchers from elsewhere in the EU 
help the UK to flourish scientifically by becoming part of the teams that are found in 
our research laboratories. 

 
7. Many academics and researchers raised points about the significant loss of funding 

for UK science that would result from leaving the EU and the associated benefits that 
come from the EU funding models. For example, for one top 10 Earth Science 
department in the UK, the loss would be huge. They have regularly been securing 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǊŘŜǊ ƻŦ ϵмƳƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŀǾŜ Ƨƻƛƴǘ-funded schemes for Junior 
Research and International Senior Fellowships. It is well-documented that the UK 
performs very well when competing for EU funding and the UK geoscience research 
community has a good track record in winning this funding, which forms a vital part 
of the geoscience research portfolio. Horizon 2020 provides a mechanism to do this 
without complex double- or multiple-jeopardy approaches via national agencies.  

 
8. The breadth of programmes and the variety in emphasis on the EU funding 

programmes support a lot of UK science that would otherwise go unfunded via the 
current UK funding system. For example, the European Research Council (ERC) funds 
a lot of UK science that is of the very highest international standing and is seen to 
focus on more "risky" science and so allows new researchers to pursue novel 
projects. Research programs such as the Marie Curie fellowships are considered to be 
some of the most useful and productive because of their enhanced knowledge 
exchange and program of small workshops. These fellowships bring the cream of 
European young scientists to work in UK institutions and develop many 
collaborations with UK researchers that will continue for decades. It is not only 
European collaboration that is enhanced. EU programs such as the European 
Cooperation in Science and Technology (COST) also encourage non-EU participation 
and so the benefits and impact are broadened even further through EU membership. 
The benefits to the UK in terms of maintaining a competitive edge to our university 
research and the knowledge exchange and commercialisation that flow from these 
programs would be very difficult to quantify, but are undoubtedly immense. 

 
9. Significant funding has also been provided for regional geoscience surveys in the UK 

by the European Regional Development Fund (EDRF). Reports indicate that the 
bureaucracy involved in execution and auditing was very onerous yet the extent of 
independent monitoring of the resulting science was minimal.  

 
10. One significant benefit to EU membership which would be problematic to replicate is 

the research frameworks that are inherently cross-border and are beyond the means 
of one country. One example of this is the collaboration over research into new wave 
theory, an intrinsic part of geophysics research. In the UK we currently have little or 
no capacity to do sophisticated experiments in wave theory. Many geophysicists and 
others working across a wide range of fields (including hydrocarbons exploration, 
communication, military applications, non-destructive testing, etc.) use science that 
depends on these theoretical advances, and in Europe there are sophisticated 
laboratories conducting experiments that are changing the way seismology and 
electromagnetics are used in geophysics. One of our respondents reported having an 
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EU project that uses 15 PhD's to link theorists with wave laboratories across Europe. 
Without this kind of collaboration the UK would risk becoming irrelevant at the 
cutting edge of wave theory very quickly. This kind of longstanding research 
partnership is very easy to lose but would take some considerable effort to rebuild at 
some future date. 

 
11. Aside from the partnerships that are set up as a direct result of EU funded or enabled 

collaboration, there are also a significant number of working agreements set up with 
European based institutions and organisations on the basis that they are regional or 
sector leaders in given areas of science. While these relationships and agreements 
would not be hampered directly by the removal of access to EU frameworks, they 
may be impeded by disadvantageous changes in the freedom of movement for EU 
citizens.  

 
12. There are many additional positive effects that result from operating in an EU-wide 

research framework. The wider research community benefits considerably from the 
improved interoperability of data and infrastructure that comes from cross-border 
working, and associated technological advancements such as investment in e-
infrastructure. Operating within an EU framework also aids the process of 
collaboration across borders and opens up avenues for research which might not 
otherwise be considered. 

 
13. EU membership also facilitates the creation of intrinsically cross-border institutions 

and activities that require financial and organisational collaboration to develop 
infrastructure beyond the capacity of one country. A useful example of this is the 
Tyndall Centre for Climate Research at the University of East Anglia. Climate research 
is an inherently cross-border research theme that requires collaboration both across 
ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΦ ! ƭŀǊƎŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŜΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƛǎ Ǿƛŀ ǘƘŜ 9¦ 
and this in turn puts the organisation on an international footing that is beyond 
Europe. Because of this reach, the centre is able to do more wide-ranging, interesting 
and policy relevant research for the UK and internationally that would not be 
possible if the centre was bidding for funding through the current UK funding 
mechanisms. The Tyndall Centre is also now the Future Earth European Regional 
Centre for all of Europe (Future Earth being a new planet-wide coordinating body for 
global environmental change research). This is a significant leadership role which 
would not be possible if the UK was outside of the EU. 

 
14. Beyond the risks around funding, there are also broader issues around freedom of 

movement and associated cultural shifts that could have a detrimental effect on the 
¦YΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΦ [ŜŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎŜƴŘ ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ 
ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƴŀȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ 
deciding to leave. Many have written to us to say they would strongly reconsider 
their current residence in the UK in the event of a withdrawal from the EU, due to the 
impact on their professional work but also because of a perceived sense of alienation 
in the UK. 
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15. The experience in Switzerland, when their ERC funding was removed, is worth 
reflecting on. Following a referendum in 2014 Switzerland over immigration, 
ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ Ǉǳǘ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻƴ {ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŜƭƛƎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ 
2020 program of funding. While part of this access has now been restored, the 
withdrawal of access has had some considerable affects on Swiss science that were 
not well-anticipated by the Swiss research sector. For Swiss researchers, it is much 
easier to obtain national funding than get the extremely competitive ERC funding. 
This reduced the visibility of Swiss research and in some cases meant that the quality 
of research could not compete on the world stage. The removal of free movement 
across borders has also had a knock-on effect in terms of collaboration and attracting 
the best scientists to Switzerland.  

 
16. Some of the aforementioned benefits may continue in the absence of EU 

membership. We cannot prejudge what arrangements will be made with the EU in 
ǘƘŜ ŜǾŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ ΨbƻΩ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΦ LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ Ƴŀȅ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ 
pervasive and existing co-operation at European meetings such as the General 
Assembly of the European Geoscience Union, an annual geoscience conference in 
Vienna that has become a major international gathering of over 12,000 scientists, 
and previously established networks.  The advent and spread of internet access and 
fast, cheap travel may at some stage mean that EU membership is not a critical 
component for continued interaction.  

 
Impact on UK Industry and Skills   
 
17. Geological science in the UK underpins the creation of a significant proportion of the 

ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǿŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ Ǌŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅΦ aƻǎǘ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎƭȅΣ ǘƘƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƻƛƭ 
and gas, where the experience gained from the North Sea during the last 50 years 
has given us a world-leading position that enables UK companies to function (and 
flourish) globally.  Much of this is in partnership with other bodies in Europe, where 
Eastern Europe continues to offer interesting opportunities.  In mining, we are seeing 
new mines opening in the UK in connection with the strategic necessity to have a 
secure supply of raw materials, such as tungsten (Drakelands Mine, Plymouth, 
opened in 2015) and potash (Sirius Minerals now has planning permission for a new 
deep mine near Whitby). The secure supply of geological raw materials is an example 
of the practical value of EU science, given the scientific programmes that exist to 
ensure that EU industry has access to the materials it needs in a global market. 
Clearly, the UK on its own cannot ensure domestic security of supply of all mineral 
raw materials, given the nature of our geology. 

 
18. In addition to metals, mining of aggregates for construction is very much a European 

industry, with multinational companies trading throughout the EU. The science 
involved focuses less on exploration and production, and more on remediation and 
environmental protection. Both the supply of groundwater for drinking and 
management of waste in landfill call upon EU-wide science reflecting the European 
nature of the drinking water supply and waste management inŘǳǎǘǊƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
engineering and environmental consultancy sector is a significant employer of 
geologists throughout Europe, using their science to support infrastructure and 
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environmental projects at a range of scales. Without access to EU systems, processes 
ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ōŀǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ǿŜŀƭǘƘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ 
will be severely handicapped. 

 
19. The UK government is engaged in a number of large infrastructure projects that have 

important EU components. Currently, UK policy calls for the implementation of 
nationally important strategic projects including Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) 
and Radioactive Waste Disposal. Successful development of these industries requires 
cross-border collaboration in terms of knowledge exchange and funding as well as 
access to the required natural resources. CCS in particular has received considerable 
EU funding for CO2 pipeline scenarios that would not have been funded by the UK 
government alone. The free movement of knowledge and expertise and beneficial 
trade agreements underpins many important and technical industries in the UK and 
working cross-border on strategic projects allows the UK and the Euro zone to 
develop and invest in industries of societal importance that would be beyond the 
means of one country. A steady supply of expertise and materials requires freedom 
of movement and beneficial trade agreements. Comments from contacts at BG 
group, a multinational oil and gas company, stated that ease of movement of talent 
and funds is particularly helpful to big industry, as are the relationships built over 
ȅŜŀǊǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƳǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŜȄƛǘ 
from the EU. It is their view that the free movement of EU citizens has a positive 
impact on the quality of science in the UK.   

 
20. There may also be some considerations around energy security. Britain is linked to 

the international oil and gas business through the North Sea which is a very mature 
field where future investment will be in decline. Ensuring energy security in the 
coming decades involves good relations with the EU as well as favourable trade 
agreements. The UK imported 477.2 Terawatt hours 
(https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/4
16310/PN_March_15.pdf) of gas in 2014, a trend that is not set to diminish 
significantly in the near future. The gas pipelines which account for a significant 
proportion of the imports all terminate in the EU and so a good relationship with our 
European neighbours will be of increasing importance to ensure future energy 
security in the UK. 

 
21. /ƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ƻŦ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ¦Y 

PLC in the form of current skills gaps in the UK workforce. The shortage occupation 
list, compiled by the Migration Advisory Committee, highlights a number of technical 
specialisms where there is a shortage of workers with the required skills in the UK. 
These skills gaps are currently served in part by EU and international skilled workers. 
However, a change in the freedom of movement could further exacerbate the issue 
of skills shortages.  

 
24 November 2015 
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Professor Dame Anne Glover, Vice-Principal External Affairs and Dean for Europe, University 
of Aberdeen 

 

Q53  The Chairman:  Welcome, Dame Anne. Thank you very much for joining us today. We 
are most grateful to you for helping us with our inquiry on the relationship between EU 
membership and the effectiveness of science, research and innovation in the United 
Kingdom. We are being broadcast, so, perhaps for the record therefore, you could introduce 
yourself. If you would like to make any opening statement, do feel free to do so. 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: Thank you. I am Anne Glover. I am the vice-principal for 
external affairs at the University of Aberdeen; also dean for Europe. Prior to my returning to 
my home university, for three years I was the Chief Scientific Adviser to President Barroso at 
the European Commission. In that context, as my main responsibility in the chief scientific 
adviser role was to look at the provision of evidence for policy-making, I feel that I was 
absolutely submerged in the EU environment, particularly with a view to how evidence is 
used in policy-making. It was not so much my responsibility to look at policy for science, 
which is the funding of the Horizon 2020 programme, but inevitably I had some involvement 
in that. I think I will leave it there.  

The Chairman: Thank you very much. Clearly that is enormously relevant to our inquiry. If I 
may say so, your previous incarnation in Scotland, as chief scientist, is also relevant. Perhaps 
we can ask your advice on that perspective as well, as to the impact on European research 
and funding in that country.  
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Let me start with a general question. Given your experience in Europe, clearly, you are 
familiar with the different mechanisms of advice in different member states and they can be 
very different. Indeed, the new regime is a rather different model from the one under which 
you operated. Would you like to tell us how you expect the mechanisms of advice to 
influence the effectiveness by which scientific advice contributes to public policy? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: It is an interesting question, because I am not sure it is the 
mechanisms which affect how evidence is used in policy-making; it is probably more the 
philosophy of the government concerned. If you look across the European Union, there are 
28 member states and probably about 26 different mechanisms for provision of science 
advice. For a long time, the UK has had a model of a Chief Scientific Adviser supported by 
chief scientific advisers in different government departments. That is a very Anglo-Saxon 
model. It is one that is also adopted in Ireland. If we look across the rest of the EU and the 
member states there, there is a whole variety of mechanisms which can involve sometimes 
trusted individuals of a particular government being asked to provide advice or procure 
advice from a broad base. Sometimes it is a learned society, or organisation like that. 
Sometimes it is a research institution, which a government might fund, or an independent 
research institution. All of these different mechanisms are used. It is something that I was 
very interested in. If you look at the mechanism and try to correlate the mechanism with 
what you see at the sharp end, where government is procuring scientific evidence for policy-
making, I do not see a lot of correlation. What is important is that the government wants 
evidence on which to base its policy, rather than on the instrument that is being used. That 
is my experience.  

The Chairman: Given that there are these different philosophies within the different 
governments and different mechanisms, do you see a different approach within the 
Commission to accepting advice or asking for advice from what you would find in Scotland, 
for example, or elsewhere in the United Kingdom?  

Professor Dame Anne Glover: It is inevitably different. If I comment from personal 
experience, when I went from being Chief Scientific Adviser to the Scottish Government to 
Chief Scientific Adviser to President Barroso, I can remember having a discussion with 
President Barroso about a particular issue. I had convinced him of a point where the 
evidence was compelling and that we should consider how that was used. He said to me, 
ά¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ŦƛƴŜΣ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ ŎƻƴǾƛƴŎŜŘ ƳŜΣ ōǳǘ ƴƻǿ ǿƘat do we do because there are 28 member 
ǎǘŀǘŜǎΚέ ¢Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΣ ŀƴŘ ƛŦ L ƘŀŘ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘτat that 
timeτAlex Salmond. I did have a conversation where we talked about an issue and he said, 
άwƛƎƘǘΣ L ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŀǘΦ bƻǿΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ Ƙƻǿ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ Ǝƻ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘέΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƘŜ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ 
authority/autonomy to be able to do that. That is not the case in the European Commission 
because at the end of the day it is the Council of Ministers, essentially the member states, 
that decides what is ultimately adopted or not. That is slightly different from how you use 
the evidence.   

The Chairman: I know very well that you were constrained by resources, which were clearly 
inappropriate for the scale of the job that you had, but you had nevertheless to try and give 
advice to a council of 28 ministers as well as the President and others at the Commission. 
What opportunity did you have to give such advice to the Council of Ministers individually? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: Very little to the Council of Ministers. That is why, whilst I was 
at the Commission, I tried to develop a network of chief scientific advisers, or equivalents, in 
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each of the member states. The main purpose in doing that was to try to deliberate on issues 
where there might be some significant uncertainty around the evidence and, where possible, 
to come to a useful consensus on the evidence, which was then agreed amongst theτI will 
call them chief scientific advisers of the member states. That was what would inform the 
Council of Ministers. At the moment, the Council of Ministers does not have formal science 
advice. What it relies upon is science advice from its own member state, and whatever 
mechanism that happens to be. My purpose was to try and have a more transparent 
agreement on the evidence so that the Council of Ministers, when debating issues, might, if 
you like, take for granted the evidence and not start debating it, but start debating the 
policy, which is obviously where they are more skilled. 

The Chairman: It was not within your gift to be able to nominate such advisers; you had to 
identify who was fulfilling that role in each member state. Did you have informal meetings 
with these national advisers to their Minsters? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: Where there was somebody already identified, yes, I 
immediately got in contact and we discussed what might be possible. Where I had the 
majority of discussions was going to as many member states as possible to talk to their 
respective governmentsτit was normally a science ministry or something equivalentτabout 
the value in nominating someone who would represent that particular member state at a 
forum of science advisers. When I left the Commission, about 15 member states had 
nominated someone. They were sometimes the head of a learned academy, sometimes a 
scientist within government. There was a whole variety of different backgrounds of the 
people who were nominated. The important thing is they were trusted by that government 
and that was crucial. I did not mind so much whether it was somebody who was called a 
chief scientific adviser. 

My understanding is that the new mechanism of science advice at the European Commission 
ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜǎǳǊǊŜŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀŘǾƛǎŜǊǎΩ ŦƻǊǳƳΦ Lǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōǳƛƭŘ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƻ ǘǊȅ ǘƻ 
develop this opportunity for identifying consensus around the evidence for policy, and that 
would support the Council of Ministers.  

Lord Maxton: You have talked about member states, quite rightly, but how many chief 
scientific advisers are there within the United Kingdom itself? Does this happen in other 
countries as well? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: There is a UK Government Chief Scientific Adviser, Sir Mark 
Walport. My understanding is he is supported by a chief scientific adviser in every 
department. I do not know the number of departments. 

Lord Maxton: You were the Chief Scientific Adviser to Scotland? Is there an equivalent one in 
Wales, England and Northern Ireland as well? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: Sorry, I misunderstood. There is one in Wales. I do not think 
there is currently one in Northern Ireland, but I am embarrassed to say I do not know; there 
may well be. There is not one in England. 

Lord Maxton: That is covered by the UK overall. Does this happen elsewhere? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: Not generally. When I first went to the European Commission 
in 2012 there were only three identifiable chief scientific advisers to governments of the 
member states. There was one in the Czech Republic, one in Ireland and one in the UK. In 
terms of identifying them, there were only three. 
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Q54  Lord Fox: You talked about creating a network and then delivering a consensus. Did 
you find that consensus process straightforward or frustrating? Was it effective? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: I had not developed the network to the point where we were 
taking issues of the day, debating them, and providing material that we would then pass on 
to the European Council. With regard to other areas where we did have some discussions on 
two or three topics of interest because it would inform policy, but there was some 
uncertainty around the evidence, it certainly was not frustrating. In a way, that is what we 
like to do in science. It is almost better if there is some disagreement, because there is 
nothing worse than talking to someone who thinks exactly the same.  

Lord Fox: Except when you are trying to get political acceptance from people? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: I appreciate that. That is always the difference between 
science and politics. We love uncertainty; politics is slightly different. On looking at 
delivering consensus, yes, we could. I remember particularly having a discussion with two 
groups of scientists who were on opposite sides of the argument around endocrine-
disrupting chemicals. There was a very public debate across the European Union about what 
policies the Commission would be bringing in. From the scientific point of view, some people 
felt they were too stringent, others felt they were too lax. We were able to bring those sides 
together in an environment with no policymakers present; only scientists talking. We were 
able to define the questions and, most importantly, define where there was agreement and 
identify those areas of uncertainty which needed more attention. Instead of saying it was 
frustrating, it was almost the opposite of that. It was quite uplifting that you could do 
something so constructive. 

Baroness Morgan of Huyton: I am intrigued. When you say it was constructive and you 
reached a level of consensus, what happened to that evidence? President Barroso gets your 
pretty consensual position on something like that; how is that then translated to the Council 
of Ministers? Is that only through the President? Is he the only mouthpiece, in a sense? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: No. In fact, President Barroso was not really involved in that 
process. First of all, I published the agreement that we came to so that anybody who was 
interested could see the discussion that we had. That was passed on to the area of the 
Commission that was dealing with policy development. In that case it was DG Environment 
which was taking the lead. That went back to them and they acknowledged the usefulness of 
that and went on to look at how they would construct a consultation in order to refine their 
policy. The Commission is responsible for developing the policy, which they then present to 
the Parliament. The Parliament often makes very large numbers of amendments and that 
comes back to the Commission, so that is an iterative process back and forward. At the end 
of the day it goes to the European Council, which makes the decision.  

Q55  Lord Cameron of Dillington: You have very clearly spelt out the technical framework; 
thank you. What are your views on the commitment within Europe to the incorporation of 
science within policy-making. There are three parts. There is the European Parliament, which 
seems to be much more concerned with policy and, in my view, in the past seems to have 
slightly ignored the science. The Commission is very good at talking the talk, but not quite so 
good at walking the walk in some cases. The CoǳƴŎƛƭ ƻŦ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊǎ άŀŎǘ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘέΣ ǘƻ ǉǳƻǘŜ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ǎŀƛŘ ŀ ƳƻƳŜƴǘ ŀƎƻΦ !ǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ 
committed? 



Professor Dame Anne Glover, University of Aberdeen ς Oral evidence (QQ 53-61) 

212 

In the case of Brexit, do you think that the UK could then get on and really incorporate 
science within our policy or would we always be looking over our shoulder because we are 
part of Europe, seeing what was going on in Europe? How would that work? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: If I take that in reverse order. At the moment we have a 
commitment to evidence-based policy-making in the UK. That would be the same whether 
or not we are in the European Union. If there was a Brexit, I am sure we would still use 
evidence in our policy-making. What would be important is what policies were being 
developed in the rest of the EU in the event of a Brexit, which we would have to adhere toτ
regulations policies and so onτbut we would not have the chance to influence. That would 
be the difference. 

Then you asked whether the European Commission values evidence in policy-making. I 
would say yes they do, and there is a lot of evidence to support that. Most of the policies 
that are developed in the European Union are very technical in nature, so because of that 
you require evidence. If I think of a scenario: if somebody wishes to propose a policy, then 
one of the first things you have to do is identify if that policy will have impact or not. If the 
policy will have impact you must do an impact assessment. If you are doing an impact 
assessment you must gather an evidence base. There is a procedure by which you cannot go 
forward to develop a policy without producing an evidence base. 

I suppose the next question would be how you get that evidence. As we all know, the answer 
to a question depends on what question you ask. People can be very creative with evidence. 
If we look at the European Commission, following on from the development of the 
EURATOM Treaty in the 1950s, which was partly to look at nuclear science, by the 1970s 
ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ Wƻƛƴǘ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ /ŜƴǘǊŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǎŎience advice 
service. This is a very large outfit. There are over 3,000 employees and about 2,500 are 
active scientists. They have a budget of about a third of a billion euros per annum. They are 
responsible for doing science, for helping to create the evidence around standards, and a 
very broad spectrum of science from health through energy, cybersecurity, all of these areas. 
They help to deliver the standards in which we all trade, but, more importantly, we have had 
a huge influence as the European Union on what the standards are for world trade when it 
comes to safety of pieces of equipment, pharmaceuticals, and so on. We have a number of 
agencies that support that. Here in the UK we have the European Medicines Agency, based 
in London, and that is important for how clinical trials are developed, how the evidence is 
used, and what pharmaceuticals are ultimately proposed for use in drugs, treatments, 
medical devices, and so on.  

The European Commission has a very strong history of recognising the value of evidence in 
policy-making. 

Lord Cameron of Dillington: What about the European Parliament? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: It is interesting. The Commission highlights the value of 
evidence and has a number of different structures to deliver that. The European Parliament 
has the Parliamentary Research Service, which is headed up by a UK national, Anthony 
Teasdale. It is very much based on the Parliamentary Research Service that we have here in 
the UK. That provides a lot of the background information for parliamentarians. Do they use 
that evidence? I do not know, because there are over 750 Members of the European 
Parliament and they cluster into about 125 political groupsτwho tend to vote with the 
political philosophyτwhich may choose to ignore evidence, but that is the same for every 
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government worldwide. There are lots of cases, some very justifiable, where you might 
ignore the evidence because there are other factorsτphilosophical, ethical and so onτ
which you may wish to give precedence to. 

The Council is completely different. The Council may ignore what Parliament has 
deliberatedτit is the structure of the European Union democracy, which is quite unusual 
and very different from a member state government. They do not have a scientific advice 
service in the Parliament, which was why I felt it would be useful having this European 
ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀŘǾƛǎŜǊǎΩ ŦƻǊǳƳΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ŜǾŜǊȅ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜΣ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀŘǾƛǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
government and appraise their government of what all the other member states understood 
the evidence to be, so there was complete clarity there.  

The Chairman: You referred to the Joint Research Centre as a very considerable resource 
available to the Commission. I think you quoted the budget as a third of a billion euros a 
year. Effectively, this is an in-house capacity for the Commission. Is there a case for saying 
that science and research within the member states might be enhanced, were some of this 
work to be put out to member states for their own research institutions, or do you feel that 
it is more important to keep this central research capacity to the Commission? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: Understanding how the Commission is viewed and how the 
European Union works, I think it is better to have it in-house. The reason I say that is, for 
example, if you gave a piece of research work to a member state, and it was on the use of 
fossil fuels in provision of secure energy supply, if you went to a member state which used 
substantial fossil fuels and it was very important for its economy, and it came bacƪ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΣ άLǘ 
ƛǎ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘ ƛŘŜŀ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘŀǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ Ŧƻǎǎƛƭ ŦǳŜƭǎέΣ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƳŜƳōŜǊ 
states might be very critical of that and question the independence. Whereas if the work is 
done internally in the European Commission, the Joint Research Centre is independent. 
During the three years I was at the Commission, I did not ever see an instance where a 
scientific report produced by the Joint Research Centre was put under any pressure by 
Commissioners or other outside forces to alter the conclusions of a piece of evidence 
gathering. It is rather unusual, in that it is independent within the Commission.  

The Chairman: Do you think pressure would be more likely were the research to be 
conducted in a member state? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: It is hard to judge whether it would be more likely, but there 
might be a perception that it was more likely, and that could be equally damaging. It might 
well be that you get a very honest opinion, but I think that other member states might still 
try to undermine that opinion if they did not like it by raising a concern of conflict of interest. 
Perception is important. 

Q56  Baroness Manningham-Buller: I think you have answered the question I wanted to ask, 
which was about the value the Commission puts on peer review and dispassionate judgment 
of the science. I think you said that they have the same policy that you would have in this 
country on that. Is that true? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: There is an internal peer review system for the use of 
evidence in policy-making, but when it comes to funding research programmes, for example 
through the Horizon 2020 programme, you are absolutely right, there are panels, with chairs 
of those panels looking at the proposals which are put forward. There are very clear and 
transparent guidelines for how those proposals should be scored. There is also feedback to 
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applicants, if they are unsuccessful, on what particular parts of their proposals should be 
improved in future applications. 

Baroness Manningham-Buller: Would you be unsympathetic to a Brexit argument that we 
do it better here? It sounds as though it is well done there. 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: I think it is well done. Every peer review system, including our 
own, has a few warts here and there. Nothing is ever going to be perfect because there is 
some subjectivity everywhere. I would say Horizon 2020 is a very broad programme in which 
the UK does very well. In this latest embodiment of research funding, Horizon 2020, we are 
second in the number of grants awarded and the amount of money awarded. We get far 
more in funding back from Horizon 2020 than we contribute, or would contribute as an 
associated country.  

The European Research Council funds research purely on the basis of excellence. It is peer 
reviewed. It has broad suǇǇƻǊǘΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŜƴǾƛŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΦ LŦ L ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎΣ 
the UK is the first in getting those European Research Council grants. I think we have 198 in 
the first tranche, which is way more than our closest competitor for ERC funding, Germany, 
which is significantly behind us. 

If I may I will talk about that a little bit, because it is an interesting point. ERC funds research 
purely on the basis of excellence of science. The reason that there is such a strong 
commitment to that is through ministerial meetings, where the UK has been very active in 
order to highlight the importance of having a funding instrument which is purely based on 
excellence. The cohesion member states may be less keen to see that it is based on 
excellence because they will have an imperative for capacity building. If there were a Brexit, 
the voice of one of the most important science member states of the European Union would 
not be there influencing how ERC funding was distributed. The top three science member 
states are the UK, Germany and France, and we do have a very big voice in all things science 
at EU level. 

Q57  Baroness Morgan of Huyton: Can I ask you more about the structural funds and 
science. It is clear to us that while we do extremely well in the way you have just been 
talking about, we do considerably less well on the structural funds side. What we want to 
understand is, what scientific advice is taken into account regarding structural funds going to 
support science and research and innovation? Why do we do so badly? Is there anything we 
should be doing differently to get a fairer share of thatτor perhaps we get our fair share? 
Help us understand. We heard last week in evidence that, exactly as you are describing, in 
one pocket, in a sense, we do extremely well, but on structural funds we do not. 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: I suppose the structural funds and cohesion funds are very 
much focused on those member states which are less well developed regarding their science 
and economies, so you might argue that we would do less well in those areas. On the 
structural funds, what the Commission has asked all member states to do is to develop a 
smart specialisation policy. In order to support that, they have a smart specialisation panel. 

Baroness Morgan of Huyton: Can you explain what that means? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: In the UK, for us, smart specialisation might look at developing 
an area where we are currently very good, but need more support to become excellent. We 
are very good in an area, such as developing the concept of personalised medicine, but we 
might look to the European Commission for more support to develop that even further and 
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spin that out with other member states looking for partners, or whatever. It can be in any 
area, not necessarily health; it could be in transport, energy or whichever area. A member 
state, perhaps one of the cohesion member states, which had less capacity for science might 
come to the European Commission and they would go to the Directorate-General for 
Research and Innovation, which is responsible for this, and they might interact with the 
smart specialisation panel within the Commission, which would give them advice on where 
they might go to help build capacity and what they might need to put in place to have 
coherent output in that particular area. I do not know if you would define that as science 
advice, but certainly it is advice that would allow stronger submissions to that smart 
specialisation policy.  

The Commission has also identified that it is very important that member states, particularly 
those cohesion states, to build capacity, should be spending structural funds, regional 
development funds, on science, engineering and technology because that is a sustainable 
way of growing the economy and then we all benefit, because the market of the European 
Union becomes stronger, so it is in our interest. There has been a definite shift towards using 
those funds for science rather than as previously on construction projectsτa bridge or 
roadbuilding, those sorts of things. 

Baroness Morgan of Huyton: To your knowledge, are we doing that level of interaction that 
makes sense for the UK and the position we are in? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: To be honest, because the UK is so smart already in its 
approach to this, we have very well-established connections.  Probably the greater input 
from the Commission in supporting others goes to those cohesion member states. 

Lord Fox: Continuing on this smart specialisation line, there are two things. Are you 
suggesting that it needs to be in applied science as much as science, in the sense that you 
need a route to market? Are you also saying that in the event a nation strategy for a smart 
specialisation is taken, that country then becomes, if you like, the European hub for that 
particular field or appliance of science, or are there groups of other countries with the same 
smart specialisation and we are racing against each other? How does it work? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: European funding is targeted towards basic researchτthat is, 
more the ERC fundingτas well as more applied research. Horizon 2020 has most definitely 
focused on greater engagement with SMEs, for example, in the funding programmes, which 
has been largely successful, but still has some way to go. It is an interesting question. I think 
you are asking me if you develop a smart specialisation hub in Estonia for smart grid or 
something, does that mean only they do it and nobody else does? No. 

Lord Fox: It is only funded that way. Is the European Union then spending its smart-grid 
funding wherever it sees fit, so to speak, or is it funnelling it into one place? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: There are not pots of money for smart grids, sustainable 
transport, fuel cells, or whatever, and once that is given for smart specialisation to one 
country it cannot be given anywhere else; that is not the case. If we look at it in microcosm 
at the UK level, when we fund programmes on nanotechnology we fund 10, 15, 20 
programmes and they tend to be complementary. The European Commission should be in a 
good position to identify complementarity, which would strengthen the overall European 
output and European dominance in a particular area. I think that is the philosophy within the 
Commission in its funding programmes in the structural funds. 
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Lord Fox: You mentioned identifying complementarity, and that is a fairly complicated thing 
to do. How does the Commission go about doing that? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: I am not so sure it is that complicated. I mentioned 
nanotechnology. There might be one group which is involved in nanofabrication, so looking 
at how you make nanomaterials, and so on. There might be another group that is looking at 
the environmental impact of nanomaterials. There might be another group that is looking at 
nanorobotics and how you might use nanorobots in health, so that I can inject myself with 
such a robot and it might clean up my arteries, for example. That is not on the market yet, I 
have to say. Those three areas are all nanotechnology, but the reason I have given you those 
is that I think they are very complementary. You should not be developing nanomaterials if 
you are not confident that they do not have any unforeseen consequences regarding 
environmental impact, or the health of the people fabricating the materials. You might also 
want not only to make the materials but to look at how you apply them in health or 
catalysis, or wherever. I would say that the European Commission is in an ideal position 
because it has the database of what has been funded and it can, and does, identify people, 
across the European Union, who might not know each other and might not be working 
together and bring them together on a working group. 

Lord Fox: Matchmaking? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: Yes, they do a form of matchmaking and it is very successful. 
The European Union is half a billion people, and they are not all scientists, of course, but it is 
very difficult to know everybody in one area of science where you work. It is very useful. We 
do not normally identify that as an accountable value, but it is hugely useful that someone is 
doing it. I am sure it is not perfect, but they are doing it.  

Lord Maxton: If we left, would that not happen? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: I think it would still happen. It would depend whether we 
were an associated country or not. If we were an associated country, I think we would still 
hope, and could expect quite justifiably, yes, that such matchmaking would still take place. 

Q58  Lord Fox: That feeds into the question that I was going to ask, which is, do we think we 
could maintain the relationship as we currently have it, at the level that we currently have it, 
from the position of being an associated countryτlet us say a Norway or a Switzerland? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: You would be much more knowledgeable about this than I 
am, but there would be an awful lot of question marks about the chances of being able to 
negotiate an associated country deal.  

Lord Fox: That was my next question. 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: Let me be quite mischievous and give you a parallel. There 
was a referendum ƛƴ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨȅŜǎΩ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ǿƘƻ ǿŀƴǘŜŘ 
ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜΣ ǉǳƛǘŜ ƘŀǇǇƛƭȅ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά¸ŜǎΣ ǿŜ ǿƛƭƭ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ¦Y ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ¦Y ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ ƻǳǊ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ōŀǎƛǎέΦ ¢ƘŜ 
rhetoric I heard frƻƳ ǘƘŜ ΨƴƻΩ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ǿŀǎΣ ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀ ŎƘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ȅƻǳ 
ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ȅƻǳΚέ ¢Ƙŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ 
campaigning before a referendum was taken, but I have to say that there is bound to be, and 
I have heard that there would not necessarily beτalthough this is a sample size of one, so 
not that relevantτa huge appetite for giving the UK associated country status. It could well 
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be that that diminished completely if there was a Brexit and after the event things might 
change, who knows. That is very uncertain. 

Let us say we did negotiate to become an associated country. We would contribute to 
Horizon 2020 on the basis of our GDP, as other associated countries do. We could get more 
out of Horizon 2020 than we contribute because when you are an associated country you 
get all the benefits. If you put in more good, acceptable grant applications than your GDP 
contribution, you would be winning, because you would be getting more out, but you would 
have to abide by all the rules. I mentioned the Joint Research Centre earlierτthat third of a 
billion euros per annum. That is funded through Horizon 2020. We could not opt out of that; 
there is no Horizon 2020 à la carte. We could not influence any of the calls for proposals. It is 
an area that I am very familiar with in the European Union, where the UK voice is very 
welcome, very loud, very credible, and it is acted upon. We chair many of the influential 
committees and, regarding identifying members of the council of the European Research 
Council, we have members on that council. We help to deliver policy in science funding and 
where it is spent. That is not available to associated countries. 

Lord Fox: So Norwegians or Swiss do not chair committees? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: No. 

Lord MaxtonΥ ¢ƻ ǎƻƳŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǊƛƎƘǘƭȅΣ ȅƻǳ ǊŀƛǎŜŘ ƭŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŘǳƳ ƛƴ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΣ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
I was part too, but of course the present First Minister, Nicola Sturgeon, has said that in the 
ŜǾŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀ ΨƴƻΩ ǾƻǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΣ ƛƴ ǘƘe United Kingdom, then Scotland would 
ƘƻƭŘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŘǳƳ ƻƴ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ Ƴŀȅ ǾŜǊȅ ǿŜƭƭ ǾƻǘŜ ΨȅŜǎΩ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƛƳŜΦ Iƻǿ 
would that affect things? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: I am not sure my expertise covers that. What the First 
Minister said was if the vote in England, Wales and Northern Ireland was to leave, but the 
vote in Scotland, when you disaggregate the vote in the Brexit referendum, was to remain in 
the EU, then that would trigger a vote for independence. I know that Scotland benefits 
hugely from membership of the EU because of its science base. When I was Chief Scientific 
Adviser for Scotland, I commissioned an independent report to look at the strengths and 
weaknesses of our science and engineering base in Scotland, and, relative to our GDP, the 
impact of the research done in Scotland is number one in the world. Number two is 
Switzerland. If you forget GDP, Switzerland is number one and Scotland is number two. We 
are incredibly research intensive, which is hugely valuable for the rest of the UK. It means 
that, as a nation, Scotland depends upon having funding for research to be able to then 
translate that knowledge generation into impact for the economy and citizens. As I say, that 
is not my area of expertise. I suppose Scotland has met all the preconditions of membership, 
but there would still have to be an application of process to the European Union, and I have 
no idea how that would go.  

Lord Maxton: Nor have I. 

Q59  Lord Vallance of Tummel: I think you answered this question earlier, but I will ask it 
anyway. How much influence do UK scientists have over agenda-setting and priority-setting 
within the EU? What are the mechanisms that are used to exercise that influence? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: We have substantial influence. If I take something that I 
regard as invaluable as an EU contribution to our research, or science, it is the research 
infrastructure that the EU delivers and we can all use. Much of science is supported by very 
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substantial infrastructure and it would be very hard for an individual member state to deliver 
all the infrastructure needed for a diverse research base, such as we have in the UK. The 
chair of the committee which looks at European infrastructure is Professor John Womersley, 
who is a UK scientist, and it is very important that he chairs that committee. We have a 
whole number of such influences, whether it is on open access publishing or developing 
strategies for what calls Horizon 2020 will put out to the research community to get good 
research funding and to support our SME population as well as our European citizens. We 
have probably more than our fair share of chairs of committees, which are opinion-forming. 
We have a large membership of committees. I do not have actual numbers here, but the 
Commission could make those available. We do have substantial influence.  

That would be gone at a stroke if there was a Brexit because, although we might still apply 
for funding, we would have no way of influencing. For example, the UK has proposed a 
programme on dementia research with the G7 countries and that has found favour with the 
European Commission, who are going to come in behind that and support a whole number 
of initiatives. We can do a fair bit with our own funding, but the Horizon 2020 funding that 
we have already secured in the first round of grant funding is about ϵ1 billion coming to the 
UK. It is about ϵ4 billion to the grants themselves because there are partners in other 
member states. For us, it is like having another research council funding our research. In the 
absence of that, the big question would be, would the UK economy, or the philosophy of 
whatever Government was in power, feel that science, engineering and technology was 
sufficiently important to our economy that they would hugely increase the budget, which 
means they would have to spend an awful lot less on a number of other areas, whereas at 
the moment we get that funding from the European Commission?  

I was a little surprised to discover when I was working in Brussels for three years that, when I 
went to specialist committees, general committees, or whatever, there was often a UK chair, 
but most often I saw my colleagues sitting round the table. Indeed, merely by coincidence, 
on my way here, at Aberdeen Airport I met two colleagues of mine from the University of 
Aberdeen on their way to expert committees at the Commission. We are very present and 
very influential. 

Q60  Lord Kakkar: I want to turn to the issue of the new Scientific Advice Mechanism that 
has been established, and in particular the High-Level Group, and seek your views on 
whether you think that this new mechanism is going to be effective and deal with the issues 
you have discussed with us. We have heard that this is going to be a reactive mechanism, so 
they can be called upon to give advice, but they cannot sit round the table together and 
offer their advice where they see problems and issues arising. Is that going to be a problem? 
Should there be the opportunity for such an advice mechanism to offer advice because it 
sees problems in areas where science should be considered? We understand there is a 
proposal to elect a chair of the High-Level Group. Will that become the new chief scientific 
adviser, by default, to the Commission? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: I am referring to the previous question. Interestingly, the chair 
of the group who appointed members to that High-Level Group was Sir David King, so 
somebody from the UK. That would not have happened in a Brexit. We have Julia Slingo as a 
member of that Scientific Advice Mechanism High-Level Group, who currently is chief 
scientific adviser of the Met Office.  
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Do I think it will be effective? I would be very optimistic. I look at the seven members who 
have been appointed and they are incredibly impressive people. I would also say that I 
would regard them as being known for their independence. There is no one on that group of 
seven whom I would see as a shrinking violet. I am sure that they will not sit by and be told 
what it is they have to do.  

Your question was whether they will be completely reactive. I would say no, but they will be 
reactive to some extent, as indeed are all chief scientific advisers. I am sure that here, in the 
¦YΣ {ƛǊ aŀǊƪ ²ŀƭǇƻǊǘ ǊŜŀŎǘǎ ǘƻ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΣ ά[ƻƻƪΣ ǿŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƴŜŜŘ ƳƻǊŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻǊ 
some deliberation in a particular ŀǊŜŀέΣ ŀƴŘ ƘŜ ŀƴŘ Ƙƛǎ ǘŜŀƳ ǿƛƭƭ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊ ǘƘŀǘΦ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ ƘŜ 
will be proactive and will think of things that perhaps are not visible to Government, but 
which should be discussed. I have asked this explicitly of the Directorate-General for 
Research and Innovation, so this is the area within the Commission which will support that 
Scientific Advice Mechanism, and that group will absolutely have the ability to identify areas 
that are not brought to them that they identify independently and understand need 
attention. I think they will be able to do both. I am not concerned so much around that.  

Lord Kakkar: Regarding the way that it is positioned, do you believe it is going to be properly 
resourced to do that important work through the particular directorate? Secondly, will it 
have access to the Commission more broadly beyond the Directorate-General for Research 
and Innovation to be able to make its advice heard more broadly?  

Professor Dame Anne Glover: To answer the first question, yes, I believe they will get a 
substantial amount of resource and will be supported by some wider science advice 
mechanisms in the European Union, namely the European Academies Science Advisory 
Council, which basically is a group dealing with science advice, but that group is drawn from 
all the learned academies and societies from across the European Union, or almost all. For 
example, the Royal Society of Edinburgh and the Royal Society in London are members of 
that group. Euro-CASE will also provide support for the Scientific Advice Mechanism. They 
are the more applied academies; for example, in the UK the Royal Academy of Engineering is 
a member of Euro-CASE, so it is a more applied use of science. My understanding is that they 
will have between 20 to 25 members of staff who will support the work of the Scientific 
Advice Mechanism. Seven individuals will be devoting about 20% of their time to being on 
this High-Level Group. There will be a budget in the order of ϵ6 million per annum to procure 
evidence, to have meetings, to call for evidence, and so on. I think they will be reasonably 
well supported. 

You asked will the group have a chair. Again, my understanding is that a chair has been 
appointed and that will be announced when the Scientific Advice Mechanism High-Level 
Group meets for the first time on 29 January. I am sure it will take a while for them to 
embed, to find out what they can do. It will be up to them and their support staff to identify 
mechanisms or instruments to allow them to penetrate into the Commission, not only to be 
sitting in the DG for Research and Innovation, but to be able to work with the broadest 
spectrum of policy development in the Commission. I find that challenging. It is not 
insignificant. 

Lord Kakkar: Do you get a sense that there is a broader enthusiasm amongst other elements 
of the Commission, beyond the DG for Research and Innovation, for this new High-Level 
Scientific Advice Mechanism? 
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Professor Dame Anne Glover: That is an interesting question. I do not know. What was very 
interesting to me was that when I left the Commission when President Barroso stood down, 
as I was a personal appointment by President Barroso, there was the option for the incoming 
president, President Juncker, to have a chief scientific adviser to continue with the 
experiment, if you like, that President Barroso started. He decided that he did not want one 
single individual as a chief scientific adviser; he wanted the broader mechanism, which is 
actually more normal within the European Union member states. From my point of view, 
what was interesting was the huge support right across the European Union, whether it be 
from think tanks, individual scientists, scientific institutions, universities, businesses, right 
across the member states, who were demanding having some mechanism. They had seen a 
chief scientific adviser and they liked this. There was something that was identifiable, which 
was a way to highlight how evidence was being used within the European Commission orτI 
think this was the position I was inτsomebody who was identifiable as a person with whom 
a dialogue could be initiated about evidence in policy-making. That same function might be 
delivered by having a chair of the Scientific Advice Mechanism. The chair will be an 
identifiable person and would be a way to route inquiries into that High-Level Group.   

The Chairman: You pointed out that your appointment was something of an experiment and 
had not been done before. Do you think that one of the lessons learnt by the incoming 
president was that scientific advice needs to be properly resourced at the European level? I 
think it would probably be true to say that you were short of resources.  

Professor Dame Anne Glover: I was short of resources. I thought about this a lot when I left 
the Commission and looked back trying to take stock of what had worked very well and what 
had not worked so well. For the three years that I was at the Commission, I am not sure 
whether my lack of resources did not in some way help me. Out of adversity sometimes 
comes very positive and unexpected activity. I had to focus on what I was doing. I could not 
do everything I wanted to do, but, perhaps by delegating, I had to decide what I could do 
that was really important, that was visible, that really made an impact in all the member 
states in terms of why investing in science, engineering and technology is important, but 
how useful and important it is to have an evidence base as the platform on which policy-
making is developed.  

I do not know at the end of the day whether it was a problem. I got huge amounts of support 
right across the European Union from scientists. I mentioned EASAC and Euro-CASE as two 
very powerful advice-giving bodies across the European Union, and they certainly supported 
me. Because I reported directly to the President, I had something that I guess money cannot 
ōǳȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǾŜƴƛƴƎ ǇƻǿŜǊΦ LŦ L ǇƘƻƴŜŘ ǳǇ ŀƴŘ ǎŀƛŘΣ άLΩŘ ƭƛƪŜ ȅƻǳ ǘƻ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƻ ŀ 
ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎέΣ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŎŀƳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ L Ǝƻǘ ǘƻ speak to 
people and very quickly got to the sharp end of who is making the decisions and how things 
are being influenced, and I could be active at that level. We all think it would be great to 
have a big budget, and yes, a few more staff would have been very helpfulτof course, that 
is resourceτpartly because my own poor staff worked every hour that was available. They 
were utterly outstanding, and I certainly could not have done it without them, but perhaps 
they were working a bit too hard. They were probably very glad when I left; they had a little 
more breathing time. There are sometimes silver linings.  

Q61  The Chairman: Thank you. From the evidence we have received so far it is clear that 
the science community in the United Kingdom seems more favourably disposed to the EU 
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than the population at large, if the polls are to be believed. Do you think scientists in this 
country are doing enough to engage the wider public in their views? 

Professor Dame Anne Glover: I realise now I should have said this at the very beginning of 
the evidence session. I am a member of the advisory council for a group called Scientists for 
EU. This is a group which seeks to make evidence available and stimulate debate around 
what would happen to our community, the community of scientists, engineers and 
technologists, if there were a Brexit. The reason that I felt it was so important to be part of 
that organisation was that I was at the European Commission when Switzerland had a 
ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŘǳƳ ǘƻ ƭƛƳƛǘ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƻǾŜǊƴƛƎƘǘΣ {ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘΩs participation in Horizon 2020 
was threatened. In fact, it became null and void because an absolute principle of 
engagement with Horizon 2020 as an associated country is that you allow free movement of 
scientists in the European research area. If you do not allow that, you cannot be an 
associated country. When I spoke to my colleagues in Switzerland, the scientists, the 
ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ {ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘΣ ŀƭƭ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘŜŀŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘŀƴŘǎ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΣ ά²Ƙŀǘ 
did we do? We were completely silent. We didnΩǘ ǘŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ 
ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ {ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜΤ ǿŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǎǇŜŀƪ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŘǳƳέΦ L 
think it is important that scientists speak up, because we are a community that tends to be 
interested only in our science; sometimes, we forget to talk about the value and impact of 
what we do.  

The impact of what I do as a scientist is not for me and my personal gratification. It is for all 
of you and everybody outside, and citizens globally. Knowledge makes a difference to our 
lives. For us in the UK, being so research-active, looking at the evidence I have, I regard 
membership of the EU to be crucial for the health and future prosperity of our science base. 
I think that our economy in the UK depends upon a good science base. In my view, our 
sustainable future is on the basis of being smart, not on the basis of making cheap widgets, 
because somebody will always make those cheaper. Our big resource is being smart. We 
need as much funding and collaboration as possible to be able to deliver that.  

The Chairman: Dame Anne, thank you very much. You have given us some very helpful 
evidence today. We have particularly benefited from your experience in Europe and, indeed, 
in your previous career as Chief Scientific Adviser in Scotland. There will be a transcript sent 
to you for minor corrections. On behalf of the Committee, thank you very much for your 
help today.    

 



Government ς Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) ς Written evidence 
(EUM0071) 

222 

 

Government ς Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) ς Written 
evidence (EUM0071) 
 
Summary 
1. The UK plays a leading role in many aspects of EU Research and Science programmes.  

These programmes provide access to opportunities at a different scale and scope to 
those that are possible nationally.  

 
2. ¢ƘŜ ¦Y ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ϵтōƴ ƛƴ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ and research during 2007-2013.  We 

continue to perform very well compared to other European Union (EU) Member States 
(MS).  However, there continues to be scope for improvement in the management of 
science funding in the EU and for simplification of instruments. 

 
3. The Government is keen to ensure that EU decision making is based on the best scientific 

evidence. 
 

4. The UK has robust systems in place for science advice to Government.  Similar systems at 
an EU level are currently being reformed.  

 
Introduction 
5. ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ōŜƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ IŜǊ aŀƧŜǎǘȅΩǎ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΦ  Lǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ [ƻǊŘǎ 

Science and Technology Committee call for evidence for their inquiry into the 
relationship between EU membership and the effectiveness of science in the UK.  

 
Funding  
Question 1. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to science and 
research in the UK? How does the financial contribution the UK receives compare with 
other member states in terms of, for instance, population, GDP, scientific strength or any 
other relevant indicators? 
 
6. ¢ƘŜ ¦Y ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ a{ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 

research and innovation base and its success in accessing EU funds.  The main EU 
programme for research and innovation is Horizon 2020 (the successor to the 
Framework Programmes).  The funding is competitive, not pre-allocated geographically.  
In addition to the EU MS, 12 non-EU countries are able to participate.  The programme 
started in 2014 and it is too early to reach conclusions on the ¦YΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴȅ 
confidence.  

 
7. More robust data are available on the predecessor Framework Programme 7 (FP7), 

which ran from 2007-2013.  The UK drawdown from the programme was second only to 
Germany (which has a larger population).  The UK received the second highest level of 
Ctт ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŀƭƭ a{Σ ǘƻǘŀƭƭƛƴƎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵт ōƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ  ¦Y ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀƴ 
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average to be granted funding257.  Funding for competitiveness and innovation makes up 
ƴŜŀǊƭȅ му҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǇǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9¦Φ  EU funding accounts for approximately 16% 
of UK university research funding.   

 
8. There are other EU programmes and initiatives that contribute towards science and 

research in the UK.  Examples include; 

¶ the newly established European Fund for Strategic Investments (EFSI), which aims to 
unlock ϵомрōƴ ƻŦ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ŦǊƻƳ нлмр ǘƻ нлмт ƛƴ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎ 
including R&D;  

¶ ϵтōƴ ƛƴ нлмп ƭŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŦǊƻƳ the European Investment Bank (EIB) for 
investment in infrastructure and for support for R&D projects; 

¶ ϵмΦпōƴ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ CǳƴŘ ό9w5Cύ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y 
from 2014 to 2020 to support R&D; and 

¶ ϵмΦ8bn of EU Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) is available in the UK for 
business innovation, specifically linked to Smart Specialisation Strategies (S3) to 
develop regional strengths; with equivalent match funding, this will bring the total 
for the period 2014-20 to ϵоΦсōƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΦ 
 

9. The Minister for Universities and Science, Jo Johnson MP, recently provided a 
submission258 and oral evidence259 to the House of Commons Science and Technology 
/ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ƛƴǉǳƛǊȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƎƛǾŜǎ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y 
science and research budget, its role in econoƳƛŎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ 
to other countries.  

 
Question 2. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the UK to the EU that 
supports science and research activities?  
 
10. ¢ƘŜ aǳƭǘƛŀƴƴǳŀƭ CƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ όaCCύ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǎŜǾŜƴ year budget.  It sets overall 

ceilings for commitments (the authority to incur new commitments) and payments (the 
authority to pay out against existing commitments).  For the period 2014-2020, the MFF 
ǎŜǘǎ ŀ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ϵфсл ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ϵфлу ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ 
for payment appropriations (2011 prices).  The UK contributes to the EU budget as a 
whole, and not to individual programmes within it.  On the basis of the latest budget for 
нлмрΣ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƛƴ нлмр ƛǎ мнΦу҈ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘ expenditure in that year is 
ϵмпмΦоōƴ260.  

 
11. Heading 1a (competitiveness for growth and jobs) is the main budget heading for science 
ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ мо҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘΦ  IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнлΣ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ 
framework programme for research and innovation, is the biggest item, at approximately 
ϵтсΦпōƴ ŦƻǊ нлмп-нлнл ƛƴ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇǊƛŎŜǎ όϵнΦнōƴ ǿŀǎ ŘŜŘǳŎǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ 

                                            
257 Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report 2013  
http://e c.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pd
f 
258 http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/science-and-
technology-committee/the-science-budget/written/20611.html.  
259 http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/science-and-
technology-committee/the-science-budget/oral/18733.html  
260 source DAB6/2015 http://ec.europa.eu/budget/library/biblio/documents/2015/DAB/dab6_2015_en.pdf 

http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/science-and-technology-committee/the-science-budget/written/20611.html
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/science-and-technology-committee/the-science-budget/written/20611.html
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/science-and-technology-committee/the-science-budget/oral/18733.html
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/science-and-technology-committee/the-science-budget/oral/18733.html
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/library/biblio/documents/2015/DAB/dab6_2015_en.pdf
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2020 budget to help fund EFSI).  Other notable programmes within Heading 1a include 
Competitiveness of Enterprises and Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (COSME) (a 
programme that makes it easier for SMEs to access finance), Erasmus+ (an education and 
training programme as noted above), Galileo and European Geostationary Navigation 
Overlay Service (EGNOS), two projects to create a new and more precise version of 
Global Positioning System, and the International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor 
(ITER), an experimental fusion reactor.  

 
Question 3.  What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed 
in the EU compared to the management of science funding in the UK? Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are 
considered?  
 
12. The Government supports steps to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of EU 

funding.  The Commission is making efforts to reduce bureaucracy and increase 
transparency to modernise and increase efficiency, although this process is sometimes 
slow.  Simplifications were made to the Horizon 2020 compared to its predecessor 
Framework Programmes, but it is too soon to assess their effectiveness.  Further 
simplification is supported by the Commission and most Member States.  

 
Collaboration  
Question 4.  What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU 
collaborations and funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research 
Council?  

 
13. The UK has a strong record in securing funding from Horizon 2020 and its predecessors.  

This reflects our world-class research base.  We are in the process of refreshing our 
evidence base and getting a detailed view of our performance in the last Framework 
Programme to better understand how the UK performed across the different elements.  
The outcome of this study is due in 2016 and will inform thinking on the mid-term review 
of Horizon 2020 and on preparation for its successor programmes. 

 
14. The Global Science and Innovation Forum (a group comprising governmental 

departments with expertise in international aspects of science and innovation, chaired 
by Sir Mark Walport) has agreed that collaboration has a wide range of benefits in 
supporting Government aims - both domestic and international.  EU programmes and 
initiatives provide access to opportunities and cooperation on science and research that 
are often difficult to provide at national level, either because they are too costly (nuclear 
fusion, for example) or because the sample size in any one country is so small (rare 
diseases, for example).  Businesses are able to access valuable knowledge and networks 
from other Member States and harness these to their advantage.  The opportunity to 
make new contacts and explore new markets also often leads to further collaboration or 
business ventures outside of the programme.  EU programmes provide the opportunity 
for UK Small and Medium-sized Enterprises to access substantial support for innovation 
that complements the support available within the UK, as well as collaborate with other 
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companies and institutions and access new markets across Europe261.  The report 
Ψ9ƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ŀ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ¦Y ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŜƴŘŜŀǾƻǳǊΩ ōȅ tŀǳƭ bǳǊǎŜ262 includes relevant 
evidence on engaging with Europe and internationally.  
 

15. The UK also participates in all ten voluntary Joint Programming Initiatives (JPIs) in 
Horizon 2020 to support the implementation of the European Research Area (ERA ς in 
effect a single market for research and researchers).  JPIs increase the value of relevant 
national and EU R&D funding by concerted and joint planning, implementation and 
evaluation of national research programmers, while the impetus remains at national 
level, the aim is to minimise duplication of effort and maximise synergies between 
national programmes.  

 
16. The European Research Council (ERC) is an initiative under Horizon 2020 with a budget of 
ϵмоΦмōƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ нлмп ŀƴŘ нлнлΦ  ¢ƘŜ 9w/ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻǳǎ ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ 
submitted by a single Principal Investigator, if necessary supported by a team, in any 
area of research and without predefined priorities.  The sole criterion is excellence; it is 
not a mechanism for fostering collaboration.  The dominance of UK university 
participation in ERC is helping to shape the direction of frontier research in Europe. 

 
Question 5.  What is the influence of EU membership on bilateral collaboration between 
the UK and other EU member states?  Are collaborations with member states stronger 
than with non-EU countries as a result of EU membership?  Or, are bilateral collaborations 
with member states inhibited by requirements to work through EU mechanisms?  
 
17. EU membership helps the UK to form strong bilateral collaborations with other MS, and 

non-EU countries, both within and outside EU instruments.  Assuming all collaboration 
ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀōƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŦƛǾŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ 
during 2008-2012 were the United States, Germany, France, Italy, and Australia263.  EU 
membership allows the UK to influence key EU instruments that support bilateral 
collaboration.  With strong UK encouragement, EU research, innovation, and education 
instruments are increasingly taking a global perspective rather than a narrowly European 
one.   

 
18. In addition to EU programmes, the UK is also a member of the separate inter-

governmental initiatives like EUREKA (helping small businesses innovate across borders) 
and COST (Co-operation on Science and Technology, supporting networking of national 
research).  Both allow companies and national funding bodies to collaborate across 
borders.   

 
19. The UK is a global player and punches above its weight in science and research.  The UK 

research base produces 16% of top quality published research findings, even though we 

                                            
261 https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-
base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf  
262 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/478125/BIS-15-625-
ensuring-a-successful-UK-research-endeavour.pdf - pages 11, 13 and 25. 
263 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-
international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf  

https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/478125/BIS-15-625-ensuring-a-successful-UK-research-endeavour.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/478125/BIS-15-625-ensuring-a-successful-UK-research-endeavour.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
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have less than 1% of world population. 
 
Question 6.  How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU 
membership?  Is international investment leveraged on the basis of this membership?  
How does EU membership affect the growth of research-intensive UK companies?  
 
20. The UK was the fastest growing G7 economy in 2014 and the Organisation for Economic 

Co-operation and Development (OECD) forecast this to continue in 2015.  This 
DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŦƻǊ .Ǌƛǘŀƛƴ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇǊƻǎǇŜǊƻǳǎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
world by the 2030s, and the best place in Europe to innovate, patent new ideas, and 
ƎǊƻǿ ŀ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǿƻǊƭŘ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ǿƛƭƭ Ǉƭŀȅ ŀ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ 
meeting that objective.  Reform in Europe reinforces our aims.  The EU market 
represents almost half of British exports: reform and growth on the continent are good 
for British business.  

 
21. The UK is a world leader in science and innovation and has the most productive science 

base in the G7.  ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ǘƻǇ ǘŜƴ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƛƴŎŜ нлло ǿŜ 
have won 13 Nobel Prizes in science.   

 
Question 7.  How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international 
facilities that are available as a consequence of our EU membership?  Are there any 
restrictions in the creation and operation of international facilities outside the EU as a 
consequence of our EU membership?  
 
22. EU Membership, and the programmes supported through Horizon 2020 and previous 

Framework Programmes, supports collaboration on research infrastructures in Europe.  
Funding support is based on the principle of transnational access to facilities, which 
means that UK-built facilities have a wider customer base, and ensures that UK 
researchers have access to the best facilities elsewhere in Europe.  The planning of new 
multinational facilities has been stimulated by the formation of ESFRI (European Strategy 
Forum on Research Infrastructures) and the provision of funding to enable collaborations 
to form for the selected projects and create strong single proposals for consideration by 
national governments.   

 
23. ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǎŜŜƪ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǊƻǳǘŜ for global cooperation according 

to the science in question, whether via the EU, or other intergovernmental 
arrangements.  The UK also remains a destination of choice for researchers:  we support 
international research collaborations between the brightest and best scientists in Europe 
and around the world. 

 
24. The UK participates in ITER (an experimental fusion reactor previously mentioned in 

paragraph 13) as part of the EU, via the JET (the Joint European Torus which supports 
work on nuclear fusion power) at ǘƘŜ ¦Y !ǘƻƳƛŎ 9ƴŜǊƎȅ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΩǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƴŜŀǊ hȄŦƻǊŘΦ  JET 
is testing materials and robotics which will be used in ITER.  
 

25. The UK is also involved in its own right in international projects such as the Square 
Kilometre Array (SKA, a radio telescope), CERN (the European Organisation of Nuclear 
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Research) a number of nuclear research reactor projects that focus on materials science.  
The UK also hosts the European Centre for Medium Range Weather Forecasting, whose 
membership is wide. 

 
26. The EU has several flagship space programmes: Copernicus, for Earth Observation, and 

Galileo, the European navigation system.  The Horizon 2020 space programme funds 
R&D that feeds into these programmes as well as new initiatives such as EU collaboration 
on surveillance of space and tracking of spacecraft to support safety of space 
operations.   

 
Question 8.  What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science 
and research through the free movement of people?  How does this compare with flows of 
people between the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China and 
Singapore?  
 
27. The Government supports international research collaborations between scientists in 

Europe and around the world.  Our science base punches well above its weight and we 
have one of the most productive science bases in the G7.  We value genuine 
international students and academics that come to this country, whatever their origin.  
 

28. In practical terms EU membership means that the UK can benefit from scientist and 
researcher mobilitȅ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie Actions (MSCA, part of 
Horizon 2020), and Erasmus+.  MSCA provide funding opportunities for mobility and 
training at all stages of a researcher's career.  In FP7 (2007-2013), MSCA funded 3,454 UK 
researchers, 1,297 UK fellowships and 21,571 UK staff exchanges264.  The Review of the 
Balance of Competences between the UK and EU: Education, Vocational Training and 
Youth 265 report provided an overview of the Erasmus+ programme and its impact in the 
UK.  

 
Question 9.  Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU, for 
example by requiring the UK to adopt EU-wide immigration policies rather than bespoke 
ones for the UK?  
 
29. The Government supports international research collaborations.  The UK focuses on 

excellence; the result is that collaborations are sometimes within the EU, global, or a 
combination of both.   

 
Regulation  
Question 10. What are the key EU regulatory frameworks/mechanisms that directly affect 
the science and research community in the UK? 
  

                                            
264 UKRO Annual Report 14/15 
265 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/388092/2903012_BoC_Educ
ation_acc.pdf  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/388092/2903012_BoC_Education_acc.pdf
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30. Research and innovation are discussed in a number of EU fora and therefore 
engagement with the European Commission, other MS in the Council, and the European 
Parliament is important.  

 
31. The legal bases for this work are Articles 179-190 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the 

European Union (TFEU)266.  Article 4(3) of the TFEU also the EU to have competence in 
research, technological development and space.  However this competence does not 
prevent the UK from exercising its own competence in that area. This is an area of 
parallel shared competence.  

 
32. There are many EU regulations that affect R&D directly or indirectly.  It is worth noting 
ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ aŀȅ нлмр ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƛǎǎǳŜŘ ƴŜǿ Ψ.ŜǘǘŜǊ 
wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŀŎŎƻƳǇŀƴȅƛƴƎ Ψ¢ƻƻƭōƻȄΩΣ ōƻǘƘ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǇǊƻ-
innovation and research measures.  For example, where a proposal could have an impact 
on innovation, the guidelines encourage Commission services to include appropriate 
analysis in the accompanying Impact Assessment.  

 
Question 11. If the UK were not a member of the EU, could regulations be reformed to give 
greater benefit to UK science and research?  For example, in areas such as data regulation, 
VAT on shared facilities, and the use of the precautionary principle?  
 
33. The Prime Minister has made clear that as part of our renegotiation we want to make 

the EU more competitive ς including by reducing the burden of regulation.  We have 
already seen significant progress in this area, with the number of new initiatives under 
the new European Commission dropping by 80 per cent.  But there is further to go. 
 

34. Article 191 on the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU states the need to consider the 
precautionary principle when developing Union environmental policy although it is often 
used for health and related policy-areas.  The practical impact of these policy 
considerations will often manifest themselves in the development of EU regulation and 
will potentially affect the introduction of innovations based on research into the EU 
market-place.  Organisations offering these novel products would need to comply with 
these regulations whether they are based in EU Member States or not.  However 
regulations informed by the precautionary principle do not place constraints on the 
research undertaken that would lead to products that could be marketed in parts of the 
world with different regulatory regimes, whether or not this research is undertaken 
within EU Member States. 

 
Question 12.  How is the innovation landscape affected by EU membership?  
 
35. Innovation is covered by the Industry title of the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU 

(Article 173) and as such the EU only has supporting competence in this area.  In areas of 
supporting competence, both the EU and the MS may act, but action by the EU must be 
to support, coordinate or supplement Member State activities and does not prevent the 
MS from taking action of their own.  Article 173 also allows the Commission to take 
action under other treaty provisions to achieve the objective outlined in the article. 

                                            
266 http://eur -lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:12012E/TXT&from=EN  
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36. The UK innovation landscape is also affected by other EU policies and programmes, such 

as those relating to the single market and intellectual property.   
 

37. A 2013 report by Ernst and Young noted that public funding for R&D is the dominant 
mechanism for funding innovation at the EU level.267  Horizon 2020 provides a significant 
proportion of the EU-level public funding for collaborative and single company 
innovation projects.  The UK Government influences and shapes the development and 
scope of Horizon 2020 and related instruments, both during negotiations and through 
active membership of the Programme Committees that manage them 

 
Scientific advice  
Question 13.  How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of 
public policy compare between the EU and the UK? What are the effects, if any, of 
differences in the provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK?  
 
38. The UK is rightly recognised as having one of the most robust systems for scientific 

advice to government in the world.  The Government Chief Scientific Adviser, in 
collaboration with the network of departmental chief scientific advisers and scientific 
advisory councils, work closely with policymakers to ensure departments have access to 
the very best in science and engineering evidence and advice.268  

 
39. The European Commission has recently launched a new Science Advice Mechanism 

(SAM) to provide such advice at EU level.  The Government considers that the SAM has 
all elements in place which should contribute to its making an effective contribution to 
EU policy.  The actual effectiveness of the SAM can only be assessed when it has 
operated for some time.  

 
40. The Commission will utilise the SAM and the Joint Research Centre (JRC) to provide 

scientific advice, alongside a number of specialist advisory bodies which provide scientific 
advice relevant to specific sectors (e.g. European Food Standards Agency (EFSA)).   

 
Question 14.  To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and 
influence public policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership 
inhibit UK scientists from influencing public policy at EU or international levels?  
 
41. UK scientists have a history of making valuable contributions to high level international 

scientific bodies.  The Government regularly seconds experts to the Commission to 
support EU policy making and ensure that future EU regulations are based on high 
quality scientific evidence.  Additionally, UK scientists are regularly asked to join, and 
often, chair EU panels to provide science advice to the European and other global fora.  
This allows the UK to punch above its weight in terms of standing and influence. 

 

                                            
267 
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42. The UK must access world class scientific advice in our policymaking, irrespective of its 
country of origin.  Scientific endeavour is a cross-border process and it is important that 
we facilitate this.  UK membership of the European Union is one route that facilitates 
collaboration.  

 
30 November 2015 
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 Examination of Witnesses 

Mr Jo Johnson, MP, Minister of State for Universities and Science, Department for Business, 
Innovation and Skills; Professor Sir Mark Walport FMedSci FRS, Government Chief Scientific 
Adviser, Government Office for Science; and Mr Gareth Davies, Director General for 
Business and Science, Department for Business, Innovation and Skills 

 

Q144  The Chairman: Good morning, and welcome, Minister, Sir Mark and Mr Davies. We 
are most grateful to you. As you know, this is our last oral evidence session on our inquiry 
into the relationship between EU membership and the effectiveness of science and research 
in the United Kingdom. As always, we are being broadcast, so I am going to ask in a moment 
whether just for the record you would formally introduce yourselves, and if you would like 
to make an opening statement, of course we would be delighted to hear it. Minister, would 
you like to start? 

Jo Johnson: I am Jo Johnson, Minister for Universities and Science. 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: I am Mark Walport. I am the UK Government Chief Scientific 
Adviser. 

Gareth Davies: I am Gareth Davies. I am Director General for Business and Science at the 
Department for Business. 
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The Chairman: Are you content that we go straight into the questions rather than go 
through an opening statement? Thank you.  

We have heard frequently in both the written and oral evidence how well this country does 
out of the European funding mechanism for science. It is absolutely correct that we have 
indeed done extremely well out of the various framework programmes over the years, but, 
of course, there are other sources of funding for business and then there are structural 
funds that, by their nature, will go to the more deprived regions of Europe, as is intended. 
We have to admit that we are still not entirely clear how the total level of R&D funding from 
the European Union to the United Kingdom compares with other countries and what the 
total is. We would be grateful if you could give us your understanding of how well the United 
Kingdom performs compared to other member states in total R&D funding. Secondly, is our 
performance any better or worse than you would expect from a country with a research 
base of the strength of the United Kingdom? 

Jo Johnson: Thank you, Lord Chairman. It is a pleasure to be here and I am glad to have this 
ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ƛƴǉǳƛǊȅ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ 
very topical subject.  

Turning straight to your question, which is a key one, it is clear that we do very well in 
winning European resŜŀǊŎƘ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΦ ²Ŝ ǿƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ϵт ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ 
programme, which ran from 2007, as you know, to 2013, and that made us one of the 
largest beneficiaries of EU research funding. Putting that in context, we have been winning 
around 15.5% of these funding streams. In relation to our contribution to the EU budget, 
that means that we are outperforming our input into the overall EU budget by three or so 
percentage points. That is roughly in line with our GDP share as an economy of the EU as a 
whole, and it is in excess of our population share. We are coming second after Germany in 
the overall quantum and shortly behind it in percentage. Is that about right relative to what 
you would expect, given the excellence of our research base? I think we are performing very 
well. It is a system that is serving our science community and our universities well, and we 
want to continue to be able to perform well within it. 

The ChairmanΥ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ōŜŜƴ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǾŜǊƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ YƛƴƎŘƻƳΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ 
receiver of funds from the excellent base funding only. Our problem is with the structural 
funds. When they are taken into account, we find it difficult to assess our performance. 
Would you expect us to be receiving funding from this source for research and development 
and innovation? 

Jo Johnson: I think it is clear that the structural funds and the regional development funds 
are performing very different tasks compared to the role that we want the science flows of 
money to play. As you said, the structural funds are about helping disadvantaged, more 
deprived areas of the European Union to develop the capabilities to be competitive and 
eventually to be in a position where they are capable of competing for the science streams 
of money. They have quite distinct roles. The UK, given that it is an advanced economy with 
a per capita GDP above the EU average, is unlikely to be winning an outsize slice of those 
structural funds. Indeed, that is why we are winning only a relatively small proportion of 
them in areas such as the west of Wales, the valleys, and Cornwall. Relatively few areas of 
the UK are significantly below the per capita EU average, and I think the threshold is now 
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75%; that is the cut-off point. It is not surprising that we get relatively little of those streams 
of money.  

We want to see a continued approach that maintains a clear distinction between them, and 
we want to see the science money from the EU continue to be very clearly focused on 
funding the best science, wherever it is in the European Union, regardless of geography, and 
regardless of what you might call purely pork-barrel pressures. We want the best science to 
get the science funding, and other streams of money can address issues of regional 
deprivation and levels of economic development. 

Q145  Lord Kakkar: I want to explore a bit further the balance between funding levels for 
Horizon 2020 and structural funding. From the overall UK perspective for research and 
development, what do you believe the best funding balance to be between those two 
sources? 

Jo Johnson: The good news is that within the EU budget we are seeing an increasing share 
going to areas of expenditure where the UK does well and that deliver the best value for 
money, or very good value for money, for the UK. The 2013 multiannual framework 
agreement that set the budget for the period we are now in saw an overall real-terms 
ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƛƳŜΣ ǎƻ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ м҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ DbLΣ ŀƴŘ 
within that smaller budget we saw an increase of about a third of the amount of science 
funding being spent by the EU, which helps us in two directions: first, towards a smaller 
overall pot; and within that smaller overall pot a bigger amount going to an area where we 
outperform. We want to see those sorts of trends continue. 

Lord Kakkar: So that is where we outperform: in the competitive, research council-type 
funding. 

Jo Johnson: Exactly. 

Lord Kakkar: On the structural funds, one thing we have heard is that the Commission may 
be exploring synergies between the Horizon 2020 competitive funding and the structural 
funding through member-state smart specialisation strategies. Does that mean that down 
the line the approach that looks at excellence as the basis for the distribution of the bulk of 
science funding through competitive bids might be undermined in some way, and what is 
our smart specialisation strategy with regard to that European Commission discussion? 

Jo Johnson: We see a role for some synergy between these two streams of money, while 
maintaining a very clear distinction in their overall objectives. If the structural development 
money is being used to help build up capacity for excellence in areas that are deprived, or 
are underperforming or that have not traditionally received significant science support, that 
is consistent with separately continuing to use the science expenditure to fund excellence 
wherever it is found, and the UK has benefited from some of that synergy itself. I can give 
you an example. In Manchester we have Citylabs, a newly developed £20 million biomedical 
centre of excellence. This is ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƛǘǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ aŀƴŎƘŜǎǘŜǊΩǎ hȄŦƻǊŘ wƻŀŘ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊΣ 
including two universities, Central Manchester University Hospitals, and many companies, 
and it is an example of how these sorts of synergies can be consistent with continuing to 
fund excellence. 

Lord Kakkar: If I may, Lord Chairman, I will ask one further supplementary question. In terms 
of the structural funding that has been available for some years now, has there been any 
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assessment at Commission level that the investment of those structural funds in other parts 
of Europe has resulted in, first, improvement to facilities, and, secondly, the ability of 
locations that have received structural funding to become more competitive for the research 
excellence funding? 

Jo Johnson: I am not aware of that analysis being carried out, but my colleagues might be. 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: No, I am afraid I cannot help. 

Gareth Davies: Neither can I. 

Q146  Viscount Ridley: I want to ask a series of questions about the implications of Brexit for 
the science budget, and particularly, in the first instance, your estimate of the likelihood of 
the Treasury increasing R&D funding to compensate for the loss of EU funding in the event 
of Brexit. I realise that there may not be a government line on this, but your personal views 
would be interesting.  

Jo Johnson: My personal views, I am afraid, are neither here nor there. As a member of the 
Government, I am not really entitled to personal views in this Committee. I think it would be 
inappropriate for me to try and pre-empt future budgets. We simply do not know what kinds 
of claims or other national priorities there would be in the event of Brexit, as you describe. 
For those reasons, I am afraid I cannot really begin to speculate on the kinds of decisions 
which future Chancellors might be taking in that kind of circumstance. 

Viscount Ridley: To follow up on that, if we had a Brexit, how likely would we be to become 
an associate to programmes such as Horizon 2020, as indeed many other non-EU countries 
are? In other words, how likely is it that we would have to increase domestic spending to 
substitute when we might still be a full paying member of these programmes? 

Jo Johnson: This is one of the unknowns that the Brexit and the Leave campaign face, or we 
all face, because we do not have a clear sense of what the relationship would be between 
the UK to the rest of the European Union. The Government have set out a number of 
alternative scenarios that currently exist around Europe and beyond, and none of them is 
seen as coming close to matching the advantages that we gain from being in the single 
market and being a full player. 

Viscount Ridley: That is a general point rather than about the science budget itself. There 
are, I believe, 13 associated countries in the EU funding programmes that are not in the EU. 
Is that right? 

Jo Johnson: I cannot confirm the exact number, but it might be of that order. 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: May I come in on that one? That is correct, but of course being 
an associated country does not give you the same rights with respect to the programmes, 
you do not have the opportunity to influence them, and the negotiation would be detailed 
ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǿƻǳƭŘ ŎƻƴŦƻǊƳ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ 
policies, so being an associated member is not entirely straightforward. 

Viscount Ridley: I am not quite clear about this business of not being able to influence them, 
because countries like Norway contribute to these programmes, take part in them, and do 
indeed sit on the project committees. 

Jo Johnson: But they are not members of the Council, and they are not members of the 
Parliament. 



Government ς Mr Jo Johnson, MP, Minister of State for Universities and Science, BIS, 
Professor Sir Mark Walport FMedSci FRS, Government Chief Scientific Adviser, Government 
Office for Science and Mr Gareth Davies, BIS ς Oral evidence (QQ 144-161) 

236 

Viscount Ridley: The European Council and the European Parliament are the two distinct 
bodies, are they? 

Jo Johnson: And they269 do not shape the programmes. Over the years Britain, for example, 
has argued successfully for EU science funding to flow to where the best science is being 
conducted, and that benefits us, having a strong science and research base, so the sorts of 
influences that we have been able to exercise we would not be able to exercise on the 
outside, not having a seat at the table. 

Viscount Ridley: One final point: I just wanted to confirm a particular number. If we did 
Brexit and if there was a proportion of our science funding that we no longer got from the 
EU and that had to be replaced, what number would it be? What percentage of total R&D 
funding in the UK, both private and public, would we have to replace? I have seen the figure 
of 3%. Is that right?  

Jo Johnson: It is always going to be a notional number, because funding on the way in is not 
hypothecated to specific areas of expenditure, so you are always going to be comparing an 
infinite number across the entire EU budgetτ 

Viscount Ridley: No, it is an output number that I am looking for. 

Jo Johnson: τbased on our share of the EU research streams. You are approximately right: 
12% and 15% are ballpark estimates of our input contribution to the EU budget and our 
output share of the specific research funding streams. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: We have had a witness, who is pro Brexit, suggesting that the 
Treasury would have a moral obligation to keep the science fund up if we left. I admire the 
Treasury deeply. They are misunderstood people, they get a bad press, but I do not think 
they do moral obligation, and suggesting that funds are hypothecated for a particular 
purpose is like holding a crucifix to Dracula for the Treasury, is it not? 

Jo Johnson: Indeed. I think it would be rash to pretend that it would be easy to replicate this 
rich additional funding streamτthe three percentage points that we were just discussingτ
in the event that we were no longer able to win the outsize share of EU science funds that 
we presently win. As I was saying earlier, we cannot predict what our financial circumstances 
will be in the event of a decision to leave the European Union, we do not know what 
condition the national economy will be in, we cannot say now what competing priorities 
there will be for any resources that become available, so it is very difficult to know what 
kinds of pressures the Treasury would be under. 

Q147  Lord Cameron of Dillington: Sajid Javid, in his evidence to the House of Commons, 
ǎŀƛŘΣ ά²ƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ƻǊ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ǿŜ ǿƛƭƭ ǎǘƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƎƛŀƴǘέΦ Lǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
actually the case, and if it is, is the scientific community overstating its enthusiasm for EU 
membership? 

Jo Johnson: I think it is undeniable that we were a big player in science long before the 
European Union came into existence. Many of our great universities have been around and 
were successful as centres of learning long before even the countries that are now part of 
the European Union came into existence, so I am sure we could continue to be a player in 
science and to thrive in loads of ways. The question for me is whether we would be as strong 

                                            
269 Associated countries.   
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as we could be without access to those additional funding streams that we win in Europe, 
without access to the shared facilities, which we would find hard to build or construct all on 
our own, and whether we would be able to replicate easily the kinds of relationships and 
partnerships that we have built up over many years with other EU institutions. It is not that 
we would not thrive or that we would not continue to be a player in science; I think that 
would be to overstate the case. It is just whether we would be as strong outside as we could 
be, continuing to build on these relationships that we have put in place over a number of 
years. 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: I agree with all that. Science capability is about three things: the 
funding, which we have talked about; the people; and the facilities. It is interesting to look at 
the people. At the moment, 30% of European Research Council grantees working in the UK 
come from other member states; and 15% of UK academic staff are from continental 
Europe, which compares with 11% of the whole of non-EU, so not only the funding but the 
people are very important. Then there are the science facilities, where there are many 
examples of partnerships with EU. We are very good at science, but we are even better at 
science because of that participation in European science. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Minister, nobody is prouder than I am, and I am sure you too, 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ƘŜŀǾƛŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƻǳǊ ǿŜƛƎƘǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘέ ŦŀŎǘƻǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘǊŀƻǊŘƛƴŀǊȅ ǾŀƭǳŜ ǘƘŀǘ 
we get from our science. All the metrics are wonderful, it is the greatest success story, but to 
call Britain, as you did the other day, a scientific superpower since the Enlightenment has a 
whiff of hubris about it. If we were such a scientific superpower consistently since the 
Enlightenment, we would not be going through the agony in relation to civil nuclear power, 
which we cannot do on our own any more, having led the world for so long. I know that in 
politics you have to overdo it occasionally, but was it not courting misfortune to use that 
phraseology? 

Jo Johnson: I do not wish to come across as hubristic, obviously, but I do think that we are a 
very strong player in science and there are facts to support that assertion. We have a very 
high shareτ16%τof the most important research globally, and we generate that with a 
very productive research base that receives only 3% of global R&D spend, so we do generate 
a disproportionate share of the most important research globally. A 16% share of any 
economic activity calculated on a global basis I think entitles you to claim to having a certain 
standing in the world of science, and I think we do. 

Lord Maxton: One of the things that tends not to be mentioned, and has not been much 
mentioned on this, is the input of private investment into research in this country: in other 
words, major global players, big companies, that put money into research. How much is that, 
and do you think these global companies will continue to put research money into Britain if 
we left? 

Jo Johnson: That is a very important question. The mix in R&D is approximately one-third 
public and two-thirds private. Of the two-thirds private, Britain is unusual to a certain extent 
in that a lot of the R&D that comes from the private sector comes from foreign-owned 
companies, and of that it is reasonable to assume that a certain amount of that inward R&D 
into the UK is coming because we are in the single market, because we are a bridgehead into 
ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ōƛƎƎŜǎǘ trading area and so on. It is obviously very difficult to calculate how 
much of that would be at risk, but there would definitely be significant uncertainty over 
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future flows of that proportion of R&D, and over however much of the rest of itτwe do not 
know. 

Lord Maxton: Why would they stay investing when they already have footholds elsewhere in 
Europe? 

Jo Johnson: Those are important questions for the people advocating Brexit to answer. 

The Chairman: Lord Ridley, I am not asking you to answer that question.  

Viscount Ridley: I want to press Sir Mark on a point he just made about the proportion of 
people in British labs who are from the EU versus other parts of the world. If you are running 
a lab and you have the option of hiring somebody from the European Union versus a very 
talented Indian or American, is there a danger that you might, because it is easier to get the 
EU person in, recruit him, even though he is not quite as good? 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: Having spent a career in science, the quality of good scientists 
means that the brightest minds will be supported wherever they come from. 

Viscount Ridley: Even if it is easier to get through the visa process? 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: There are ways in which the UK is open to scientists from 
around the world. 

Viscount Ridley: We are constantly hearing that scientists are very upset about how difficult 
it is to get people through the visa process. 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: One would need to look at individual cases, with respect, but I 
think that overall the UK is open to scientists, and all the evidence is that scientists are very 
rigorous in recruiting the brightest minds. 

Jo Johnson: Can I come in on that for a second? The facts are quite powerful, I think, in this 
case. We in the UK give over half of all student tier 4 visas that are issued anywhere in the 
European Union. We have a system that is genuinely open to international students. We 
continue to make clear that there is no limit on the number of international students who 
can come here, and no limit on the number who can stay on and find work, provided they 
get a graduate job with a sponsoring employer. On the movement of scientists, there are 
also mechanisms in our visa system to give privileged access to PhD-level people from non-
EEA countries; they get preference in the tier 2 route. There are also mechanisms for those 
coming in on temporary research programmes through the tier 5 route, and there is no cap 
at all on the number of such people who can come in on the tier 5 route. 

Viscount Ridley: So we would be likely to apply that to EEA if we were outside the European 
Union. 

Jo Johnson: That is the regime that applies to the non-EEA countries. 

Viscount Ridley: No, I am saying that if we were outside, we would still apply it to the EU 
and the EEA, probably. 

Jo Johnson: With respect to the EEA, we have the advantages of mobility within the 
European Union, an ability for our research community to hire people from across a body of 
510 million people, and we have student mobility programmes that are tremendously 
beneficial. Some 150,000 EU students are presently studying at our universities, enriching 
them in all sorts of ways. We have had over 220,000 UK students take advantage of the 
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Erasmus+ programme over the years. These are really important, mind-broadening 
opportunities that we do not know would continue in the event of Brexit. 

Viscount Ridley: I completely agree that they are wonderful programmes. The question, 
given what you have just said about how easy it is to get the best minds from anywhere in 
the world, is: why would it be different if we were not in the European Union? 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: It is about the overall quality of the environment, and that also 
goes to the question that was just asked about private R&D investment, because that is 
important in relation to where scientists move around. I will read you a quote from the 
.ƛƻLƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ нлмп ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘƻΥ ά9ǳǊƻǇŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ōƛƎƎŜǎǘ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΣ ŀƴŘ 
access to this market is a key reason for global biopharmaceutical companies deciding to 
ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ƘŜŀŘǉǳŀǊǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘ ƛƴ wϧ5 ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ Χ ƛǘ ƛǎ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ 
the UK remains engaged in the EU and takes a leading role in shaping legislative and 
regulatory policy developments affecting the life sciŜƴŎŜǎέΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƘŀŘ ŦǊƻƳ 
Siemens again reflected that issue for the industry, so where scientists choose to move is 
going to be influenced by the overall environment: the universities, the international 
facilities, the industrial R&D. It is an amalgam of all these that is important, and all the 
evidence is that EU scientists come here in large numbers at the moment. 

Q148  Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Does BIS have a contingency plan for the science 
community if we leave the European Union? 

Jo Johnson: This is a question for the whole of Government with respect to the EU 
referendum and possible outcomes of it. The Government are campaigning for a positive 
vision for Britain within a reformed European Union, and all efforts are focusing on making 
sure that we have a positive campaign in which the facts are out there and people are able 
to make an informed choice. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: So that is a no. 

Jo Johnson: Again, it is a decision that relates across the whole of government. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: We have had this line from several Ministers. Why can you 
ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǎŀȅΣ άbƻΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ŎƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴŎȅ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎέΚ L ƛƴǾƛǘŜ ȅƻǳ ǘƻ ǎŀȅΣ άbƻΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ 
ŎƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴŎȅ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎέΦ 

Jo Johnson: We are focused on making the most positive case for BritŀƛƴΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ ŀ 
reformed European Union, and all efforts are going on that. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: The Bank of England has elaborate contingency plans. Does it 
ƴƻǘ ǎǘǊƛƪŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǎ ƻŘŘ ǘƘŀǘ IŜǊ aŀƧŜǎǘȅΩǎ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅ ŀǘ ŀƭƭΚ Lǘ ǿŀǎ the 
same with Scottish separation: there were two Cabinet decisions specifically not to do any 
contingency planning for Scottish separation. If I were uncharitable, I would say that it 
amounted to a dereliction of duty, but I am not uncharitable, so I will not. 

Jo Johnson: The question whether it is a dereliction of duty is better directed elsewhere than 
to the Science Minister. This is a broader policy position across government. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: I know you cannot be an individual today, which is a great 
pity because I would love you to be, but are you actually happy in your heart of hearts that 
you are doing the square root of damn all for contingency planning for the science 
community in the case of Brexit? 
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Jo Johnson: What we are doing is making sure that the British public is well informed ahead 
of this important decision on 23 June and in a position, on the basis of the best possible 
evidence, to exercise an informed choice in this important matter. 

The Chairman: Lord Hennessy reminded us that the Bank of England has indeed decided that 
contingency plans in the event of Brexit are necessary and has put them in place. Given the 
importance of science to our future economy, its critical role in fact, why is a different 
decision therefore needed for science compared to our financial system? 

Jo Johnson: This is a broader question for government as a whole rather than a specific one 
for science or for BIS, and I cannot really add much more to what I have said already to 
Lord Hennessy. 

Q149  Lord Vallance of Tummel: Can we come back to business for a moment? We heard in 
evidence that in Germany the relationship between government, business and the scientific 
community was more closely aligned than it is in the UK, and that does not seem to have 
done German industry any harm, not least in being able to attract EU funding. I wonder 
whether the creation of the catapult centres or the move of Innovate UK from grant funding 
to loan funding will make any difference in this area, and perhaps see the UK collaborate 
more closely with Germany in business and science. 

Jo Johnson: There are many different models for the relationship between business and the 
science communities across Europe, and each country develops its own model according to 
its own history and its own economic geography. In the UK we are adapting certain features 
that bear a resemblance to the Fraunhofer institutes in Germany through our catapult 
system, which you mention. We have committed in our manifesto to continuing to build that 
network out, and we have already taken steps in the first few months of this Parliament to 
do that, with a new precision medicines technologies catapult in Alderley Park, a precision 
medicine catapult in Cambridge, and others that are coming down the line. We see that as 
an important means of providing to businesses access to science and to shared facilities 
which SMEs on their own simply could not afford to build. It is an important way for us of 
making sure that we pull research out of the labs and get it into a state where it can help 
companies to develop prototypes, test concepts, and eventually move closer to market.  

The catapult network is important, and we are going to be funding it over the Parliament to 
the tune of over £1.6 billion over the five years of operation. That includes some private 
money as well. Other countries have their own models, and there can be helpful learning 
processes for us to examine them, and we are doing just that in developing our new 
innovation finance products at the moment. We have looked closely at some trends in 
innovation finance around the world, and noted with interest that many are moving away 
from a pure grant-led model towards one with more loan products in the mix. Later this year 
we will be market-testing these new innovation finance products, which are more loan-
oriented in nature, to see what part they can play in our portfolio of products that help 
support innovation in Britain.  

Lord Vallance of Tummel: Do you have any means of measuring the effectiveness of these 
different models between different countries? One could crudely say: how much EU funding 
does business get? That would not see the UK in a very good light. 

Jo Johnson: There are various indexes of how innovative countries are, which we pay some 
attention to. They have sub-metrics, which are ones to watch: the proportion of spin-outs 
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per unit of research money invested, the number of patents per unit of research money 
invested, the rate of start-up growth, the amount of university business collaboration by 
value that you are generating in your university system every year. We look at a number of 
indicators to see how effective our innovation spend is, but it is not something that you can 
put an easy financial value on. 

Lord Vallance of Tummel: Professor Walport, you looked as if you were about to say 
something on that, but maybe not. 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: No, but I am happy to make a few comments. The range of 
ways in which businesses collaborate through R&D with academia in the UK is very broad 
indeed. You have the Rolls-Royce model of deeply embedded units in universities; the 
BioScience Catalyst at Stevenage, which is a partnership between GSK, the Government and 
the Wellcome Trust; the cluster in photonics around Strathclyde; the cluster in biomedicine 
around the very strong biochemistry at Dundee; the automotive activity in the West 
Midlands in collaboration with the universities. The range of business and academic 
partnerships in the UK is very broad indeed, and as we have discussed the catapults are a 
very welcome addition to that, but there is a very broad range of different collaborative 
models, and against all the international scorecards, as you have just heard, the UK is doing 
well overall in the assessment of innovation. I think overall the UK is doing pretty well in this 
space. 

The Chairman: Minister, you reminded us that different countries have different models, 
and of course we have changed our model over the last 10 years or so. As Lord Vallance 
pointed out, we have followed the German model in some ways. We now have the catapult 
centres, which I think we all accept are an excellent innovation. Likewise, of course, it was 
only 10 years ago or so that the Technology Strategy Board, now Innovate UK, was brought 
in. In hindsight, it does seem odd perhaps that it took so long for the United Kingdom to 
bring these bridges between industry and academia together, and of course our model 
allowed us to have these centres of excellence at the universities that were brilliant, and 
remain brilliant, in their research output. Quite frankly, the links with industry were very 
often seen to be less satisfactory than in some other countries. We are learning on this, we 
are changing, but we do have a concern that Innovate UK is still a fairly tender plant. It is up 
for review in a sense under the Nurse review, and there is a suggestion that it might 
somehow be bedded into Research UK. Are you worried that this might in some way reduce 
its ability to stimulate industry? 

Jo JohnsonΥ {ƛǊ tŀǳƭ bǳǊǎŜΩǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ Ŏompelling vision of a reshaped UK 
research landscape, bringing the research councils together so they could be more than the 
sum of the parts while continuing to maintain their individual identities and individual ability 
to represent their individual communities. He had the idea of one university with seven 
ŦŀŎǳƭǘƛŜǎΦ ²Ŝ ǎŜŜ LƴƴƻǾŀǘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ w¦Y ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊƳΣ 
among other functions, of the research councils, so it would sit beneath the seven verticals 
as a sort of horizontal function, helping them to make the most of their research and helping 
business to make the most of the important ideas that are being generated in the research 
base. We see it as playing a really, really important role in bringing out the impact that our 
research is capable of and making sure that we find real-world applications for as much of it 
as is possible.  
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LƴƴƻǾŀǘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ƭƻǎǘΦ ²Ŝ ǎŜŜ ƛǘ ŀǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ 
that we continue to have an identifiable entity within Research UK, and we would continue 
to want it to have a clear business-facing focus, and to continue to have its own distinct and 
separate funding stream, because, as you know, Innovate UK is not presently funded from 
within the science ring fence, so it would be funded distinctly from other bits of RUK. 

Q150  The Chairman: I quite accept that Sir Paul was asked to look at the research councils 
ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳŜ ǳǇ ǿƛǘƘ ƳƻŘŜƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǳǎŜΣ ŀƴŘ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ LƴƴƻǾŀǘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
relationship with the research councils, from their point of view, is nothing but desirable. We 
would like assurance that, given that much research funding does not come from research 
councilsτit can come from charities, from business itselfτthere must be the ability for 
Innovate UK to keep a close relationship with these other sources of research funding. Are 
you satisfied that this closer relationship with the Research Councils UK will not inhibit these 
other connections? 

Jo Johnson: Yes, I very much am. I would like to invite, if I may, Gareth to come in on that 
and add a bit more colour to it. 

Gareth Davies: The main thing I would emphasise is that there are already strong working 
relationships at the chief executive level between the heads of the research councils and the 
chief executive of Innovate UK. It is a system where, essentially, good people are working 
across boundaries. As the Minister said, the goal is to make the collaboration simpler 
between sectors. On your point, which is critical, the heads of the research councils are not 
only interested in the funding that they are making in their own individual funding decisions, 
they also need to be leaders of their subject disciplines in the whole country. They should be 
world-class researchers in their own disciplines. As such, that relationship between the head 
of the relevant research council and the head of Innovate UK should involve an overview of 
the whole of that research endeavour to ensure that we are world class not only in research 
but in translation and commercialisation. 

Viscount Ridley: The moment has passed for what I was going to say. 

Q151  Lord Maxton: I am a little unclear, because we keep talking about the UK, but, with all 
due respect to you, Mr Johnson, you are not a Minister for the whole of the UK; you are a 
Minister for England very largely. Presumably there is devolved power. For instance, the 
universities in Scotland are devolved. 

Jo Johnson: With respect to science and research, that is a UK-wide reserved function. 

Lord Maxton: Even in the universities? 

Jo Johnson: We fund science wherever excellence is in the UK. 

Lord Maxton: In that respect, but part of your remit is not that, is it? 

Jo Johnson: On higher education that is clearly devolved, but science and research funding is 
reserved.  

Lord Maxton: Do you benchmark support that government gives to businesses in the way 
the rest of the European countries do not? Have the changes that have been made in 
support from the switch from the regional development agencies to local enterprise 
partnerships made any difference? 
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Jo Johnson: Gareth has the history of the changes since the changes to the RDA, so I will ask 
him to come in on that. 

Gareth Davies: The critical issue here is the local enterprise partnerships and the role they 
play effectively in defining and promoting the offer to businesses in their local areas. Some 
£2 billion of fundingτwe are looking at growth dealsτhas gone through those LEPs. Critical, 
thoughτand this brings in the wider connection with science and research fundingτis the 
smart specialisation strategy, which we touched on earlier. At national level, we are 
supporting the local enterprise partnerships in their smart specialisation strategy. This is 
critical to being able to bid successfully for £600 million of European innovation funding. 
What is important is that local areas need to know what their comparative advantage is 
relative to other areas in the country, but also internationally. The Minister recently also 
launched the science and innovation audits, which are part of that strategy to look not only 
at the public assets, infrastructure and funding but at the business assets and, potentially, 
into areas led typically by leading universities to come into consortia to identify what their 
comparative advantage is from a world-class perspective. I have been speaking to areas in 
the north-west, LiverpoolτSir Mark and I were at Leeds recentlyτand looking to them to 
think about what their comparative advantages are, where they can build on that area of 
comparative strength and where this needs to go in supporting those areas as they bid in 
through structural funds but also in giving a longer-term strategy through Horizon 2020 and 
bidding into our own domestic research funding. 

Q152  Lord Vallance of Tummel: This comes back to my question about Germany. In 
Germany there is a very intimate relationship between government and business, and 
government will help business in a big way to see its way through to get funding. It is a well-
established system. Here one gets the sense that the system is not so well oiled and, indeed, 
that since the RDAs have disappeared that a cog has dropped out of the engine. Am I wrong? 

Gareth Davies: I see this as a critical role for Innovate UK. As the Minister was saying, 
LƴƴƻǾŀǘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƛǎ ƪŜȅΦ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾe asked them, along with the NCUB, 
to create smart specialisation hubs, which essentially are the gateway for accessing both 
how to develop their smart specialisation strategy and how to reach in and access Horizon 
2020 and the structural funds. It is very fair to say that we are looking to ensure that Horizon 
2020 is as simple and non-bureaucratic a process as possible for business to access. More 
needs to be done, and our voice through the EU enables us to reform and simplify that 
programme. Locally, business support comes through Innovate UK, its partnership with the 
NCUB and the knowledge transfer networks, which recently celebrated their 40th 
anniversary and are seen as a very successful part of the science and innovation landscape, 
particularly the partnership with business. 

Q153  Lord Kakkar: It has been suggested during this inquiry that the UK Government 
absorb scientific advice into policy more readily than the EU in general, that therefore there 
could be a risk that UK policy is made less effective by compliance with EU directives that 
rely on an EU model of scientific advice that is quite different from our own, and that 
therefore we are potentially disadvantaged. Minister, do you have a view on that? 

Jo Johnson: I can say that we welcome the recent introduction of the Scientific Advice 
Mechanism and the presence of Dame Julia Slingo as one of the members of the high-level 
group. It is good that EU policy-making is going to be informed by the best possible scientific 



Government ς Mr Jo Johnson, MP, Minister of State for Universities and Science, BIS, 
Professor Sir Mark Walport FMedSci FRS, Government Chief Scientific Adviser, Government 
Office for Science and Mr Gareth Davies, BIS ς Oral evidence (QQ 144-161) 

244 

evidence. We welcome this direction of travel. Commissioner Moedas is taking lots of 
positive steps in this respect, and a lot of his work should be warmly welcomed. If I may, I 
think Sir Mark has a valuable perspective on this as a provider. 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: Thank you very much indeed. First, the Scientific Advice 
Mechanism has been established in Europe for a much shorter time than in the UK. We have 
a history of 50 years of a very well-embedded system that involves not only a Government 
Chief Scientific Adviser but departmental chief scientists, scientific advisory councils and 
committees. The EU is going through a process in which it started with a single scientific 
adviser, Anne Glover, who was not supported by a substantive secretariat, to a model that 
now brings together a committee of seven people, as the Minister has said, strongly 
supported by a secretariat and by Commissioner Moedas. The UK has had a very substantive 
feed into that process. Sir David King was involved in advising the Commission and helping to 
select that group of science advisers, chaired by Professor Wegener.  

All the evidence is that the Commission is taking scientific advice very seriously, and there is 
a new mechanism. It has consulted very extensively. I met Director-General Robert-Jan Smits 
last June to provide information on the UK system. Our officials remain in touch. As you have 
heard, Dame Julia Slingo is a member of the high-level group. All the evidence is that it is 
moving in the right direction. 

The second part of your question is whether UK policy is made less effective by compliance 
with EU directives. In some ways that is a different question. One could look at three areas 
where the EU directives are very important and the UK has played an important part. One 
could look at the data protection regulation, the invasive non-native species directive, which 
was pushed for by the UK, and the clinical trials directive. These are all important directives.  

If we start in reverse order, the development of drugs is a global activity, so having a 
European market and clinical trials directive that works is very important for the UK. As a 
number of your witnesses have emphasised, harmonisation is extremely important to help 
this happen. A new clinical trials regulation, which was approved in 2014, comes into force 
this year, which is aimed at cutting the bureaucracy of the old directive. It streamlines the 
authorisation process for drugs trials, cuts red tape for products, and simplifies reporting.  

On the data protection regulation, where there was a lot of toing and froing and an eventual 
trialogue, on research the UK played a leading role in Europe in bringing together European 
science bodies and putting the regulation into a good shape in supporting the responsible 
use of data for research.  

The case of the non-native species directive is an important one, because if there is one 
group of organisms that does not mind about borders it is invasive species. There is a whole 
string of those. The UK is widely recognised as having very good practice. It was as a 
consequence of our pressure that there was a draft regulation in 2013, and it came into 
force on 2 January 2015. The GB strategy is widely held to be one of the best in Europe, and 
many of its features formed the basis of aspects of the EU proposal. On 4 December, 37 
species were adopted by majority and the UK voted for the list. It is an example of a directive 
that is important to the UK and that came about by our membership of the Union. 

Q154  Lord Kakkar: Could I come back to the new Scientific Advice Mechanism that has been 
established in the European Commission? We heard some evidence that there are potential 
concerns about the balance between it being a proactive mechanism that will look at topics 
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and take them to the Commission, and a reactive one that responds to questions that the 
Commission may put to it. Do you have a view about that? Secondly, what interaction do 
you think there will be between other European institutionsτthe European Parliament, for 
instance, and the Councilτwith regard to the Scientific Advice Mechanism as opposed to its 
relationship with the Commission?  

Professor Sir Mark Walport: Dame Julia gave you evidence, and she is the most direct 
source. The important issue for science advice is that it has a customer at the other end. 
There is always an element of toing and froing and discussion about the areas where science 
advice is important. Two areas they have been asked to look at are cybersecurity and real-
world CO2 emissions from light vehiclesτa topical topic. I am aware that there is also 
discussion. It will be an iterative process of discussion between the Scientific Advice 
Mechanism and the Commission itself. 

Lord Kakkar: In our own country with a very mature approach to and mechanism for science 
advice across all government departments, as you said Sir Mark, what is the opportunity for 
the scientific advice mechanisms that we have to contribute to thinking about now with this 
European mechanism as it goes forward? Is there any proposal that national Governments 
would be able to interact their science mechanisms with what is being developed in Europe? 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: The first thing is that they are looking at bringing chief scientific 
advisers together from different European countries. That was something that Anne Glover 
initiated, and it is likely to happen under the new mechanism. There will be a direct 
relationship between the Scientific Advice Mechanism and individual national scientific 
advisers. 

The second thing is that, as part of the Scientific Advice Mechanism, national academies 
across Europe are also being brought into play. There are many different forums where 
science advisory systems in individual countries will come together with the European 
mechanism. 

Q155  Viscount Ridley: Can I pick up something you said, Sir Mark? I wonder whether you 
are putting a slightly different gloss on it from what we have heard. I have no quarrel with 
the invasive species directive, but in the case of the clinical trials and data protection 
directives you have made it sound as though there were good directives that we approved 
and made better. The evidence that we have heard has been compelling that in both cases 
they were disastrous directives, which we made slightly less disastrous. In the case of the 
deliberate release of GMO directives, they are still disastrous. We heard that in our previous 
inquiry on GM insects. 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: The issue is where they end up. The data protection regulation 
started with a position on research that the UK supported when it came out of the 
Commission. It then was modified in the Parliament to a position that the UK was much less 
keen on, and as a result of subsequent work with the Government it ended up in a position 
that the UK is supportive of. Directives always, in their evolution, go through phases that we 
and other countries may not be happy with.  

Viscount Ridley: You say that what counts is where they end up, but in the case of the 
clinical trials directive a lot of harm was done and a lot of good research was set back by the 
fact that it came in in a bad form. 
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Professor Sir Mark Walport: I guess the issue is that whether we are in or out of Europe, the 
clinical trials regulations in Europe will matter hugely to us because it is one of the major 
markets of the world. 

Viscount Ridley: One of them. 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: It is the reason why the pharmaceutical industry has given you 
evidence that it believes that the UK is an important place to be. Therefore, our opportunity 
to influence directives is a very important one.  

Viscount Ridley: On the deliberate-release directive, we are seeing fantastic British 
technology having to be tested and applied outside Europe. 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: As you know, on GMOs a position of subsidiarity has been 
reached where individual countries can take their own decisions.  

Viscount Ridley: We heard that it is not working. 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: The system is that there is a European approval mechanism and 
individual countries can opt out. This is something that we have discussed here before. 
Different countries have different value systems in relation to these. 

Q156  Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Sir Mark, as our inquiry has unfolded, I have acquired 
the impressionτI do not know if my colleagues haveτthat our scientific relationship with 
the European Union is much less jagged than so many other of our relationships in this great 
43-year psychodrama that we have been living through. Do you think it is a fair observation 
that this is an area where relative harmony and good things have emerged in contrast 
perhaps to others? 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: I can comment on our science in a positive sense, but I do not 
think I am qualified to comment on all other areas. It is true that the scientific community 
works closely in Europe. It influences policies for science in Europe. As you have heard from 
the Minister, it has been a significant beneficiary of the European funding system for 
excellence, and it has profoundly influenced it. The European Research Council in its existing 
form recognises to a significant extent the emphasis of the UK and some other countries in 
Europe on supporting the brightest and the best. It is true that the scientific community has 
strong relationships with Europe. I cannot comment on all the rest.  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Have you anything in the back of your mind that if as a 
country we stay in, on your side of the house, we could bring an initiative to Europe that 
would not be whingeing, carping or reluctant and that would take them by surprise? Just 
think of the shock value of coming up with something positive in the aftermath of a vote to 
stay in. Do you have a cunning plan forming in your little grey cells? 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: I was going to say that I thought that was more a comment 
than a question, with respect. No, I do not think there is a plan at the moment.  

Q157  Lord Cameron of Dillington: This question has already been answered, but in case you 
have anything further to add I will ask it again. Public funding for science is lower in the UK 
ǘƘŀƴ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŜǎΦ LŦ ȅƻǳ ŀŘŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƻ .ƻǊȅǎΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎτthe Cambridge 
.ƻǊȅǎΣ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ aǊ WƻƘƴǎƻƴΩǎ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜΣ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊ {ƛǊ [ŜǎȊŜƪ .ƻǊȅǎƛŜǿƛŎȊΣ τǘƘŀǘΣ ά¢ƘŜ 
total source of funding from all European-based funding is equivalent to having another 
ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭέΦ 5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘǿƻ ŦŀŎǘǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ 
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enthusiasm for EU funding? In other words, is it the lack of UK funds that makes them take 
their decision? 

Jo Johnson: I think it is the additionality of it, and the fact that they are doing important 
work and we are very successful at winning an outsized slice of this money. Our universities 
and science base benefits from a very significant chunk of additional money. As I said before, 
it would be rash to pretend that it would be easy to replace it in the event of Brexit when we 
would not know what other claims there might be on the public purse, nor what state our 
economy would be in. 

Q158  Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: If we stay in, do you think we should aim to increase 
the number of EU scientific facilities based in the UK? I spent a fascinating day on Friday at 
the Joint European Torus at Culham. I think I am right that it is the only one of any size that 
we have acquired during our 43 years of membership. It is a remarkable thing, and very 
significant, but only to have the one over 43 years, given our prowess as a scientific nation, is 
a bit breath-taking. 

Jo Johnson: It is horses for courses. The UK looks at these opportunities on a case-by-case 
basis, and where it is good value for us to bid to host them, we do. It is good that the JET 
fusion energy facility in Culham is there and doing important science.  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: That was a 1978 agreement that it should come there. That is 
a long time. We have had none since. 

Jo Johnson: That is the whole point; we have access to shared facilities across an entire 
continent and do not necessarily have to build them all in the UK. Our science base has 
access to shared facilities of all sorts across the European Union.  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Would you like rather more? 

Jo Johnson: Where it makes good sense on a value-for-money basis to locate them physically 
in the UK, we will certainly continue to look at them, but we need to be in the European 
Union to have that sort of option.  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Precisely. 

Q159  Duke of Montrose: Rather like Lord Cameron, a great many answers have been given 
to the questions that the Committee wants on the record. I should say that I receive funding 
under the common agricultural policy and the rural development programmes. We have 
observed a strong consensus from across the science communityτacademia, industry, 
charitiesτof the value of freedom of movement across the EU for science, research and 
innovation. Do you agree with that position? Perhaps one of the reasons why researcher 
Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǾŀƭǳŜŘ ǎƻ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ƛǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ Ǿƛǎŀ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ Ŧƛǘ ŦƻǊ 
purpose. Is this accurate? 

Jo Johnson: No, I really would challenge that. As I said in an earlier answer, there is strong 
evidence that we continue to punch well above our weight in attracting people to this 
country from outside the EEA. Half of all EU visas issued to people of university age are 
issued by Britain. That is an astonishing statistic. They are attracted to the excellent 
universities that we have in this country and the great higher education that you can receive 
here. After university age, as I said earlier, we have adjusted our visa regime to make it easy 
for people with PhD qualifications and eminent scientists of all sorts to come here. Special 
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privileges are accorded to them in the tier 2 route, and the tier 5 route is available for those 
coming on more temporary exchange programmes. We do feel that we have a competitive 
offer. We are always looking for ways to illustrate that we are open and that we want the 
brightest and the best to come and study and train our young people.  

Duke of Montrose: Can I come in with a supplementary of my own? At the moment a great 
deal of our economy depends on our service industry, which will probably be shortly taken 
over by IT where a little man somewhere on the other side of the world will press a button 
and get the answer that presently comes from a very knowledgeable person in London. In 
the event that we have to think of where the emerging economies of China and India are 
going to take us, is the scientific community better in Europe or outside, free from the 
various constraints that you have given us? 

Jo Johnson: I think we will develop faster relations with these big emerging or emerged 
economics if we are in the European Union, because we will have the full weight of the trade 
bloc behind us when we are negotiating access to their markets. That will strongly facilitate 
our entry into these markets. We will get better trade deals as part of the EU than we would 
negotiating them as an economy of 70 million people. It is not mutually exclusive. Our 
membership of the European Union facilitates better relations with these markets for our 
exporters, and in the other direction it is unarguable that we get this outsized slice of inward 
investment from India, for example, that invests more in the UK than it does across the rest 
of the European Union, because we are in the single market and their firms can use London 
and the rest of the UK as a bridgehead into the rest of this big trading area that is the 
European Union.  

Q160  The Chairman: Could I move on to a very topical issue, which is relevant not just to 
this inquiry but to all inquiries of Select Committees, and that is the guidance issued by the 
Cabinet Office on 6 February to government departments requiring them to add an anti-
lobbying clause into the conditions attached to all new or renewed government grants to 
public bodies and charities. I understand that this clause is intended to prevent these bodies 
from using public funds to influence Parliament, Government or political parties. While one 
immediately realises that this is a perfectly well-intentioned proposal, it might have impact 
on evidence to Select Committees such as ours. In this inquiry, we have had evidence from 
organisations in receipt of government-department grants. The devil is clearly in the detail. 
There is a lot of concern about unintended consequences and enforcement difficulties. We 
are aware that BIS is working to address this situation. What type of solution, given the 
opportunity for total chaos, is BIS coming up with? 

Jo Johnson: We recognise that this is an important issue. The Government are introducing 
this measure to address the potential for the misuse of public fundsτmoney being used for 
purposes for which it was not granted. We are looking very carefully at the guidance issued 
by the Cabinet Office on exemptions to this policy. We are in discussions with stakeholders 
to determine exactly how this might apply to the research base, knowing, as we do, that the 
research base, scientists and academics make a tremendous contribution to the 
development of evidence-based policy. We want to put in place an exemption that 
continues to allow that to be possible within the framework of tight management of public 
money. If I may, I will invite Sir Mark to give his perspective on this question as well. 
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Professor Sir Mark Walport: Thank you very much indeed, Minister. In the context of R&D 
by individual government departments, that is commissioned to answer the scientific 
questions that they face on bovine tuberculosis, climate or other areas. There is an 
important distinction between the communication of the evidence, which obviously 
government wants to be done and needs to be done in as transparent a way as possible, and 
there is the lobbying for advocacy for individual policy positions, which is slightly different. 
The purpose of the R&D is to provide the evidence that the Government needs. That is the 
key issue. 

The Chairman: It is the key issue, and that clearly is what Select Committees will be 
concerned about, as indeed will academia and other organisations. We need to understand 
much better. I think it would have been helpful if there had been much wider consultation 
before the Cabinet Office came up with this worthy cause. When you say that there will be 
exemptions, are we talking about blanket exemptions, case-by-case exemptions? What 
happens when exemptions are not given? What additional administrative workload will fall 
on BIS, or for that matter the Government Office for Science, in monitoring and enforcing 
these new clauses? How will this be funded? What penalties will you impose on bodies that 
do not adhere to these conditions of grants? These are all important issues that we need to 
understand. 

Jo Johnson: Indeed they are, and they are the issues that we are discussing now with the 
Cabinet Office: how we might secure exemptions and/or qualifications to the clause. We will 
be discussing exactly how exemptions or qualifications might work for the stakeholders, so 
we address the concerns you mention. 

The Chairman: What impact do you expect it to have on the ability of Select Committees to 
do their work? 

Jo Johnson: We would not expect it to have an impact. That is not the intention of the policy. 
We will give consideration to that in light of your concern.  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: I am sure you have very powerfully picked up the anxieties in 
the learned societies about this, as indeed I have. I have two points. It struck me, when it 
first emerged, as showing a remarkable lack of self-ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ IŜǊ aŀƧŜǎǘȅΩǎ 
Government. In an open society, you put up with that, do you not? It is part of the toing and 
froing. It might be deeply irritating, and the form in which lobbying can take would put your 
teeth on edge, but surely in the norms of an open society it is rather central. Where does the 
duty of speaking truth unto power, which Mr Davies and Sir Mark have in abundance in 
advising you, for example, end and lobbying begin? How on earth can you police that 
boundary? 

Jo Johnson: These are important questions. The intention of the policy, as the Chairman said, 
is to make sure that money is spent for the purposes for which it was allocated. When 
money is allocated for research, the money should be spent on research; it should not be 
diverted to objects not related to the original grant. That is a fairly important principle of 
managing public money, and we want to make sure that applies consistently.  

Viscount Ridley: In contrast to my neighbour here, I am impressed that this is not about 
stopping people lobbying but about stopping people using money that was given for one 
purpose for lobbying instead. There is nothing to stop an individual from an organisation 
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using his own money to buy his own train fare in his own time to come and lobby a 
politician. Is that right, or have I misunderstood? 

Jo Johnson: The finer details are to be determined as we take this forward and it is 
introduced. I do not want to give any definitive statement on that. 

The ChairmanΥ ¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ άǎƭŜŘƎŜƘŀƳƳŜǊέ ŀƴŘ άƴǳǘέ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƻ ƳƛƴŘΦ !ǎ L ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ƛǘΣ ǘƘƛǎ 
is seeking to address inappropriate lobbying with public funds. To what extent has this been 
a problem? 

Jo Johnson: It is important to make sure wherever we can, at a time when we are making 
significant savings across government, that public money is spent for the purposes taxpayers 
understand it to be allocated for. That is pretty important. We want to make sure that 
wherever there is misuse of public money we crack down on it. Clearly, where it is going to 
create problems for academic freedom of expression we will take that very carefully into 
account in discussions with the Cabinet Office as we consider requests for exemptions or 
qualifications to the clause. 

Q161  The Chairman: Clearly the opportunity for unintended consequences, as I think you 
have recognised, is very great. There is a responsibility somewhere in government to come 
up with a solution to this self-imposed problem, as I would describe it. Where does the 
authority for coming up with a solution lie? 

Jo Johnson: It will be collectively agreed across government. It is a Cabinet Office-led policy, 
but all requests for exemptions would be agreed on a cross-government basis as usual. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: I cannot believe that it would have been generated in your 
department. Did it come as rather a shock to you when it emerged from the Cabinet Office?  

Jo Johnson: We recognise the strength of feeling and legitimate concern in the scientific and 
academic communities generally. We do not want to limit freedom of expression or 
constrain academic research in any way. We will make sure that the exemptions have that 
effect. It is legitimate for government to crack down on abuse of public money wherever it is 
in the system, and the anti-lobbying clause that is coming into force has that objective in 
mind. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Has the National Audit Office produced any evidence that 
there is this level of abuse? 

Jo Johnson: That is for the Cabinet Office to comment on. I am not aware of it, but I am sure 
that officials and Ministers in the Cabinet Office will be across that. 

The Chairman: Perhaps we should ask your colleague from the Cabinet Office to come and 
give evidence to us.  

Lord Maxton: You are publicly funded. 

Jo Johnson: We are publicly funded, yes.  

Lord Maxton: So you cannot lobby. 

Jo Johnson: Mark? 

Professor Sir Mark Walport: My job is to provide advice to government. I do not comment 
publicly on government policy, as you know.  
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The Chairman: We have probably exhausted this. We have concerns, and indeed the 
concerns are widely shared. I am confident that you will be addressing this issue with your 
colleagues in the Cabinet Office. We wait with interest to make sure that it does not impact 
on our future work. We have exhausted our questions. I hope we have not exhausted you. 
Thank you for the very forthright way the three of you have answered the questions. We are 
most grateful. We now have to go away and write our report. Thank you very much indeed. 
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Q117  The Chairman: Welcome back, Professor Grimes. It is splendid to have you back in our 
midst, particularly to help us in our inquiry on matters concerning the European Union and 
science in this country. We are particularly glad that you are able to help us today. We are 
being broadcast in the normal way, so to start proceedings please introduce yourself for the 
record, and if you would like to make any opening statement, please do so. 

Professor Robin Grimes: I am very grateful to have the opportunity to give evidence to the 
Committee as the FCO Chief Scientific Adviser, following permission from appropriate 
Ministers in the FCO. My remarks are also going to be informed by my experience of working 
with EU and non-EU partner countries through my role as a professor at Imperial College. As 
the FCO Chief Scientific Adviser, I work very closely with the UK Science and Innovation 
Network, which I know you are familiar with. It has about 90 officers in a variety of different 
countries, but 15 of those officers are based in eight EU countries, and they are co-ordinated 
by a lead based in Berlin. That network promotes policy exchange as well as partnerships in 
science and innovation with traditional scientific powers, but also in key emerging 
economies, which is very important.  

I have been in the FCO for three years. My other day job, as it were, is as Professor of 
Materials Physics in the materials department of the Faculty of Engineering at Imperial 
/ƻƭƭŜƎŜΦ L Ǌǳƴ ŀ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ŎƻƳǇǳǘƛƴƎ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜǎ ǘƻ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎΩ 
performance. As an academic, I have published work with colleagues in France, Germany, 
Spain and Sweden as well as with other people from countries outside the EU.  
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The Chairman: Thank you very much, Professor Grimes. That is a very helpful start. I would 
like to start our questions by touching on what one might describe as science diplomacy, 
particularly whether as a country we are making the most of the international scientific 
diplomatic opportunities afforded by our membership of the EU, and in particular the 
oǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴΩǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦b ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΦ tŜǊƘŀǇǎ L 
should declare an interest, because at one time I served on one of the UNESCO committees, 
the Commission on Ethics of Science and Technology. But it is really wider than that. We are 
now members of UNESCO, the World Health Organization, the Food and Agriculture 
Organization, the World Meteorological Organization and such like. Would you say that we 
are making the best use of our membership of these organisations, and how does our 
membership of the EU impact on this?  

Professor Robin Grimes: We have excellent scientific connections with all the countries in 
the EU. I have already mentioned the Science and Innovation Network as being at the fore in 
promoting these. Of course, there is also our involvement in the research councils and other 
agencies, and you have mentioned some. While it is always possible to do more, and clearly 
we are always looking for new opportunities, I think we are taking opportunities and using 
robust evidence to underpin our science diplomacy efforts.  

You asked about science diplomacy specifically, and it is useful to try to define what we 
mean by science diplomacy, because it is a bit of moveable feast at the moment, as I will 
explain. A didactic definition would be science in diplomacy, which is evidence-based policy-
making where the science informs policy objectives. Then there is diplomacy for science, 
which is making sure that we in the FCO in particular are taking action to support scientists 
so that they can achieve their goals. Finally, there is science for diplomacy, which is the idea 
that scientists get on with their collaborations across borders. That can give confidence to 
negotiations and relationships between countries. It is a sort of beachhead, particularly in 
more politically difficult circumstances. That is one way of looking at it.  

I want to get on to an idea of a less prescriptive definition, because we are in the process, 
with our colleagues in the EU countries, of getting a much richer definition of what science 
diplomacy means. This is going to emerge, particularly in the way science diplomacy and, for 
example, international development diplomacy start to overlap. That relationship with our 
colleagues in other EU countries is very important in allowing us to do that.  

The Chairman: Thank you for that. I suppose the matter of the greatest interest to the 
Committee is the extent to which our membership of the European Union helps in our 
interactions in these areas of science diplomacy. Clearly, whether we are in or out, we are 
going to be members of the WHO and of UNESCO, one imagines, but in your perception is 
there anything added by our membership of the European Union? Are we more effective as 
a contributor? How do we compare with other member states in impact?  

Professor Robin Grimes: From my perspective as FCO Chief Scientific Adviser, I think we 
capitalise very well on these activities. I do not know of any other state that I would say 
capitalises more than we do. There is no formal EU programme called EU Science Diplomacy 
at the moment, but there are areas where our science evidence will underpin diplomacy that 
we have carried out bilaterally and as part of the EU, and we are more powerful as a result. 
A good example of that would be climate diplomacy. Key to this is the fact that we work hard 
to ensure that the scope of framework programmes is in line with UK priorities; and because 
the UK has many world-recognised scientists, UK scientists occupy key positions in a range of 
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EU research and advisory bodies. An example is Dame Julia Slingo from the Met Office, who 
is one of the seǾŜƴ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ 9/ {ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ !ŘǾƛŎŜ aŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳΩǎ IƛƎƘ-Level Group, 
which is a bit of a mouthful. Of course, we also lobby bilaterally, such as through our 
overseas network, which I just mentioned, and which helped recently to secure the 
headquarters of the Square Kilometre Array, so we have both these activities.  

Q118  The Chairman: This Committee has wrestled recently with the issues of genetic 
modification and the failure, quite frankly, of the Commission to persuade the Council of 
Ministers, and certainly the European Parliament, to take the line that it would have 
preferred. We saw evidence therefore that there was disinvestment in Europe, particularly 
in this country, where, not unnaturally, some of the companies involved in this area decided 
it would be preferable to make their investment elsewhere. It was clear from the Ministers 
that we were making common cause with some but by no means with all countries. A 
number of countries clearly adopted a policy that did not appear to be evidence-based. In 
these circumstances, how do we make common cause within the European Union with 
countries that might be more likely to follow an evidence-based policy?  

Professor Robin Grimes: We are not obliged to follow a relationship with all the countries in 
the EU. We can follow bilateral agreements as we wish to, so there is nothing stopping us 
from separating out certain issues, such as the one you have mentioned, to discuss with 
specific bilateral countries.  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: I used to represent the UK at the WMO, and we always had 
observers at those meetings who came from the EU or European institutions. Clearly, the 
European Commission has observer status sometimes and the European Centre for Medium-
Range Weather Forecasts would come and so on. My impression then and now is that that 
needs to be thought about. Do you have a view about that? In another Select Committee we 
heard about the European Commission wanting to have observer status in the Arctic Council, 
where it does not have it for certain reasons. Do you have a view on this triangular 
relationship between the UK, the EC and UN bodies?  

Professor Robin Grimes: I think we gain tremendously from being able to negotiate as part 
of an EU bloc. We were specifically part of that bloc for the negotiations for COP21, for 
example, which gave us considerably more clout, and the negotiations were very successful. 
However, as I said, we can also have separate negotiations with countries and come to 
bilateral relationships, and we can act through the UN. I have no doubt that we will continue 
to make the most of those three areas together, and being part of those three areas gives us 
a synergy that we are able to exploit more readily. We are also able to gain information from 
being part of those three groups and to compare and contrast.  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: You have chosen the climate example, which seems to be an ideal 
area where everybody worked together on policy. But in dealing with, say, nuclear waste or 
GMOs, there seem to be some big strategic scientific diplomatic issues, which, as our 
Chairman pointed out, are not so satisfactory, or not so clear anyway.  

Professor Robin Grimes: We always have to make sure that we adhere to the principle of 
robust scientific evidence. We must continuously collect that evidence and put that evidence 
forward. It always has to be predicated on the best-quality science. In the UK, we are very 
fortunate that we have many outstanding scientists, universities and research institutions 
that can collect that evidence on their own, as well as through bilateral relationships and 
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mechanisms such as the framework programmes, to give us the body of evidence that we 
can continue to use to forward our claims and wishes with regard to all the issues that you 
have talked about.  

As you are well aware, science is not something that you come to an immediate consensus 
on. It takes quite a long time. Sometimes the evidence that you get allows you to modify 
your position, and you are required to modify your position because that is what the 
evidence tells you to do. It is not a single thing; it is a continuous process.  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Can I follow up with a thought on what you just said about 
robust scientific evidence predicated on the best-quality science? I am an arts and 
humanities person, and I have often been intrigued by the nature of science, without 
understanding it. One of the fundamental characteristics of the EU is the consensual 
approach that you have just described. I remember the line of the great Richard Feynman 
when he was part of the investigatory team into the Challenger disaster. Somebody was 
ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ŀƴŘ ƘŜ ǎŀƛŘΣ άbŀǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŦƻƻƭŜŘέΦ Lƴ ŀǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ 
humanities, you can play around and it is part of the nature of the game to do all this, but in 
science I have always thought that if you have a consensual organisation it could be 
nonsense on stilts because it does not fit the evidence, but it is still a consensus. Is it not a 
perpetual problem for you that you have people such as yourself in Europe and your fellow 
chief scientists here who are evidence-driven, which is the alpha and omega of your craft, 
and you have a political class that very often goes for policy-based evidence, and it can sing 
itself the most deceptive lullabies? How do you reconcile that, because above all as a 
scientist you have a duty to speak truth unto power?  

Professor Robin Grimes: You do. The position Feynman was in was that they needed to 
come to a position with respect to the Challenger disaster and they had to do it quickly, so 
they had to formulate and present the evidence they were gathering within a short period. 
Often science evolves, and I am not sure that humanities and science are always quite as 
different as they are portrayed. Personally, I am not a believerτand I wear a very personal 
hat hereτin the two societies type of approach ofτ  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Two cultures.  

Professor Robin Grimes: Thank you, the two cultures of CP Snow. I am afraid I do not adhere 
to that at all. I think there is tremendous commonality. With science, over a period, as 
evidence is collected, the position can change. You are right that we have a duty 
continuously to produce and argue that evidence, but we have to make people understand 
the nature of that scientific process, and I think the new body of scientific advice that I 
mentioned earlier on with the long name is one way in which we will do that. The EU is 
currently going through the process of understanding what that new committee will do and 
how it will work, and it is experimenting to a certain extent with how to get scientific 
evidence in. So I am very positive that this is going in the right direction.  

Q119  Lord Peston: I have always taken it for granted that scientists engage in the pursuit of 
truth. They do not necessarily find it, but that is the business they are in, whether they are 
natural scientists or social scientists. Having advised Ministers myself, my experience is that 
that is not what Ministers are about, and the problem is that if you insist, especially as a 
junior adviser, on telling them the truth, you know exactly what will happen: they will not 
listen to you any more and you will not be invited to meetings or anything. Does that 
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correspond at all to your experience? If you were to tell the Foreign Secretary this or that 
and he just did not want to know, what would happen?  

Professor Robin Grimes: That is a different issue with respect to the European agenda that 
you are talking about. 

Lord Peston: I know, but some of it arises in a European context, as you will see when we 
come to the question that I will put to you about the deal that was done. There is a 
European context for all this. 

Professor Robin Grimes: I am a Chief Scientific Adviser, and as such it is my job to advise 
Ministers within the Foreign Office so that they have access to the best evidence and the 
best networks of scientists in order to inform their policy-making. It is not my business to tell 
them what the policy should be; it is just to make sure that they have that evidence. If they 
choose to use that evidence, that is good. If they are unable to choose to use that evidence 
in those circumstances, they are the Ministers and that is their decision, and as a Chief 
Scientific Adviser you must accept that. 

Lord Maxton: As possibly the only member of the political classes in the Committeeτ 

Baroness Neville-Jones: No, I, too, have been a Minister.  

Lord Maxton: You have, that is right, but could I ask that very basic philosophical question: 
what is truth?  

Professor Robin Grimes: What is truth? Gosh, there is a question I was not expecting to get 
this morning.  

Lord Maxton: I am afraid Lord Peston raised it.  

The Chairman: Shall we allow you a stay of execution on that? I think we will leave that one 
on the side, if you do not mind.  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Tell us the meaning of life while you are at it.  

Professor Robin Grimes: I think this is one of those questions where I have to say that I will 
get back to the Committee with an answer when I have worked it out.  

The Chairman: All you need to do is refer us to some philosophical works. 

Lord Kakkar: Could I pick up on this question of scientific advice in the development of 
policy? There will be policy development at a European level that eventually results in 
directives or regulation transposed into UK domestic law, and that will be informed by a 
European scientific mechanism. Do you think there has been a tension here and that if those 
same policy issues were being formulated at a UK level, the degree of scientific input in 
forming that policy would have been different and might have resulted in different 
legislation that might have been better informed?  

Professor Robin Grimes: I do not have any evidence to hand to support that either way. At 
the moment there is a process evolving for scientific evidence, but of course that is on top of 
the ability of scientists to provide evidence, both written and oral, to the EU. We wait to see 
how it evolves over time. I am satisfied that we can get our evidence through a number of 
different mechanisms, and in collaboration with our colleagues in other countries in Europe, 
to where it needs to get to. So I am not overly concerned at the moment. It is different for 
the UK, but different does not necessarily mean worse. In fact, having different ways of 
doing these things is often beneficial.  
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Q120  Baroness Neville-Jones: Professor Grimes, you said earlier that nothing stopped you 
from having bilateral consultations with other member states, and evidently that is the case. 
I would have said that bilateral lobbying and consultation are normal parts of the way in 
which legislative proposals come about. It is a dialogue sometimes between Commission 
officials and member-state officials. How big a part does the role of talking to other member 
states play in the way in which the UK goes about trying to get the right outcome on a 
directive or a regulation? 

Professor Robin Grimes: Specifically for the EU?  

Baroness Neville-Jones: When it is important to try to get the right scientific input into a 
particular legislative proposition or proposal, how active is the UK? You have talked about 
the network. How actively do you mobilise that in order to get the right outcome?  

Professor Robin Grimes: The Science and Innovation Network, for example, works very hard 
to ensure that UK scientists spend time in a number of different countries, including meeting 
Science Ministers and senior officials in other countries to try to get our ideas over to them 
on a bilateral basisτI have done a lot of that sort of work over the last three yearsτand to 
ensure that when Ministers, particularly Science Ministers, from other countries come to the 
UK they can get their points of view across. The Science and Innovation Network in particular 
is a very effective way of doing that. 

Also, of course, organisations such as the research councils have been very good at ensuring 
that our scientists talk to scientists from other countries, and we have bilateral missions all 
the time. Of course, the scientists themselves in those countries influence their Ministers, so 
there is also a second-order effect in how we get that influence in. The movement of those 
people backwards and forwards has been very successful indeed. Of course they do that 
normally through conferences and so forth, but, as I said earlier, you want lots of different 
mechanisms that you can exploit, because the synergies between those mechanisms really 
work to our advantage. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: Is there anything missing in the scenery that you would like to see?  

Professor Robin Grimes: I do not think there is anything missing, but, again, I go back to the 
concept of the evolution of the process. Because science is evolving all the time and there 
are new challenges occurring all the time, I am sure that this time next year we will be 
concerned about another scientific issue that we are not even very aware of yet. Talking to 
those countries, and developing those foresight activities in particular, will give us a better 
forward look. People learn science in different ways in different countries. They approach 
problems in different ways. They have different problems. The fact that we can interact with 
them, particularly through framework programmes, means that we get better forward 
understanding of what might be coming up. That is one example of the synergies that I 
talked about.  

Q121  Lord Hunt of Chesterton: From my experience of being at the Met Office, which is a 
government public body that does a lot of administration as well as science, that works very 
easily into the UN system and is much more powerful. For example, the World 
Meteorological Organization spends six times more on meteorology than it does on 
hydrology, which I think is a scandal. The reason why so little money is spent on hydrology is 
because back in the UK this is under the research councils, and the research councils, in my 
experience, are much less interested, if not uninterested, in the role of UN agencies as 
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compared with government agencies such as the nuclear regulatory people. Our question 
here is: does the FCO scrutinise the budgets and priorities of UN agencies? In my experience, 
the answer is no or not very much.  

Professor Robin Grimes: I would disagree. I think the FCO scrutinises closely all the 
international budgets for which it is responsible.  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: There has never been an a priori discussion about how much we 
should spend on meteorology or hydrology, for example.  

Professor Robin Grimes: I do not know the specifics for meteorology and hydrology, but we 
discuss and co-ƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǳǊ 9¦ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ōǳŘƎŜǘǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ 
appropriate, although I admit I do not know the details of what you are talking about.  

The Chairman: Baroness Neville-Jones, perhaps you should ask the rest of the question.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: Yes. Thank you, Lord Hunt. Can I return briefly to the question of 
the relationship between EU membership and activities with the UN agencies? In a sense, 
ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ƳǳƴŘŀƴŜ άIƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ ƛǘ ǿƻǊƪΚέ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΦ Lǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ Ŏƻ-ordination between EU member 
states when you are looking at the work of the UN agencies or trying to persuade them to do 
something, and is that co-ordination effective?  

Professor Robin Grimes: We have bilateral relationships, and those bilateral relationships 
also work through the EU in our national capacity. I would say that the EU is an important 
ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ¦bΦ Lǘ Ŏƻ-ordinates closely on a whole 
range of issues. Again, I would come back in particular to the UN climate convention as an 
excellent example of where it has worked very well indeed. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: Can you give examples of where it has failed to work?  

Professor Robin Grimes: I was thinking earlier about where it has not worked well, and from 
personal experience I cannot think of an example where it has worked badly. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: Really?  

Professor Robin Grimes: It could always do better.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: If the UK had an objective that not many other member states 
shared, how much would we be able to persuade others nevertheless that what we wanted 
was a good idea for them all to agree to help us with?  

Professor Robin Grimes: In that particular case, I am inevitably going to come back to the 
issue of the evidence base, because I would find it very hard to believe that we would have 
the evidence so badly different from all the other member states. That is because essentially 
our scientists are working through the framework programmes to such an extent now with 
their partners in Europe on developing that evidence base that we should have access to the 
same quality robust evidence base as they have, so I find it very difficult to believe.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: It sounds rather as if what you are saying is that because of the 
degree of interaction between member states and institutions, in fact the priorities are 
already so shared that when it comes UN agencies there is no great difficulty in agreeing on 
where you should try to push.  

Professor Robin Grimes: I am talking about our relationship with EU member states.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: Yes, and I am talking about that, too.  
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Professor Robin Grimes: Outside the EU we may have other disagreements, and of course 
political issues can come to bear as well, but the point is that science should impact on this 
through that evidence and its quality. By the way, by working together there are better 
science-measured outcomes as well, so there are good reasons for working together, which 
people are exploiting more and coming to understand more, and this will become more so 
as time goes on.  

Q122  Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Could I ask you about the Whitehall co-ordination of 
scientific advice and activity at the international level? Are you and the Foreign and 
Commonwealth Office in the lead, or is it Sir Mark Walport at BIS as Government Chief 
Scientific Adviser? How does it work? 

Professor Robin Grimes: I work very closely with Sir Mark on a whole range of different 
issues. The Chief Scientific Advisers have a network that meets every Wednesday morning at 
a quarter to eight for breakfast, where we talk to each other over a cup of coffee and discuss 
the issues at hand. So it is not only me working with Sir Mark; it is will all the other CSAs as 
well. That is a relatively informal process in which we can talk to each other. We also have 
monthly meetings, which are more formal but again are between all the Chief Scientific 
Advisers. We also have cross-government scientific interests internationally; there is the 
Global Science and Innovation ForumτGSIFτwhich Sir Mark chairs and which I and 
numbers of others will go to. That is a longer-burn type of priority-setting organisation, and 
Mark and I work together very strongly on that.  

There are also rather acute challenges, and we have the Scientific Advisory Group for 
Emergencies, which is concerned with crisis processes. In that case, the Foreign Office will 
work with SAGE through its Crisis Management Department, so we get immediate evidence 
on which to base our response. Of course, the Science and Innovation Network works on an 
intermediate scale. There are lots of mechanisms that work for us. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Chairman, could we ask for an organogram of how all that 
works? You described it very clearly, but it would be nice to see a spatial expression of that. 
Can you do that?  

Professor Robin Grimes: Absolutely. There are a number of different organisations, the 
Natural Hazards Partnership and so on, so that would be quite useful. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: There is an organisation that as I understand it still exists, not in 
your department but in another part of the Foreign Office, which used to be called the UN 
department and is now called the non-governmental organisations department or 
something. To some extent, it co-ordinates the UK governmental and non-governmental 
ōƻŘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ǝƻ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦b ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛŜŦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎΩ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪτor 
has that now all merged?  

Professor Robin Grimes: That comes back to the diplomacy-for-science arguments that I 
talked about at the beginning, which is the way people in the Foreign Office are working to 
ensure that scientists have the sorts of agreements and relationships that they need in order 
to progress their work. Again, we would work through people in the Foreign Office, through 
Sir Mark at the Government Office for Science, to ensure that the thing is joined up and that 
we are developing those relationships. Some of these relationships also relate to other 
departments such as the Department of Energy and Climate Change, which has just done an 
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agreement with India on nuclear security. That is another example of where the Foreign 
hŦŦƛŎŜ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ {ƛǊ aŀǊƪΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ 59// ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǘƘƛƴƎ ǿŀǎ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ up. 

Lord Maxton: I notice from your own biography that you are into computer sciences as well 
as science itself. To what extent are the new media and the new technologies part of this 
interchange between different departments and scientific advisers et cetera, and other 
countries?  

Professor Robin Grimes: How does the new technology impact on the relationship between 
the different departments specifically? Gosh, that is a multilevel sort of question. First, there 
are the issues of making sure that we have access to and the forward looks on the right sorts 
of technologies and that we have access to computer facilities, for example, across the 
world. We also have to ensure that we have the right kinds of people working in the right 
departments to be able to exploit the big data issues. That is a very multifaceted issue 
indeed. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Do you think that the way Whitehall organises its science 
through the network of Chief Scientific Advisers that you have described gives us a great 
advantage internationally? Is it your impression that other countries are not quite as well 
organised in the way that we are? It is a very well-settled way of proceeding, and the 
impression I get is that it yields dividends because of the nature of the organisation and the 
closeness of you all.  

Professor Robin Grimes: Although it seems settled, the process is still developing, and so it 
should do, because as those challenges change, the type of approach has to evolve to be 
able to meet them. Of course, it reflects the underlying structures of the UK and the way we 
have developed our industry research activities, our national laboratory activities, our 
university activities, and how that relates to government. That has influenced the 
development of the Chief ScientifiŎ !ŘǾƛǎŜǊǎΩ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪΦ hǘƘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΣ DŜǊƳŀƴȅ ŀƴŘ CǊŀƴŎŜ 
for example, have different structures for carrying out science and a different emphasis on 
where their research is carried out, and as a consequence it is not necessarily true that a 
mechanism like ǘƘŜ /ƘƛŜŦ {ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ !ŘǾƛǎŜǊǎΩ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ 
countries.  

One thing we spend time on is ensuring that other countries understand our structure so 
that we understand how we can plug into the science advice processes in other EU 
countries. Again, the Science and Innovation Network is absolutely at the fore in trying to 
make sure that we are appropriately joined up. It is true that a number of countries are 
interested in our mechanisms for science advice, and we are very happy to explain how we 
do that in case it would be appropriate for those countries to take on structures that are 
similar to ours, but we should not assume they are going to be identical; they may take 
certain aspects.  

Q123  Lord Peston: Professor Grimes, the background to mȅ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ aǊ /ŀƳŜǊƻƴΩǎ ŘŜŀƭ 
with the EU. I might add that whereas all other commentators seem to understand the deal 
perfectly, I do not understand large parts of it. But that is neither here nor there. As I 
understand it, a main part of the deal is that our country totally rejects the original Monnet 
idea of ever closer union and does not want to be a part of it. I think I am right that as part of 
the deal we have said we are opting out of that. Given that, assuming for a moment that we 
stay in, how will that affect science diplomacy? Will us not being part of the ever closer 
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union advantage or disadvantage the other member states? Will it advantage or 
disadvantage us? Can you throw any light on that at all?  

Professor Robin Grimes: It is very difficult, and I do not think I should speculate on processes 
that have not occurred yet, but I do not see necessarily why that should have a large impact 
on our improving and ever-evolving science relationships in Europe.  

Lord Peston: You mean that even if we have opted out of ever closer union, which we have 
clearly said we will, that will not affect the ability to do all the different versions of science 
diplomacy with what would still be our partners? How could we get involved if we were part 
of it but not part of the most important bit: ever closer union?  

Professor Robin Grimes: In a way, this goes back to the science issues being separate from 
the political issues in a way. I think that our scientific relationship with EU countries is strong 
and will only get stronger. 

Lord Peston: So speaking as a scientist, and an important scientific adviser yourself, you feel 
that you, your staff and the equivalent in other departments would still be able to play a 
major role in science diplomacy, in collaboration both within Europe and the rest of the 
world. That would not worry you. I can see there is a political aspect that you do not want to 
get involved in, quite rightly, but what matters to us is the future of science in Europe, and 
we would not like to feel that we were a party to or were in agreement with things that 
might damage science in Europe. That is the bit we would like you to throw some light on.  

Professor Robin Grimes: L ŦŜŜƭ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ 
is going to ensure that we will continue to be a country that all other member states will 
wish to collaborate with most strongly. 

Lord Peston:  That is the sort of answer I wanted. Thank you. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: I am interested by your distinction between science issues 
and political issuesτthat they are separate, as I think you put it. Is my impression justified 
that when it comes to science diplomacy within the EU, it is qualitatively different from a lot 
of British political diplomacy within Europe? We have been the permanent awkward squad 
in Europe for the bulk of the 43 years since we acceded to the EU, and, to adapt PG 
Wodehouse, it is always easy to distinguish in Brussels between a ray of sunshine and a 
British Prime Minister bearing a grievance. There is this kind of permanent drizzle of 
complaint. I get the impression that your world is rather exempt from that and that the 
atmosphere is different. Am I right? 

Professor Robin Grimes: Scientists get on with the science, and I believe very strongly that it 
tends to be a very bottom-up type of activity. People work together on scientific issues, 
become friends and colleagues, and develop relationships that last their entire lifetime, and 
they see those relationships and concentrate on them. We are now back to the definitions of 
science diplomacy, and that is one of the aspects of it. I should say that these relationships 
go on for generations; PhD students work with the PhD students of those people, and so 
forth. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: So it is a great success story within our rather patchy 
membership of the European Union. 

Professor Robin Grimes: I would say that it is a great success story, and leave it at that. 
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Q124  Lord KakkarΥ aŀȅ L ǘǳǊƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ 
the European Union on bilateral relationships with non-EU countries, particularly those that 
are seen as important powerhouses in science, such as the United States and China? 

Professor Robin Grimes: Of course, those nations have made it clear that they believe that 
our membership of the Union is important, particularly from a scientific point of view. I think 
that is an important point, and the Prime Minister made that point quite firmly. To give an 
example of how we sometimes use our EU membership to enhance a bilateral relationshipτ
you mentioned Chinaτwe work with the EU in China to maximise our policy impact and our 
influence in China to make changes to the enabling framework, which allows better 
conditions for UK-China collaboration, including on intellectual property protection, for 
example, where we align our lobbying with the EU and use the EU-China dialogue to push 
forward on that sort of difficult issue. Again, we come back to the point that it really 
complements our bilateral activities in this regard. 

Lord Kakkar: The corollary of that is: if the opportunities from UK membership of the 
European Union were to diminish or be lost, would that affect our bilateral relationships 
with large science countries such as the United States and China, or would there be 
opportunities for those to be maintained? 

Professor Robin Grimes: A good example would be that China has committed 200 million 
renminbi270 to match Horizon 2020 programmes, and we would like to partner China in some 
of those Horizon 2020 programmes. That is an example of where things would change. I 
probably should not speculate as to what might happen if something occurred. 

Q125  Lord Hunt of Chesterton: This is a question about the UK as a gateway to Europe. We 
had interesting evidence from Professor Russwurm of Siemens, who commented, as you 
heard, that Siemens would continue to work well with the UK if the UK left the EU but would 
welcome participation. If the UK remained part of the EU, it would help his company, for 
example, and he said that as people were beginning to talk about Brexit, he felt in his 
brainτhe tapped his headτthat there were trends. Is the gateway to Europe a very strong 
part of our connections and benefits, and will that continue if we cease to be a member of 
the EU? 

Professor Robin Grimes: It is certainly true that the UK can be viewed as a sort of landing 
point in the EU which non-EU countries can access. We have a lot of very long-standing 
historical collaborations with many countries around the world, and indeed new 
relationships as well. R&D into Europe through the UK generally is a very strong factor 
indeed. A lot of the standards and regulations issues, for example, are developed in the UK, 
so again that makes the UK a natural place for multinational collaborations into the single 
market. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: There are some big institutional differences. Germany has very 
large government laboratories and systems and we have fewer of them. Institutionally, we 
are quite dissimilar in many ways in relation to the way they are still doing things on the 
continent. Do you see some sort of convergence? Do exterior companies coming into Europe 

                                            
270 During the period from 2016 to 2020, the European Commission expects to continue spending over 100 
million Euros per year for the benefit of Europe-based entities in joint projects under H2020 with Chinese 
participants.  China will match corresponding resources and expects to spend 200 million RMB per year for the 
benefit of Chinese based entities that will participate in joint projects with European ones under Horizon 2020. 
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want to have to choose between these different models of how science and application 
works? 

Professor Robin Grimes: It is true that Germany tends to have a model whereby a lot of their 
research activity takes place in central laboratories, and that the UK, in engineering-like 
activities, has to a certain extent moved away from those sorts of models and much more of 
that work has tended to be done in universities, but by no means universally. In another 
area, such as biomedical, a lot of the activities in the UK are co-ordinated and take place in 
large laboratories. It is very topic specific, so it is very hard to say that the UK does it in this 
sort of way and Germany or France does it in another way. It depends on which topic you 
are talking about. Again, it is about our relationship with EU countries. How can I put this? 
You can cut the cake in a number of different ways to try to understand that way of working. 
Again, the fact that we can do that with those countries, particularly through framework 
programmesτwhere, by the way, we do extremely well, and I am sure you have had lots of 
evidence as to just how effective we are at gaining access to collaborative funds through 
Horizon 2020, for example, and we have maintained our share of that, compared with FP7τ
gives us confidence. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: But globally we still have the problem that the investment in R&D 
in the UK is significantly less than we are seeing in France and Germany. Is that a problem? If 
we are a country that is not putting in at the same level as others, does that militate against 
our gateway role? 

Professor Robin Grimes: You have me at a disadvantage; you are asking a scientist whether 
or not he feels there ought to be more funding for science. 

Lord Maxton:  The answer is always yes. 

Professor Robin Grimes: There is certainly an answer that I can think of, yes. We have to be 
careful about using simple numbers with overall analysis to try to understand the landscape 
in the UK and how that fits in. We would always need to do more work to try to understand 
the subtleties of those individual relationships. We do very well at that, and the extent of 
our funding shows that we do very well on that. There are not just the framework 
programmes; there are numbers of other programmes that we benefit from, particularly 
with respect to industry collaboration, where our SMEs in particular are starting to do very 
well. We need to keep working at it, but that is always going to be the case. 

Lord Hennessy of NympsfieldΥ L ǿŀǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŀǎ άŀ 
ƭŀƴŘƛƴƎ Ǉƻƛƴǘέ ŦƻǊ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΦ 5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŦŀƛǊ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ƛǘ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ǿƘere 
we have intellectual inward investment as well as industrial inward investment in the UK 
because of our membership of the EU? If you think there is something in that notion, can 
you outline the magnitude of it? 

Professor Robin Grimes: I do not have those specific numbers with me, but I do think that is 
the case. The types of investments by companies such as Tata into Jaguar Land Rover, which 
is something I know a bit about, and how successful that has been for the UK, and now the 
kinds of collaborative relationships with Warwick University and the catapult in particular 
there, are great examples. Also, companies such as Rolls-Royce have access to a lot of 
research that is being carried out in Europe, and they bring that back to their manufacturing 
bases in the UK. There are lots of great success stories. 
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Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: I was thinking as well of scientific labs in universities and a 
wider concept of intellectual inward investment than merely the industrial. 

Professor Robin Grimes: Again, we are going back to those inter-generational collaborative 
relationships between ourselves and established research groups in Europe. I am really 
excited about some of the research activities in other emerging countries in Europe and how 
that is going to become important for us. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Can you give examples? 

Professor Robin Grimes: I would say countries such as Romania, and to a lesser extent 
Bulgaria, which are emerging. I am not sure they would be very happy for me to say they are 
emerging, but they have particular strengths. Then there are more established countries 
with strengths, such as Hungary. Hungarian mathematics has been absolutely excellent for 
generations. Again, we are developing relationships in those strengths. I have just been to 
Poland, and I was most impressed with the quality of activities and the way UK scientists are 
increasingly going and collaborating. There is a really rich landscape. 

Q126  Lord Maxton: The evidenceτI had better not say overwhelming evidenceτfrom the 
science community, including, I have to say, from you, is that we benefit from being part of 
the European community, but you only have to look behind you today to see that that is not 
part of the debate that is going to take place on Europe, either within government or within 
the media. How does the science community start to get that message across both within 
government and elsewhere? 

Professor Robin Grimes: The learned societies in particular have a very important role here, 
and they need to continue to get these messages out. I know that a number of them have 
given evidence to this Committee in this regard. That is very important as they are very 
influential. University Vice-Chancellors, who are becoming more vocal about that, also have 
an important role to play. A lot of that is already in hand. I think you will see more in the 
media from those people, and they should be encouraged to do so. 

Lord Maxton: You are a chief scientific officer. Presumably you discuss these things with the 
other chief scientific officers and the head himself. Are you getting that message across 
within the departments that you represent? 

Professor Robin Grimes: I believe that offering that advice and ensuring that people are 
aware of that is in hand, and that it takes place. Again, it is a question of ensuring that 
people have access to our evidence base. Some of the evidence base you have collected 
here should form part of that. 

Lord Maxton: Do you think it will? 

Professor Robin Grimes: Yes, I do. 

Lord Maxton: Are you hoping that it will and that it will be part of the wider debate that is 
going to take place within government itself? 

Professor Robin Grimes: It is relatively early days yet, and it is hard to speculate, but I would 
certainly hope so. I believe that people are starting to take action to ensure that is the case. 

Lord Kakkar: What reaction has the Foreign Office received or understood from science 
diplomats in Brussels, member states and non-EU states with regard to the fact that we are 
going to have this referendum? 
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Professor Robin Grimes: I think there is a strong desire for interactions with the UK on 
science and innovation, and I do not think we have seen any change in that as a result of this 
announcement, but it is early days. Certainly my general sense is that the science community 
wants us to remain in the EU, but we have seen that more broadly from the reactions from 
other non-EU countries. It seems to me that there is an analogy here with what the Prime 
Minister said yesterday. I have the wording here, but it is something to the effect that he 
cannot think of any of our friendsτI think it was Australia, New Zealand, Canada and 
America he quoted specificallyτwho would want us to leave the EU. It seems that is the 
case for our scientific colleagues specifically. 

Q127  Lord Hunt of Chesterton: Could the UK science community develop healthy 
relationships with the EU, and presumably continue our existing ones, if the UK became an 
associated country like Norway or Switzerland? What prospects would there be for some 
kind of renegotiation on the scientific side? Have you thought about that? 

Professor Robin Grimes: I genuinely do not think it is appropriate for me to speculate on the 
referendum. However, I note that there are some non-EU countries that are part of the 
European research area and they sit on the European research area committee, but they do 
not get a seat at the table when the Council of Ministers or the Parliament are setting the 
rules or deciding on budgets and planning programmes. 

The Chairman: Professor Grimes, I think we have exhausted all the questions that we had for 
you, unless any of my colleagues want to come back on anything. We are most grateful to 
you. You have been very helpful and we have covered a lot of ground. It will certainly help to 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ƻǳǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǿƘŜƴ ǿŜ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƻ ŘǊŀŦǘ ƛǘΦ tƭŜŀǎŜ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ōƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƻ ǘŜƭƭ ǳǎ ǿƘŀǘ άǘǊǳǘƘέ 
means. 

Professor Robin Grimes: I was hoping you could help me with that one. 

The Chairman: Thank you. 

 
 
 



Heptares Therapeutics Ltd ς Written evidence (EUM0014) 

267 

 

Heptares Therapeutics Ltd ς Written evidence (EUM0014) 
 
Author: Dr Fiona Marshall, Chief Scientific Officer 
 
Background Information 
The answers below relate to our experience at Heptares a biotechnology drug discovery 
company based in Hertfordshire.  The company spun out of the MRC Laboratory of 
Molecular Biology in Cambridge in 2007 and raised over £40million in Venture capital 
investment from UK, US and Corporate investors. In 2015 Heptares was acquired by the 
Japanese biopharmaceutical company Sosei. Heptares employees over 70 people from 
ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŘǊǳƎǎ ŦƻǊ !ƭȊƘŜƛƳŜǊΩǎ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜΣ ǎŎƘƛȊƻǇƘǊŜƴƛŀΣ ŎŀƴŎŜǊ ŀƴŘ 
migraine. I have been a member of several grant funding committees in the UK and the EU. 
 
Funding 
¶ What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to UK science and 

research.  
 
Heptares are frequently sought after to participate in EU collaborative projects due to their 
position as an SME involved in cutting edge science in the area of protein X-ray structures.  
We are a member of an EU Innovative Medicines (IMI) group ς K4DD. The Innovative 
Medicines Initiative (IMI) is Europe's largest public-private initiative aiming to speed up the 
development of better and safer medicines for patients. The IMI supports collaborative 
research projects and builds networks of industrial and academic experts in order to boost 
pharmaceutical innovation in Europe. IMI is a joint undertaking between the European 
Union and the pharmaceutical industry association EFPIA (http://www.imi.europa.eu/).  We 
have a fully funded post-doctoral researcher working at Heptares on this project for 5 years 
(total funding 440k euros). 
 
¶ What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed in the 

EU compared to management of science funding in the UK. Particularly when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision making and advisory processes are 
considered? 

 
Applying for any EU grant is an onerous and time-consuming process ς this is largely because 
the grants tend to directed towards consortia with many different groups and countries 
involved in the application. In addition to the successful IMI grant we have also been 
involved in a number of applications which have not succeeded. Usually one person takes 
the major responsibility for writing and putting together the application.  This is normally an 
academic who has come up with the proposal ς we have avoided doing this ourselves due to 
the amount of time required and focussed on writing only our own part of the 
application/work package.  Once the grant is awarded we have not seen any differences in 
the running/management of the funds compared to any UK award. 
 
I was one of two UK representatives on the advisory board of the EU Framework VI program 
with the responsibility of setting priorities. It was noticeable that representatives from other 
member countries came to the meeting having been given a clear view/steer on areas they 

http://www.imi.europa.eu/
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should be promoting.  Although I consulted with representatives from UK research councils 
ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎ L ǿŀǎ ǘƻƭŘ ǘƘŀǘ L ǎƘƻǳƭŘ Ǉǳǘ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ Ƴȅ ΨƻǿƴΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ Ψ¦YΩ 
view. 
 
Collaboration 
¶ What are the benefits to UK science and research in terms of collaboration and 

funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council? 
 
We benefit significantly from collaboration and funding programmes within the EU.  The IMI 
network has allowed us to interact with not just academic groups (in Vienna, Leiden, 
Amsterdam, Heidelberg, London, Oxford, Nottingham, Dundee) but multiple Pharma 
companies in Europe (Bayer, Roche, BI, AZ, GSK, Janssen, Merck Sanofi) and this has 
improved our understanding of their requirements and scientific methods which improves 
our own way of working.  This increases our changes of successful collaborations with such 
companies. We are also involved in the GLISTEN Network ς this is a COST (European Co-
operation in Science and Technology, http://www.cost.eu/about_cost) group.  COST 
provides funding for meetings and networking events bringing together researchers working 
on common areas of interest.  The GLISTEN network is directly related to our drug discovery 
research work on G protein coupled receptors (GPCRs).  This has resulted in a number of 
academic collaborations, joint publications, exchange visits and has contributed to 
recruitment of researchers across Europe.  Our own staff greatly benefit from attending the 
GLISTEN meetings. 
 
¶ What is the influence of EU membership on bilateral collaboration between the UK 

and other EU member states.  Are collaborations with member states stronger than 
with non-EU countries as a result of the EU membership?  Or are bilateral 
collaborations with member state inhibited by requirements to work through EU 
mechanisms? 

 
As noted above EU funded networks increase collaborations between the UK and EU 
member states so that these are stronger than with non-EU countries. We have no 
experience of EU mechanisms having a negative impact on such collaborations. 
 
¶ How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU membership?  

Is international investment leveraged on the basis of this membership.  How does EU 
membership affect the growth of research-intensive UK companies. 

 
Heptares was funded by a group of Venture Capital Investors from which we raised over 
£40m. One of our major investors was the Swiss Pharmaceutical company ς Novartis and we 
were also offered investment from other European investors. We were also funded by UK, 
USA and Japanese investors. Our position in Europe, our ability to freely recruit staff from 
across Europe and our network of European interactions certainly contributed to our ability 
to raise money from Europe as well as leverage funding outside the EU and contributed to 
our ability to grow the company.  Receiving EU funding through the IMI scheme has boosted 
our list of publications and presentations, which are important in promoting our scientific 
profile and attracting investment. Growth in the company was also facilitated by funded 
collaborations with EU based Pharma companies which brought in additional investment. 
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¶ How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international facilities 

that are available as a consequence of our EU membership?  
 
Heptares has first-hand experience with EU funded international facilities.  Since the 
founding of Heptares access to synchrotron radiation has been critical to our scientific 
activities.  We mainly use the Diamond Light Source in Oxfordshire, but have also accessed 
the European Synchrotron Radiation Facility (ESRF) in Grenoble.  The ESRF was established 
as a joint European project, which included the UK, and the ongoing UK contribution is 
essential to keep it operating (note however that Heptares does pay commercial rates for 
synchrotron time). 
 
A possible successor to synchrotrons as radiation sources is X-Ray Free Electron Laser (X-FEL) 
technology, which offers several advantages, but is currently unproven and very expensive 
(hundreds of millions of pounds per facility).  Rather than commit to a facility in the UK, UK 
funding agencies have very wisely decided to join an EU-funded project building an X-FEL in 
Hamburg.  This will give UK users access to the facility for evaluation and data generation.  
Should the case for X-FEL be made and capacity at Hamburg be insufficient, the UK may then 
commit to its own facility. 
 
¶ Are there any restrictions in the creation and operation of international facilities 

outside the EU as a consequence of our EU membership? 
 
Not in our experience ς In practice we prefer to use the closest suitable facilities for logistical 
reasons. However we are free to be involved in and use international facilities outside the 
EU.  In addition to the Diamond and ESRF synchrotrons we have made use of the Swiss Light 
Source, which is not EU supported.  
 
¶ What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and 

research through the free movement of people? How does this compare with flows 
of people between the UK and no-EU countries such as the USA, India and China. 

 
Heptares works in a very specialized area of protein crystallography and biophysics.  It is 
impossible for us to recruit sufficient people with relevant experience from within the UK.  
We have recruited 14/74 (19%) of our staff from EU countries other than the UK. We have 3 
members of staff recruited from non-EU countries (Australia, India and USA). It is essential to 
our business that we continue to be able to freely recruit staff from Europe.  Although we do 
get applications from non-EU countries in general the quality and amount of relevant 
experience of these applications is lower than it is from with the EU. In our experience 
people from countries across Europe are very keen to move to the UK (in particular to areas 
including London and Cambridge). 
 
¶ Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU for 

example by requiring UK to adopt EU-wide immigration polices rather than bespoke 
ones for the UK 

 
Not in our experience, and we cannot imagine this inhibiting collaborations. 
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Regulation 
¶ How is the innovation landscape affected by EU membership. 

 
Knowledge and technology transfer is an essential component of the innovation cycle. We 
have an extensive network of collaborations throughout the EU which include those funded 
via EU schemes, ones which we fund as well as academic partnerships. This has resulted in 
extensive knowledge transfer in our area of science which increases our competitive edge.  
Our networking in Europe has facilitated collaborations with EU Pharma companies including 
Novartis and AZ (in the latter case it was the site in Sweden that we mainly worked with). In 
addition, we have worked extensively with networks of clinical experts in the AlzheƛƳŜǊΩǎ 
ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ ŦƛŜƭŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ǳǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘƛƴƎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŎƭƛƴƛŎŀƭ ǘǊƛŀƭǎ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ !ƭȊƘŜƛƳŜǊΩǎ ŘǊǳƎ 
in Netherlands. 
 
18 November 2015 
 



Imperial College London ς Written evidence (EUM0015) 

271 

 

Imperial College London ς Written evidence (EUM0015) 
 
Executive Summary 

1. The College considers there to be very significant benefits to EU membership in 
relation to the effectiveness of science, research and innovation in the UK.  
 

2. EU membership strongly supports international collaboration and researcher mobility, 
building the quality of the UK research base, and its international network. This 
international openness, which so greatly benefits the UK research base, could be 
severely hampered if the UK left the EU. 
 

3. Global challenges cannot be tackled by the UK in isolation. EU membership and 
funding programmes play a crucial role in supporting and facilitating collaborations to 
effectively address these challenges. 
 

4. In response to the specific question about whether EU membership inhibits 
ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ 
certainly not the case. In fact, EU membership can be beneficial in our attempts to 
form collaborations outside the EU, for example in countries such as India, China and 
the USA, because the UK is seen as a gateway to the rest of Europe. 
 

5. EU funding not only represents an increasingly vital source of research income for UK 
higher education institutions, but also supports cutting-edge research of significant 
social and economic impact. 
 

6. {ƘƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ƭŜŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜΩǎ ǾƛŜǿ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ innovation in 
ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎŜǾŜǊŜƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘŜŘΣ ǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ ŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǿƻǊƭŘ-leading position in 
research and leading to a long-ǘŜǊƳ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΦ 
 

Collaboration & Mobility 
7. As well as the funding opportunities available through EU membership, the intangible 

benefits associated with the collaborative nature of EU funding programmes and 
mobility supported by the free movement of people within the EU greatly support the 
effectiveness of science, research and innovation in the UK. Not only does EU 
membership enable the College to recruit high-calibre academic and research staff 
from the EU to work in the economically and socially important fields of science, 
technology, engineering, medicine and business, it also enables us to attract and 
engage with talent globally through, for example, collaborative cross-continent 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie fellowships (see paragraphs 9 and 10 for 
more details). 
 

8. The Government review on the Balance of Competences between the UK and EU in 
R&D271 ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊ Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ 

                                            
271https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balan
ce_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf, page 29 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
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found to be correlated with high research quality, and also appear to be key factors in 
ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜέΦ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ supports 
international collaboration and researcher mobility. It provides opportunities for UK 
researchers to move freely between research institutions within the EU, developing 
their knowledge, expertise and international academic networks, further enhancing 
the UK research base when they return. EU researchers who come to the UK often 
establish long-lasting connections which continue as they move through their 
academic careers across the world, further extending the international network of the 
UK research base. EU membership, including the free movement of people within the 
EU, is essential in supporting the UK in engaging with and attracting the best 
researchers, regardless of their location within the EU. Much university research is 
highly specialised, and even on a global scale, the number of academics and 
researchers with the specific skill set and expertise required to undertake cutting-edge 
research in a particular discipline tends to be small. Given the competition for 
academic talent globally, reducing EU researcher mobility has the potential to hinder 
further the global competiveness of the entire UK research base. Furthermore, the 
international openness which so greatly benefits the UK research base could be 
severely hampered if the UK left the EU.  
 

9. Collaboration across a diverse community of talented academics and researchers 
brings wide-ranging perspectives to bear on global challenges, and promotes open-
mindedness of thought. EU membership plays a crucial role in supporting and 
facilitating such collaborations, and enabling the UK research base to address global 
challenges, which cannot be effectively tackled in isolation. For example, in order to 
improve the quality of preventive cardiovascular disease healthcare, College 
researchers have developed an innovative cardiovascular disease prevention 
programme called EUROACTION. This was developed in response to the results of a 
survey of preventive cardiology practice across 24 European countries and was trialled 
across 8 European countries, with EU membership being key to enabling this work. The 
one-year trial outcomes showed that patients with coronary disease in hospital, and 
those at high risk of developing cardiovascular disease in general practice, together 
with the partners of both, achieved healthier lifestyles. The findings from EUROACTION 
have now been adapted for use in the NHS272. The EU has also been working to 
facilitate collaborations across continents in order to address health challenges on a 
more global scale. For example, the European and Developing Countries Clinical Trials 
Partnership (EDCTP), in which the College is involved on a number of projects273, was 
established by the EU to fund research into the prevention and treatment of HIV/AIDS, 
tuberculosis, malaria and neglected infectious diseases in sub-Saharan Africa, bringing 
together in partnership 14 European countries and 14 African countries. A further 
example is the European AIDS Vaccine Initiative (EAVI2020), launched in November 
2015 and funded through the Horizon 2020 programme274. The EAVI2020 consortium, 
which is led by the College, brings together leading HIV researchers from public 
organisations and biotech companies from 22 institutions across Europe, Australia, 

                                            
272 http://impact.ref.ac.uk/casestudies2/refservice.svc/GetCaseStudyPDF/42210  
273 http://www.edctp.org/web/app/uploads/2015/01/EDCTP_project_portfolio.pdf  
274 http://www3.imperial.ac.uk/newsandeventspggrp/imperialcollege/newssummary/news_30-10-2015-11-31-
34  
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Canada and the USA in a focused effort to develop protective and therapeutic HIV 
vaccines, pooling their knowledge and expertise to develop novel candidate vaccines 
that can be taken through to human trials within five years. It is important to note that 
EU membership also facilitates collaborations with non-EU countries outside these 
specific EU-ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΣ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ Ŏŀƴ 
be beneficial in our attempts to form collaborations outside the EU, for example in 
countries such as India, China and the USA, because the UK is seen as a gateway to the 
rest of Europe. 
 

10. tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie fellowship programme is 
extremely beneficial to the UK research base in bringing talented researchers not only 
from the EU, but from anywhere in the world, to work in the ¦YΦ CǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜΩǎ 
experience, the prestigious nature of these fellowships enables us to attract some of 
the top researchers globally in their respective fields, who can then go on to gain 
permanent posts at the College. The benefits extend to the research teams they join, 
where they contribute to cutting-edge research by bringing their experience to bear on 
new challenges, creating a connected network of ideas and increasing the speed at 
which knowledge and expertise is transferred. The research group in the College led by 
Professor Molly Stevens275, which works on innovative biomaterials design for 
regenerative medicine and bio-sensing, has on its own benefitted from 17 Marie 
{ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie fellows. A fellow within the group, Dr Roberto de la Rica, together 
with Professor Molly Stevens and further collaborators within the EU, developed a 
cheaper and more sensitive HIV detection test276 than any identification method used 
to date. 
 

11. The international connections fostered through EU collaborations often continue long 
after initial projects have ended. This is particularly beneficial where partnerships are 
created between, for example, institutions or SMEs who might not otherwise have 
found or engaged with each other. EU funded projects can also stimulate 
collaborations with industry where the UK may lack the right industrial partner for a 
specific project. This enables institutions to work with suitable partners, and can 
encourage academics to engage with industry when they may have not done so 
otherwise. Thiǎ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
network, with consequent benefits to the UK research base. For example, Professor 
Norbert Klein and Professor Neil Alford, two academics currently at the College, 
collaborated together on an EU funded project whilst at different institutions in 
Germany and the UK respectively277. On moving to the College, the partnerships they 
established with researchers in Poland and Slovenia were retained, and collaboration 
with them continues over ten ȅŜŀǊǎ ƭŀǘŜǊΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊ YƭŜƛƴΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
supported the spin-out of the company EMISENS278, based in Germany, which now 
collaborates with the UK-based SME Link Microtek, to develop, manufacture, and 

                                            
275 http://www.stevensgroup.org/  
276 http://ec.europa.eu/research/mariecurieactions/news-
events/news/2012/marie_curie_researcher_develops_cheaper_and_more_sensitive_hiv_detection_test_en.ht
m  
277 http://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/61604_en.html  
278 http://www.emisens.com/history.html  
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commercialise sensor products based on the patented microwave evanescent field 
sensor technology. 

 
Funding 

12. A report commissioned by BIS on the international comparative performance of the UK 
research base in 2013279 ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y άǇǳƴŎƘŜǎ ŀōƻǾŜ ƛǘǎ ǿŜƛƎƘǘ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
ƴŀǘƛƻƴέΤ ǿƛǘƘ Ƨǳǎǘ лΦф҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ global population and 4.1% of researchers, the UK 
ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ммΦс҈ ƻŦ Ŏƛǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ мрΦф҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŎƛǘŜŘ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎΦ 
Such a strong research base is essential for supporting the innovation that will drive 
long-term economic growth280. However, as the report notes, the UK may not be able 
to sustain its position as a world-leading research nation on the basis of broadly stable 
or decreasing R&D expenditure. Between 2009-10 and 2013-мпΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
income from EU Government bodies (the vast majority of which comes from the 
European Commission) has almost tripled, from £15 million to £42 million, whilst 
funding from UK research councils has remained flat. As a result of the frozen UK 
research budget, EU funding therefore represents an increasingly vital source of 
research income for UK HEIs, as recognised in the Government review on the Balance 
of Competences between the UK and EU in R&D281. The review further notes that, 
whilst difficult to calculate a definitive answer, there was agreement that in relation to 
wϧ5 άǘƘŜ ¦Y ƎŜǘǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǘƘŀƴ ƛǘ Ǉǳǘǎ ƛƴέΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /.L ƻōǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y άǊŜŎŜƛǾŜǎ ŀ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƳǇƭƛŜŘ 
by the ratio of its GDP to the aggregate GDP of the EU as a whoƭŜέΦ {ƘƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y 
withdraw from the EU, there is considerable uncertainty as to whether the 
Government would be able or willing to provide this level of funding from its own 
sources. Furthermore, any replacement funding is unlikely to have the associated 
collaborative and mobility advantages which the UK research base benefits from so 
greatly. 
 

13. EU funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and its predecessors are targeted at 
addressing big challenges with large collaborations, thus fostering multiple strands of 
interdisciplinary research.  Interdisciplinary research is vital for addressing global 
challenges but the UK research funding system does not always support it effectively. 
Additionally, the size and type of grants awarded through, for example, the European 
wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ό9w/ύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie fellowships mean that there 
is more latitude for blue skies research, which again is not always readily funded from 
other sources but can lead to significant innovation and impact.  
 

14. Funding through the ERC is of particular importance, and has been highly beneficial to 
the UK research base. ERC funding is awarded solely on excellence, judged by 
international peer-review panels. The UK has a number of world-leading universities 
who win a disproportionate amount of this funding, with Oxford, Cambridge, UCL and 

                                            
279 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-
international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf , page 2 
280 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/32445/11-1386-
economics-innovation-and-research-strategy-for-growth.pdf , page 7 onwards 
281https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balan
ce_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf , page 32 
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Imperial all ranking within the top 10 institutions overall for ERC grants awarded under 
the FP7 programme282, and in total, the UK ranked 2nd in budget share for the FP7 
programme. This excellent performance has continued into the first year of Horizon 
2020, where the UK maintained its rank of 2nd in budget share283. Such success in these 
schemes both sustains the excellence of the UK research base through additional 
funding and, by providing a cleŀǊ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜΣ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
reputation to potential partners and collaborators within and outside the EU. The 
nature of ERC grants, awarded over an extended period of time and directly to 
individual researchers, means they can have a long lasting impact on supporting the 
career progression of rising academics, who go on to undertake ground-breaking 
research, acting as a magnet to attracting world talent. For example, in 2008 Professor 
!ƴŘǊŜǿ 5ŀǾƛǎƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ /ƻƳǇuting was awarded a five year 
ERC Starting Grant to support his research into robotic vision. Subsequently, in 2014, 
Professor Davison was made Director of the Dyson Robotics Lab, a research centre 
established at the College following a £5 million industry investment from Dyson284, to 
develop computer vision programs that will enable robots to move beyond controlled 
environments and successfully navigate the real world. Professor Zoltán Takáts, of the 
/ƻƭƭŜƎŜΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ {ǳǊƎŜǊȅ ŀƴŘ /ŀƴŎŜǊΣ Ƙŀǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴ ϦǎƳŀǊǘέ ƪƴƛŦŜ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ 
tell surgeons immediately whether the tissue they are cutting is cancerous or not. 

Professor Takáts benefitted from both an ERC Starting Grant and an ERC Proof-of-
/ƻƴŎŜǇǘ όtƻ/ύ ƎǊŀƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ά{ǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ DǊŀƴǘ ƎŀǾŜ us a huge 
opportunity to set up the research group and do the science, but we really needed the 
PoC funding to look into regulatory issues, intellectual-property management and 
ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ ǳǇ ŀ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ǘƻ ōǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƳŀǊƪŜǘέ285. In 2013, the College was 
ŀǿŀǊŘŜŘ ŀ ǇǊŜǎǘƛƎƛƻǳǎ 9w/ {ȅƴŜǊƎȅ DǊŀƴǘ ǿƻǊǘƘ ϵт Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴǘƻ ŀƴ 
intelligent implant to tackle obesity286. Awarded to Professor Sir Stephen Bloom and 
Professor Chris Toumazou, of the Departments of Medicine and Bioengineering 
respectively, the project was one of only 11 in the EU to receive this stream of funding, 
out of 710 applications received during the call for proposals287. 
 

15. There are many examples which demonstrate how EU funding has supported research 
leading to a significant impact on society and the economy. From 2004, building on 
extensive experience in modelling both seasonal influenza and emerging infections 
(e.g. SARS and H5N1 avian flu), Neil Ferguson, Professor of Mathematical Biology at 
the College, led an extensive research programme to improve understanding of the 
epidemiology of pandemic influenza and the evidence base for interventions to 
ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴȊŀ ǇŀƴŘŜƳƛŎǎΣ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƪŜȅ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀ ϵмΦс 

                                            
282 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.p
df#view=fit&pagemode=none , page 50 
283 https://www.ffg.at/sites/default/files/downloads/page/horizon_2020_first_results_1.pdf , page 19 
284 http://www3.imperial.ac.uk/newsandeventspggrp/imperialcollege/newssummary/news_10-2-2014-10-26-
45  
285 https://erc.europa.eu/erc-stories/%E2%80%98smart%E2%80%99-knife-fight-cancer-crime-and-
contamination  
286 http://horizon2020projects.com/es-european-research-council/erc-obesity-research-grant-awarded/  
287 https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics  
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million EU programme grant288. As a result, during the 2009 H1N1 pandemic, real-time 
research provided the first estimates of key epidemiological parameters of the new 
pandemic virus, demonstrating the low-to-moderate severity and lower than typical 
transmissibility. In the UK, US and other countries, these data informed public policy 
decisions to pull back from use of economically costly interventions, and focus on 
targeted use of vaccination as the principal pandemic mitigation measure. In another 
example, research carried ƻǳǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ Life Sciences led to a 
collection of new kit solutions to screen the crystallisation conditions of various 
membrane proteins289Φ ¢ƘŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǇƛƴƴƛƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǿŀǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ϵммлΣллл ƎǊŀƴǘ 
as part of a large EU consortium project. These screens were exclusively 
commercialised by Molecular Dimensions, a UK company, under licence from the 
College, and are the primary commercially available screening kit in membrane protein 
crystallisation. They have helped to screen the crystallisation conditions of a wide 
range of membrane proteins, leading to many new structures. Membrane proteins 
perform a variety of functions in our body, and more than 50% of commercially 
available drugs target these membrane proteins. Structural information of membrane 
proteins therefore plays a vital role in medicine and in pharmaceutical drug discovery 
programs. In a further example, a US$1.5 billion clean coal project at the YiHe Coal 
Field in Inner Mongolia was established in June 2011 as a joint venture between UK 
based Seamwell International Ltd and the state-owned China Energy Conservation and 
Environmental Protection Group. This was the first commercial project to employ the 
novel "Linear Underground Coal Gasification (UCG) Gasifier" design developed 
specifically for use under extremely weak underground roof conditions by a research 
ǘŜŀƳ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9ŀǊǘƘ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜ 
underpinning research included that carried out by the team as part of a large EU 
programme290. Underground gasification under such conditions is made possible solely 
because of the novel gasifier design, which has opened up the potential to transform 
over 720 million tonnes of coal resource, which would otherwise have remained 
trapped, as a clean coal energy source for the next 20 years.  
 

16. EU funding also supports the work of the European Institute of Innovation and 
¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ό9L¢ύΣ ŀ ōƻŘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘŜΦ 
It brings together leaders in higher education, research and business to promote 
innovation in Europe, through its Knowledge and Innovation Communities (KICs), of 
which the College is a core partner of three: Climate-KIC; EIT Health; and EIT Digital. A 
Climate-KIC project to develop a tool that uses multiple climate and environmental 
models to calculate the property damage and financial costs resulting from 
ŎŀǘŀǎǘǊƻǇƘŜǎΣ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ άhŀǎƛǎ [ƻǎǎ aƻŘŜƭƭƛƴƎ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪέΣ ƛǎ ƭŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜ291. 
¢ƘŜ ǘƻƻƭ ǿŀǎ ƴŀƳŜŘ άLƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¸ŜŀǊ нлмпέ292 at the London Market Awards 
and has been described as άǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜƭƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ 
ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ƭƻǎǎŜǎ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŎŀǘŀǎǘǊƻǇƘŜǎ ŦƻǊ нл ȅŜŀǊǎέ293. The project received 

                                            
288 http://impact.ref.ac.uk/CaseStudies/CaseStudy.aspx?Id=42223  
289 http://impact.ref.ac.uk/CaseStudies/CaseStudy.aspx?Id=42241  
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291 http://www.climate-kic.org/projects/open-access-catastrophe-model/  
292 http://www.climate-kic.org/news/climate-kics-oasis-project-hailed-as-innovation-of-the-year-at-industry-
awards/  
293 http://www.cli mate-kic.org/news/climate-kic-project-revolutionises-the-catastrophe-modelling-market/  
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ϵнΦу Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ /ƭƛƳŀǘŜ-KIC and is now co-managed by a group of insurers, 
reinsurers, brokers and LƭƻȅŘΩǎ ƻŦ [ƻƴŘƻƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ƴƻǘ-for-profit company. The KICs 
can be particularly helpful in bringing a coherent focal point for collaboration, with 
ŀŘŘŜŘ ƭŜǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŦƻǊ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜΩǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ 9L¢ 5ƛƎƛǘŀƭ Ƙŀǎ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǳǎ ǘƻ 
expand our corporate network, resulting in new collaborations with BT, Intel, 
Vodafone and IBM, and has also provided a mechanism for collaboration with small 
digital companies. EIT Digital is also fully linked with the Digital Catapult, a national 
centre aimed at rapidly advanŎƛƴƎ ŘƛƎƛǘŀƭ ƛŘŜŀǎ ǘƻ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ LƴƴƻǾŀǘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
Catapult programme294. Furthermore, the organisation of the KICs, with co-location 
centres across Europe, can allow us to connect with partners in Europe whom we 
might otherwise not have reached, thus growing our collaborative network further. 

 
Conclusion 

17. .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜΩǎ ǾƛŜǿ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ 
significantly benefits science, research and innovation in the UK. Should the UK leave 
the EU, science, research and innovation in the UK could be severely impacted, putting 
ŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǿƻǊƭŘ-leading position in research and leading to a long-term decline in 
ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΦ 
 

19 November 2015 

                                            
294 https://www.digitalcatapultcentre.org.uk/digital-catapult-becomes-member-of-eit-ict-labs-node/  

https://www.digitalcatapultcentre.org.uk/digital-catapult-becomes-member-of-eit-ict-labs-node/
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Q77  The Chairman: Welcome to our witnesses, Professor John Latham and Felicity Burch. 
We are being broadcast, as you will have gathered from the earlier session, so I am going to 
ask if you would like to introduce yourselves formally for the record. If you would like to 
make any introductory statement, please do so. Professor Latham first perhaps. 

Professor John Latham: My name is John Latham. I am on the board of Innovate UK. I am 
also Vice-Chancellor of Coventry University. I think it is fair to say I have spent probably most 
of my career operating within the space of supporting science, technology and innovation, 
mainly from a UK base, operating in several European countries. I have operated and lived in 
Spain, Portugal, Germany and France, and I have expertise and knowledge of their systems, 
but I have also had spinout activity in places like Singapore, I have worked in the US, and I 
was a research fellow for BT for a period of time, so I have quite a wide breadth of 
experience within the area of the discussion today. 

Ms Felicity Burch: Good morning. I am Felicity Burch. I am a senior economist at EEF, the 
ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜǊǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΦ 99C ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ōǊƻŀŘ ǎǇŜŎǘǊǳƳ ƻŦ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜǊǎΣ ŦǊƻƳ 
some of the industries you have already heard from this morning such as pharmaceuticals, 
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food and drink, all the way through to things like aerospace, metals, et cetera. 
Manufacturing accounts for the broad brush of business expenditure on R&D in the UK; it is 
about two-thirds of total business expenditure, so this inquiry is very relevant to our sector, 
particularly because, as we have heard from people already this morning, and I know other 
people who have spoken to this Committee, collaboration is increasingly important for 
manufacturing and innovation as it is for science, and really Europe and the European Union 
facilitates collaboration for manufacturers in a number of ways: through funding, through 
co-ordination of collaborative partnerships and through the free movement of people and 
access to a single market. 

Q78  The Chairman: Thank you very much. That is most helpful. I am going to start with a 
ǾŜǊȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƎŜǘ ƻǳǊ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƎƻƛƴƎΥ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ YƛƴƎŘƻƳΩǎ 
membership of the European Union have a significant effect on science and research in the 
private sector? If so, could you spell out what the main influences are? Could you also refer 
to the effects and whether there is any difference between large and small companies? Do 
SMEs do better than the larger companies, for example? Would Professor Latham like to 
start? 

Professor John Latham: Yes, I would be very pleased to do that. There are a number of 
things that Europe brings. I think it is important to put Europe in context. There is a national 
agenda, there is a European agenda, and there is a global agenda, and most companies, 
particularly large companies, are operating within a global agenda. There are certainly some 
benefits for organisations based in the UK in terms of the opportunities that those different 
platforms offer, whether it be UK national funding, European-related programmes or global 
programmes.  

I think one of the advantages that we do have being part of the EU at the moment, certainly 
around the Horizon 2020 offering, is that it does give companies, organisations and 
universities access to knowledge, markets, customers, suppliers and expertise relatively 
easily within the constructs that the EU operates. There are some elements of collaboration 
that potentially are easier because of the way in which the science base is set out and the 
way in which people operate and collaborate. Slightly differently to some of the comments 
that were made earlier, I think there are some real benefits around collaboration that 
currently takes place, certainly around some of the approaches to regulation and to IPτ
intellectual propertyτand the way in which perhaps companies can work together, 
particularly, for me, where you have some large companies wishing to work with some small 
SMEs. There is certainly some benefit to the way in which some of the constructs have been 
put together at the European level to help that collaboration take place where, if that was 
not in place, it might be quite difficult to do. 

The other thing that is quite interesting is that there is certainly a difference between the 
way in which large companies tend to engage within EU funding, but that is also true 
perhaps for some of the national funding and global funding that exists, and the ways in 
which SMEs engage. That also depends partly on the sector they are in and on the speed at 
which that sector evolves its life cycle and therefore whether the bureaucracy which is 
operating at national, European or international level allows a company in a certain sector to 
engage with a programme of science and funding. For example, I recently had a meeting 
around a collaboration to put a funding proposal to the EU where we had individuals from 
the mobile telecoms industry, the automotive industry and the energy industry, and 



Innovate UK and EEFς¢ƘŜ aŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜǊǎΩ hǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ς Oral evidence (QQ 77-89) 

280 

although they were all talking around and using the same language, the mobile phone 
industry was talking about a life cycle of six months and therefore applying for any funding 
was almost irrelevant, depending on where it was; the automobile company was talking 
about a 10-year life cycle; and the energy company was talking about a 25-year life cycle. 
Some of them could see that it was much easier to go through the structures of the EU and 
maybe some of the other global structures than it was for somebody from a different sector. 
So I think it is quite a complex three-dimensional matrix around whether it is good or bad for 
a company, large or small, depending on the structure that exists. 

The Chairman: Ms Burch, would you like to comment? 

Ms Felicity Burch: Yes, I would. First, I very much agree with Professor Latham on the 
comments about Horizon 2020 facilitating collaboration and providing companies with 
access to funding for innovation. For EEF members that is particularly important. About 16% 
of our members in total have used EU funding at some point for their innovation. To put that 
into context, that is actually the third most used innovation scheme behind the R&D tax 
credit and KTPs. Our data does not show particularly that large companies are struggling 
more than small companies to access support, though I know the broader data looking at the 
whole economy does. In fact, about 20% of our larger members have used EU support 
compared with about 12% of our smaller members and, looking at the smaller company side, 
there have been a lot of improvements to Horizon 2020 to help them to access that. 

The benefits of the EU are not just about access to collaborative funding mechanisms, or 
indeed more simple funding mechanisms. The free movement of people is particularly 
important in enabling collaboration. We have heard already from the previous committee 
session that companies like to be able to talk to people when they are innovating, and it is 
not just over the phone or on Skype. Although our members are certainly increasingly 
making use of those mechanisms, they want to visit their customers overseas, and indeed 
they want their customers to come over and visit them.  

We have heard stories from members about complications with relationships outside of 
Europe. For example, one of our members highlighted the fact that he wanted a one-hour 
business meeting in Beijing in order to sell the innovative product that he wanted to explain, 
and then he needed a visa in order to do that. It is not a surprise that he needed that to go 
to Beijing but you do not need that in order to go to Europe. In terms of just getting an 
individual to come over and work for a few weeks, it is very simple if they are EEA, much less 
so if they are from outside of that area. So that facilitation of relationships through the free 
movement of people is very important. 

Finally, the single market more generally making selling your goods simpler is important for 
manufacturers. The key reason that businesses are innovating is because they want to satisfy 
their customers, existing ones and new ones, and European customers are easier to access. 
Very often the first export relationship that a manufacturer will have is with a European 
company, because it is easier to sell to them, and that will help them as a launch pad to the 
rest of the world. So the EU has a broad range of benefits for innovative companies and for 
supporting innovation, including but not limited to funding schemes. 

The Chairman: Professor Latham, you drew a comparison between the motor industry and 
the mobile telephone sector, where clearly their time spans are very different. Would you 
like to tell us which business sectors you think find most significant advantages from the 
European Union funding arrangements? 
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Professor John Latham: I think the answer to the million-dollar question is that we do not 
always have a million dollars to spend on everything. I think part of the process that we have 
within the Commission and the way in which it has structured its approach to developing its 
view of the grand challenges that Europe could make a mark in could create what is 
sometimes called its niche dominance, and the UK is part of the European playing field at the 
moment. Certainly a lot of our research council fundingτwe put funding together outside of 
the research council but developing certain sectors is quite keyτis where you have 
fundamentally base science that takes a long time to develop, maybe a long time in the lab 
or a long time either going through a testing process of getting to market. Certainly we see a 
lot of benefit coming out for those sectors where longevity is going to be a key part of the 
development and the basic science still needs to be developed.  

If you look at the mobile phone industry as an example, in terms of new product to market, 
it is very quick; the cycle is probably about six months. Some of the underlying physics that is 
required to develop the new products of the future takes years. I think what you have to 
understand is that part of the development cycle, part of the overall product development 
cycle and some of the science cycle, where maybe you are taking an invention from one 
sector and moving it into another, can happen quite quickly. So it is very difficult to say for a 
particular sector that all of its science would be good in terms of going through a Horizon 
2020 or a European scheme or a global scheme, and some of it will be very much near 
market driven.  

A lot of the activity we have heard about, a lot of the EU funding as well as a lot of the UK 
funding, is about pre-competitive research; it is about collaboration that moves forward the 
whole science agenda, enabling a number of products to be developed and eventually taken 
to market. Some of those developments actually might be focused on a particular sector 
when the initial idea is put forward, but actually the exploitation takes place in another 
sector or in another market.  

I think what we have within the EU is a series of programmes that complements the 
programmes that we have decided are the priority areas for the UK, and also complements 
some of the other priority areas that take place in the rest of the world. The EU and its 
funding programmes, for me, is part of a patchwork of overall global issues that needs to be 
addressed. Within my own university, if I use that as an example, we have 13 centres of 
excellence. Probably six of them use EU funding as their driver. Three or four of them use 
global funding because they are about things like water security and food security and 
developing post-conflict. One or two of them focus primarily on UK-type funding streams, 
and I think that is true whichever market you are in. The question is whether you are in 
Europe or you are not in Europe. What you have there is a structure that facilitates the 
delivery of certain levels of science in certain sectors at this point in time. There is not the 
money to do everything for everyone; it is about making sure that we use that as 
appropriately as we can and, if I am being honest, from a UK plc point of view, to make sure 
that our support infrastructure, whether it be Innovate UK or research councils, in some 
ways hides the wiring behind, but enables organisations to engage in research in the most 
effective way they can through the most effective forms of funding available to them. 

Q79  Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: I have a question for Ms Burch. I was very struck in your 
evidence with that statistic you quoted at the beginning, that manufacturing accounts for 
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69% of business expenditure on R&D, and I think manufacturing now as a proportion of our 
national output is about 15-16%, something like that?295 

Ms Felicity Burch: Yes. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Going back to the great debate just over 40 years ago, before 
we went into the EEC, one of the great arguments for joining the dynamic six, as they then 
were, was the cold douche theoryτwe were already worried about our manufacturing 
prowess being seriously on the wane and, if I remember, the level of R&D was falling behind 
where we wanted it to be already then. The cold douche theory was meant to shock us into 
a new, invigorated competitive activity, including R&D. You are a professional economist. Do 
you think it turned out that way? The proportion of manufacturers within our economy is 
much shrivelled. I know there are many, many factors at play here, but the cold douche 
theory, some would argue, almost gave us a fatal chill when it came to manufacturing. 

Ms Felicity Burch: It sounds like we need another boost like that, in fact. I do not think 
manufacturing is to blame for that. You are right; the sector has shrunk as a proportion of 
the economy, but when it comes to research and development, it is still very much punching 
above its weight, and the same comes to exports.  

I think there is a more general systemic problem for the UK: we do underinvest in R&D 
compared with competitor nations. Our manufacturing sector is much more comparable in 
R&D intensity with competitor nations, so I do not think the problem is there per se. That 
said, there are some real challenges for innovators, not necessarily unique to us, for other 
European countries as well. I doubt if I have to tell the Committee this but innovation is not 
easy and it does require access to resources, be they collaborative resources, expertise, 
skills, et cetera. These are challenges for anyone who is innovating, and access to innovation 
support makes a big difference, be it support from the UK or support from Europe, and what 
we need is more of that in both forums if we are going to boost the level of innovation that 
the whole economy does. 

Q80  Lord Peston: My question is also to Felicity Burch. When I was an economist, I used to 
teach the students that it does not matter what you produce as long as it is where you have 
a comparative advantage and so on. My main question is: if you were to consultτor perhaps 
you know alreadyτthe members of the EEF, and your criterion was science research and 
development, would we be better off out of the EU? If that were your only criterion, would 
ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ǎŀȅ ȅŜǎΣ ƴƻ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΚ 

Ms Felicity Burch: Certainly our research with members more generally has been broadly 
supportive of staying in the EU anyway. I think when it comes to science and innovation, 
actually, the response would probably be more emphatic. The availability of support for 
funding, as I have already mentioned, from the EU is very valuable to our members, as is the 
access to the single market and the skills base from the European Union. 

Lord Peston: So the answer was yes, it is beneficial. 

Ms Felicity Burch: Yes. 

Viscount Ridley: I just wanted clarification of vocabulary, if possible. We keep talking about 
Europe, but talking about the lack of need for visas and collaboration and so on, Ms Burch 

                                            
295 The correct figure is 10%. 
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mentioned the EEA. Is there really any difference between Switzerland and Norway and the 
rest of the EU in this respectτthe ability to collaborate? 

Ms Felicity Burch: I am afraid I do not have masses of detail on this one but I do know that 
Switzerland has had difficulties engaging with Horizon 2020. 

Viscount Ridley: I meant from a British perspective, if you want to collaborate or visit 
Switzerland and Norway, does it really feel any different from collaborating with or visiting 
the rest of the EU? 

Ms Felicity Burch: I am afraid it is not something I have had any feedback on from members 
either way. 

The Chairman: Would Professor Latham like to have a go at that one? 

Professor John Latham: Yes. Looking at a personal view from there, we operate in many 
parts of the world. There are certainly some advantages in collaborating within the EU within 
the Horizon 2020 programmes, going back to pre-agreed, pre-arrangedτ 

Viscount Ridley: Is Horizon 2020 open to non-EU members as well?  

Professor John Latham: It is. I will come to that in a moment. You are pre-empting part of 
my answer. One of the advantages, if you like, of looking at Horizon 2020τI will start from 
its entirety in terms of where you areτis that it gives you a framework within which to 
operate. For people who come to the ball, whether they be within Europe, in the EEA or in 
one of the countries that are allowed to play within the environment, it gives you a structure 
that enables you to take things forward much more quickly than if you were not part of that 
construct.  

I will give you a very live example that I have at the moment. I have two programmes going 
on at the moment, one between an SME which I am a director of as a spinoff from the 
university, working with a very large British telecoms company that covers the whole of the 
UKτyou might work out who it is. We have currently been in negotiations for about nine 
months and, as a small SME, we have next to no power and no control over where we are 
going; we are in a very difficult position. We are doing the same thing in a slightly different 
area within an EU context, and actually it has taken us three months. Most of the parties 
know what the constructs of having funding from the EU is about, and we have made very, 
very fast progress. The SME has almost had the same amount of influence within the 
collaborative research as the large players in the field.  

So I think there are some definite benefits around having a good, well-orchestrated and well-
put-together support infrastructure for science and enabling science to happen. That can 
happen at a national level, and does happen very well within the UK in terms of our 
agreement, and I think we heard some of that from the previous speaker; it happens at a 
European level extremely well, and it happens in certain parts of the world, but not every 
part of the world.  

Viscount Ridley: When you say European, do you mean EEA or EU? 

Professor John Latham: I think the answer to all of that is, if you wish to do collaborative 
research, and if the individuals are part of the programme within which you can applyτand I 
think it is very important to remember that what we are talking about here is that the EU-
funded science is an envelope within which people can either play or they can not play τas 
a scientist, as somebody who is about engaging in science, I fundamentally believe science is 
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without borders. What you are then working on is the structures within that allow you to 
collaborate with certain organisations.  

If you wish to look at people, we have previously as an organisation, as a university, 
collaborated with individuals, for example, from Switzerland or Norway or wherever it is, 
and quite successfully been involved in European programmes with them. We also still have 
programmes with organisations from those countries, and they operate in a slightly different 
way depending on the funding stream that we have decided to go for. One of the things for 
me is that the European Union and its funding streams to support research is one of the 
platforms that is available to an organisation to engage. There are definitely some benefits 
to be gained in certain areas at certain times from the constructs that the EU has put 
together. We have already heard that there are some programmes that operate within the 
UK that are also very, very popular. We have a lot of KTPs, we get a lot of funding from the 
research councils and Innovate UK, and in many ways what we are fortunate to have at the 
moment is a platform of opportunity for UK organisations to engage in the delivery of 
science. When I talk to people who are well outsideτso I go well beyond EEA, into the 
States or Singapore, where we do a lot of workτthey are quite envious of the range of 
opportunity that exists for organisations within the UK. 

Viscount Ridley: Yes, but those opportunities exist for EEA countries that are not in the EU, 
do they not? I am sorry to press this point. 

Professor John Latham: They do, but part of the issue that you have around the construct of 
where we are is that you have Europe, you have membership of the EEA, and you have 
global partners who are also part of the European science agenda. It is important to go 
beyond who can and who cannot be in there to the constructs of what the programme is 
about, and the fundamental science it is trying to support. It is all about bringing 
collaborative research together, it is bringing the main parties together, because 
fundamentally what you do not want to be forced into is a situation where you have to work 
with certain parties because they happen to be in a geographical location. If you want to 
actually take advantage of science into the best agenda, you want to be able to have the 
easiest access to the best partners that you can possibly have. 

Viscount Ridley: Wherever they are. 

Professor John Latham: Wherever they are. 

The Chairman: Can we move on to Lord Hunt? 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: May I say that I once was evening-lecturing at what was then 
called Lanchester College of Technology and is now the University of Coventry. I was going to 
ǎŀȅΣ ǇŀǊǘƭȅ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ [ƻǊŘ wƛŘƭŜȅΣ ǘƘŜ CǊŜƴŎƘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ άǎǳƛǾǊŜ ƭŜ 
ŘƻǎǎƛŜǊέΦ ¢ƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƳǳŎƘ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ǘƻ άǎǳƛǾǊŜ ƭŜ ŘƻǎǎƛŜǊέ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ŀƴŘ ƻǳǊ 
bƻǊǿŜƎƛŀƴ ŀƴŘ {ǿƛǎǎ ŦǊƛŜƴŘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘ ŀǘ άǎǳƛǾǊŜ ƭŜ ŘƻǎǎƛŜǊέ ŀǘ ŀƭƭΦ  

The important question to ask both of you is: do you think that British industry or industrial 
applications understand as much as they should do about the advantages and the notions? I 
just give you an example: in the last two days in the BBC there has been a lot of discussion 
about Iran buying Airbuses, which of course in the French newspapers is a French aeroplane. 
There has been no mention at all that this is hugely British, and most of our science is in the 
UK, so is the story about us in Europe being well explained? That is a question that may well 
affect the conversations about membership. 
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Ms Felicity Burch: I think for business, certainly from a science and innovation perspective, 
the story about Europe is reasonably well understood. Actually, it is quite a testament to the 
framework programmes that European support is one of the areas of innovation support 
that manufacturers are most aware of, and awareness increases year on year in our surveys 
of the support that is available there. I am talking about quite an innovative bunch of 
manufacturers who respond to our survey, so obviously there is a little bit of selection bias 
there, but for the kind of companies that this support is there for, yes, I think they are aware 
of it and they do see the benefits of it as well. 

Q81  Baroness Morgan of Huyton: You have covered some of what I was going to ask about 
the EU framework and now Horizon 2020. Our evidence broadly suggests that the amount of 
funds awarded to UK businesses has been relatively low in comparison to some of the other 
big countries. Why has that been the case? Do you see signs of improvement and, if so, why? 
Is Horizon 2020 better than the framework and, if so, why? Are there remaining problems 
about the programme and what are they? Could I ask also, following on from the previous 
conversation, who determines what Horizon 2020 is funding? Is it everybody? Bluntly, are 
Norway and Switzerland part of the decision-making process about what programmes are 
funded or is that just EU? 

Professor John Latham: I will kick off. You have to be within the EU to have a really strong 
place at the table to make some of the big decisions in terms of where you are. It is very 
important to understand, I suppose, what is driving the agenda and the overall definition. 
The UK plays quite a large influencing position because of its science base already in terms of 
what formulates, so in some ways we play above our weight in formulating some of the 
programmes. I have been a formulator myself in a couple of programmes and I would say 
the influence that the UK has had historically has been quite important in that area. 

If you look then at our taking part in the process and I look at my experience of working in a 
number of countries, I think the UK is still on a journey around the way in which the national 
support infrastructure brings organisations together to enable them to apply for funding. If 
you look at the improvements through the organisation I represent today, Innovate UK, we 
have now for the very first timeτand it started in 1992τa nationally co-ordinated EEN 
network supporting companies in the UK to help them. Every other member state that I 
know of has had that since the mid-90s. We had a distributed model for a long time.  

What you are starting to see, with the development of the catapults, which is a gap that 
probably existed within the UK infrastructure, with the bringing together of a national 
provision of EEN giving us oversight and more co-ordinated control, and you look at the work 
of the KTNs, we actually have a way to go. Some of it has been a little bit about us shooting 
ourselves in the foot by not being as good as we could have been at enabling people to fully 
understand the opportunities that exist within Europe and how you access them.  

I can relate to a very interesting conversation that I had around an SME that we were 
working with from the UK to set up in Singapore, where we had an operation. We went to 
Singapore talking about the opportunity for that UK company to go into Singapore, and after 
ŀōƻǳǘ ŀƴ ƘƻǳǊΩǎ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǘǿƻ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎŀƳŜ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜȅ 
fundamentally started to understand. First, they were shown a map of the world in 
Singapore, which has the UK in the top left-hand corner as a little dot, not in the middle, 
next to Europeτwhich you could make out, by the way, whatever it isτso they realised that 
ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ world is slightly different. What they did understand within the 
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conversations is that the Singaporean partners could understand what working with Europe 
was about, and they could understand what being part of that was about. They had had 
experience of working with other companies from Europe which had that sort of benefit, if 
you like, so that aided the conversation. That was an eye-opener to the UK SME, that 
actually there are some other real benefits here. They did get a science contract and are now 
operating in Singapore.  

So there is an issue, which we are addressing: once you have engaged in the game, if you 
want to call it a game, and once you actually have some experience of being involved in 
Europe, the take-up and the success of UK companies that has certainly come through from 
Europe is pretty high and people engage very well. The question is getting them to the 
trough. 

The Chairman: Ms Burch, do you want to come in on that at all? 

Ms Felicity Burch: Yes. I do not have much to add. I would like to support in general what 
Professor Latham said. You are right; our performance with the framework programmes has 
been better from a science perspective but that is not actually bad news for industry either. 
A strong science base in the UK, in Europe, is attractive for investors, and the evidence we 
have from Horizon 2020 is that industry is starting to perform a bit better. Across Europe the 
proportion of funding to industry has gone up from 24% to 28%. I do not know specifically 
about the UK but we are receiving 15% of the SME-dedicated instrument funds, which is 
about in line with the rest of our framework programme funding, and there really have been 
some improvements to what Innovate UK is doing that our members are noticing. 

What is quite interesting as well is that I went to talk to our members about this. I asked 
ǘƘŜƳΣ άIŀǎ ƛǘ Ǝƻǘ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ǘƻ ŀǇǇƭȅ ŦƻǊ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΚ ²Ƙŀǘ ŀǊŜ ȅƻǳǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΚέ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ 
ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƳǳŎƘΣ ά¸ŜǎΣ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ Ǝƻǘ ŜŀǎƛŜǊΦέ  ¢ƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊŜ ƛŦ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƘŀŘ Ǝƻǘ 
betterτsome thought perhaps it hadτor that the more they are engaged with it, the more 
they are aware of it, the more they understand the processes, and also who they can go to 
to talk to if they do not understand what the next steps are. 

Q82  Viscount Ridley: I thiƴƪ Ƴȅ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿǎ ƻƴ ǾŜǊȅ ǿŜƭƭ ŦǊƻƳ [ŀŘȅ aƻǊƎŀƴΩǎ ŀƴŘ ŦǊƻƳ 
the answer that Professor Latham has just given. It is about whether businesses in the UK, 
particularly SMEs, are adequately supported by the Government, effectively, in applying for 
EU funds, and in particular whether or not the abolition of RDAs has had an impact here. We 
have had written evidence from the Royal Academy of Engineering suggesting that it has. 
The burden of supporting companies that apply to Europe for funding therefore now falls on 
Innovate UK, effectively, which perhaps is a bit more like what Professor Latham was 
suggesting in terms of centralising, but there is a worry here that it could become too 
London-centric. We have heard that criticism made. As a northerner, I am always cross 
about that one. What are your thoughts? 

Professor John Latham: I think there are two or three approaches here. The companies 
themselves are driven by many aspects. I am always fascinated about where most of the old 
English regions came from and, of course, a lot of them came out of Bomber Command 
regions during World War II, which is not necessarily a good reason for setting them up in 
the first place. Fundamentally, we have regional boundaries thatτ 

Viscount Ridley: What about the Kingdom of Northumberland? 
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Professor John Latham: Part of what we have to recognise is that most companies do not 
recognise the borders that we put in place within the nation and whether they move, 
whether they come or whether they go. What they are really focused on is how much 
support, particularly if they are a small company, they can get locally for what they have, as 
well as access to expertise and the sector support they get for whichever sector they happen 
to be in or not be in. That is quite interesting in itself and I might come back to that point.  

I think the RDAs varied across the UK. We operated in four regions; my own organisation 
supported companies applying for EU funding in the Midlands but also for a period of time in 
the south-west, and it was very variable. Some RDAs actually supported what was then the 
EEN network very well and allowed people to apply for funding; some RDAs did not.  

The issue for me is around the relativity of being in a certain postcode, about being in a 
different postcode. What you can do is set a level of expectation of support that you would 
get wherever you are within the country, and that should be met as a minimum. There is a 
lot of work currently going on particularly in Innovate, which has put together its catapult 
network, which is around the sector specialism and the EEN network, which is completely 
regional within the UK, to support activities to try to raise the barτto go up that level of 
support to be a minimum level of support, depending on which organisation you are and 
where you want to go. If I compare that to the experience I have in other countries, where 
they have been much better at it for many years, it is a question of having that local person, 
whether it be supporting a large company or not a large company, and access to that local 
person. In most places it might be through, for example, a science park or a university or a 
regional RTO or whatever it happens to be. It is to enable a client relationship to be 
developed with companies that allows them the support to enable them to engage within a 
new programme.  

One of the things that I found very pleasing was that there was a small companyτI was 
working for them, developing a productτand there was no interest in the UK for this 
product at all. It was not a UK product so the UK Government did not see it as a priority. It 
was a sector that nobody else was in, but Europe was interested because it was an 
interesting area of development, particularly for some of the Scandinavian countries, as it 
was about enabling people to survive in extremely cold climates. What we had was the 
ability from the UK to access support mechanisms across Europe, which gave them an 
advantage, and was not particularly strong for us. 

Viscount Ridley: As a board member of Innovate UK, can you just reassure me that the issue 
of London-centrism is on the agenda? 

Professor John Latham: It is very high on the agenda. Being able to support people where 
they are, wherever they are within the UK, and certainly that sort of view of regional support 
mechanisms and potentially regional hubs and the real advantage of having EEN taken on 
board, is a big, big opportunity. 

The Chairman: Whether we like it or not, the RDAs are no longer with us and we have LEPs 
in place and, again, some of the written evidence suggests that their performance is uneven 
and that they are sometimes too small to be effective. Would you like to comment? 

Professor John Latham: I will declare that I am a board member of Coventry and 
Warwickshire LEP, which is outstanding in its support, but, fundamentally, I think you have 
two issues around the LEP agenda. You have areas that have LEPs and areas that do not, so 
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we have a disparity in terms of what that means. Then you have support programmes 
coming out of the LEPs, which are still relatively in their early stages. I think some are 
performing quite well and, all joking aside, I think my own LEP has some good experience. 
Early on they funded some business support mechanisms through its growth hub to enable 
companies to apply to Europe, and I know that is not true everywhere in terms of what they 
are able to provide. In some ways I think what you have is enhanced support in some areas 
and lack of support in others. There is a requirement for us to get that even-handed 
approach, which, again, goes back to my view on Innovate UK working with growth hubs, 
working with EEN network across the whole of the UK, to raise it so that you have at least a 
minimum level of support to all organisations wherever they happen to be in the UK. That is 
a priority for us. 

Q83  Lord Maxton: Can I just say we are talking here about RDAs being abolished but in 
Scotland, of course, we still have Scottish Enterprise, which you presumably know, and you 
talk about Innovate UK. What is the relationship between Scottish Enterprise, which of 
course puts money into investment, and your own organisation? 

Professor John Latham: Number one, they work together. There is a lot of collaboration. If 
you look at EEN and the EEN network, it is housed within Scottish Enterprise, based out of 
Glasgow but, again, with a regional structure across most of Scotland. You have similar areas 
in the other devolved AdministrationsτI am Welsh by birth so I recognise what is going on 
there. You have a requirement, which is in the process of being met, of enabling across the 
whole of the UK, in terms of thinking about UK membership of the EU, a level of 
understanding where the support to businessesτand I will separate the support to 
businesses in terms of their understanding and ability to know about what is available to 
themτis becoming more even. There is of courseτand this is something to debateτthe 
disparity between the levels of funding in terms of match and programmes of support, which 
differs across each of the different devolved Administrations, because they have slightly 
different priorities perhaps in terms of how they might go about it.  

Of course, one of the issues is that you cannot unpick the science agenda from the whole 
company support agenda. How much venture capital support have we got, for example? 
Where do people get the funding from to enable them to undertake innovative processes? It 
differs wherever you happen to be in the country or in whichever part of the Administrations 
you happen to be. It is quite a complex model that you are trying to unpick, and certainly the 
science agenda, whether it be UK national programmes or European programmes, is just 
part of that model. 

Lord Peston: On this question of support, one thing that has troubled me for a very long 
time is, if you look, on the one hand, at the Government and the principal Opposition, 
virtually none of them has any science or engineering qualifications. If you look at our top 
civil servants, I think none of them is qualified in science or engineering, let alone my 
favourite subject, which is pure mathematics. Is this not a major problem in terms of 
pressing the support agenda, that the people who ought to be giving the support are 
themselves not really the right people? I am sorry; that is a general question. 

Professor John Latham: I think that accident of educational background should not be held 
against an individual in terms of their ability to understand the problem that might be 
solved. 
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Lord Peston: Oh yes it should. 

Professor John Latham: To understand the real issue around what support mechanisms are 
needed to enable something to happen, you need to go back to first principlesτwhat do you 
need to put in place to enable you to support an organisation to move forward, of which 
science innovation is part of that overall agenda? Part of what we have within the UK is a 
reasonably holistic approach. There are some other countries around the world, and there 
are certainly some countries within Europe, which are extremely envious of our 
understanding of the complexity of supporting a business to develop, and also therefore to 
support its science and innovation agenda,  So it is about the ability to draw upon expertise 
where it is required, but also to understand the bare necessity, for example, IP regulations, 
legal regulationsτquite often companies are stopped from doing what they are doing 
because the lawyers say so, not because anybody else tells them it is a bad idea to do it. 
There is a real need to understand this, and I think this is true within the infrastructure we 
have. We have some very highly qualified individuals within Innovate UK actually heading up 
the lead technologists with background within the specific sectors that the organisation 
wishes to support. What you also have, which is the matrix approach, is specialists in 
business support and looking at how the infrastructure support comes in.  

There is within the UK hierarchy, I believe, compared to other parts of the world, a pretty 
good base of advice and support, which enables things to happen. What we have to do, 
though, is put that into a framework of how much money is available to support the 
infrastructure and make it happen, and how we focus and make sure we prioritise in the 
right areas against everything that we are trying to do. 

Q84  Lord Cameron of Dillington: I am afraid I am back to the regulatory regime that we 
made such a big thing of in the last session. We heard then, and also from written evidence 
we have received, that the commercial R&Dτand I stress commercial R&Dτin Europe has 
declined as a consequence of the EU regulatory environment. I just throw this to you and ask 
for comments, discussion. 

Ms Felicity Burch: Our members do have views on this, certainly. Overall I think it is very 
unlikely that regulation has reduced the level of commercial innovation that companies are 
doing, but it is highly possible that it has influenced the type of innovation that they are 
doing. Let me give you an example: about 37% of our members who are innovating said that 
the driver of innovation was in response to environmental standards and regulations. A big 
one that stands out here would be the REACH European chemicals obligations, which our 
members consider to be extremely onerous and difficult to comply with. We have had a lot 
of anecdotal evidence from members saying that, because they are innovating to respond to 
REACH, they are not able to do as much innovation in other areas as they might like to do, 
and indeed, we see that more generally with regulation as well. As I have said, innovation is 
extremely resource-intensive and for businesses there is only so much you can do, 
particularly at the smaller end. So I think regulations can impact the type of innovation 
companies do.  

There is a bit of a silver lining here as well. We look around the world, and places like North 
America, Asia, are now looking at introducing similar chemicals obligations, and EU 
companies will have a head start because they will already be compliant with these 
regulations. There is a global need for a certain degree of regulation and so long as the ones 
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in the EU are well madeτand we do need to have a seat at the table to make sure that is the 
caseτmany companies might be well placed to deliver and export more in the future. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: Let me give you an example. It is not always like that. The United 
States has a much better regulatory framework to stop ship pollution, whereas Europe is 
finding that very slow. 

Ms Felicity Burch: Yes. 

Q85  Lord Hunt of Chesterton: May I just ask another question? Do Innovate UK, EPSRC and 
so on, when grants and programmes are being considered, consider how these will be fitted 
into European networks? I have good evidenceτmy European colleagues work in these 
European networks, and there is not very much impetus from Innovate UK or our research 
councils. In fact, for example, of 24 leading groups to do with aviation technology and so on, 
only two out of 20 are UK-led. I wonder whether there is a move in this direction, since you 
are Innovate UK?  

Professor John Latham: I think there is definitely a move in that direction. The UK is 
extremely well represented, certainly in the area I come from, in our computer scientists and 
digital technologiesτtelecommunications is my background. Those figures would be turned 
round the other way if you were to look at commission-led advisory boards and support 
mechanisms.  

Again, you are highlighting the fact that across Europe there is a lot of sector dominance. 
Depending on what sector you are in and whether the UK is seen as a leading light within 
that sector, or whether the individual companies are seen as a leading light within that 
sector, you will see a different portfolio, and in certain areas, like healthcare, there is quite a 
lot of activity. Certainly, if you look in the automotive area, for example, there is a lot of 
German dominance. You can see almost a disparity across.  

Trying to make generalist statements is often quite dangerous in terms of the overall 
representation of where individuals come from. Part of it also goes back to a question that 
you asked about organisations that were headquartered in one country but do most of their 
operations out of another. Quite often what you find is UK organisations that are 
headquartered here but their operations are in Holland or somewhere, and what you have is 
influence coming through their operations in the other member state rather than just 
coming from what is going on within the EU.  

There are certainly areas of regulationτand regulation and legislation are both very 
interesting areasτthat are always a bind or an issue when they are first brought in to meet. 
Once you have met them, they always have a competitive advantage, of course, above those 
that have not yet met them in terms of where they are and what they want to do. Part of the 
question is around enabling organisations to meet those regulations, and support them to 
enable them to meet them. Once they have met them, it can on a global scale be an 
advantage to have met them, because you then become compliant in so many markets at 
the same time with your product. 

Q86  Baroness Neville-Jones: I want to ask you both, if you would not mind, a bit more 
about your view of the value of the EU supporting competence in the area of innovation. My 
impression is that you largely regard it as being helpful rather than a hindrance. Am I right in 
that, and are there any exceptions you would like to point to which are not the case, for, say, 
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sectoral reasons? As a general proposition, do you think that the support that comes from 
EU innovation sources is really compatible and complementary with what we do in the UK, 
or are there areas of conflict or difficulty? If there are, how would you suggest sorting them 
out? More generally, do you think that UK firms could derive more benefit from more 
bespoke innovation support rather than the rather generalised EU packages that actually 
come along? 

Professor John Latham: I think generally the addition that we get from the activities that 
come out of Europe adds value to the whole innovation ecosystem that a company engages 
with. There are certainly areas, particularly around collaboration partnering, where the 
opportunity to get access to the right expertise is certainly a benefit. Most of what comes 
out of Europe complements what we already do in the UK. To go back to a statement I made 
earlier, it is not going to be the answer to everything for everybody; with the UK national 
innovation agency, the EU is one element of collaboration it is working with in terms of 
governmental support. I am doing a lot of work at the moment funded by the Brazilian 
Government; the work that is going on in Science Without Borders and at some of the 
innovation support around developing technology and science parks in Brazil is not getting 
support from the EU innovation system, but the national innovation system is working very 
well, in collaboration with the Brazilian Government, to enable that to happen. Where we 
can, we are making very good strides in terms of the complementarity between what comes 
out of the EU and what comes out of and is supported nationally from the national 
Government. We have also to bear in mind that national agencies are having to operate and 
work with other markets and deal with other support. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: Is there sectoral differentiation?  

Professor John Latham: I think there is, and there is always sectoral differentiation and, as I 
said earlier, there are also issues around size and scale of company and the life cycle to do 
with that. There is no doubt that there are some areas or sectors where the EUτ 

Baroness Neville-Jones: Can you give us some examples? 

Professor John Latham: If you look at what we are trying to do in development of climate 
change, some of the things we are trying to do around healthcare development and the 
work that is going on around IT, there is a lot of very positive support coming out of the EU. 
For example, my own organisation is doing some work around water and food securityτ
perhaps Europe could do more with us, but, fortunately, we are doing more with the UN and 
other funding agencies to enable that work. Effectively, I am going back to that term of 
hiding the wires behind so that the companies are benefiting overall without necessarily 
being too bothered about where the support infrastructure comes from. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: Are you saying that if innovation support is not available in one 
particular area, the national system tends to pick it up? 

Professor John Latham: Yes, I think the national innovation structure as it stands certainly 
has a base level of support for anybody who wishes to engage. Obviously, we have a number 
of nationally recognised priorities where there are additional programmes that are put in 
place. Certainly, if you look at the complexity, there is Innovate UK, the support coming from 
BIS, the work of the ODA activities, the support coming out of DfID and other bits of 
government as well as the support mechanisms coming out of UKTI. Companies in the UK 
are very fortunate in that they get a lot of cross-departmental support to enable them to 
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engage with what they need to engage with. That is not necessarily true in other countries, 
because the innovation life cycle is not just about doing the science; it is about the whole 
process of developing the underlying science and taking it to market or making sure it is 
exploited. 

Q87  Lord Fox:  We have heard about collaboration in answer to a number of questions so, 
just to round it up, I think I heard you say that EU membership does encourage collaboration 
with companies within the European Union. How about its effect on companies in 
collaboration outside the European Union, the USA or China, for example? Does it distract or 
does it benefit those collaborations? 

Ms Felicity BurchΥ CǊƻƳ 99C ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƘŀŘ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ 
from members that collaborations within the EU have distracted them from other 
collaborations. In fact, I have spoken to US companies working in the UK and collaborating in 
the EU as well, but I think there is an additional point here. I was making the point about 
exporting earlier, and accessing EU support. For manufacturers, once you have done 
something once, it gets easier the next time, so if you are collaborating in Europe, the first 
international collaboration you do it is a relatively straightforward one, the next 
collaboration with a country further afield might be a bit easier, a bit less scary in many 
ways. 

I think it is also worth noting that Horizon 2020 is open to the world. Many other countries 
are involved in it. We have agreements with places like Turkey and Korea that may not be 
partners in the same way as the UK or an EU member is, but it is about pulling in research 
from all round the world. 

Professor John Latham: Can I add to that? The other hidden benefit quite often is the 
indirect benefit of collaborating with a company from a certain member state that has a very 
good relationship witƘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƻǾŜǊǎŜŀǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƳŀȅōŜ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀǎ 
strong. There is certainly an opening or an opportunity that you find that some of the 
collaborations that have come together through the EU framework programmes in the past 
have survived well beyond the collaboration in terms of that science project in itself; they 
have become long-term collaborations, not just about the science but actually those 
organisations working together and then going to market together afterwards. There is this 
pull factor: if you work together initially, come up with the idea, as long as you are 
comfortable working together, you have a good partnership and collaboration agreement, 
you then can be much stronger than the individual organisation. Certainly, for most of the 
organisations I talk to, that collaboration, that partnership, getting the underlying 
fundamental agreement in place, being forced to go through that good practice of having a 
collaboration agreement, an IP agreement, and everything else, once it is in place, enables 
you to go again and again and work together again and again, and it can actually strengthen 
ŀ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ǇƻǊǘŦƻƭƛƻΦ 

Q88  Lord FoxΥ Iƻǿ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŜƛƎƘǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ-private partnerships? How do you rate 
those? 

Professor John Latham: Some of them are still in their early days in terms of driving things 
forward. I think they are definitely of benefit. Organisations that have engaged with them 
are finding that the whole concept of having these areas of specialisation is adding value and 
supports their overall development. The gap, of course, is that you could have 16 or 32 if you 
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wanted to cover everything you wanted to do. You can only do so many. I think those who 
have engaged have found them positive. I think they are a positive move. They are certainly 
something that we can play an important part in. 

Lord Fox: Is business sufficiently aware of these opportunities? 

Professor John Latham: That is the million dollar question. You only know what you know, 
and part of the issue is about engaging people and helping them through that process. 

Q89  The Chairman: The European Union clearly has some excellent schemes for 
encouraging scientists to move around within member statesτthe Erasmus scheme and the 
Marie Curie scheme. Is there any danger that such schemes might disadvantage scientists 
coming from outside the European Union? 

Professor John Latham: I do not think so. I think there are, again, equivalences in many 
countries. If we look at the Science Without Borders programme, we have a number of 
individuals currently coming from Brazil, Brazilian students but also academics and support 
individuals. There is an opportunity through those; I must admit that in my early career I 
benefited from an Erasmus exchange into both France and Germany, which I found very 
beneficial in terms of becoming much more of a global citizen, never mind a European 
citizen in terms of the approach, so I do not think it hinders. It opens up the opportunity for 
people to take that first step. It is like students at my university who do an international 
exchange programme; they come back much more able to deal with things than if they had 
not had an international exchange, and that is true also for scientists and academic members 
of staff. Once you can engage with them and show them potentially it is not so scary, or 
there are real benefits of going and working and spending time in overseas markets, that is a 
real benefit for them.  

The framework that Erasmus and Marie Curie, for example, and the old Leonardo 
programmes used to put together, did open the minds of a lot of individuals, both from the 
UK but also from other member states coming into the UK. That is very positive; it is quite a 
positive thing that the EU engages with, particularly around developing science base. As one 
of the earlier speakers said, what you really need to do is get people to spend some time 
together. I am a great supporter of technologyτI would be, with a computer science 
backgroundτbut, fundamentally, getting people to spend some time together in the same 
place allows free thought and allows activities and agendas to move forward. If all you are 
doing is speaking to somebody about a specific topic at a specific time, you do not then get 
the benefit that you would see within the science and innovation agenda of people working 
together. 

The Chairman: We are most grateful to you. We have covered a lot of ground in this session 
and you have been extremely helpful to us. Thank you for sharing your expertise with us, 
Professor Latham and Ms Burch. We are most grateful to you. Thank you. 
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1. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to science and research in the 
UK? How does the financial contribution the UK receives compare with other member 
states in terms of, for instance, population, GDP, scientific strength or any other relevant 
indicators?  
 

1. The UK receives around 12% of all EU R&D budget appropriations, a proportion only 
behind that of Germany and France (2013 figures).296 The UK was seventh in terms of 
its success rate for research proposals to the Seventh Framework Programme (2007 ς 
2013), with a success rate of 22.6%. Belgium was the top performer with a success 
rate of 26.3%.297 ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϻрллƳ ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊ όƻǊ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ мл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀ ƎŜƴŜǊƻǳǎ ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ budgetary 
input298. The UK leveraged an average of around 15-20% of all budgets across the 
previous three previous Framework Programmes (5-7).299. The UK also receives 
around 25% of all European Research Council (ERC) grants.300 
 

2. The total research grant income UK physics departments received from all sources in 
2013/14 was just over £285m.301 Of this, £226m came from UK sources, representing 
ŀǊƻǳƴŘ тф҈ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΦ tƘȅǎƛŎǎ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎΩ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ 9¦ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ 
government, charity and industry sources based in the EU) amounted to just under 
£50m, of which nearly 95% came from EU government bodies. This represents 
around 18% of the total funding received by physics departments in 2013/2014. This 
is a slightly greater figure than the average across the sector, where around 16% of 
funds came from EU sources. The difference is slightly greater when only looking at 
EU government sources: in physics around 17% of total funding was from this source, 
against around 13% for the sector as a whole. 
 

3. However, there is variation in funding between departments, somewhat determined 
by the kind of work they perform. For example, whilst some physics departments 
report that around 10% of funds come from EU sources, others report that around 
half of their funds come from EU sources (including the ERC, Horizon 2020, ITNs and 
Marie Curie Fellowships).302  
 

                                            
296 UNESCO. Science Report 2015: Towards 2030, 2015: 
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0023/002354/235406e.pdf   
297 UNESCO, 2015 
298 Technopolis Group, carried out on behalf of the International Science and Innovation Unit within the 
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS). The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the 
UK, May 2010: https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-
base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf  
299 European Commission Joint Research Centre. European university funding and financial autonomy: A study 
on the degree of diversification of university budget and the share of competitive funding, 2011: 
http://ftp.jrc.es/EURdoc/JRC63682.pdf  
300 Technopolis Group, 2010 
301 HESA data 
302 Information obtained by the IOP directly from departments. 

http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0023/002354/235406e.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
http://ftp.jrc.es/EURdoc/JRC63682.pdf
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4. A negligible amount of funding is available from countries outside the EU for UK 
researchers compared to EU and UK funding sources.303  

 
2. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the UK to the EU that supports 
science and research activities?  
 

5. aŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΩ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƛǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ D5t ƛƴ 
the EU. The UK contribution to the budget between 2007 and 2013 was just under 
11% of all funds.304  

 
3. What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed in the EU 
compared to the management of science funding in the UK? Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are 
considered?  
 

6. The UK is acknowledged as operating an efficient funding system, particularly in the 
way block grant funding is organised and allocated through the research councils.305 
Compared to other EU member states, the UK performed amongst the best for its 
effectiveness of public spending.306 The UK performs particularly well in terms of its 
ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ Ŏƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜ ŀƳƻƴƎǎǘ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ 
states307 and for citations among the top 10% most cited papers. This is despite 
having the 12th most intensive rate of investment in R&D in the EU, behind countries 
including Estonia and the Czech Republic.308 
 

7. The EU offers greater support than the UK for the management and administration of 
funds, but this must be balanced against a more bureaucratic application process 
than for UK funds. It may be very difficult for some researchers or companies to 
access funds as consortia are often large and unwieldy, and access to certain funds is 
only open to collaborative, often cross-border, proposals. This aids collaboration and 
the sharing of knowledge, but may be restrictive for researchers and SMEs who are 
less familiar with the system. The EU also requires all funded researchers to provide 
evidence that they have worked their allotted time on the projects receiving grant 
funding, providing a level of transparency. 

 
4. What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU collaborations 
and funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council?  

                                            
303 Vitae. Where to find sources of academic research funding: https://www.vitae.ac.uk/researcher-
careers/pursuing-an-academic-career/research-funding/where-to-find-sources-of-academic-research-funding  
304 Gabriele Cipriani. Funding the EU Budget: Moving Forward or Backwards?, 2014: 
https://www.ceps.eu/system/files/Financing%20the%20EU%20budget_Final_Colour.pdf  
305 Department for Business, Innovation and Skills. Triennial Review of the Research Councils, April 2014: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/303327/bis-14-746-triennial-
review-of-the-research-councils.pdf  
306 Joint Report by the Economic Policy Committee (Quality of Public Finances) and Directorate-General for 
Economic and Financial Affairs. Efficiency and effectiveness of public expenditure on tertiary education in the 
EU: http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications/occasional_paper/2010/pdf/ocp70_en.pdf  
307 UNESCO, 2015 
308 UNESCO, 2015 

https://www.vitae.ac.uk/researcher-careers/pursuing-an-academic-career/research-funding/where-to-find-sources-of-academic-research-funding
https://www.vitae.ac.uk/researcher-careers/pursuing-an-academic-career/research-funding/where-to-find-sources-of-academic-research-funding
https://www.ceps.eu/system/files/Financing%20the%20EU%20budget_Final_Colour.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/303327/bis-14-746-triennial-review-of-the-research-councils.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/303327/bis-14-746-triennial-review-of-the-research-councils.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications/occasional_paper/2010/pdf/ocp70_en.pdf
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8. UK science is extremely collaborative, and UK researchers are amongst the most 

collaborative of all EU countries. Nearly one in five publications submitted to the 
Research Excellence Framework in 2014 in physical sciences had an EU 
collaborator.309 Over 55% of UK publications between 2008 and 2014 had foreign co-
authors, with four of the top five collaborative countries being EU countries.310 This 
greatly enhances the global impact of UK research through our collaboration and 
presence on the international stage. In physics in particular, many areas are 
extremely collaborative. Research in areas such as particle physics often involves 
thousands of collaborators across multiple countries and often sharing a range of 
facilities. Many scientific challenges require interdisciplinary skills and technological 
pull-through that can be enhanced with a larger pool in which to find expertise, and a 
larger market for pull-through.  
 

9. EU funds such as Horizon 2020 have been extremely popular and utilised by a large 
numbers of researchers and businesses that had previously not engaged with EU 
Framework Programmes.311 However, these have been vulnerable to changes in 
personnel and changes in strategic decisions. Horizon 2020 funding was set to be cut 
by 2.7bn Euros to support the European Fund for Strategic Investment (EFSI)312, with 
no guarantee that the equivalent funding would be spent on research and science 
through EFSI. However, successful lobbying from across Europe ensured the impact 
of the cuts was reduced, with 500m Euros being ring-fenced.313 Horizon 2020 did 
however provide an overall increase in research funding compared to the previous 
framework programme.314 
 

10. The ERC is also an important complementary funding stream for which "excellence is 
the only criterion".315  Whilst application is highly competitive, being investigator 
centred, the bid writing process is relatively straightforward for academics. The ERC 
also funds a number of areas to which there is little or no comparable UK funding 
available.   
 

11. EU countries face many common policy challenges which often require collaborative, 
interdisciplinary research to come to solutions. EU funds incentivise this 
collaboration across EU countries, and help to inform and suggest solutions to policy 
challenges including climate change, energy security and transport infrastructure. 
 

                                            
309 EPSRC. Investing in excellence, delivering impact for the UK: Insights from the Research Excellence 
Framework 2014, 2015: https://www.epsrc.ac.uk/newsevents/pubs/refreport2015/  
310 UNESCO, 2015 
311 European Commission. Horizon 2020: First results, 2015: 
https://www.ffg.at/sites/default/files/downloads/page/horizon_2020_first_results_1.pdf  
312 European Commission. EFSI Factsheet 2: Where does the money come from?: 
http://ec.europa.eu/priorities/jobs-growth-investment/plan/docs/factsheet2-where-from_en.pdf  
313 European Commission. Amending letter no.1 to the draft general budget 2016, 2015: 
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/library/biblio/documents/2016/AL/AL1_2016_en.pdf  
314 Universities UK. Briefing ς Horizon 2020 budget: 
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Documents/2013/BriefingHorizon2020Budget.pdf  
315 European Commission. Leading experts to carry out the European Research Council Review, 2009: 
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-09-307_en.htm?locale=fr  

https://www.epsrc.ac.uk/newsevents/pubs/refreport2015/
https://www.ffg.at/sites/default/files/downloads/page/horizon_2020_first_results_1.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/priorities/jobs-growth-investment/plan/docs/factsheet2-where-from_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/library/biblio/documents/2016/AL/AL1_2016_en.pdf
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Documents/2013/BriefingHorizon2020Budget.pdf
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-09-307_en.htm?locale=fr
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12. Innovative Training Networks (ITNs) have played a significant role in allowing many 
groups to maintain their number of researchers, whilst EU programs such as Marie 
Curie scholarships provide an opportunity to host high level international researchers 
and develop international collaborations within the EU and outside, increasing the 
volume and quality of UK research (e.g. the IRSES program).   

 
5. What is the influence of EU membership on bilateral collaboration between the UK and 
other EU member states? Are collaborations with member states stronger than with non-
EU countries as a result of EU membership? Or, are bilateral collaborations with member 
states inhibited by requirements to work through EU mechanisms?  
 

13. It is easier for researchers in the UK to apply for grants and other support with EU 
member states than for non-EU member states due each state having to treat other 
9¦ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩ ǊŜǎŜŀrchers largely as they would their own.  
 

14. The EU has a target for states to spend 3% of GDP on R&D, and though the average 
EU GERD only reached 2% in 2013316, states including Austria, Denmark, Germany 
and Sweden are either close to or are exceeding this figure. This push has increased 
the scope for collaboration in R&D across EU states, particularly in those states that 
have made greater efforts in increasing their R&R intensity.  
 

15. In addition, the inclusion of associate states317 and wider access by other non-EU 
states318 to EU Framework Programmes helps to promote cooperation with non-EU 
states within the EU framework without the need to negotiate bilateral deals with 
individual states or groups of states. 

 
6. How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU membership? Is 
international investment leveraged on the basis of this membership? How does EU 
membership affect the growth of research-intensive UK companies?  
 

16. The UK has very low rates of private R&D investment compared to other countries in 
the EU ς 1.05% of GDP compared to the EU average of around 1.2%319 - so efforts 
that encourage further private R&D investment are to be encouraged.  
 

17. Recent research performed for the Department of Business, Innovation and Skills has 
found that public investment in R&D leverages private investment ς for every £1 
invested in R&D by the government, private sector R&D output rises by 20 pence per 
year in perpetuity.320 There is nothing to suggest that the investment provided by the 

                                            
316 UNESCO, 2015 
317 European Commission. Associated Countries: 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/grants_manual/hi/3cpart/h2020-hi-list-ac_en.pdf  
318 European Commission. Horizon 2020 ς Work Programme 2014-2015 General Annexes: List of countries, and 
applicable rules for funding: 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/annexes/h2020-wp1415-annex-a-
countries-rules_en.pdf  
319 UNESCO, 2015 
320 Economic Insight. What is the relationship between public and private investment in science, research and 
innovation, 2015: 

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/grants_manual/hi/3cpart/h2020-hi-list-ac_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/annexes/h2020-wp1415-annex-a-countries-rules_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/annexes/h2020-wp1415-annex-a-countries-rules_en.pdf
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EU does not bring similar rates of return in leveraging private R&D investment. 
 

18. Many EU schemes are oriented towards SME participation and some SMEs have 
indicated that income from Framework Programmes has been critical to their 
research programmes, helping to bolster nascent programmes and secure 
complimentary investment.321 

 
7. How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international facilities that 
are available as a consequence of our EU membership? Are there any restrictions in the 
creation and operation of international facilities outside the EU as a consequence of our 
EU membership?  
 

19. Membership of the EU has given UK researchers access to a number of facilities 
based in the EU but outside the UK, has provided funding for a number of UK 
facilities and allowed UK researchers to participate in certain meetings and networks. 
 

20. EU membership has allowed UK researchers to access facilities including the 
European Spallation Source near Lund and the TRIGA reactor at Ljubljana for neutron 
irradiation for CMOS R&D. EU programs such as Euromagnet have also provided very 
important support for accessing large facilities in Europe e.g. High Magnetic Fields 
which are not available in the UK. Funding from the EU allows UK participation in EU 
funding-dependent meetings, such as PLANCK (CMB observatory) meetings. 
 

21. The UK-based particle physics experiment, the Muon Ionisation Cooling Experiment 
(MICE), which is located at Rutherford Appleton Laboratory (RAL), received EU FP7 
support for its radio-frequency (RF) amplifier systems, and to allow European 
colleagues to travel to RAL to participate in MICE. 
 

22. Various projects, facilities and proposed facilities, of which UK universities and 
businesses are partner organisations or coordinators, have also received important 
EU funding under previous Framework Programmes. These include the Large 
Aperture European Solar Telescope322, the Einstein Gravitational-wave Telescope323, 
LAGUNA-LBNO324, and the Square Kilometre Array325. 
 

                                                                                                                                        
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/438763/bis-15-340-
relationship-between-public-and-private-investment-in-R-D.pdf   
321 Technopolis Group, 2010 
322 European Commission. EST: The Large Aperture European Solar Telescope: 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/pdf/est_en.pdf  
323 European Commission. ET: Einstein Gravitational-wave Telescope: 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/pdf/et_en.pdf  
324 European Commission. LAGUNA-LBNO: 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/pdf/FP7_Factsht_Laguna2_31may13.pdf  
325 European Commission. SKADS: SKA Design Study: 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/pdf/skads_en.pdf  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/438763/bis-15-340-relationship-between-public-and-private-investment-in-R-D.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/438763/bis-15-340-relationship-between-public-and-private-investment-in-R-D.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/pdf/est_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/pdf/et_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/pdf/FP7_Factsht_Laguna2_31may13.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/pdf/skads_en.pdf
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23. EU funding also makes it possible to access specific programmes of access such as 
EuCARD-2326, which also acts as a networking and joint research programme. 
EuCARD-2 includes the ISIS neutron and muon source at RAL as one of its three 
networked infrastructures. Access to some large global programmes are managed 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ L¢9w Ŧǳǎƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ327, the 
JT60-SA tokamak in Japan328, and the HPC-FF supercomputer at IFERC in Japan329. 

 
8. What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and research 
through the free movement of people? How does this compare with flows of people 
between the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China and Singapore?  
 

24. An important driver of the quality of UK research is the ability to appoint the best 
candidates, irrespective of nationality, and EU and international students and 
researchers make a vital contribution to UK research. UK research benefits from 
attracting top talent from across the EU to conduct work and to study in UK 
universities, bringing a wider range of scientific and cultural experience to 
departments. The UK has an above average share in published papers with foreign 
co-authors, with almost 60% of papers published between 2008 and 2014 having a 
co-author from an overseas country.330 

 
25. Approximately 14% of all research and teaching staff in all UK higher education 

departments are from other EU countries, and around 11% of all staff are from non-
EU countries (2013/14 data).331 Within UK physics departments however, nearly a 
quarter, 24%, of all research and teaching staff are from other EU countries, with 
16% of staff being from other non-EU countries. Some physics departments report 
that over half of senior independent research fellows originate from non-UK EU 
countries.  

 
26. In 2013, non-UK EU students made up around 5% of all students at UK universities.332 

In physics departments the situation is similar, with non-UK EU students making up 
5.4% of all students in undergraduate departments. This has however fallen slightly 
since the introduction of the new fees regime in 2012, with the proportion on a rising 
trend from 4.2% in 2005 to 6.5% in 2010, before falling to 6% in 2011 and 5.1% in 
2012.  

 
27. Of the relatively small number of ǘŀǳƎƘǘ ƳŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǇƘȅǎƛŎǎ όŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ 

the sector average), 12.3% of all students were from non-UK EU countries, compared 
to 9.7% across the sector. With increasing numbers of UK students taking up 4-year 

                                            
326 European Commission. Physics and Astronomy: Networks of Research infrastructures supported by the 
European Union: https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/pdf/thematic/KI0414728ENE-
astronomy.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none  
327 ITER: https://www.iter.org/   
328 JT-60SA: http://www.jt60sa.org/b/index.htm  
329 HPC-FF projects: http://www.ef da-hlst.eu/hpcffprojects  
330 UNESCO, 2015 
331 HESA data 
332 HESA data 

https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/pdf/thematic/KI0414728ENE-astronomy.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/pdf/thematic/KI0414728ENE-astronomy.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
https://www.iter.org/
http://www.jt60sa.org/b/index.htm
http://www.efda-hlst.eu/hpcffprojects
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enhanced undergraduate courses with an adŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ȅŜŀǊ333, taught 
ƳŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǇƘȅǎƛŎǎ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ƴƻƴ-UK students and 
provide extra income to departments, particularly at a time when many departments 
are in deficit334. EU students were an even more significant group in terms of 
doctoral study, with 17.2% of all physics doctoral students coming from non-UK EU 
countries compared to 13.1% in the sector as a whole. 
 

28. The UK is attractive to international researchers and students due to its high 
reputation for excellence in higher education.335 EU membership makes it much 
easier to attract outstanding undergraduate students from within the EU because 
states must treat EU students as they do their own home students.336 As such, EU 
students are not charged the usually far higher fees that non-EU students are 
charged to study in the UK.   

 
29. EU membership also makes it easier to attract talented graduate students from 

within the EU. Funding of PhD students by the Science and Technology Facilities 
Council (STFC)337 and Engineering and Physics Sciences Research Council (EPSRC)338 is 
accessible to EU students with UK residency (i.e. those who have completed their 
ǳƴŘŜǊƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Yύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ aŀǊƛŜ /ǳǊƛŜ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎƘƛǇǎ ŀƴŘ 
Innovation Training Networks (ITNs) also support PhD students from the EU to study 
in the UK, bolstering the sources of funding that they can access. 

 
9. Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU, for example 
by requiring the UK to adopt EU-wide immigration policies rather than bespoke ones for 
the UK?  
 

30. Collaboration is required to access much funding under for example Horizon 2020, 
and often this includes collaboration with researchers from outside of the EU. 
Funding under Marie Curie Actions for example is available to a wide number of non- 
EU countries under Annex A of the Horizon 2020 Work Programme.339 Some EU 
programmes are also targeted specifically to initiate and strengthen collaborations 
with countries outside the EU, such as the development of COST International 
Partner Countries.340 There are no analogues to this in terms of UK funding schemes 

                                            
333 UCAS data 
334 Institute of Physics. The Finances of Chemistry and Physics Departments: Third Review, 2015: 
http://www.iop.org/publications/iop/2015/page_66517.html  
335 National Union of Students. International Student Perceptions on Employability, 2012  
336 UK Council for International Student Affairs. Home of Overseas fees?: 
http://www.ukcisa.org.uk/International-Students/Fees--finance/Home-or-Overseas-fees/  
337 Science and Technology Facilities Council. Student eligibility requirements: 
http://www.stfc.ac.uk/funding/studentships/student-eligibility-requirements/  
338 Engineering and Physics Sciences Research Council. Student eligibility: 
https://www.epsrc.ac.uk/skills/students/help/eligibility/  
339 European Commission. Horizon 2020 ς Work Programme 2014-2015 General Annexes: List of countries, and 
applicable rules for funding: 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/annexes/h2020-wp1415-annex-a-
countries-rules_en.pdf  
340 European Cooperation in Science and Technology. COST International Partner Countries: 
http://www.cost.eu/about_cost/strategy/international_cooperation/ipc  

http://www.iop.org/publications/iop/2015/page_66517.html
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http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/annexes/h2020-wp1415-annex-a-countries-rules_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/annexes/h2020-wp1415-annex-a-countries-rules_en.pdf
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that support such large-scale international networks. 
 

31. Many strong physics collaborations are built around truly international facilities, for 
example the Large Hadron Collider at CERN and the ITER fusion project in France, 
with members from across the globe. In particle physics for example, UK researchers 
and physics departments are involved in experiments based outside of the EU, at 
large accelerator laboratories such as Fermilab in the US341, KEK342 and J-PARC343 in 
Japan, and PSI in Switzerland344, and other facilities such as SNOLAB in Canada345, 
DUSEL346 in the US, and Kamioka Observatory in Japan347. The experimental 
collaborations for these experiments are truly global with the UK taking on leadership 
roles in many cases. 

 
10. What are the key EU regulatory frameworks/mechanisms that directly affect the 
science and research community in the UK?  
 

32. No comment 
 
11. If the UK were not a member of the EU, could regulations be reformed to give greater 
benefit to UK science and research? For example, in areas such as data regulation, VAT on 
shared facilities, and the use of the precautionary principle?  
 

33. No comment 
 
12. How is the innovation landscape affected by EU membership?  
 

34. No comment 
 
13. How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public policy 
compare between the EU and the UK? What are the effects, if any, of differences in the 
provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK?  
 

35. The UK has a long history of having a Chief Scientific Advisor (CSA) within government 
and been unusual within Europe in this regard, with only the Czech Republic and 
Ireland having anything directly similar ς though certain countries such as Germany 
have systems in place to provide scientific advice348. The UK CSA and the 
departmental CSAs have often been an effective and independent voice at the heart 

                                            
341 Fermilab: http://www.fnal.gov/  
342 KEK: https://www.kek.jp/en/index.html  
343 J-PARC: http://j -parc.jp/index-e.html  
344 Paul Scherrer Institut: https://www.psi.ch/  
345 SNOLAB: https://www.snolab.ca/  
346 Deep Underground Science and Engineering Laboratory: http://sanfordlab.org/  
347 Kamioka Laboratory: http://www -sk.icrr.u-tokyo.ac.jp/sk/index-e.html  
348 James Wilson. Science Advice to Governments: Diverse systems, common challenges, 2014: 
http://www.globalscienceadvice.org/wp-
content/uploads/2014/08/Science_Advice_to_Governments_Briefing_Paper_25-August.pdf  
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http://www.globalscienceadvice.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/Science_Advice_to_Governments_Briefing_Paper_25-August.pdf
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of government ensuring that evidence is readily available to inform decisions349. 
 

36. The position of Chief Scientific Advisor to the President of the European Commission 
was introduced in 2012 and to some extent paralleled the position of the UK CSA. 
The removal of the post in 2014 was a step backwards. The European Commission 
has recently announced the appointment of a High Level Group (HLG) of Scientific 
Advisors to provide high-level scientific advice. 350 We welcome their appointment 
and hope that the new group is allowed to retain the independence and focus in its 
work as was the position of the CSA.  

 
14. To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and influence 
public policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership inhibit UK 
scientists from influencing public policy at EU or international levels?  
 

37. Perceived barriers to engagement with European policy development include 
distance and bureaucracy, but UK researchers, politicians and those working on 
science policy need to remain engaged and create closer connections with EU 
instruments in order to better feed in to EU policy.  
 

38. The development of the 2004 EMF Directive provides an example which highlights UK 
ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ [ŜǾŜƭΦ351 The EMF 
Directive was adopted in 2004 and restricted occupational exposure to 
electromagnetic fields (EMF), including those used in Magnetic Resonance Imaging 
(MRI) scanners. Some of the exposure limits threatened to impact on the current use 
and future development of MRI technology. Whilst there was some limited 
engagement beforehand, sustained campaigns and actions were not pursued until 
after the directive was passed. Lobbying by the MRI community eventually led to a 
delay in implementation until 2012, and in 2013 a new EMF directive was adopted 
which contains a derogation for most MRI activities, subject to certain conditions. 
The directive also contains a general power of derogation that allows member states 
to exempt other activities where there is justification.352 

 
4 December 2015 
 

                                            
349 Institute of Physics. Response to the House of Lords Science and Technology Committee consultation into the 
role and function of departmental Chief Scientific Advisors, 2011: 
http://www.iop.org/policy/consultations/industry_innovation/file_52682.pdf  
350 European Commission. SAM High Level Group: https://ec.europa.eu/research/sam/index.cfm?pg=hlg  
351 Institute of Physics. MRI and the Physical Agents (EMF) Directive, 2008: 
https://www.myesr.org/html/img/pool/MRI-Report-Stephen-Keevil.pdf  
352 Health and Safety Executive. The Electromagnetic Fields (EMF) Directive: 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/radiation/nonionising/directive.htm  
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Summary 
The prestige of UK research receiving EU funding and the relationships that it creates offset 
any costs incurred in the funding process. 
 
The UK has benefitted from a large number of EU funding schemes, with its fellowship 
programmes providing excellent opportunities and prestige for UK researchers. 
 
Collaboration is the key benefit of EU membership for researchers; if the UK were no longer 
part of the EU IChemE feels that this would negatively impact upon the UK research 
community. 
 
IChemE thinks that the UK chemical engineering research community would have difficulties 
operating effectively at the postgraduate level without the flow of EU students, many of 
whom remain in the system at more senior levels. 
 
The UK alone cannot provide the international academic and industrial networking 
opportunities that the EU can offer. 
 
Funding 
The UK receives a fair share of the available funding from the EU353. Some other, less-
affluent countries do better, but it is appropriate for the UK and EU to support them in this 
way. 
 
Levels of funding from the EU and the UK Research Councils (RCUK) are directly comparable, 
when considering similar funding routes. 
 
A major issue of concern for UK researchers applying for EU funding is that the level of 
overheads given as a part of EU grants is significantly less than needed to cover full 
economic costs (fEC). RCUK funding offers 80% fEC, but the EU pays less than this which can 
discourage UK researchers354. Due to this discrepancy some researchers are discouraged 
from applying for EU funding.  
 
However, the majority of researchers recognise the prestige of receiving EU funding and the 
collaborations it brings as off-setting this financial penalty. Increasing the level of overheads 
offer as a part of EU funding would significantly increase the incentives for UK researchers to 
apply. 
 
The UK has benefitted from a number of EU funding schemes355 over the years and this 
promotes EU cooperation (even cooperation with non-EU countries in some cases). IChemE 
does not think that UK research funding would go up if we withdrew from the EU and did 

                                            
353 https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/index_en.cfm?pg=country-profile 
354 http://www.rcuk.ac.uk/RCUK-prod/assets/documents/reviews/fec/fecexecsum.pdf 
355 https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/index_en.cfm?pg=country-profiles-detail&ctry=united_kingdom 
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not need to contribute to the central EU pot, so such a decision would be highly detrimental 
to the UK research base. 
 
The EU research fellowship programme provides funding for academics to focus on their 
research and are very prestigious as competition across Europe is strong.  The fellowship 
programme offers an excellent benchmarking exercise for UK research versus the rest of 
Europe. Chemical Engineering has been relatively successful in gaining such awards across 
UK universities. 
 
Collaboration 
Collaboration is the key benefit of EU membership for researchers; the relationships that it 
creates offset any costs incurred in the funding process. It would be of great benefit to the 
UK to strengthen further its collaborations and knowledge exchanges within the EU, as these 
relationships offer advantages to both academics and industrialists alike. 
 
For existing collaborations, EU funding brings in additional resources to RCUK funding and 
enhances the scope for travel and exchanges to make the collaborations effective and truly 
interactive. Importantly EU funding acts as a great driver to develop new collaborations 
within the EU and offers the opportunity for UK researchers to make contacts that would not 
have otherwise been possible; gives them the use of facilities that they would not otherwise 
have access to; as well as creating the opportunities for the exchange of researchers to work 
in EU-wide laboratories. 
 
SoftComp356 is an EU Research Network that funds exchange of scientists between both 
university and industrial labs and access to state-of-the-art equipment, in the area of 
complex soft materials and formulation. It is an excellent example of a very effective 
network that links UK academics with both other EU universities and multinational 
companies like BASF, Schlumberger and Unilever. The sustained funding over a decade or so 
has increased the effectiveness of such a mechanism and enabled leverage of other EU funds 
and national research council funding. 
 
However, the UK also has significant excellent collaborations with researchers world-wide. 
But these collaborations, whilst as strong as those with the EU, lack the mechanisms that the 
EU offers to support these research relationships. Freedom of researchers to travel and 
exchange knowledge is a major benefit for collaborations of any kind within the EU. 
 
If the UK were no longer part of the EU, IChemE feels that this would negatively impact upon 
the ability of the UK research community to become involved in these important 
collaborations and also to develop research networks and access to specialist equipment. 
 
EU projects can make it easier and more attractive for UK companies to work with partners 
in the EU and vice versa. This has been especially useful in technology areas which have 
been a lower priority for UK universities and funding agencies in recent years; such as 
chemical engineering areas supporting petrochemicals and oil refining. If the UK were not in 
the EU these kinds of relationships would be much more difficult. 
 
                                            
356 http://www.eu-softcomp.net/ 
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UK academic researchers investigating the fundamentals of chemical engineering, including: 
catalysis and reaction engineering; process engineering; transport phenomena; particle 
technology; multiphase flow etc, have increased the strength of their research in these area 
by collaborating with industry in the UK, EU and beyond. This has created research that is 
competitive on a global scale. It can sometimes be hard for academics to find industrial 
partners within the UK, the EU offers more industrial partners to collaborate with and this is 
facilitated by being part of the EU. 
 
Our capacity to attract investment from international companies is largely influenced by the 
¦YΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ world-class research base. There are indirect benefits of EU 
membership in terms of UK-based research and development having easy access to EU 
states, but the UK must provide a more attractive environment then all other countries to 
receive investment from companies for their own R&D activities. IChemE is keen to 
encourage a better method for companies based in the EU to invest in UK research and 
innovation; for example by finding ways of encouraging UK academic researchers to 
collaborate with non-UK-based EU companies (eg EDF, BMW) when submitting applications 
for RCUK and other UK-based funding. 
 
Schemes such as the Marie Curie Fellowships357 offer excellent opportunities for movement 
of both EU and non-EU nationals. The free movement of researchers is essential to maintain 
ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƭŜŀŘŜǊ ƛƴ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ŀƭƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΦ 
For instance, students from EU member countries qualify as home students in the UK and 
this makes exchanges and quality recruitment easier. 
 
Currently it is much easier to get EU researchers engaged in UK work than those outside the 
EU, with UK visa requirements being seen as stricter and thus more of a hindrance than 
other EU countries. 
 
Without the recruitment of EU students the UK chemical engineering research community 
would have difficulties operating at the postgraduate level. Many excellent EU students stay 
to work in both UK academia and UK industry. 
 
Regulation 
Framework programmes are a major, stable source of research funding for many 
universities. If the UK were to leave the EU the UK would need to overhaul its research 
funding mechanisms to compensate support for this kind of research. The UK alone cannot 
provide the international academic and industrial networking opportunities that funding 
schemes like Horizon 2020 and the ERC offer. 
 
The systems for the provision of scientific advice to Government are substantially different 
in the UK and in the EU.  In the UK, every Government department (other than the 
Department for Culture, Media and Sport) has a Chief Scientific Adviser (CSA), whose role is 
to assure the quality of scientific advice in the department. The network of CSAs is overseen 
by the Government CSA (GCSA), head of the Government Office for Science. The GCSA acts 
as co-chaiǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tǊƛƳŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊΩǎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŦƻǊ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅ 
provides advice on issues. 
                                            
357 http://ec.europa.eu/research/mariecurieactions/ 
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In the EU the Joint Research Centre358 (JRC) is responsible for providing scientific evidence 
and advice both to the Commission and to the European Parliament. For the first time, the 
previous President of the Commission appointed his own Chief EU Scientific Adviser, 
Professor Anne Glover. The current President has removed this role of Chief EU Scientific 
Adviser359 and this was a major concern for EU-wide researchers as it was felt to seriously 
hamper the ability of the research community to interact effectively with the European 
Commission. The new Scientific Advice Mechanism360 will go some way in filling this void and 
providing the EU with excellent and independent scientific advice. 
 
IChemE considers the UK to be less risk averse than the EU. Whilst the European 
/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tǊŜŎŀǳǘƛƻƴŀǊȅ tǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ361 is fit for purpose, its application by 
the EU errs on the side of hazard rather than risk management. This can result in stifling 
innovation (eg GM foods), and increased costs (eg water treatment). 
 
Background 
The Institution of Chemical Engineers (IChemE) is the global professional membership 
organisation for individuals with relevant experience or an interest in chemical 
engineering. We are the only organisation to award Chartered Chemical Engineer (CEng) 
status and Professional Process Safety Engineer. 
 
We are also licensed to award the titles Chartered Scientist (CSci) and Chartered 
Environmentalist (CEnv) to suitably qualified members. Founded in 1922 as the professional 
institution for chemical and process engineers, IChemE has grown to its current status of 
over 42,000 members across 120 countries. 
 
Our Royal Charter and charitable status confers upon us an obligation to advance chemical 
engineering for the benefit of society as a whole and support the professional development 
of our membership, which spans a wide range of individuals from industry, regulators, 
academia and consultancies. 
 
We can call ǳǇƻƴ ƻǳǊ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦƛŜƭŘǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ōƛŀǎ ƻǊ ŦŀǾƻǳǊΣ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ 
reach objective advice based on sound science. IChemE welcomes the opportunity to 
comment on this call for evidence. 
 
¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ōȅ L/ƘŜƳ9Ωǎ ¦Y wŜǎŜŀǊŎh Committee ς supported by 
L/ƘŜƳ9Ωǎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǘŜŀƳ ς which promotes chemical engineering research with 
representatives from both industry and academia. 
 
5 November 2015 

                                            
358 https://ec.europa.eu/jrc/ 
359 http://www.senseaboutscience.org/pages/maintain-eu-chief-scientific-advisor.html 
360 http://ec.europa.eu/research/sam/index.cfm 
361 http://eur -lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=URISERV:l32042 
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Key points 
 

¶ The Institution of Environmental Sciences represents professional scientists working 
across the environmental sector, whose work is significantly shaped and influenced 
by EU regulations and policies translated into UK law. 

¶ EU funding for interdisciplinary environmental research is vital in maintaining the 
¦YΩǎ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƭŜŀŘŜǊ ƛƴ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴ 
and partnerships encouraged by EU grant calls drive ambition and excellence in the 
UK and other member states. 

¶ The UK is disproportionately successful in securing funding for research projects in 
the environmental sciences and other sectors due to the strength of our science 
base. 

¶ The science community should not be defined exclusively in relation to research. 
Applied environmental scientists recognise the value of policy and regulation at the 
EU scale in tackling trans-boundary environmental problems, and of the strong 
environmental regulation the EU produces. 

 
Background 
 
1.1. The Institution of Environmental Sciences (IES) is a membership organisation that 

represents over 3,000 professionals from fields as diverse as air quality, land 
contamination and education - wherever you find environmental work underpinned by 
science. A visionary organisation leading debate, dissemination and promotion of 
environmental science and sustainability, the IES promotes an evidence-based approach 
to decision and policy making. 

1.2. The Committee of Heads of Environmental Sciences (CHES) is the collective voice of 
the environmental sciences and related programmes in higher and further education. 
CHES plays a leading role in the Higher and Further Education Environmental Science 
community and advocates for environmental science within education. After working 
closely together for over a decade in 2013 CHES merged with the IES and now serves as 
its education committee. Together the IES and CHES now accredit over 75 degree 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŀƴŘ ŀōǊƻŀŘΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ нл aŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎΦ 

1.3. As a professional association representing scientists working in research, industry 
and a wide range of other sectors in the UK and internationally, the Institution welcomes 
ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎǎǳŜΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛǎ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ 
influence in the work of many of our members. 

 
Funding for research and innovation 
 
2.1. The IES strongly believes that to deal with the major social, economic and 

environmental challenges we currently face in the UK and globally, it is vital that the 
strength of the UK science base is maintaineŘΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ ΨŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ-ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘΩ ƻǊ 
applied science is adequately funded. Particularly given the context of public sector 
spending constraints domestically in the UK, it is very important to recognise the 
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contribution of EU funding for this type of research. Designed to complement the 
funding systems of individual members states (in theory according to the subsidiarity 
principle), the EU (through the Framework Programmes, including the current scheme, 
Horizon 2020, and the European Research Council; ERC) does not tend to fund much 
basic research, but rather focuses on investigator-ƭŜŘΣ ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǇŀƴǎ ǘƘŜ 
fundamental-applied divide. In this way, funding can be directed to fields which are 
showing promise with greater flexibility than is often possible through structures such as 
the UK Research Councils. 

2.2. Social and environmental processes and challenges do not respect disciplinary 
boundaries, so funding for interdisciplinary research is essential. There are well 
documented deficiencies in the UK Research Council system regarding the funding of 
ƛƴǘŜǊŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƘƛƎƘ ǊƛǎƪΦ ¢ƘŜ 9w/Ωǎ {ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ 
encourages interdisciplinary applications. In guidance to peer reviewers it is explicitly 
stated thŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǎŜƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ άƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ 
ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǇŀƴŜƭ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜέ362. 

2.3. As others will demonstrate, the UK based researchers have been very successful in 
winning European research funding. The UK has a strong track record in winning a 
disproportionately high level of EU research funding relative to its size. For example, 
since 2007, the ERC Peer Review Evaluation Panel for Earth System Science (PE10; the 
panel whose remit most closely aligns with environmental science) has awarded funding 
for 46 projects to UK host institutions363. This is a significantly greater number of projects 
than awarded to institutions in any other Member State, with France the next highest at 
25. This success is due to the excellence of UK science. 

2.4. Environmental science research in the UK also benefits from significant funding 
under the EU Framework Programme for Research and Innovation. Under the seventh 
CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ όCtтύ ŦǊƻƳ нллт ǘƻ нлмоΣ ϵмтлп Ƴƛƭlion was spent on projects 
ŦŀƭƭƛƴƎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ Ψ9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΩ ǘƘŜƳŜ364. Of the 4055 projects funded under the FP7-
Environment theme (according to the Community Research and Development 
Information Services; CORDIS), 603 were based in the UK, second only to Germany, with 
645365. 

2.5. Not only does scientific research in the UK benefit from significant financial support 
from the European Funding Council, the increased competition for funding from the ERC 
which is a product of the large number of eligible institutions across the EU member 
states, arguably drives up standards and ambition in research. The significant value of EU 
ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƎǊŀƴǘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ψ!ŘǾŀƴŎŜŘΩ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ όŦƻǊ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǿƛǘƘ 
ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǘǊŀŎƪ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ŀǎ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎύ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǿƻǊǘƘ ǳǇ ǘƻ ϵнΦр million over five years, and 
increased collaboration with EU colleagues, serve to enable the ambitious research 
programmes which this competition encourages. 
 

                                            
362 ERC (2015) ERC Frontier Research Grants Guide for peer reviewers, Ref. Ares(2015)1056537, 
https://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/document/file/Guide-for-Peer_reviewers_StG_CoG_AdG_2015.pdf  
363 https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/erc-funded-
projects?f[0]=sm_field_cordis_project_hi_count%3AUnited%20Kingdom&f[1]=sm_field_cordis_project_subpan
el%3APE10  
364 https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/index_en.cfm?pg=budget  
365http://cordis.europa.eu/projects/result_en?q=(contenttype%3D%27project%27%20OR%20/result/relations/
categories/resultCategory/code%3D%27brief%27,%27report%27)%20AND%20programme/pga%3D%27FP7-
ENVIRONMENT%27  

https://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/document/file/Guide-for-Peer_reviewers_StG_CoG_AdG_2015.pdf
https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/erc-funded-projects?f%5b0%5d=sm_field_cordis_project_hi_count%3AUnited%20Kingdom&f%5b1%5d=sm_field_cordis_project_subpanel%3APE10
https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/erc-funded-projects?f%5b0%5d=sm_field_cordis_project_hi_count%3AUnited%20Kingdom&f%5b1%5d=sm_field_cordis_project_subpanel%3APE10
https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/erc-funded-projects?f%5b0%5d=sm_field_cordis_project_hi_count%3AUnited%20Kingdom&f%5b1%5d=sm_field_cordis_project_subpanel%3APE10
https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/index_en.cfm?pg=budget
http://cordis.europa.eu/projects/result_en?q=(contenttype%3D%27project%27%20OR%20/result/relations/categories/resultCategory/code%3D%27brief%27,%27report%27)%20AND%20programme/pga%3D%27FP7-ENVIRONMENT%27
http://cordis.europa.eu/projects/result_en?q=(contenttype%3D%27project%27%20OR%20/result/relations/categories/resultCategory/code%3D%27brief%27,%27report%27)%20AND%20programme/pga%3D%27FP7-ENVIRONMENT%27
http://cordis.europa.eu/projects/result_en?q=(contenttype%3D%27project%27%20OR%20/result/relations/categories/resultCategory/code%3D%27brief%27,%27report%27)%20AND%20programme/pga%3D%27FP7-ENVIRONMENT%27
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Collaboration 
 

3.1. For the UK science sector to thrive, we need to be able to attract the best 
researchers to UK institutes and universities. Free movement of people within the EU is 
thus very important to the sector, emphasised by the difficulties in acquiring visas for 
researchers from non-EU countries currently noted by many institutions. To this end, the 
¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ƛƴ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƻǊƭŘ-
leader in science and innovation. 

3.2. A major theme in responses to a recent survey of IES members on this topic was the 
value of partnerships and skill sharing with teams and individuals from other EU member 
states. It was noted by members that the collaborations facilitated (and often required) 
by EU research funding programmes tend to generate long-term partnerships. 

3.3. For environmental scientists working outside of academia, the free movement of 
people within the EU is also important, as enables companies to employ the best experts 
without barriers.  

3.4. The Institution of Environmental Sciences is a member of the European Network of 
Environmental Professionals366, giving members access to a range of resources and 
updates on EU policy, as well as a network of professionals from across Europe. Enabling 
members to engage with the EU policy process, and relevant consultations and debates, 
as well as groups of professionals in other member states, is very valuable. Although the 
IES could retain ENEP membership if the UK was not an EU member (ENEP has one Swiss 
member) which would mean many of the networking opportunities would be 
maintained, it is unlikely the same level of access to European consortia could be 
maintained, making the formation of profitable partnerships more challenging. 
 

Innovation 
 
4.1. For innovative companies and research organisations in the environmental sector in 

the UK, the innovation landscape is very complex. For the very large number of 
companies involved in the environmental services and water sectors, renewable energy 
ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇΣ 
support from the UK innovation system has been somewhat inconsistent. Whilst 
Innovate UK and the Knowledge Transfer Network have provided grant support and 
engagement activities, their ability to support technological innovation is limited by their 
size and budget. Even when the financial support from the various Research Councils 
(NERC and EPSRC in particular) for industry-university partnerships is factored in, the 
total sums available to support innovation (beyond what companies provide themselves) 
are dwarfed by funds that are potentially available from the EU, particularly the Horizon 
2020 programme.  From this financial perspective alone, EU membership is very 
important to UK organisations, and the UK has performed relatively well to date in 
winning EU grant support. 

4.2. There are nevertheless areas where there is room for improvement. In the water 
sector, for example, innovation is hampered in part by the lack of explicit UK government 
support and representation at some of the significant EU committees. Whereas the UK 
has some winning technologies, and outstanding science, UK organisations are not 
eligible to bid for some of the funding, and not represented on the bodies that 

                                            
366 http://www.efaep.org/  

http://www.efaep.org/
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determine the agendas. This makes further progress to the best possible levels very 
challenging. 

4.3. Beyond that, innovation in environmental areas has often reached the position of 
requiring multinational partnerships to be commercially successful. The EU provides a 
good platform for these, particularly for small and medium sized enterprises, and for 
universities, and the UK would be hampered greatly hampered by lack of access to those 
funded opportunities. As explained above in section 3.3, the Institution of Environmental 
Sciences supports its Members in their efforts to engage not only with professionals and 
researchers in other member states, but with European consortia by offering services 
and networking opportunities through ENEP. 

4.4. The UK occupies a very strong position in relation to environmental science research 
and innovation, and the EU provides a sound basis for further development and 
commercialization that is not readily matched in the UK. 

 
Regulatory frameworks 
5.1. The science community should not be defined exclusively in relation to research. The 

majority of IES members work in applied science, and a wide range of EU Regulations and 
Directives shape and affect their work. The work of many environmental scientists in the 
UK is concerned with the implementation of EU environmental regulation, or in data 
collection, monitoring or impact assessment associated with it. Important directives 
include the Water Framework Directive, Air Quality Framework Directive, Birds and 
Habitats Directives, Environmental Impact Directive, Strategic Environmental Assessment 
Directive, the Waste Framework Directive, Marine Strategy Framework Directive and 
many others. Although the provisions of these regulations could be recreated directly in 
UK law (and have of course in most cases been transposed into the UK statute book), we 
consider there to be significant advantages to the EU approach. 

5.2. The EU has a positive tradition of developing strong environmental regulation, based 
ƻƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΦ /ƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 9¦ 
membership leads to the translation into UK law of good evidence-based environmental 
policy. Without this commitment, environmental regulation in the UK could be 
weakened (a concern voiced by many IES members in a recent survey), thus limiting the 
ability of environmental scientists to protect the environment. Despite the strong science 
advice systems in place in the UK, it is also unlikely that the breadth of expertise brought 
to bear on EU policy by 28 member states could be easily replicated. 

5.3. It is clear to environmental scientists that environmental systems rarely reflect 
political boundaries, and environmental processes and pollutants rarely respect them. As 
such, regulation and policy developed at EU level is likely to be much more effective in 
addressing environmental challenges. At this scale, policy makers can take a systems 
approach to what are essentially transboundary issues. 

5.4. As one IES member pointed out in a recent survey, EU environmental regulation such 
ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ōƛƎ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻƴ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŀƛǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ άōƛƎƎŜǊ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴǎέ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ 
ƳƻǊŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ άōƛƎƎŜǊ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜέ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ 
UK policy or legislation. On a related note, several IES members also raised the point that 
as well as regulation and policy, the EU often provides strong leadership on 
environmental issues, galvanising others to act. Our science is more ambitious, and our 
environment richer, as a result of this leadership. 
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5.5. EU leadership is important, but it should also be noted that UK environmental 
scientists have had significant influence in shaping EU environmental regulation. For 
example, the Urban Waste Water Directive was strongly shaped by UK science, and staff 
from the Nature Conservancy Council were instrumental in the development of the 
Habitats Directive and Natura 2000 network of protected areas. 
 

Skills 
 
6.1. In addition to the points already raised about the influence of EU regulation, and the 

value of potential collaborations, to non-academic environmental scientists, EU 
membership is also important if skills in this sector are to be maintained and improved 
within the UK. There is a recognised stalling in the development of the skills base in the 
UK, and transfer of personnel across EU borders is essential in maintaining skills in the 
sector in light of this trend. 

6.2. As already noted, outside of academia environmental scientists work in the public 
sector, industry, consulting, and NGOs, and for these practitioners much of their work 
relates to achieving or monitoring environmental standards or requirements written into 
UK law, but derived from EU directives and policies. As one submission to our survey 
notes, at the same time, many of the activities and services of these practitioners are 
increasingly now being applied elsewhere in the world, as environmental standards are 
globalised (a process in which EU leadership has been important), ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘΥ άǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ 
therefore an intimate relationship between environmental policy at sub-UK, UK, EU and 
global levels and the range of environmental science-based services the UK provides.  
Hence, EU membership is crucial in driving both requirements for environmental science 
ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǎŜŎǘƻǊέΦ 
 

Science advice 
7.1. As reflected in large proportion of EU research funding won by UK scientists relative 

to other Member States, the UK is a world leader in scientific research and expertise, 
including environmental science. Given the trans-boundary nature of many 
environmental challenges, it is in the interest of the UK to feed this expertise effectively 
in to European Union policy making. We have good track history in the this regard, with 
Anne Glover being appointed the first Chief Scientific Advisor to the President of the 
European Commission under Presider Barroso. Although this post has not been 
maintained under President Juncker, the influence of UK science on EU policy making 
should not be underestimated. If the UK were to exit the European Union, not only 
would we lose the ability to politically influence decision making in Europe, UK scientists 
would be less able to inform the process through formal and informal networks, to the 
potential detriment of both the UK and EU. 

30 November 2015 
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Acute Respiratory and emerging Infection Consortium (ISARIC) and the Epidemic diseases 
Research Group Oxford (ERGO) at the Centre for Tropical Medicine and Global Health, 
University of Oxford 
 
Executive summary and recommendations 
As directly related to our European research activities and from our experiences in 
participating as a partner within PREPARE (FP7) and GloPID-R-Sec (Horizon 2020), we believe 
that EU membership is an asset to UK science and research for the following reasons: 
 

(i) EU Membership provides UK research groups and academic institutions with a critical 
source of funding that support our core activities and research staff. 
 

(ii) EU Membership strengthens national and regional health security through facilitating 
European wide research collaborations to understand and respond to infectious 
disease health threats such as Ebola. 
 

(iii) EU Membership has provided UK research groups and academic institutions with an 
opportunity to be part of and contribute towards ground-breaking European 
research collaborations, advancing research into infectious disease, medical 
management, and control in the UK and globally. It has enabled us to build robust 
research tools, develop and establish processes which can be applied both in the UK, 
in Europe and globally. 
 

(iv) EU Membership has enabled EU citizens who have key skills and expertise to join UK 
research groups and academic institutions which has advanced research in the UK. 
 

(v) EU Membership has allowed novel research platforms to be established that are then 
adapted and replicated in other regions of the world. The expansion of this will allow 
for a coordinated rapid, global response to epidemic threats.  

 
Introduction to the groups based at Oxford 

i. ISARIC (International Severe Acute Respiratory and emerging Infection Consortium) 
aims to prepare for future pandemics by bringing together all actors whose 
participation is crucial to a rapid and effective global clinical research response. 
L{!wL/Ωǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛǎ ŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ фо ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǿƻǊƭŘǿƛŘŜΣ ŀƴŘ 
includes clinical researchers, infectious disease consultants, public health 
ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΣ ŜǇƛŘŜƳƛƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎΣ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎƛŀƴǎΣ ŜǘƘƛŎƛǎǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǾƛǊƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎΦ L{!wL/Ωǎ 
CooǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƴƎ /ŜƴǘǊŜ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ hȄŦƻǊŘΩǎ /ŜƴǘǊŜ ŦƻǊ ¢ǊƻǇƛŎŀƭ 
Medicine and Global Health, and the team provides operational and technical 
support to ISARIC investigators globally, with, for instance, developing the research 
tools necessary ahead of future outbreaks, and facilitating research collaboration 
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across borders and disciplines. ISARIC has been very active within the global response 
to Ebola Virus Disease, MERS-CoV, and avian influenza H7N9. 
 

ii. Epidemic diseases Research Group Oxford (ERGO) works in close collaboration with 
ISARIC and PREPARE. The group is led by Professor Peter Horby. ERGO is engaged in 
an international programme of clinical and epidemiological research to prepare for 
and respond to emerging infectious diseases that may turn into epidemics or 
pandemics. The group is currently conducting research on several epidemic diseases 
including Ebola, bird flu (H5N1), MERS-CoV and Enterovirus 71. The team members 
ŀǊŜ ǿƛŘŜǎǇǊŜŀŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ōŀǎŜ ƛǎ ƛƴ hȄŦƻǊŘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŎŜƴǘǊŜǎ ƛƴ ±ƛŜǘƴŀƳ, Indonesia, 
West Africa and worldwide collaboration with researchers. ERGO specialises in 
delivering rapid reaction clinical trials, currently with a clinical trial based in West 
!ŦǊƛŎŀ ǘǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ 9ōƻƭŀΦ 9wDhΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘŜŀƳ ƛǎ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ŦƭŜȄƛble, 
evidenced by rapidly moving the study between countries as patient numbers waned 
in one country and increased in another. 

 
Information about our EC-funded projects: 

i. The clinical research response to severe infectious disease outbreaks is often 
delayed, isolated and fragmented and, as a result, has relatively little to no impact on 
improving patient outcomes and developing high-quality evidence to inform clinical 
management strategies to advance patient outcomes and control outbreaks. 
PREPARE (Platform for European Preparedness Against (Re-)emerging Epidemics) is 
addressing this shortcoming by establishing a European clinical research framework 
and pan-European clinical networks for harmonised large-scale clinical research 
studies on infectious diseases, prepared to rapidly respond to any severe infectious 
disease outbreak, providing rapid, real-time evidence for clinical management of 
patients and for informing public health responses. The University of Oxford is 
leading two of these PREPARE studies: MERMAIDS (The Multi-centre EuRopean study 
of MAjor Infectious Disease Syndromes) and ALIC4E (Antivirals for influenza-Like 
Illness? An RCT of Clinical and Cost effectiveness in primary CarE). Mermaids consist 
of three large studies set in the UK and across Europe into three infectious disease 
syndromes (Acute respiratory infections in adults (ARI), Sepsis like syndromes and 
ARI in infants and children, and febrile, arbovirus illnesses in adults. The aim of the 
studies which together, will enrol over 8,000 participants across Europe, is to 
advance early identification of new, infectious diseases emerging anywhere in 
Europe, to improve rapid identification, patient outcomes and control of (re_) 
emerging infectious disease outbreaks, at the same time advance clinical 
management of existing infectious disease syndromes with high morbidity and 
mortality in the UK and globally.   
 

ii. GloPID-R-SEC is the Secretariat for GloPID-R (Global Research Collaboration for 
Infectious Disease Preparedness), which is funded by Horizon 2020. GloPID-R brings 
together research funding organisations on a global scale to facilitate an effective 
research response within 48 hours of a significant outbreak of a new or re-emerging 
infectious disease that could cause a pandemic. Its Secretariat, which is run in 
collaboration between Fondation Merieux and the University of Oxford through 
ISARIC, is supporting the GloPID-R membership by connecting funders to research 
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networks globally, and mapping research capacities and capabilities and the political, 
economic, administrative, regulatory, logistical, ethical, and social barriers to a rapid 
research response both among funding organisations and within the global research 
community. GloPID-R-Sec is also supporting the development of a strategic research 
agenda and readiness plan. 

 

 

Responses 
 
Funding 
 

1. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to UK science and 
research, and vice versa? How does the financial contribution the UK receives 
compare with other member states in terms of, for instance, population, GDP, 
scientific strength or any other relevant indicators? 

 
i. The University of Oxford is, through the Centre for Tropical Medicine and Global 

Health, a partner in two high-profile EC-funded projects that relate to pandemic 
preparedness: PREPARE ς Platform for European Preparedness Against (Re-) 
emerging Epidemics was funded through Framework Programme 7, and GloPID-R 
(Global Research Collaboration for Infectious Disease Preparedness) is funded 
through Horizon 2020. Both projects are funded for 5 years each and are currently 
ongoing. 
 

ii. ¢ƘŜ Ŏŀƭƭ ǘƘŀǘ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ tw9t!w9Σ ŀǘ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ϵнпaΣ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ 
funding ever allocated to Health from the European Commission. Though we are 
one of several partners from different European countries, the USA and Australia, 9 
out of 22 partners are also ISARIC investigators that the Oxford-based groups work 
very closely with outside of the PREPARE collaboration. Further, Professor Peter 
IƻǊōȅ ƭŜŀŘǎ ǘǿƻ ƻŦ tw9t!w9Ωǎ мм ǿƻǊƪ ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜǎΣ which has brought Oxford a total 
ƻŦ ϵпΦнa ƛƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΦ 
 

iii. ²ƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ŏŀƭƭ ŀƳƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ϵнΦфaΣ ǘƘŜ DƭƻtL5-R-SEC collaboration is 
run between two partners, the University of Oxford and Fondation Merieux 
όCǊŀƴŎŜύΦ hȄŦƻǊŘΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛǎ ϵ1.14M.  
 

iv. Jointly, our involvement with both projects contributes to the salary costs of seven 
Oxford-based team members. They are crucial for the running of our research 
groups, and are essential to retaining a leading presence within local, regional, and 
international pandemic research preparedness and capacity at the University of 
Oxford. 

 
2. What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed in the 

EU compared to the management of science funding in the UK? Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are 
considered? 
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i. The European Commission initiated the Horizon 2020 Programme partially in an 
attempt to improve and simplify the administrative processes associated with the 
programme from those in place for Framework Programme 7. From our point of 
view, the administrative burden remains significantly more laborious than that 
associated with UK funding schemes, with financial and operational reporting being 
particularly rigorous. 
 

ii. It is also sometimes practically difficult to harmonise processes between different 
European countries and thereby simplify, for instance, the payments to sites (e.g. 
hospitals) that choose to participate in clinical trials. More participatory and flexible 
decision-making processes could potentially lead to more context-specific policies 
that would enable a lower level of granularity and lessen the administrative burden 
on sites and research sponsors alike. Further, with current political and economic 
instability across Europe, regularly updated EC-led recommendations for 
reimbursements for participating research sites would reduce the administrative 
overheads of individual research departments and sites. Similarly, an overarching 
sponsorship role for the EC would reduce delays with regards to indemnity insurance 
across the EU. 
 

Collaboration 
 

3. What are the benefits to UK science and research in terms of collaboration and 
funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council? 

 
i. There are clear benefits to UK science and research in that it enables us to connect 

with colleagues and projects across Europe, and benefit from a highly valuable 
exchange of ideas. Infectious diseases do not respect borders, with an increase in 
travel, trade, and with climate change, infectious diseases are spreading 
geographically and new infections are emerging in new countries.  Therefore, 
regional and international collaboration in pandemic and epidemic infectious 
diseases research and preparedness is crucial to UK health security. 
 

ii. EU Membership has strengthened national and regional health security through 
facilitating European wide research collaborations to understand and respond to 
infectious disease health threats such as Ebola. The PREPARE network led an 
evaluation of European healthcare facility preparedness to accept Ebola virus disease 
patients, whilst the European Mobile Laboratory network (EMLab) was a key 
responder to the Ebola epidemic. There is enormous synergy and efficiency in a 
European-wide research response to dangerous pathogens. 
 

iii. The current EU funded PREPARE project involves research in primary and secondary 
care sites across the UK and Ireland. This will improve the identification and clinical 
management of infectious disease syndromes with epidemic potential, having a 
direct benefit to the UK population. In regards to strengthening preparedness to (re-) 
emerging infectious disease outbreaks nationally and across Europe. The research 
outcomes will also advance clinical management, control and patient outcomes of a 
range of infectious disease syndromes, including acute respiratory infections, the 
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most likely cause of the next pandemic. 
 

iv. We are also aiming to use the successful outcomes of our European collaborative 
efforts as a platform to improve health security in other parts of the world. For 
instance, rolling out a global adaptive randomised clinical trial for severe acute 
respiratory infection. Achieving this is crucial ahead of the next infectious disease 
outbreak of pandemic potential, which is likely to be a respiratory pathogen and will 
likely spread globally. Our involvement with projects such as these, and the capacity 
building efforts that they entail, puts the UK in a very advantageous position, which 
will also benefit research efforts should an outbreak occur and/or spread to the UK. 
 

4. What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and 
research through the free movement of people? How does this compare with flows 
of people between the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China, and 
Singapore? 

 
i. A number of our projects and research activities have benefited enormously through 

the participation, expertise, and human capital of our team members who are EU 
citizens, and their ability move freely within a common European labour market.  
 

ii. We have also benefited from the contributions made by our non-EU team members, 
but as our experiences of responding to the West African Ebola outbreak has shown 
us, issues concerning visa restriction is making it more difficult for us to work 
together. This is a serious problem for us as our global pandemic research 
preparedness efforts depend upon our many global collaborations and connections. 
It has, for instance, been difficult for us to arrange meetings or training sessions in 
the UK that include non-EU citizens on short notice ς which is something that is often 
required in preparation or response to outbreaks where events unfold rapidly. 
Another issue directly related to the Ebola response concerns the ability to be able to 
return non-EU team members to their country of origin in the event of an 
emergency.  
 

5. Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU, for 
example by requiring the UK to adopt EU-wide immigration policies rather than 
bespoke ones for the UK? 

 
i. The EU membership does not inhibit collaboration with non-EU countries, rather the 
ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ŦǊƻƳ .ǊƛǘŀƛƴΩǎ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ 9/ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŘƻŜǎΣ 
for instance, enable us to develop tools and protocols that can be modified for use 
outside of the EU (as above) and enables recruitment of staff with specific expertise 
whose participation also benefit our global activities. We have excellent bilateral 
non-9¦ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜΣ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ hȄŦƻǊŘΩǎ ²ŜƭƭŎƻƳŜ ¢Ǌǳst funded 
Major Overseas Programmes and through other sources of funding. 

 
Regulation: 
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6. Which EU regulatory mechanisms greatly affect the science and research community 
in the UK? 

 
i. The UK has been a key player in a number of EU initiatives, guidelines and regulations 

that have improved the processes, quality and effectiveness of medical research. 
Bringing together the knowledge and expertise of UK scientists, researchers and 
academics with their European counterparts has led to significant improvements in 
the quality of research, which has had a direct impact on the improvement of health 
care services across the EU. For example: 

¶ The EU Clinical Trial Directive including regulation such as Directive 2001/20/EC 
to Regulation EU No 536/2014;  

¶ The Community Code for Medical Products Directive 2001/83/EC;  

¶ The Good Clinical Practice Directive (GCP) 2005/28/EC (including detailed 
guidelines for good clinical practice as related to investigational medicinal 
products for human use, the requirements for authorisation of the manufacturing 
or import of such products) 

¶ The Good Manufacturing Practice Directive (GMP) 2003/94/EC; 

¶ The European Clinical Trial Register 

¶ The International Conference on Harmonisation of Technical Requirements for 
Registration of Pharmaceuticals for Human Use (ICH) 
 

ii. The mentioned EU frameworks have ensured significant improvements in equity and 
standards within the clinical research community, which would have been less 
smoothly achieved between independent states. 
 

iii. Additionally, EU membership has enabled the creation of new guidelines and 
legislation that have improved the quality of care and clinical management in a range 
of different medical specialties, such as: 

¶ the European Organization for Research and Treatment of Cancer (EORTC) 
initiated a research program to develop an integrated, modular approach for 
evaluating the quality of life of patients participating in international clinical trials 

¶ Revised definitions of invasive fungal disease from the European organization for 
research and treatment of cancer/invasive fungal infections 

¶ European guidelines on cardiovascular disease prevention in clinical practice 
(2012) 

 
20 November 2015 
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The John Innes Centre 
 
1. The John Innes Centre is an independent, international centre of excellence in plant 

science and microbiology based on the Norwich Research Park. Research at the John 
Innes Centre makes use of a wide range of disciplines in biological and chemical 
sciences, including microbiology, cell biology, biochemistry, chemistry, genetics, 
genomics, molecular biology, computational and mathematical biology. The majority 
of John Innes Centre funding is won in open competition from funding agencies 
worldwide, with 6% coming from European Union programmes. 

 
2. In 2010, the John Innes Centre was ranked by Thomson Reuters367 as the top 

research performer globally in the plant or animal sciences as measured by 
publication impact. 

 
Responses 
 
Funding 
 
3. One of the most important principles of successive EU research programmes is that 

funds are awarded on the basis of scientific excellence with no link to Member 
{ǘŀǘŜǎΩ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΦ hƴ ǘƘƛǎ ōŀǎƛǎΣ ǘƘŜ 
strong research system of the UK has traditionally fared extremely well. 

 
4. A shift in EU research policy towards fundamental science and the establishment of a 

European Research Council have also been of benefit to an internationally excellent 
UK research community, with the UK receiving significantly more ERC grants than any 
other Member State. 
 

5. The UK does not make a direct contribution to EU research funding and therefore 
some assertions with respect to our net financial benefit are over-simplistic, ignoring 
both the complexity of the EU financial framework and the impact of the UK 
abatement. Any calculation of UK net financial benefit also overlooks the 
additionality of EU research funding. 
 

6. Direct comparisons between the management of science funding in the UK and the 
EU are difficult as the two systems have different objectives. However, the fact that 
the simplification agenda at the EU level has near-unanimous support does imply 
that improvement is necessary and welcome. The European Research Council has 
quickly established itself as the gold standard in terms of research management in 
the EU. 

 

                                            
367 https://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/news/top-institutions-in-plant-and-animal-
sciences/411170.article  

https://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/news/top-institutions-in-plant-and-animal-sciences/411170.article
https://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/news/top-institutions-in-plant-and-animal-sciences/411170.article
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Collaboration 
 
7. From the perspective of a UK research institute, the EU research programmes 

provide the following benefits: 
 

¶ strengthening research ς there is an increasing evidence base to show that 
international collaboration, and the new thinking that international opportunities 
stimulate, strengthen the quality of UK science; 

 

¶ achieving critical mass ς there are some large projects, for which international 
collaboration is essential; 

 

¶ widening competition ς tensioning the UK research system against the best in 
Europe is good for UK science; 
 

¶ increasing mobility ς 9¦ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie actions, 
increase the ease with which the UK can attract the very best and brightest scientists, 
not only those from the EU but also from other research-excellent countries such as 
the US; 
 

¶ delivering innovation and economic impact ς for example, through joint technology 
initiatives such as the Innovative Medicines Initiative; 
 

¶ training a future generation of excellent researchers; 
 

¶ informing policy ς EU programmes can help inform or deliver UK policy, for example 
in our research area, EU programmes can support both agri-tech industrial policy and 
plant health policy. 

 
8. ¢ƘŜ WƻƘƴ LƴƴŜǎ /ŜƴǘǊŜΩǎ ǿƻǊƭŘ-leading status is sustained by bringing the best and 

brightest minds to Norwich. Membership of the EU ensures that the movement of 
excellent European researchers to the UK is relatively straightforward. However, we 
believe that UK science will be weakened if UK immigration policy results in an 
effective bias towards EU scientists over others.  

 
Regulation 
 
9. For the John Innes Centre, the regulatory framework surrounding the genetic 

modification of food crops has a direct impact on our research and on the potential 
translation of our research for societal benefit. 

 
10. If the UK were not a member of the EU, of course, this regulatory framework could 

be reformed to the benefit of research. However, the necessary change could equally 
be achieved from within the EU if the current regulatory framework was 
implemented as it is intended and written. 

 
Scientific Advice 
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11. Mechanisms for the provision of scientific advice on matters of public policy are less 

well-developed for some EU institutions than they are for the UK Government. 
However, it is clear that the EU institutions are actively seeking to strengthen their 
performance in this area. 

 
12. Lƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΣ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎƛǾŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎΩ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ-based policy making and open 

ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƘŀǾŜ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ άpolicy-pullέ ŦƻǊ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ in 
Whitehall. The EU institutions will need to consider this policy-pull aspect of effective 
ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ƛƴ ǇŀǊŀƭƭŜƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ-ǇǳǎƘέ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ŀ {ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ !ŘǾƛǎŜǊ ƻǊ 
Science Advisory Committee. 
 

13. It is important to note that one key decision-making body in the EU, the Council of 
the European Union, must primarily rely on national science advisory mechanisms 
rather than those at the European level. For example, we would expect UK Ministers 
in Council to receive bespoke UK scientific advice on issues to be considered. 
 

Declaration of interests 
 

14. ¢ƘŜ WƻƘƴ LƴƴŜǎ /ŜƴǘǊŜ ƛǎ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ōȅ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎΣ 
including Framework Programme Seven, Horizon 2020 and the European Research 
Council. 
 

16 November 2015 
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Professor Jan Kubik, Pro-Vice Provost InternationalςEurope, University 
College London ς Written evidence (EUM0070) 
 
Summary 
 

¶ UCL fully endorses the position expressed in the Russell Group response to House 
of Lords Science and Technology Committee inquiry. This document provides 
additional arguments. 

¶ Science and innovative research, including in the social sciences and the humanities, 
work best when the flow of ideas, people and resources is as unconstrained as 
possible. Therefore, any form of restriction, however minimal, needs to be carefully 
crafted and remain as minimal as possible. At the beginning of the 21st century, 
humanity faces a set of challenges that are and will be best overcome by the 
concerted action of many people, collaborating with the fewest obstacles possible. 
wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǿƻǊƪ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ǿƻǊƭŘΤ ƛǘ 
is also particularly sensitive to the existence of various barriers. 

¶  Brexit would have not only serious economic consequences; it could also introduce 
to the European culture a tone of doubt in a common future. Such doubt will most 
likely have detrimental consequences on the short- and long-term cultural and 
political stability of the continent. And such stability is a prerequisite of urgently 
needed scientific progress. 

¶  Lƴ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ǿƻǊƭŘΣ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ς particularly across national boundaries ς has become 
a central engine driving creativity, productivity, and effectiveness of scientific work. 
Since science, particularly in Britain, is a major factor behind sustained economic 
growth, the building of networks of collaboration should be encouraged not 
discouraged. Brexit would be a major factor disturbing the maintenance of the 
existing networks (such as Horizon 2020) and inhibiting the formation of new ones. 

¶ Brexit would also ƳŜŀƴ ŀ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ŘƛǎǊǳǇǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ 
ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŜƴƎƛƴŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 
growth. 

 
1. Impact of (the prospect of) Brexit on imagination, networks, and resources  
 
1.1. The effectiveness and quality of scientific work depends on two factors: imagination 
όŎǊŜŀǘƛǾƛǘȅύ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǊŘΣ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŜŦŦƻǊǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊŜǊŜǉǳƛǎƛǘŜ ƻŦ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ άƎƻƻŘέ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ǘƘǳǎ 
creative effort. In the 21st century, institutional systems that provide optimal conditions for 
the emergence and sustenance of creative effort are characterized by the openness to and 
facilitation of the free flow of ideas, people, and resources. In other words, new ideas tend 
to emerge when human imagination is allowed to flourish, people are free to network, and 
the networks are endowed with resources. What we need is the optimal institutional 
conditions for stimulating imagination, building networks, and providing resources. 
 
1.2. A Brexit is bound to create three types of problems whose existence will make it 
impossible or very hard to continue the successes of British science that has always been a 
ƳŀƧƻǊ ŦƻǊŎŜ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ 
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powers. These problems are: barriers to imagination, obstacles to networking, and 
challenges to (pooling) resources. 
 
2. Drivers and barriers of imagination: broader implications of potential Brexit 
 
2.1. Scientists, like all human beings, live in social worlds whose stability, predictability, and 
openness are essential for fostering creativity, innovativeness, and thus prosperity of 
broader communities. Brexit would send a powerful signal that an extremely successful 
process of building peaceful cooperation on a continent once torn apart by devastating wars 
has come to a halt and may even reverse. It is important to remember that the EU has never 
been simply about the increasingly tight economic cooperation and progressively integrated 
political organization; most fundamentally it was created to prevent war, build peace, and 
facilitate all forms of cooperation and mutual understanding. 
 
нΦнΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƛƴǎŜǊǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇŜǊǘƻƛǊŜ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǎŜƭŦ-understandings a 
powerful note of hope and revitalisation. Hope that the Europeans, inhabiting a continent 
notoriously torn apart by wars and conquests can construct collectively peace and 
ŎƻŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƛƳŀƎƛƴŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŦŀǘŜ ōȅ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨǿƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜΩ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
ΨǿƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ōŜŜƴΩΦ  To realise this programme of hope a set of economic and political 
tools has been devised. While it is not perfect, this programme of hope has proven to be 
extraordinarily successful, though ς obviously ς has not produced an uninterrupted string of 
successes nor a perfect union. 
 
2.3. At a time of crisis, it is good to have a vigorous debate. The question is what kind of 
debate we should have in the research community, in scientific centres, at universities. 
Should it be merely or predominantly about searching for rational solutions and carefully 
calculated material benefits of this or that course of action (for example: to exit or not to exit 
to improve our economic situation)?  There is a danger in looking at the issue exclusively in 
economic terms. We may forget that institutions designed to organise our collective 
existence, including our economic life, enter our minds, permeate our souls, and define our 
cultures. A radical institutional change is never without costs in these three dimensions. 
 
2.4. Brexit will suggest a double capitulation of a long and successful project of continental 
peace building and cooperation: short and long-term. Short-term, such capitulation will be 
ill-ǘƛƳŜŘΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊƎǳŀōƭȅ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎŜǾŜǊŜ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŎǊƛǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΣ 
derailing the process founded on the bold vision of hope is playing with fire. In human 
history, the power of doubt has too often proven to be stronger than the power of hope. 
Long term it may be the beginning of the end of the project. Universities and research 
communities, incubators of imagination, creativity and (increasingly) prosperity are not the 
place where this deconstruction of the project of hope should begin. Imagination and 
creativity will suffer in the post-exit chaos and the necessity to reconfigure networks of 
cooperation and to reorganize sources of financing. 
 
3. Factors facilitating or obstructing networking: benefits of EU-level collaboration and 
drawbacks of Brexit. 
 



Professor Jan Kubik, Pro-Vice Provost InternationalςEurope, University College London ς 
Written evidence (EUM0070) 

323 

3.1.  Science is increasingly a collective enterprise. Working in tightly knit networks is not 
only cost-effective but also beneficial for creativity and innovation. Particularly, when the 
networks are international. In 2012, 47.6% of all UK scientific articles resulted from 
international collaborations. Only France can boast about a higher number of collaborative 
works (50%).368 Importantly, internationally co-authored works produced by UK scholars 
have a stronger impact, as measured by the field-weighted citation index.369 
 
3.2. Collaborative projects are clearly easier to design, develop, and maintain when the flow 
of ideas, people and resources is as unconstrained as possible. Not surprisingly, therefore, 
the majority of internationally co-authored papers produced by UK scholars were written 
with colleagues from other EU countries.370 In 2013, UK scholars and research institutions 
had over 150,000 collaborative links in scholars in other EU countries. Only Germany had 
more links.371 At UCL, for example, 88% of international collaborators within FP7 came from 
the EU. 
 
3.3. The biggest barrier to international collaboration is the lack of freedom of movement, 
such as is facilitated by the EU, even though the UK does not belong to the Schengen area. 
!ǎ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƴƻǘŜǎΥ ά!ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ Ǿƛǎŀ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ƴƻƴ-UK 
researchers were identified by every interviewee as a significant external barrier to 
researcher mobility and so to deep, long-ǘŜǊƳ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΦέ372 There can be little 
doubt that Brexit would dramatically worsen this situation. 
 
3.4. There is no evidence that the membership in the EU is detrimental to bilateral 
relationships with research partners from non-EU countries. UK scholars collaborate in high 
numbers with their colleagues in the US, Israel, Russia and China. 
 
4. Challenges to (pooling) resources: benefits of EU-level investment and dangers of losing 
it.  
 
4.1. According to a report summarizing the result of The Seventh Framework Programme 
(FP7), the United Kingdom ranked first among the 28 EU countries in terms of number of 
applicants and first in terms of requested EC contribution.373 Among the top 50 higher and 
secondary education institutes (HES) that received funding, by far the highest number was 
from the UK (14, while the Netherlands, that came second, was represented by 7 HES). 
 
4.2. The UK performs very well in the area of EU funded research. The UK has secured more 
than 16% of all FP7 funding to EU Member States and 27% of European Research Council 
(ERC) funding ς this is far higher than the UK proportional contribution to the EU budget (c. 
11.5%) or the UK share of overall EU spending (c. 5.6%). Between the years 2007-2011, the 
¦Y ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ϵоΦт ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ CtтΣ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƻ 
Germany. At UCL, EU funding represents 10% of our total research grant income, compared 
                                            
368 International Comparative Performance of the UK Research Base ς 2013 A report prepared by Elsevier for the 
¦YΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ {ƪƛƭƭǎ ό.L{ύ, page 59. 
369 Ibid, page 60. 
370 Ibid, page 69. 
371 Seventh FP7 monitoring Report. Monitoring Report 2013, 11 March 2015, page 94. 
372 International Comparative Performance, page 75. 
373 Seventh FP7 monitoring Report. Monitoring Report 2013, 11 March 2015, page 171. 
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with roughly 35% from UK Research Councils, 30% from UK charity, and 15% from UK 
government departments. Thus, an estimated 300 research jobs at UCL depend upon EU 
funding. We understand the figure is comparable to other UK leading research universities. 
 
4.4. A Brexit would result nƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƛƴ ŘŜǘŜǊƛƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ 9¦ 
funds, but ς equally importantly ς the loss of the dominant position at the scientific decision 
making fora. This dominance has been achieved over many years and reflects the broadly 
recogƴƛȊŜŘ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ƻŦ ¦YΩǎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ aƻǊŜƻǾŜǊΣ 
as Scientists for EU ŀǊƎǳŜΥ Ψ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
collaborations, and such a loss would reshape the UK research landscape. Inevitably, there 
ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜΩ όƘǘǘǇΥκκǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎŦƻǊŜǳΦǳƪκнлмрκммκǘƘŜ-brexit-effect-a-blow-to-uk-
life-science-leadership/). 
 
30 November 2015 
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 Examination of Witnesses 

Sir Emyr Jones Parry GCMG, President, the Learned Society of Wales, Professor Dame Helen 
Wallace DBE, CMG, FBA, Europe Liaison Chair, British Academy, and Mr David Walker, Head 
of Policy, Academy of Social Sciences 

 

Q41  The Chairman:  Welcome to our second session.  I apologise that we are a little late, 
but we will make sure that we do not short-change you on this. As we are being broadcast, I 
am going to ask if you will introduce yourselves. If you would like to make a brief opening 
statement at the same time, do feel free to do so. Perhaps we could start with Mr David 
Walker. 

Mr David Walker: I am David Walker. I am head of policy for the Academy of Social Sciences. 
For seven years, I was a member of the Economic and Social Research Council, where I 
chaired the Methods and Infrastructure Committee.  

Four sentences to begin with. For the principal social sciencesτeconomics, psychology, 
sociology, probably geography, and certainly business studiesτorientation is westwards 
towards the United States of America. Exchanges and conferences feature the anglophone 
connection in Britain, Australia, New Zealand and Canada. Of course, there is much rich 
involvement with the social sciences in the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Denmark and 
Germany, but connections are bilateral. Lord Hennessy said at one of your earlier sessions 
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that it is difficult to calibrate the EU element in talking/thinking above our weight in the 
world, and that is my starting point.  

The Chairman: Thank you. Dame Helen. 

Professor Dame Helen Wallace: I am Helen Wallace. Until recently, I was foreign secretary of 
the British Academy. I am now responsible for our European liaison work, and I am supposed 
to know something about the European Union. 

Three quick points. As we have said in our submission, the story for British applicants across 
scientific domains under European funding programmes is a very good-news story. As the 
British Academy, we are pleased that the social sciences and humanities do even better than 
the natural and life sciences.  

Secondly, the British Academy has been very closely involved in discussions with the 
European Commission about the shaping of framework programmes, as we have as regards 
experience to date, and that has been very important. Obviously, part of our concern, as 
with David Walker, is to help ensure that social sciences and humanities have enough weight 
in the process. 

Thirdly, given that you have just been taking evidence from the other national academies, 
the British Academy has been working very closely with them on the development of the 
new scientific advice mechanism, which we may come back to later.  

The Chairman: We will indeed. Thank you. Sir Emyr Jones Parry. 

Sir Emyr Jones Parry: I am the president of the Learned Society of Wales. We are the new kid 
on the block; we have been in existence for five years. I am also chancellor and chairman of 
the council at Aberystwyth University. Thank you for the opportunity.  

My fellows, regardless of views on membership of the European Union, would regard what 
the Community dimension has done for education, science, technology, research, as, on the 
whole, very beneficial. It has widened horizons. It has encouraged collaboration. Seen at the 
purely mercenary level, it has produced a degree of funding that has been very much 
appreciated. 

The Chairman: Thank you very much, that is very helpful. I am going to ask Lord Hunt if he 
would like to start. 

Q42  Lord Hunt of ChestertonΥ Lƴ ȅŜǎǘŜǊŘŀȅΩǎ Guardian there was an article by a Dutch 
journalist discussing the British Brexit business, and he said that the question was whether 
we should be thinking of our relationship to Europe purely in a transactional way, the 
numbers and the money, or in a transformational way. What influence has the EU 
membership had on UK science, research and innovation? Do you see this in a positive way 
going forward? 

Mr David Walker: It is very hard to distinguish bilateral relationships between UK social 
scientists, UK departments, UK universities, and their colleagues in other European 
countries, which for these purposes have to include Norway and Switzerland, which certainly 
in social science terms are very active participants, and programmes that take place under 
the auspices of the European Union. Regardless of the broader question of Brexit, it is not at 
all clear from the evidence that those bilateral connections would necessarilyτtaking the 
question of funding separatelyτbe affected ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ YƛƴƎŘƻƳΩǎ ƴƻƴ-membership of 
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the European Union. There is a rich pattern of exchanges, but pinning responsibility for 
those to the European Union and its programmes is much more difficult. 

Professor Dame Helen Wallace: I would move on from there to say that from where we look 
at it in the British Academy and working with various sister organisations, we believe that we 
have some influence on the shaping of European research programmes and research 
priorities. We have been able to have a substantive and substantial voice in the way those 
discussions work from the early stages through the iterations, evaluation, and so on. Nothing 
is perfect, and I would not say for a moment that the European research programmes are 
perfect, but there is a relatively good fit between what makes sense for UK-based social 
science and humanities and science more generally and the way in which the framework 
programmes, and in particular the European Research Council, have developed.  

Perhaps I could flag the European Research Council here, because not only is it the 
organisation from which British-based scientists generally do disproportionately well, but it 
is one that is particularly favourable to high-quality applications from individual humanities 
and social science scholars, so it fits very well with what makes sense to us. That helps us to 
make a major investment in human capital as the UK on the back of funding to individuals 
and research groups who have the kitemark of having won their grants in a very tough 
international competition. 

Sir Emyr Jones Parry: The academics naturally go to where there is a partnership and 
expertise. Having said that, the EU has incentivised academics to look externally and to look 
to the European Union. Back in the early 1980s, I sat on the Atomic Questions Group in the 
council for three years, and occasionally in the Research Group. Over those years I was 
conscious how the United Kingdom has shaped the priorities of what is done in research in 
the EU. We have done that to the benefit of the sector in the UK. We have taken on a 
genuinely leading role because of the expertise that we have in the United Kingdom. I look 
back and think that the successful role that we played, and the benefit that has ensued for 
the sector, for the universities in the kingdom, has been to a very large extent beneficial. I do 
think there is a link, which you can show has been transformative to a considerable extent 
for universities that are perhaps not in the golden triangle that have been encouraged and 
incentivised, and the financial aspect has been important. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: I was involved in a project of many, many disciplines involving 
systems for policy. It was absolutely unheard of; no research council was doing this 10 years 
ago in the UK. The EU was doing this extremely effectively and it has brought extraordinary 
connections. I imagine that kind of thing is one of the pluses really. 

Sir Emyr Jones Parry: I recall that in the Department of Industry, as it was in 1982, the 
concept of innovation in a paper on that subject produced by the Commission was a source 
of ridicule within the department: what on earth was this subject? That is now part of the 
title of that government department. 

Q43  Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: I have interests to declare as a fellow of the British 
Academy and of the Academy of Social Sciences, and David Walker and I wrote a book 
together 30 years ago. Can I move us briefly from the plumbing of the relationship to the 
poetry, the intellectual free trade? As David Walker was saying, it is a two-way thing. I am a 
άǊŜƳŀƛƴέ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘ ŘŜōŀǘŜΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǳǊ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ 
on the arts and humanities side is pretty independent of the EU relationship. For example, in 
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many countries in Europe, the people they read about their own country are Brits: Paul 
Preston on Spain, Richard Evans on Germany, Ian Kershaw on Germany, Chris Clark on 
Germany, and Julian Jackson on France. That kind of intellectual influence is part of the 
internal discussion of the EU, but also the country internal discussion is both palpable and to 
our great credit. I do not think that would be affected by anything that we are talking about 
today because it pre-dated it. Denis Mack Smith was the great expert on Italy for Italians 
long before we were in the EEC. Do you think that we need to think of that level of the 
poetic life of the mind as opposed to the plumbing, the collaborations and grants, and so 
on? 

Mr David Walker: Could I extend that to say that many of the questions which UK social 
scientists are interested in also interest social scientists from other countries, including the 
United States. This came to my attention, and I will share it with you and you can weigh it as 
you think fit. Lord Hennessy has a connection with the London School of Economics. The 
London School of Economics has a European Parliament research group. It has published 
some 23-odd working papers in the last few years. I have just looked at its website. Of the 23 
authors involvedτthere is one duplication, because Simon Hix did twoτ12 came from the 
United States of America against seven from the United Kingdom and four from European 
Union institutions. I think that indicates something about the Americans being interested in 
Europe, which is a good thing, but also about how intellectual life is dense and not really 
national. It is very much institution-based, domain-based, but in this instance I do not think it 
could be said to be European Union-based. 

Professor Dame Helen Wallace: We have an advantage because we speak English, and that 
helps the resonance of people who are anglophone and who write in English. I went to 
German classes with Ian Kershaw in 1971, when he was moving from being a monastic 
historian to becoming the great biographer of Hitler, and he would not have been able to 
achieve what he did if he had not also spoken German and spent quite a lot of time in 
Germany consulting sources. The resonance of poetry, or whatever, written in English is 
hugely important, but in order for that to have traction it needs benefit from contact 
elsewhere. 

Q44  Lord Fox: I think this is the non-poetic version of the question that we have just heard. I 
am not a poet, of course. We heard from the previous evidence-givers that the sort of 
biomedical research that required access to large populations and harmonised data and 
access to large lumps of data was particularly benefitted by membership of the European 
Union, whereas standalone style of research probably did not necessarily need so much of 
that benefit. I have probably understated that. Is there a similar dichotomy in the academia 
that you represent, or is it all much more of the standalone, which I think Lord Hennessy was 
alluding to just now? 

Sir Emyr Jones Parry: I think generally it is both. Lord Hennessy was absolutely right in the 
way he described it, but I do not see why there is a problem in pursuing academic to 
academic, the reputation of a scholar in a particular country, and at the same time doing 
what we do in the European Union. Both of those things are totally consistent. I see no 
contradiction between them. 

There are a couple of myths that I would like to expose. The first is that if we were to leave, 
we could carry on as we were and benefit in exactly the same way and show the same 
leadership we have shown, and we could continue to do that outside. The second is that 
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alternatives exist and that we can plug into these. I do not think it is as simple as that. The 
truth is that we could manage perfectly well outside, but we would be diminished. The 
question ƛǎ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǿŜ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘƛƳƛƴƛǎƘŜŘΦ ¢ƻƻ ƻŦǘŜƴΣ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎ ǎǇŜŀƪ ŀōƻǳǘ άǘƘŜ 
ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǊƻƭŜέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ YƛƴƎŘƻƳΦ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΣ ōǳǘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ŦŜǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ άǘƘŜ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǊƻƭŜέ ƛǎ ƛƴ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŘƻΦ ²Ƙȅ ǘƘǊƻǿ ǘƘat 
away for an argument that is slightly spurious? 

Q45  Baroness Manningham-Buller: Good morning. I am not quite certain whether my 
question remains because of what has been asked. It is probably the plumbing of the poetry, 
ǘƻ ƻǾŜǊŜƎƎ [ƻǊŘ IŜƴƴŜǎǎȅΩǎ ƛƳŀƎŜΦ aƻǎt of the evidence we have had has been on the value 
to science, not so much on social sciences and the humanities from ERC and other grants. If 
you are able to give a comment on that, I think the Committee would find it helpful, even 
though it is the Science and Technology Committee, to have a perspective on the broader 
benefits of EU funding, particularly in social sciences, but also in the humanities. 

Professor Dame Helen Wallace: There are two different kinds of answer to that. One is that 
there are fields of inquiry: migration, urbanisation, demographyτwe can make a list of the 
ones that are hugely important, both at the national and international levelτwhere some 
mixture of social sciences and humanities scholars have really important contributions to 
make to our understanding of those issues. To be able to do that on a comparative basis 
across European countries, and indeed more broadly comparative, is important. 

The second point, which links to what Lord Hunt said, is that in many fields one needs a 
cross-disciplinary/pluri-disciplinary team of contributions, where often issues that are about 
scientifically based choices also involve making judgments about the behavioural or cultural, 
and therefore being able to include in the team an anthropologist, a cultural studies person 
or a sociologist might make an important difference to understanding what makes sense in 
science policy and what is capable of being implemented as European legislation.  

Baroness Manningham-Buller: I think the Committee would absolutely understand and 
accept that point. My question was about funding and benefit from the EU in this area. Can 
you comment on that? 

Mr David Walker: In a sense you asked a leading question. Obviously there are European 
Union funds. From a social science perspective, the question is: what do they add to the 
other sources of funding that are available, national and international? If I can give you an 
example of data, there is a thing called the European Social Survey, which Paul Boyle 
mentioned when he appeared before you, an important piece of work that looks at attitudes 
across various European countries, includingτI emphasise againτSwitzerland, Norway and 
non-members of the European Union. It is also a European Union project, a so-called 
European Research Infrastructure Consortium. That is very important, although one 
observation might be that work from the European Social Survey does not enter into the 
kind of policy conversations or public conversations that take place in the United Kingdom. 
There are lots of other data sets social scientists draw on, such as the OECD, United Nations, 
and national datasets. I happen to chair the governing board of Understanding Society, a 
massive multiyear project looking at how households have been adapting to socioeconomic 
change over recent years. That is funded by the Economic and Social Research Council. It 
does not have a huge amount of international orientation, because it is looking at the United 
Kingdom in real time. Trying to isolate a specific European Union contribution, provided one 
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can get clear the question of whether monies from the EU are now and in future additional 
to national funding, is very difficult. 

Q46  Lord Peston: I remember when Keith Joseph changed the name of the SSRC to the 
ESRC, and it was one of those rare occasions when I entirely agreed with him, and still do. 
This question is partly about the balance of the natural sciences and the social sciences. If 
you look at theoretical physics, plus experimental physics, and ask yourself where in the 
social sciences you find any work to compare with what the physicists do, you would be hard 
put to find anything, in my view. What passes for research in the social sciences is often 
completely second rate, in my view. In my own subject, once you have understood 
opportunity costs and the fact that free exchange between two pressed people will benefit 
both of them, you have learnt almost the whole of economics. I am puzzled at this notion 
that somehow we are not doing enough for the social scientist. Is it not about time that the 
social scientists started to do some stuff for themselves rather than bellyaching? I have put 
that to you as cynically as I can. 

Professor Dame Helen Wallace: I am not sure that we are bellyaching. I wonder if that is fair. 
I think the research communities in social sciences and humanities include more talented 
and less talented members, and that is probably true in physics as well. Emyr is a physicist; 
he can comment on that. We would argue that we want appropriate opportunities for high-
quality social science and humanities work to make a contribution.  

To come back to the previous question, one of the advantages of going through European 
Union funding is that it is seriously tough, oversubscribed international competition and on 
the whole is really only able to fund pretty much the best work. It is an advantage to the 
British communities to have that kitemark. I hope it is the case that the peer review system 
and the competitiveness help to safeguard European programmes from, as it were, the poor 
second cousins who you talk about. 

Mr David WalkerΥ CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƪŜ ƻŦ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƳƻǳǊ ǇǊƻǇǊŜΣ L Ƴǳǎǘ ƴƻǘ ƭŜǘ [ƻǊŘ tŜǎǘƻƴΩǎ 
remarks go unchallenged. One can cite umpteen examples from UK economics of excellent 
work. 

Lord Peston: Can you give me a few examples? 

Mr David Walker: From UK sociology, which is held in low regard by some people, the work 
of John Goldthorpe on social mobility is absolutely excellent. He is a fellow of the British 
Academy. His work over the years is sociological quantitative work of the highest 
international quality. The present chief executive of the Economic and Social Research 
/ƻǳƴŎƛƭΣ WŀƴŜ 9ƭƭƛƻǘǘΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ƭƻƴƎƛǘǳŘƛƴŀƭ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƛƳŜΣ 
again is rigorous, quantitative and extremely good work. There are exceptions that might 
prove a rule that social science can offer rigorous high-quality work.  

Let me make a point, if I may, which is germane to your deliberations in this Committee. The 
success of UK social scientists in European Union-organised competitions is palpable. The 
data is not very great, but in quantitative terms it is better often than their STEM colleagues. 
I do not think there is any question of whingeing on behalf of UK social science. If I may say 
before you, the real question is whether we should expect UK social scientists to do as well 
as they do, or whether their performance does not actually reflect the excellence of UK 
universities and research institutions. It is the question you have addressed before of the 
denominator in the equation. What do you measure the return to UK social science on? Is it 
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population, the number of institutions or, a much subtler measure, the existing research 
excellence of the UK? On that basis, some of the results are perhaps less impressive than the 
conversations we tend to have about UK participation in the EU might imply. 

Sir Emyr Jones Parry: Whatever the research, the important thing is to have a degree of 
rigour and excellence in what is being done, and that should be adequately reviewed. Going 
back to the early 1980s again, the work that was done by the Joint Research Centre was very 
expensive, but actually of no benefit at all scientifically or in any other way. That was 
changed over a period of time. It does follow that if you are going to do quality research in 
physics, it costs more and you are going to have to invest more. That is not an argument 
about not having sufficient funding for other good-quality research. 

The Chairman: Before I invite Lord Cameron, I must observe that, having served on this 
Committee for a very long time, I can recall a number of occasions where our conclusions 
have been that we have not involved the social sciences community often enough and early 
enough in the outcome and our national policies would have benefited by a greater input. I 
must put that on record to counterbalance. 

Q47  Lord Cameron of Dillington: Good morning. I suppose I have a view of the Treasury 
that they always tend to take a short-term rather than a long-ǘŜǊƳ ǾƛŜǿΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ 
Budget, so you will have to excuse a degree of bias or perhaps suspicion in my question. Do 
you think the current funding that we put into the European Union R&D budget would 
remain as UK funding for R&D in the case of Brexit? 

Professor Dame Helen Wallace: That is a really hard one, is it not? As you know, the UK pays 
an aggregate contribution to the EU budget; it does not pay a separate subscription, as it 
were, flagged for the research and development programmes. The British Government have 
repeatedly argued in favour of increasing European research funding and for decreasing 
agricultural funding, to take a slight caricature. After a presumed Brexit, who knows? There 
would be many budgetary dispositions to rethink, including what the UK national spend 
should in that case be on agriculture, and that would probably trump the discussion about 
research. The TreasuryτGeorge Osborne at least is very keen on science, as we knowτ
might allow for some enhanced science spending, but it would not necessarily have the 
same criteria of mobility and international collaboration that characterise European funds. 
My guess is that it would be not as much, it would not be ring-fenced and it would have 
different characteristics. 

Lord Cameron of Dillington: Perhaps I should have declared an interest as a UK farmer. 

Professor Dame Helen Wallace: I know you are. 

Lord Cameron of Dillington: But one who, I may say, believes very firmly that the agricultural 
spend is excessive and a waste of money. 

Sir Emyr Jones Parry: From the viewpoint of the scientist, the university, there is a certainty, 
there is a programme, there is money available, and there is an opportunity to bid for it. For 
a university or a scientist, especially in one of the devolved nations, there is even greater 
uncertainty than that set out by Dame Helen, and that is that whatever the British 
Government determine their priorities would be with that aggregate contribution and what 
they are in future going to spend it on, the way Barnett works there is then the question of 
how much comes to the devolved Administrations and that is not hypothecated. It is a 
question of what individual Governments in Scotland, Northern Ireland and Wales would 
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then do with that money and how much would trickle down. There is no certainty. Given the 
priorities that some of those Governments put in place, I would judge that most academic 
researchers would say better the certainties they have than the uncertainty that they would 
enter into. 

Q48  Baroness Neville-Jones: I am going to ask a question about the regional impact of EU 
funding when it comes to university research. In some of the submissions that we have had 
put to us there has been some analysis that suggests there are regions of the country that 
are more dependent on EU funding to maintain their research capacity than others. Is that a 
feature of life that is very salient, or do you not regard that as being particularly important, 
the variable regional impact and whether EU funding helps the regions more significantly 
than perhaps money coming out of, say, the UK research councils? Perhaps Sir Emyr has 
views on this. 

Sir Emyr Jones Parry: As you will know, one of the disadvantages of the Barnett formula is 
that it does not take account of need; it is a formula based on population. The net result is 
that the way it is allocated, I think, disadvantages Wales. If you applied the British 
DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŘǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΣ ²ŀƭŜǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ Řƻ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ 
criteria were applied in Wales. Having the benefit of structural funds and a large slab of the 
deprived parts of Wales comes within category 1, it produces a net return that is seen as a 
benefit for investment for the economy, but there is a consequential spin-off for research for 
the university sector. Funds have been used to support universities, to support research. Put 
simply, if Wales and other areas in Scotland are advantaged by being part of the EU system, 
they would be correspondingly disadvantaged were Brexit to apply.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: Do I understand you to be saying, therefore, that the structural 
funding element, as distinct from, say, the science funding that comes from the EU, is 
relatively more significant? 

Sir Emyr Jones Parry: Ten streams of financing come into Wales from the European Union, 
and they all contribute to the economy in different ways, but the economy is so directly 
linked to research, to the success of universities, that there is a direct read across that comes 
in. The very substantive investment in Swansea University at the moment has to a 
considerable extent been funded from the European Union. 

Mr David Walker: I think it is worth recording that we do not have a total for the amount of 
research money, broadly defined, that comes from the European Union, because of this 
division between the directorates and their research budgets and between structural 
cohesion funds that issue in research contracts. Horizon 2020 and the European Research 
Council produce an aggregate which I am not sure we have collected together as a figure. 
Regarding its national breakdown, I do not think the data exists. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: The impression I get from what Sir Emyr said is that it is the totality 
of the support that comes from EU funding that in the end makes the really significant 
difference. 

Sir Emyr Jones Parry: The totality certainly makes a difference to the economy of the nation. 
Although the figures are imprecise, and there are errors in them, the one that I have is that 
from 2007 to 2013 the United Kingdom secured ϵ7 billion from Framework Programme 7. 
Obviously there are other bits that have not been taken account of, but it is at least at that 
level. I think it is generally assumed, both in Brussels and the UK, that we do 
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disproportionately well. How well is a matter of a question mark perhaps at the margin, but 
we do disproportionately well. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: On the science side? 

Sir Emyr Jones Parry: Yes. 

Professor Dame Helen Wallace: The science allocations do not have geographic criteria, 
unlike the structural funds. In this sense it is a random regional/interregional outcome, 
except that we know that under the science research funding streams it is the most highly 
rated universities that are the most successful. Perversely, in a way, simply on the science 
budget, the golden triangle institutionsτas well as Edinburgh and Manchesterτwould be 
most vulnerable to the immediate hit and void as opposed to other parts of England or the 
wider UK. Northern Ireland has very disappointing returns on its applications to European 
programmes and keeps trying to set targets to do better. 

Mr David Walker: Again, could I very briefly and gently take issue with the argument that 
the UK share is disproportionate? Of the top 100 social science universities, according to 
world rankings, 31 are from the European Union, of which 12 are in the United Kingdom. 
That would produce a proportion of around 40%. On that arithmetic, the UK should be 
getting 40% of available EU social science funding, and it does not. 

Baroness Neville-JonesΥ L ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άŘƛǎǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴŀǘŜέΣ L ŀƎǊŜŜΦ 

Q49  Lord Peston: Central to the EU is freedom of movement, of course. Can you point us to 
any evidence or analysis of how freedom of movement affects the social sciences and 
humanities as compared with the natural sciences? Is it more important to social scientists, 
or do we not know? Dame Helen, you mentioned the Americans, who are separated from us 
by a common language, or whatever the joke was. 

Professor Dame Helen Wallace: I declare an interest, Lord Peston, because my son took up a 
Marie {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie fellowship at the University of Edinburgh last week, returning from 
the University of Chicago, in mathematical biology, so you may disregard anything I say on 
mobility and programmes that fund mobility. 

Lord Peston: No, quite the contrary.  

Professor Dame Helen Wallace: I think mobility is very important in all branches for the 
social sciences and humanities as for the natural, life and engineering sciences. I would 
ǎǘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ŦŜƭƭƻǿǎƘƛǇǎΣ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie programme is a 
prime example, provide a talented young scholar with the opportunity to have contact with 
whatever the state of the art, whether it is a research group or individual expert in her field. 
Certainly when I ran the Schuman Centre at the European University Institute in Florence, 
ǿƘŜǊŜ ǿŜ ƘŀŘ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻƴ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie or equivalent fellowships, it was 
very impressive to see the outcomes for them in changing their environment, getting the 
extra contacts and their career progression. I do not have stats on it, but it would be a really 
good question to ascertain their progression from those fellowships, which are typically two 
or three years, to tenured posts. I think we would probably see rather robust figures 
showing that this sort of postdoctoral fellowship stage in particular, with the opportunity to 
travel and work in another country, really makes a difference. 

Lord Peston: I can see that it is important, but you still have not felt able to tell us whether it 
is more important for the social sciences. 
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Professor Dame Helen Wallace: I do not think there is a difference between social science 
and other fields.  

Lord Peston: You do not think it is? 

Professor Dame Helen Wallace: I think mobility and the opportunity to connect to state-of-
the-art research groups in other countries in your field is incredibly important if you want to 
make a mark in any scientific domain that is transnational. 

Mr David Walker: There is a cost to this. Again, I apologise because this is anecdotal; there is 
no quantitative evidence. Given that one of the purposes of social science inquiry is to 
elucidate general problems of public policyτsociety, economy, the Chairman mentioned 
social policyτif you get largish numbers of people from non-national backgrounds, their 
interest in national problems, and we all live in a national environment, is necessarily more 
limited. One hears of departmentsτpolitical science, sociology, economicsτthat are 
stocked with mobile people, which is a good thing in many ways, whose interest in 
contributing to better understanding of United Kingdom public policy is necessarily a lot less. 
We do register perhaps a possible cost. 

Q50  Lord Fox: One of the scenarios in the event of a Brexit is that the UK could become an 
associated country. Earlier, Mr Walker, you alluded to Switzerland and Norway. Looking at 
those countries, in your experience how would British science be affected in the event that 
we did become an associated country? How likely do you think that scenario is? 

Sir Emyr Jones Parry: This is one of those myths that I referred to. There is an assumption 
somehow that the United Kingdom could be a greater Norway or Switzerland. I negotiated 
the European Economic Area some years ago, and the truth is the Norwegians were 
screwed. They are screwed by the Spaniards and others by having to pay and grant access to 
fishing waters off Norway. I said earlier, and I will repeat, we have a leading role in this area. 
Of course, we have an excellence but, none the less, do we really think that having walked 
out we are going to have the same access, the same degree of influence on what is 
happening as we currently enjoy. I think that is an illusion. I do not think it will happen like 
that. 

Switzerland chose not to enter the European Economic Area. When it came to having to 
have a series of bilateral agreements with the European Union, again Switzerland had a very 
hard time from Spain and had to pay heavily for access and give rights to Spanish workers in 
Switzerland, which it would not otherwise have done, but was forced to do. The Swiss felt a 
degree of second-class citizen, so they made concessions in order to respond to that. I think 
it is true to say that in Horizon 2020 they have been downgraded. Why do we think that 
people will necessarily be grateful to the United Kingdom if we walk out? I do not think it will 
happen like that. 

If I could finish one other point, we have not said much about the degree of competition and 
of promoting of excellence that takes place, but I do think that message of the EU that you 
encourage people to look more widely, to be competitive, helps. The mobility we were 
talking about earlier enriches universities, both in staff and students. The British 
Government were most reluctant to support the Erasmus project when it first came out. 
There was worry about sovereignty and competence in education transferred to the 
Commission. Did it work like that? No, it did not. As I understand it, 125,000 students from 
the United Kingdom have benefited through the Erasmus scheme from exposure, horizon-
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widening, and, more importantly, employability at the end of it. It has been a considerable 
benefit. 

Mr David Walker: We have examples of projects that are European in which Norway and 
Switzerland now participate as full members. We have mentioned already today the 
European Social Survey, which happens to be physically based at Bergen in Norway. The 
British Academy has recently been doing some very useful work, if I may say, on how far 
social sciences should be quantitative, and undergraduates have to do some number work 
before they graduate. The examples that John MacInnes has collected for the academy again 
feature countries in the EU, but also Norway and Switzerland, as well of course as New 
Zealand, Australia and the United States. Regarding the intellectual plain of UK social 
sciences, I am not sure that Brexit as such would necessarily have an effect upon 
participation by UK academics in projects that were genuinely pan-European, leaving the 
money question aside for one moment. 

Sir Emyr Jones Parry: Of course, Chairman, we could continue to participate. That is not in 
dispute. The question is whether we want to play in the premier league or whether we want 
to be in division two, and that is where we would be. 

Q51  Lord Hunt of Chesterton: One question that has not emerged in the way that Lord 
Peston asked is: what has been the value to the UK of the social science research? Clearly 
there are parts of the UK that are very deprived; the education is not very good. There are 
others where things are better. There are huge variations across Europe. My question is: 
have we learnt how to do things better in the UK from our involvement with the EU, and will 
that move forward? Clearly, the way education is done across the European countries is 
hugely different. I had a cousin who experienced the German system very unsatisfactorily as 
a schoolboy. There are big differences. I wonder whether the research and knowledge has 
emerged from the European research projects or has it just been, as it were, at the very 
high, intellectual poetic level. 

Professor Dame Helen Wallace: That is very difficult to pin down. We do not have any 
evaluation that will give you robust answers to that. David Walker has already made the 
point, which I agree with strongly, that British social science and humanities, as the British 
research community more generally, are the strongest in Europe as reflected by our top-
ranked universities and all the rest.  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: A lot of our education is very inferior to what is happening in 
certain schools. 

Professor Dame Helen Wallace: At the university level? 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: At the school level, but university people study what happens in 
the schools and say what should happen in the schools. 

Professor Dame Helen Wallace: I think British university experience has been very valuable 
in helping to develop the wider European research communities. One of the by-products of 
that is that universities in other European countries are setting about trying to become more 
competitive with British universities. In this sense, although the British record is a very 
powerful one, there are no grounds for complacency on our side that British universities can 
continue to have such a leading edge when universities in other European countries are 
beginning to do better.  
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To return to the association question, it is none the less the case that the rest of the 
European Union would suffer a loss if it no longer had such active British participation 
because of the current quality of British research. The question then is what kind of deal 
could be negotiated. We do not know whether an EEA/EFTA status could be negotiated for 
Britain, as with Norway. That is part of a much wider question that is not about research.  
We might end up with something that is more ad hoc and bilateral. What the British would 
lose in that scenario is the opportunity to be full participants in shaping the direction of 
travel of programmes, because we would be takers, not makers, of the policy process and 
guidelines. 

Mr David Walker: To address your specific question about schools education policy, again 
one of the prime purposes of the social science inquiry is to try and undergird policymaking 
with evidence. I make the observation in a non-partisan spirit that schools policy in England 
recently has not been much driven by evidence of how things work, but the ideas that have 
powered policy have largely come from the United States of America, where Secretaries of 
State have found inspiration. They have not come from comparative studies across the 
European Union. The policy for schools in respective EU countries does not seem to have 
been relevant in any palpable sense regarding the formation of English schooling policy, and 
I think that would continue regardless of the relationship of the UK and the EU. 

The Chairman: I think we can all accept that shaping the agenda is going to be at risk, and 
possibly funding too, were Brexit to happen. I do not follow playing in the second division, as 
Sir Emyr said, because we have already agreed that America can play over here and we can 
play in Europe. Why should the quality of our research suffer as a result of Brexit? 

Mr David Walker: If I may endorse your question by giving you an example, there is a very 
useful longitudinal survey called the English Longitudinal Study of Ageing. In an ageing 
society it produces very useful data and analysis about how we are coping with demographic 
change. That survey is partly funded by the American National Institute on Aging. It is not 
funded by a European entity. It is first-class social science and would inevitably continue.  

Another counter example is there is a big European Union-funded project called the Survey 
of Health, Ageing and Retirement in Europe, an important piece of work based in the 
Netherlands led by one of the scientists who is on the new scientific advice mechanism in 
Europe. There is no UK participation in that. It doubtless does very useful, interesting work, 
but it does not feature, partly because we have extant national programmes to analyse 
ageing here. There is maybe evidence that the future could be quite bright for UK social 
science in a non-EU context. 

Professor Dame Helen Wallace: Can I add a point? It is clear, and we are all agreed, that 
currently the UK has high-quality science communities. Those science communities are full 
of many talented people who are not British. A very significant proportion of faculty 
researchers in British universities are not British. A very significant proportion of 
postgraduate, doctoral and postdoctoral fellows in British universities, as indeed with 
undergraduates, are not British. That is because the British have had a very open and 
welcoming system, we happen to speak English, which helps enormously, and we are a 
magnet for talent from elsewhere in Europe and other parts of the world. If we were less 
welcoming of, and less attractive to, talented people from elsewhere, my guess would be 
that UK universities would not do so well in those rankings. There is obviously a set of issues 
here about how far Brexit would put that at risk. It would take away some of the schemes 
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that bring talented people from other European countries. That does not necessarily affect 
the rest of the world. Let me say, in parentheses, our migration rules do not help in this 
context for third countries. 

Sir Emyr Jones Parry: If I could answer the question you addressed to me, Chairman, I was 
referring to premier league and second division regarding our involvement in the European 
Union research community. Of course we will continue. Outside the EU the United Kingdom 
will prosper. Research will prosper because of our excellence. The point is that we would be 
impoverished, diminished, by taking that course of action. That is not an argument against 
universities being international; of course they are international much beyond the European 
Union, but the EU dimension in what it has broughtτthe competitiveness, the incentive, the 
resourcesτhas actually benefited very considerably the sector. That is not to argue, a point 
that Lord Hennessy raised at the very beginning, against the different strands. They should 
continue, but one strand would be materially the weaker. 

Q52  Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Can I pursue a little further the evidence-based 
policymaking theme that we touched on a moment ago? Can we have your thoughts on the 
organisation of professional advice to the UK Government compared to the EU? It seems to 
me that arts, humanities and social scientists are not as well placed as scientists, because we 
do not have chief sociologists or chief historians attached to departments. We have chief 
economists and statisticians, but the humanities and social sciences have always been rather 
thinly represented regarding organised advice. Having said that, we have been very 
concerned about the scientific advice mechanism that is being developed in the European 
Union. Are you happy, for example, that the arts, humanities and social sciences will have a 
strong enough voice as part of the wider science input into the SAM? Do you think the 
British tradition of speaking truth unto power, which we prize greatly as the key to public 
service here in the Crown service sense, is not exactly replicated inside the European 
Commission, if I can put it tactfully? 

Professor Dame Helen Wallace: It is a very complex landscape. The European Commission 
has always drawn on science advice and has some 1,200 expert advisory groups. We are not 
starting from nowhere. Much of that policy advice has come in policy silos, for which we pay 
prices, as with the Volkswagen diesel fume issue, because climate change trumped public 
health and they got off lightly on the public health side.  

The EU experiment with a single chief scientific adviser, which is the British system, turned 
out not to work very well at first sight, and with the new scientific advice mechanismτand it 
is a pure experimentτit is much too soon to say what its chances of flying are. The High-
Level Group has been designated. It has yet to elect its own chair and deputy chair, which 
will come shortly. How that will operate and how far they will get on with the truth unto 
power challenge is a really interesting question. It was part of the remit that one of the 
members of that High-Level Group should be a social scientist. There are only seven of them, 
so that is not unreasonable. A Dutch empirical sociologist has just been nominated. We have 
to see how this works out. Flanking that High-Level Group, we hope, will be a consortium of 
European academy federations. I can only assure you that those of us who speak for social 
sciences and humanities have been, and are being, extremely active in trying to develop the 
proposals for that in such a way that the social sciences, and so forth, will have a firm 
position, not least because it is the behavioural, the societal and the cultural issues that will 
often be very, very important in determining whether or not new scientific breakthroughs 
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turn out to be publicly acceptable in Europe.  Genetic editing is an exampleτone of the new 
sciences. We all have to try to make the new science advice mechanism work. 

Mr David Walker: Two months ago you had before you that eminent scientist Sir Mark 
Walport, Government Chief Scientific Adviser, and I have to say you were eating out of his 
hand. Sir Mark is a very charming, courteous and distinguished scientist. 

The Chairman: You are saying we were a pushover? 

Mr David Walker: It is not at all clear, and Lord Hennessy hinted at this, that the 
organisation of science advice in the United Kingdom is perfect. Lord Hennessy mentioned 
economics I would say the fact there are separate organisations within Whitehall for 
economists, social researchers, operational researchers and statisticians means that there is 
a large area of policy-relevant activity that does not get fed into the official channels of 
ΨǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΩ ŀŘǾƛŎŜΦ aŀǊƪ Ǌǳƴǎ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŦŜǿ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 
scientists, as such, who are present in the running of the Government Office for Science. I 
am not sure that in Whitehall/Westminster we necessarily have a model that we should say 
without qualification should apply elsewhere. That said, and Helen has hinted at this, the 
arrangements in Brussels look rather temporary. It is true that there is one social scientist on 
the inner group of the new scientific advice mechanism, and she may well be a distinguished 
Dutch sociologist, but, from our point of view, it does not look like the critical mass that 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎǇŜŀƪ ǘǊǳǘƘ ǘƻ ǇƻǿŜǊΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎŀȅΣ άIŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊǳǎǘ 
ƻŦ ǇƻƭƛŎȅƳŀƪƛƴƎέΣ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ōǳƛƭǘ ƛƴto these arrangements. 

Sir Emyr Jones Parry: It is not only in the European Union, but perhaps in some of our 
nations that the need for a more evidence-based approach to policy exists. I have a 
colleague who was vice-president of the Academia Europaea as well as the Learned Society 
of Wales, and, talking to him, his view is that at least under this new systemτand the jury is 
still out, as Dame Helen saidτscience advice and evidence-based policy in the EU will be 
given much more emphasis under this new arrangement than it was in the past. The seven 
individuals are quite impressive in their own right, but for the first time there will be an 
officially recognised route for academic professionals to provide scientific evidence for 
policymaking to the Commission through the pan-European academic networks. If those 
work well, reflect their membership and co-operate together, there is a prospect of a 
transparent system that may well work, but the jury is still out.  

The Chairman: Thank you. Looking around the Committee, there are no further members 
trying to catch my eye. I will say to Mr Walker that I entirely agree that the present 
arrangements are not necessarily the best of all possible arrangements for organising 
science policy advice and regulation. I repeat again that we have said many times that the 
social sciences could make a greater contribution were Government to effectively interact 
with that community. I think that is precisely the advice that Mr Walker has just given us, so 
we agree about that.  

The purpose of this report, and thank you for all the input you have made to it today, is to 
discuss the relationship between EU membership and the effectiveness of science, research 
and innovation in the United Kingdom. When we come to write the report we will be looking 
very carefully at the evidence you have given us today, both written and oral, on the role 
that social sciences can play, and indeed should play. Thank you very much indeed for a 
most illuminating morning.  
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General comments  

¶ ¢ƘŜ aŀǊƛƴŜ .ƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ όa.!ύ ƛǎ ŀ [ŜŀǊƴŜŘ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ мууп άǘƻ 
promote scientific research into all aspects of life in the sea and to disseminate to the 
ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘƘŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƎŀƛƴŜŘέΦ ¢ƘŜ !ssociation was incorporated by Royal Charter in 
2013 and currently has about 1400 members (including international members).  
 

¶ The MBA has a long history of providing advice to the UK Government, the European 
Union and the Devolved Administrations. It continues to engage with policy and provide 
advice through a wide range of activities including responding to government 
consultations and giving evidence to Parliamentary committees.  
 

¶ The MBA membership is made up mainly of professional marine biologists and as such 
regularly invites its members to provide input on a range of issues. The MBA therefore 
ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ΨŎƭŜŀǊ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ǾƻƛŎŜ ǘƻ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩ ƻƴ ōŜƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ ōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 
community. 
 

¶ The MBA has been based at Citadel Hill Laboratory in Plymouth since the Marine 
Laboratory was built in 1887.  MBA members and staff have been at the forefront of 
providing scientific information to support marine environment protection, management 
and education. 

 
Questions  
 
Funding  
Question 1: What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to science and 
research in the UK? How does the financial contribution the UK receives compare with 
other member states in terms of, for instance, population, GDP, scientific strength or any 
other relevant indicators?  
1.1 The UK is currently one of the leading countries in the world in terms of scientific output 

and impact. Consequently, research organisations, charities and universities are amongst 
the most successful in attracting EU funding as well as attracting the best talent from 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀƴŘ ŀōǊƻŀŘΦ Lƴ нлмпΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ϵмΦлн ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
UK for research and development which is more than double the EU average of 7%374. In 
the Seventh Framework Programme (FP7) funding scheme from 2007-2013, the UK 
secured 16%375 ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ όŎΦ ϵпΦп ōƛƭƭƛƻƴύΣ ǘƘŜ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀōƻǳǘ мл҈ ƻŦ 
the national science budget and second only to Germany376.   
 

                                            
374 http://europa.eu/about-eu/basic-information/money/expenditure/index_en.htm  
375 Universities UK, Briefing ς Horizon 2020 budget 
(http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Documents/2013/BriefingHorizon2020Budget.pdf) 
376 Creating the Future a 2020 Vision for Science & Research: A Department for Business Innovation and Skills 
Consultation on Proposals for Long-Term Capital Investment in Science & Research (2014) 

http://europa.eu/about-eu/basic-information/money/expenditure/index_en.htm
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Documents/2013/BriefingHorizon2020Budget.pdf
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1.2 Under the Seventh Framework Programme for research (2007-2013) the Commission 
contributed an average ƻŦ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵорл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŀ ȅŜŀǊ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǊƛǘƛƳŜ 
research. The majority of funding however is still provided at the national level. A  JPI 
hŎŜŀƴǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ ƛƴ нлммǘƘŀǘ άmost of the activities in the field of marine and 
maritime research are funded, programmed, implemented and assessed at national 
levelέΦ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǊŜŀƭ ǘŜǊƳǎ 
however and organisations such as the MBA are increasingly reliant on European 
funding. 

 
1.3 As an example of a UK marine organisation, the Marine Biological Association (MBA) has 

been successfully applying for European funding since the beginning of FP7. The MBA 
ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜǎ ƛƴ ƴƛƴŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΣ ōǊƛƴƎƛƴƎ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ϵоΦт ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ 
Since then, EU funding through Horizon 2020 (the 8th Framework Project) has taken on 
higher importance, reflecting the reduction of available funding and higher competition 
in the UK for a decreasing amount of available funding. Since the start of H2020 in 2014, 
the MBA has pŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŦƛǾŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ϵоΦт ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΣ 
including a European Research Council (ERC) Advanced Grant. For the year 2013-2014, 
9¦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜŘ нл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ a.!Ωǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ όϻтсл лллύ ŀƴŘ мс҈ όϻсро лллύ ŦƻǊ 
2014-2015. For Smaller organisations, such as the MBA, which produce world class 
research of international significance, this funding stream is being used to make up for 
real-term declines in national funding. 

 
1.4 EU funding is strongly project based which means that marine organisations can vary 

widely year to year on how much EU funding is received as projects start and finish or 
new framework programmes are implemented377Φ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ΨŘǊƻǇ-ƻŦŦ ǇƻƛƴǘǎΩ ƛƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǊŜ 
also an issue at the national level however and more needs to be done to address this in 
order to retain capacity and develop expertise.  

 
Question 3: What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed 
in the EU compared to the management of science funding in the UK? Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are 
considered?  
3.1 There has been an increasing drive to make access to European funding more 

straightforward and easier for grant-receiving bodies to manage so, for example, the 
ongoing project management and reporting (technical and financial) is much more 
streamlined with H2020 and decisions on proposals take about the same time for both 
H2020 and RCUK. H2020 therefore now compares very favourably with RCUK for 
administrative costs and reporting. This makes H2020 an attractive source of funding. 
 

3.2  In addition, for H2020 100% of direct costs are funded and overheads are a simple flat 
rate of 25% of all eligible direct costs (staff costs, consumables, travel, equipment). RCUK 
in contrast only provides 80% of Full Economic Cost (FEC) and the overheads (Indirect 
and Estate costs) are allocated on an institutional basis (calculated annually based on 3 
years accounts figures i.e. actual, budgeted and projected). Also, RCUK overheads are 
only based on staff time and due to the efficiency savings in RCUK, awarded indirect 
costs are generally top-sliced.  

                                            
377 http://www.sams.ac.uk/learned_society/sams-agm/SAMS%20Annual%20Report%202014.pdf  

http://www.sams.ac.uk/learned_society/sams-agm/SAMS%20Annual%20Report%202014.pdf
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3.3 H2020 funding is therefore preferable to national funding in that is incurs less 

administration time (calculating annual overhead rates), is better in terms of cost 
recovery (100% vs 80%) and is more flexible in terms of indirect costs. 

 
3.4 There are issues however over the type of organisation that benefits. For FP7 60% of UK 

participants were academics (only 11% were research organisations), the highest 
proportion in EuropeError! Bookmark not defined.. The top universities were best 
represented due to the dedicated support available for winning and managing awards. 
As a small research organisation (c. 60 staff) the MBA has found it difficult to take the 
lead in contributing to call development and leading on proposals. This is not due to 
issues around quality of science (the excellence of MBA Science can be seen in its high 
impact in terms of science output and winning of awards such as ERC grants) but the cost 
of engagement in European marine research and strategy development and subsequent 
project bids.     

 
Collaboration  
Question 4. What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU 
collaborations and funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research 
Council?  
4.1 Marine scientific research requires collaboration over large geographical scales due to 

the interconnected nature of the marine environment; the large scale over which ocean 
processes operate; the wide distribution and large dispersal distances of many 
organiǎƳǎΤ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ƳǳƭǘƛŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΦ ¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ 
{ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ aŀǊƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ aŀǊƛǘƛƳŜ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ άMaritime-related knowledge and 
innovation requires an integrated approach to cope with complexityέ378. The 
collaborative nature of EU funding programmes, such as Horizon 2020, help address the 
requirement for large-scale interdisciplinary research and facilitate the sharing of skills 
and transfer of ideas and knowledge over appropriate scales.   
 

4.2 Working collaboratively at the European level also allows EU funding to sustain areas of 
research which are not currently considered as high strategic priority as they ought at 
the UK level, such as marine biology. An example would be the area of marine education 
(referred to as Ocean Literacy). This is seen as being of critical importance at the 
international level and the UK currently leads a major H2020 programme on Ocean 
Literacy (SeaChange379) involving 17 partners from nine countries across Europe. In these 
instances, EU funding enables the UK to remain competitive in lower priority sectors and 
to retain excellent capacity and capability on which it can build at a future time. 
 

4.3  The collaborative nature of the EU funding streams is therefore a major benefit for the 
UK. It allows researchers to build projects with researchers from across the EU, as well as 
third countries, creating a critical mass of expertise and capability to address difficult and 

                                            
378 Communication from the commission to the Council, the European Parliament, the European Economic and 
Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions: A European Strategy for Marine and Maritime Research. 
A coherent European Research Area framework in support of a sustainable use of oceans and seas. Brussels, 
3.9.2008. COM(2008) 534 final 
379 http://www.seachangeproject.eu/  

http://www.seachangeproject.eu/
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complex problems. It allows member states to pool resources to tackle global challenges, 
such as climate change, food shortage, and anti-bacterial resistance and discover joint 
solutions. The scale of these topics is beyond what could realistically and practically be 
done by a single country. 

 
4.4 The fact that national funding is still the predominant means of supporting science (see 

1.2) with most activities undertaken at the national level does have implications in terms 
of fragmentation in marine and maritime research across EuropeError! Bookmark not 
defined.. Even if national funding is proposed to replace any decrease in EU funding 
therefore, there still needs to be a method of ensuring that collaborative research can be 
undertaken and that appropriate support is provided for networking and sharing of ideas 
and expertise at a pan-national scale.    

 
Question 5: What is the influence of EU membership on bilateral collaboration between 
the UK and other EU member states? Are collaborations with member states stronger than 
with non-EU countries as a result of EU membership? Or, are bilateral collaborations with 
member states inhibited by requirements to work through EU mechanisms?  
5.1 Bilateral collaboration is facilitated by various EU initiatives and participation in EU 

funding programmes is also of great use in attracting international talent. For example, 
the Marie-Curie programme under FP7 the UK attracted more than 3000 projects380. 
 

5.2 Some marine scientists however feel being a part of the EU adds unnecessary costs and 
restrictions on liaising with non-EU partners and that additional support should be 
provided to encourage liaison at a much wider international level. 

 
Question 7. How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international 
facilities that are available as a consequence of our EU membership? Are there any 
restrictions in the creation and operation of international facilities outside the EU as a 
consequence of our EU membership?  
7.1 A number of UK marine organisations are involved in major international research 

infrastructure projects such as the ESFRI European Marine Biological Resource Centre 
(EMBRC). Partner countries currently include Belgium, France, Greece, Israel, Italy, 
Norway, Portugal, Spain, United Kingdom. For the UK, partner institutes currently include 
the MBA, Scottish Association of Marine Science, British Antarctic Survey and Scottish 
Oceans Institute. The EMBRC is making resources, infrastructure and expertise available 
to increase the research and up-take of marine biological discoveries by enabling both 
public and private sector researchers from around the world to access this network of 
marine stations and their research facilities. A relatively modest investment from the UK 
as a national node opens up access to a huge amount of research infrastructure for 
scientists to utilise all over Europe. 

 
Question 8: What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and 
research through the free movement of people? How does this compare with flows of 
people between the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China and 

                                            
380 Russel Group Response to the Government Review of the Balance of Competences between UK and EU: 
Research and Development (http://russellgroup.ac.uk/media/5082/35russell-group-response-to-balance-of-
competences-research-and-development-consultation.pdf) 

http://russellgroup.ac.uk/media/5082/35russell-group-response-to-balance-of-competences-research-and-development-consultation.pdf
http://russellgroup.ac.uk/media/5082/35russell-group-response-to-balance-of-competences-research-and-development-consultation.pdf
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Singapore?  
8.1 Membership of the EU currently allows the UK to attract top marine researchers. The 

main reasons for this are that Marie-Curie fellows can come to the UK and ERC grant 
holders can transfer their grants to UK institutions. Withdrawal from the EU would stop 
this happening as these grants must be spent in the EU. Marine organisations such as the 
MBA also undertake collaborations with and invite researchers from non-EU countries. 
This is more difficult due to non-EU researchers not having being able to utilise the EU 
agreements on movement and employment. Also arrangements tend to be bilateral 
agreements with organisations rather than large consortia agreements.   

 
Regulation 
Q10. What are the key EU regulatory frameworks/mechanisms that directly affect the 
science and research community in the UK? 
10.1 A major driver of current EU marine research has been the Marine Strategy 

Framework Directive (MSFD). This complements and feeds into other EU legislation such 
the Water Framework Directive and Habitats Directive and also supports national 
legislation of member states (such as the UK Marine and Coastal Access Act). Working to 
address major gaps in understanding for the implementation of EU environmental 
legislation has been a significant undertaking for the marine science community and led 
to an integrated approach to common problems e.g. the need to have indicators of 
marine ecosystem health that can be used across member states.   

 
Question 12: How is the innovation landscape affected by EU membership?  
12.1. The innovation landscape is affected positively by; the promotion of cross-border 

collaboration leading to enhanced capacity to address global issues through global 
scale research; the sharing of ideas and expertise through EU networks (e.g. COST 
actions) and transnational access programmes; the common policy issues (see 10.1) 
that can be addressed at the appropriate scales and which require new 
methodologies (e.g. marine monitoring technology); a strong drive for collaboration 
between the public and private sectors on innovation in order to support the blue 
economyError! Bookmark not defined..  

 
12.2. The drive for collaborative research from the EU has not just been about scientific 

necessity but also to promote broader European objectives such as cohesion and 
industrial growth381Σ ƻǊ ǎƛƴŎŜ CtсΣ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ άŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜŘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ 
marketέ382. This can stimulate innovation (see 12.1) but can impact on the type of 
research that is funded. Horizon 2020 marine research calls for example have been 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƛƴ ƭƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ƭǳŜ DǊƻǿǘƘ !ƎŜƴŘŀ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ άhow new 
technologies can put marine resources to productive use and create sustainable 
growth and jobs, while at the same ensuring that these resources can be enjoyed by 
ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎέ383. It is important that fundamental science is not overlooked if 

                                            
381 Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology. POSTNOTE number 83, October 1996. Research and the 
European Union. http://www.parliament.uk/documents/post/pn083.pdf.  
382 Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology. POSTNOTE number 359, June 2010. EU Science & 
Technology Funding. http://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/POST-PN-359.  
383 Innovation in the Blue Economy: realising the potential of our seas and oceans for jobs and growth. Brussels, 
COM(2014) 254 final/2 http://eur -lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=COM:2014:254:REV1&from=EN  

http://www.parliament.uk/documents/post/pn083.pdf
http://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/POST-PN-359
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=COM:2014:254:REV1&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=COM:2014:254:REV1&from=EN
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it cannot be seen to support this agenda. This is also an issue however at the 
national level where there is an ongoing debate between the appropriate balance 
ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ όƻǊ ΨōƭǳŜ-ǎƪƛŜǎΩύ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΦ 

 
Scientific advice  
Question 13. How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of 
public policy compare between the EU and the UK? What are the effects, if any, of 
differences in the provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK?  
13.1 The marine biological community has a strong track record in working in working 

with the policy community. As a learned society with members who are experts across 
many areas, the MBA for example has been able to provide expert input to numerous 
enquiries and investigations384. This input has been facilitated by the fact that the UK 
government and Devolved Administrations have clear principles for consulting on policy 
matters385. Consultations have a clear process and timeline and are open and 
transparent. Also, the system of Chief Scientific Advisors and the proactive engagement 
of civil servants in marine science issues and committees helps the marine biological 
community to feed directly into policy (there are some issues with process but here is 
not the place to discuss these). For the EU it is more difficult to create links between 
marine experts and the appropriate policy officials and the whole system of science to 
support policy is less clear, particularly since the EU decided not to retain the post of 
Chief Scientific Advisor. This often restricts input to occasional consultation responses. 
The reporting system is also less clear at the EU level on how decisions are reached and 
legislation is developed. For example, it is relatively easy to look at the discussions that 
led to the creation of the UK Marine and Coastal Access Act by going back through 
meeting notes, the green and white papers, select committee minutes, Hansard etc. this 
clear process facilitated engagement. This can be compared with, for example, the 
Marine Strategy Framework Directive where it is more difficult to establish how the 
legislation was drafted and developed.    

 
Question 14. To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and 
influence public policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership 
inhibit UK scientists from influencing public policy at EU or international levels?  
14.1 The UK marine biological community is both respected and influential at the EU level 

and as such is invited to contribute in areas of policy. For under-resourced communities 
such as the UK marine biological community however it is difficult to build up close 
working relationships with EU policy officials or to engage with some of the committees 
set up to facilitate science policy links such as the European Marine Board386, or JPI 
Oceans387. Policy influence is therefore left in the hands of a few larger institutes or with 
government departments and agencies (although the same argument can be made for 
other international marine boards such as the International Council for the Exploration 
of the Sea, ICES388). It is important that links are made between experts in the field, 
wherever they are based and the EU policy community.  

                                            
384 http://www.mba.ac.uk/policy/  
385 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/consultation-principles-guidance  
386 http://www.marineboard.eu/  
387 http://www.jpi -oceans.eu/csa-oceans/csa-oceans-partners  
388 http://www.ices.dk/Pages/default.aspx  

http://www.mba.ac.uk/policy/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/consultation-principles-guidance
http://www.marineboard.eu/
http://www.jpi-oceans.eu/csa-oceans/csa-oceans-partners
http://www.ices.dk/Pages/default.aspx
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14.2 EU membership is unlikely therefore to inhibit the UK marine biological community 
ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎƛƴƎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ōǳǘ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘƻƴŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŜƴŀōƭƛƴƎΩ ŦǊƻƴǘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǎǳǊŜ ¦Y 
marine expertise is better utilized.  

 
20 November 2015 
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Introduction  
 
1. ¢ƘŜ aŜǘ hŦŦƛŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ Meteorological Service, is a Public Sector Research 

Establishment (PSRE) and an Executive Agency for the Department for Business, 
Innovation and Skills. A comprehensive science programme underpins the weather and 
climate services that we deliver to protect the public, help businesses and advise 
government. This science base has enabled the UK to attain a world leading position in 
weather forecasting, climate prediction and climate change projection, and to sustain a 
reputation as a premier centre of excellence in weather and climate research. 

 
2. International collaboration is integral to our work. Met Office models rely on 

observations from around the world which means that international cooperation is 
essential to deliver all of our weather and climate services. We collect and share weather 
observations and forecast information with counterpart National Meteorological Services 
and international organisations such as the European Organisation for the Exploitation of 
Meteorological Satellites (EUMETSAT) and the European Centre for Medium-Range 
Weather Forecasts (ECMWF).  

 
3. International engagement also brings direct benefits - allowing us to work with the 

ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ōŜǎǘ ǿŜŀǘƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎΣ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳǇǳǘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
attract international research funding.  The knowledge that we gain from our 
international activities, and the revenue that is generated, is fed back into our science to 
keep our weather and climate science among the best in the world. Our engagement also 
ensures that UK priorities are reflected in international forums and programmes, as well 
as ensuring European policies have the rigorous independent scientific underpinning, 
with our Chief Scientist one of the seven members of the newly appointed European 
Commission Scientific Advisory Mechanism High Level Group.  

 
4. While there have been many benefits for Met Office science from the EU, there is room 

for improvement, particularly on the administration of funding streams, and improving 
the important links between infrastructures, basic science and applying science to 
services. These points are highlighted in our response below. In this regard the Met Office 
has been hampered by not being an integral part of the UK research landscape where 
decisions on joint research initiatives (e.g. JPI) lie within the Research Council domain. 
The Nurse Review may address the relationship between RCUK, Innovate UK and PSREs 
such as the Met Office.  

 
Funding 
 
Q.  What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to science and research in 

the UK? How does the financial contribution the UK receives compare with other 
member states in terms of, for instance, population, GDP, scientific strength or any 
other relevant indicators? 
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5. The Met Office has engaged in competing for European research funding since the 
early-mid 1990s, through the Framework Programme series and now Horizon 2020 
όIнлнлύΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ нлллΩǎ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ aŜǘ hŦŦƛŎŜ ǿŀǎ ϻлΦтрƳ Ǉŀ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ǿŜǊŜ 
successful in around one third of our bids. In 2014, our revenue from Framework 
Programme 7 and H2020 has grown to £2.3m pa with a success rate of 50%. In H2020, 
the Met Office has expanded its engagement, and has strong involvement in projects 
on climate modelling, Disaster Risk Management, Space Weather, the use of satellite 
and non-space based observations, and ocean and marine forecasting. Separate to 
H2020, the Met Office has recently led two Single European Skies Aviation Research 
(SESAR) projects, funded by the EU, which will improve how weather observations and 
forecast data are used in support of future air traffic management across Europe under 
SES. 

 
6. Although to a much smaller order of magnitude, the Met Office is also engaged in R&D 

projects funded through the EEA and ERC, and the R&D components under the 
Copernicus Themes (Climate Change Service, Marine and Atmosphere Monitoring).  

 
7. Many other European National Meteorological Services engage in EU R&D funding 

projects. The Met Office compares favourably with most, with the Finnish and Swedish 
Met Services being probably the only two who have greater absolute funding than 
ourselves. 

 
Q.  What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed in the 

EU compared to the management of science funding in the UK? Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are 
considered?  

 
8. The European Commission has made a number of improvements into how funds are 

managed. The implementation of a single flat rate funding approach for indirect costs 
within H2020 (compared to FP7) has been one. The introduction of a full electronic 
submission process under H2020 is another. The EC also now uses six Executive 
Agencies to manage the EU Programmes, rather than the DG unit management 
structure under FP7, and this has been beneficial. In addition, the reduction in time 
from proposal submission to completing grant negotiation now being seen in H2020 
has been positive. 

 
9. However, there still remains uncertainty over how to engage, and the benefit 

delivered, with some of the newer financial instruments. For ERANET Cofunds, far 
more weight is applied to Member State funding than for other instruments, and the 
MS funding contribution operates under national Research Council regulation. Within 
the UK this proves difficult for PSREs, such as the Met Office, who at present cannot be 
prime contractors. Through involvement in the JPI (Joint Programme Initiative) 
Climate, the Met Office remains uncertain as to the benefit that a JPI delivers for this 
thematic. JPIs are designed to integrate and coordinate the pooling of significant 
elements of national research funding to progress common European issues.  The JPI 
Climate has not made as much progress as other JPIs where the common European 
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problems are clearer. We welcome the current EC review of the JPIs and look forward 
to its findings later this year/early 2016. 

 
10. Under the last 2-3 years of FP7 and into H2020, the European Commission has been 

establishing an increasing range of Expert Advisory Groups to support the 
development of H2020 work programmes and strategic research areas. These are 
additional to the traditional Member States representation on the H2020 Programme 
Committees (PCs), and the Scientific Advisory Committees (SACs) which directly 
support the PCs. This diversification has led to the risk of potential dilution of Member 
State influence at the PCs. In addition, the time available ahead of PC meetings for 
Member States to review has not been ideal for the 2016-17 H2020 work programmes. 
The Met Office sits on the BIS H2020 Network Group, two of the SACs (past FP7 and 
present H2020) and has representation on some of the important newly created 
advisory groups of relevance (e.g. the European Climate Service Roadmap 
Implementation Group). This has been a conscious decision to try to coordinate 
effective UK influence into the EC. 

 
11. The Met Office is playing a leadership role within H2020, coordinating a number of 

important projects and managing a range of institutions with different cultures, 
mindsets and internal administrative procedures. To successfully achieve this, such 
leadership must be based on strong national capabilities. Maintaining a national 
capability is also important for ensuring the UK can influence the direction of policy 
and programmes within Europe, as well as for separate national resilience 
considerations.    

 
Collaboration  
 
Q.  What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU 

collaborations and funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European 
Research Council?  

 
12. Participation in EU collaborations and funding programmes currently provides the Met 

Office with a range of benefits including: 

¶ Access to 3rd ǇŀǊǘȅ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎŜƭŜǊŀǘŜ aŜǘ hŦŦƛŎŜ ά{ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ 
{ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΣ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΣ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΦ 

¶ Engagement allows the UK to play a full and active role in key European fora, the 
results of which benefit the UK (e.g. increasingly including future climate disaster 
Ǌƛǎƪ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ ŀ ƪŜȅ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǘƻ άǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜέύΦ 

¶ Building UK export capabilities and expertise (i.e. Met Office and partners) in 
Europe allows the UK to show leadership on the European and wider 
international stage. 

¶ Knowledge sharing and exchange with leading science institutions in Europe to 
the benefit of the Met Office, its partners, and hence the UK.  This particularly 
includes access to expertise not available directly in the UK. 

¶ Collaboration with other EU member states on common science issues provides 
a benefit to the UK through the sharing of resources and the ability to progress 
issues which are more difficult to do so in isolation. 
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¶ By its nature, meteorology is a subject which crosses borders and the ability to 
easily collaborate between countries inherently improves the way in which we 
work. 

 
13. It should, however, be recognised that the majority of EU R&D actions (i.e. H2020) 

require an element of matching-funding, so gearing is required to national funding 
activities. This is certainly true for the Met Office, and we ensure that engagement in 
H2020 topics has strong strategic fit with nationally funded programmes and activities 
for gearing. 

 
14. The Met Office suggests that further improvements could still be made in H2020, 

through better development of Strategic Research Agendas which have links across all 
the 3 key pillars of H2020 (Excellent Science, Industrial Leadership, and Societal 
Challenges). As an organisation engaged in end-to-end service development and 
delivery through partnerships, the Met Office can see that consolidating and improving 
links between fundamental science, infrastructure, and directed/applied science within 
H2020 and the ERC (as a key element of H2020 Pillar I) would be beneficial.  

 
Q.  How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international facilities 

that are available as a consequence of our EU membership? Are there any 
restrictions in the creation and operation of international facilities outside the EU as 
a consequence of our EU membership?  

 
15. For the Met Office, two important European/international facilities that have been 

developed as a consequence of EU membership have been: 

¶ The key topics under ESFRI (European Strategy Forum for Research 
Infrastructures). 

¶ The Copernicus satellite (Sentinel) series.  
 
16. EU membership has allowed the UK and its institutions not only to consider its 

appropriate level of involvement (funding and resources), but also to have a seat at the 
table to advise and influence on the benefit of such European facilities. 

 
17. The Met Office has benefitted directly from participation in: 

¶ The EuroARGO float network which give us important information on the status 
of the surface and sub-surface layers of the oceans.  

¶ EARLINET which provides ground based remote sensing observations of 
particulate matter for volcanic ash and gas concentrations, atmospheric 
chemistry and atmospheric pollution. 

¶ Access to major R&D time on the PRACE (Partnership for Advanced Computing in 
Europe) for cutting-edge climate simulations in partnership with UK academia.   

¶ The EUFAR initiative which provides access to research aircraft facilities across 
Europe to which the jointly operated UK NERC / Met Office research aircraft has 
been an integral part. 

 
18. There have been issues around continued engagement in ESFRI projects due to 

member states being asked to take responsibilities for full funding of these facilities 
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(after initial support and investment from the Commission). The UK needs to continue 
to be a funder to allow UK institutions to be beneficiaries. There also needs to be clear 
ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴΣ ŀƴŘ ƘŜƴŎŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴΣ ŀ άǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
infrastrǳŎǘǳǊŜέ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ άƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜέ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ aŜǘ hŦŦƛŎŜ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴǎ 
and benefits from both.  This distinction has proved important in discussions around 
supercomputing for weather and climate services. 
 

19. The Copernicus Sentinels are different in that their primary function is as operational 
missions and not research missions. However, the Sentinels are built upon the 
principle of collaboration and cost sharing to invest in additional capability which all 
will benefit from, and single countries cannot invest in individually. 

 
20. With regard to the question of restrictions in the creation and operation of 

international facilities outside the EU, for the Met Office most of our International 
partnerships revolve around operational systems within Europe (e.g. weather and 
climate satellite missions through EUMETSAT), together with international cooperation 
on a global telecommunications system for the exchange of weather, climate and 
environmental data coordinated by the World Meteorological Organisation. EU 
membership has been no inhibitor to these collaborations. In fact, EUMETSAT and ESA 
(to name two) have a majority of EU members involved, but also non-EU members as 
full partners. 

 
Q.  What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and 

research through the free movement of people? How does this compare with flows 
of people between the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China and 
Singapore?  

 
21. ¢ƘŜ ŦǊŜŜ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ aŜǘ hŦŦƛŎŜΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜ ǎcientific 

exchange programmes and attract the very best scientists to work on UK research. Our 
visiting scientist programme allows the leading experts in a field to work 
collaboratively on internationally important research. This not only builds our own 
knowledge base in the UK but also builds the reputation of UK science and expertise 
when our scientists work abroad. 
 

Scientific advice  
 
Q.  How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public 

policy compare between the EU and the UK? What are the effects, if any, of 
differences in the provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK?  

 
Q.  To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and influence 

public policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership 
inhibit UK scientists from influencing public policy at EU or international levels?  

 
22. The UK has a very well developed scientific advice mechanism and the UK is perceived 

to be a leading country in this regard, by both other Member States and beyond. UK 
leading capability which is increasingly recognised within the EC include: 
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¶ GO-Science and a specific CSA role to UK Government.  

¶ CSAs within Government departments working together under the leadership of 
the Government Chief Scientific Advisor.  

¶ The role of the Scientific Advisory Group for Emergencies (SAGE). 

¶ The role of Science and Technical Advisory Cells (STACs). 

¶ The scientific input to National Risk Assessments coordinated through the 
Natural Hazard Partnership (NHP). 

¶ The Council for Science and Technology. 
 

23. UK experts currently use EU membership to engage with EU senior personnel and 
inform and influence the development of policy and programmes. The Met Office has 
for a number of years developed a good working relationship with a range of EC 
Directorate Generals, focussing on DG RTD, ECHO, JRC and GROW. Some of the key 
messages we have been conveying to the EC have been around the scientific expertise 
in modelling and advice that have been developed within the UK, and the partnership 
approach which is increasingly at the heart of science innovation and growth. 
 

24. Some examples of how the Met Office has helped shape policy on behalf of the UK are: 

¶ Through its developing relationship with DGs JRC and ECHO, the Met Office is co-
organising the first scientific seminar of the newly created EC Disaster Risk 
Management Knowledge Centre (DRMKC) in London in late November 2015. This 
will provide information to be held on the DRMKC, available to the EC and all EU 
member States (and wider) on good practice on how science informs DRM and 
ǘƘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άǇƻǎǘ-{ŜƴŘŀƛ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪέ όaŀǊŎƘ нлмрύΦ 

¶ Through a pro-active approach of relationship management, the Met Office was 
ƛƴǾƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ά9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wƻŀŘƳŀǇ ŦƻǊ /ƭƛƳŀǘŜ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ 
Implementation Group. This is an important group which will advice the 
Commission on where to invest future H2020 funding and how to pull through 
science developments into services which compliment and add value to national 
activities (e.g. through Copernicus). 

 
25. ¢ƘŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭǳŜŘ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ aŜǘ hŦŦƛŎŜ ά/ƛǾƛƭ /ƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴŎȅ !ŘǾƛǎƻǊǎέ 

working with regional emergency responders is also an expert science consultancy 
activity which DG ECHO Emergency Response Coordination Centre has become aware. 
The ERCC wishes to harness this added value capability, with the intention of allowing 
more efficient and effective deployment of multiple resources (national and non-
national) during disaster management due to a major high impact event. 
 

26. In terms of areas in which the process can be improved; a recognised aspect of EU 
membership which can constrain influence is the need for the EU to develop a majority 
view amongst its members. The UK does not always have the same/similar views to its 
fellow EU members.  Freedom from this restriction may be of benefit, but may also 
come with corresponding less weight to the view (a single country rather than a union 
of 28). 

 
Background to the Met Office 
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27. The Met Office is a Public Sector Research Establishment and Executive Agency within 
.L{Φ ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ aŜǘŜƻǊƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
weather and climate capability, acting as a ƪŜȅ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŘŜŦŜƴŎŜΣ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ 
and civil contingencies infrastructure. We are ranked as the most accurate met service in 
the world, according to standards set by the World Meteorological Organization, and are 
recognised globally as a leading weather and climate service. This standing is 
underpinned by the development and fast pull-through of cutting edge science389, a 24/7 
operational forecast capability, resilient delivery infrastructure - including High 
Performance Computing (HPC), and sophisticated observations networks.  

 
28. As a Trading Fund the Met Office is not vote-funded so must cover costs from revenue 

earned from government, commercial customers and other funding streams. We provide 
the following core underpinning services to government: 

¶ The Public Weather Service (PWS), funded by BIS on behalf of the UK, and the Civil 
Aviation Authority (CAA).  

¶ Defence Service, funded by MOD. 

¶ Met Office Hadley Centre Climate Programme (HCCP) funded by DECC and Defra. 
 

EU funding allows us to do some valuable science research and development that might 
otherwise not be done as our funding structure is to deliver specific contracted services 
to customers, without significant flexibility for reprioritisation.  

 
17 November 2015 

                                            
389 ¢ƘŜ aŜǘ hŦŦƛŎŜ ΨƘ-ƛƴŘŜȄΩ ς a measure of how productive and influential our research is ς increased from 
155 to 177 in 2014 (i.e. 177 papers now have in excess of 177 citations), with a total of more than 20,000 
citations recorded in 2014. The Met Office h-index far exceeds that calculated for any equivalent public UK 
environmental research organisation, and is only beaten by NCAR on an international standing (from those 
assessed). 
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 Examination of Witnesses 

Professor Dame Julia Slingo, Chief Scientist, Met Office and member of the European 
/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ {ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ !ŘǾƛŎŜ aŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ό{!aύ IƛƎƘ [ŜǾŜƭ DǊƻǳǇΤ Professor John 
Womersley, Chief Scientific Officer, Science and Technology Facilities Council (STFC) and 
Chair, European Strategy Forum on Research Infrastructures (ESFR); and Stuart Pritchard, EU 
Affairs Manager, Wellcome Trust 

 

Q107  The Chairman: Could I thank Dame Julia, Professor Womersley and Mr Pritchard for 
joining us for the second session today? We are most grateful. We are being broadcast, so 
would you like formally to introduce yourselves for the record? If any of you would like to 
make an introductory statement, please feel free to do so. We shall start on the right with 
Professor Womersley. 

Professor John Womersley: Good morning and thank you, everybody. I am Professor John 
Womersley. I am the Chief Executive of the Science and Technology Facilities Council, which 
is one of the seven UK research councils within the Department for Business, Innovation and 
Skills. We support big scienceτa lot of international science projects. I am also the Chairman 
of the European Strategy Forum for Research Infrastructures, which I think you will be asking 
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about later. That promotes a coherent strategy-led approach to the planning of big 
international research facilities across Europe.  

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: I am Julia Slingo. I am the Chief Scientist at the Met Office and 
also a member of the High Level Group for the new European Commission Scientific Advice 
aŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳΦ ¢ƘŜ aŜǘ hŦŦƛŎŜΣ ŀǎ L ŀƳ ǎǳǊŜ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǿŜŀǘƘŜǊ 
and climate services, but also embodies a very significant research activity in weather and 
climate science, numbering some 550 scientists under my direction. We benefit enormously 
from our international collaborations, both in services and science, and particularly 
important European networks which sustain our services and contribute quite significantly 
to our research base. We have a long history of international co-operation and I would say 
that EU funding, particularly over the last decade, has been incredibly beneficial to the 
advancement of our science so we can provide improved services not just in the UK but 
across the world. 

Stuart Pritchard: Good morning. My name is Stuart Pritchard. I am the EU Affairs Manager at 
the Wellcome Trust, having joined six months ago. Prior to the Trust, I have a background in 
European policy, having worked for a pharmaceutical company in Brussels andτI mention 
with some trepidationτin the European Parliament as a researcher for a UK MEP on health 
and environmental legislation. As you may know, the Wellcome Trust is an independent 
charitable foundation which funds science and research. We want to improve health for 
everyone by helping great ideas thrive. Like many EU-based foundations, the majority of our 
expenditure is in the country in which we are based, the UK, but the Trust is particularly 
interested in EU science and health policy as it has a major impact on the organisations that 
we support. 

Q108  The Chairman: Thank you. The first question is directed to Dame Julia and particularly 
her role on the High Level Group of the Scientific Advice Mechanism. I believe you held a 
meeting, did you not, on 29 January? 

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: That is correct. 

The Chairman: Is there anything you can tell us about the outcomes of that meeting? 

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: Yes. The group met for the first time just over two weeks ago 
and we looked particularly at our terms of reference and our roles and responsibilities. We 
were led in that discussion by Commissioner Moedas, and it is fair to say that I found the 
discussions very positive. We are a body which is about providing scientific advice through 
the interpretation of the relevant evidence in the context of the policy that the EU is 
interested in. We are not about facts and figures; they have many bodies that help them 
with facts and figures, such as the Joint Research Centre. We also agreed that everything we 
do should be open and transparent; we were very keen on that. We stressed very much our 
need for independence. Indeed, the Chair of the HLG will represent our views to the 
Commission; they will be the views of the HLG, they will be published and then it is up to the 
Commission to use them in the best way they can.  

We looked at the sorts of work we could do, and basically it fell into three tranches. I would 
say the first was what one would call urgent topical advice on key issues that have suddenly 
come upτthings like Ebola or Zika, those sorts of problems. Most of our work will be based 
on the EC Work Programme and, therefore, will be tasked by them for areas where they 
would like scientific advice. We also have a role in promoting new pieces of work that are 
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longer-term, horizon-scanning topics where we feel the EU would benefit from more in-
depth science and more structured advice. 

What is clearly important to the Commission is the way in which we draw on the wider 
scientific community, so the relationship between the HLG and the learned societies is 
obviously critical, and you will be aware that they have set a budget to engage the learned 
societies. Also, they are very keen that we look beyond public sector research to private 
sector research whenever it is appropriate, and that is for us to decide. We were given two 
pieces of work in the first instance, one led by one of the vice-presidents to look at particular 
aspects of cyber security, and the second led by DG-CLIMA to look at how we can monitor 
CO2 emissions from light vehicles. 

The Chairman: That is very helpful. You were given two separate projects. Does this mean 
that the initiative for these projects comes from the vice-presidents, or does it come from 
you within the membership of the group?  

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: For the bulk of our work we will be tasked by the Commission 
to provide scientific advice based on the work programme of the Commission. We also have 
the opportunity to put forward topics ourselves, and we will do so where we believe there is 
a need for some horizon-scanning or maybe a Foresight-type of report on what we believe 
to be the emerging big issues around science for the European Union.  

The Chairman: Given that your proceedings will be transparent and open, will the scientific 
community have the opportunity to offer suggestions to you? Is that how you expect it to 
work?  

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: Yes.  

The Chairman: Therefore, are you encouraging the scientific community to feed ideas into 
the group?  

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: Absolutely, yes. 

The Chairman: You also referred to immediate issues, and I think you mentioned Ebola and 
the Zika virus. How easy is it going to be to react quickly to such issues?  

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: I am not sure, and, actually, I was not entirely sure they knew 
that either. When they talk about urgent topical advice, I do not think they are thinking in 
terms of hours or days; they are thinking of a slightly longer period like three months. To be 
honest, there was no further detail on that.  

I should say that on the pieces of work we have been tasked with, we reviewed draft-scoping 
papers which have been now finalised, and they will go public, so, again, everyone will be 
able to see the scope of the work that we have been tasked with and the sorts of things we 
will do. My role for the UK is to make sure that I bring to the table the best expertise we 
have in this country through my connections with the learned societies and engaging with 
them. I have done that already. I have met with a large number of our learned societies. The 
British Academy in particular has been very helpful in setting that up. To some extent we 
need to engage with GO-Science, although I think our independence is really important. We 
are there as individual scientists to give independent advice, so although I see it as important 
for me to work with the CSA network in this country, because there will be topicsτand 
these are twoτwhere I do not personally have deep expertise, I will need to have that help 
to find the best people to engage in providing evidence, workshops, those sorts of things. 
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Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Dame Julia, I think the EEC came into being on 1 January 
1958. Are you not amazed, as I am, that it has taken them this long to set up an apparatus of 
this sort? I have a supplementary question. It is very hard, wherever you stand on the 
European debate, to sing a positive song. The Eurovision Song Contest has rather put us off 
that sort of thing. Do you not think that as a country we punch heavier than our weightτall 
the metrics suggest we doτand through you in this new apparatus we can bring something 
positive to the European Union; a good story to tell rather than a perpetual drizzle of 
complaint and pessimism? 

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: Yes, I do, actually. I can see why the EU has struggled with this 
question of scientific advice. Anne Glover has already given you quite a lot of background on 
that. I should say that this new mechanism is supported by some really, really good staff in 
Brussels. I was very impressed with the quality of the staff who sat around the table with us 
and were assisting us. I think there is an opportunity to make a real difference.  

You have to be aware that although I am on this group, I do not represent the UK and I do 
not represent my area of science, although of course I know my area of science and I can 
work that. I am there as an independent scientist who, presumably, can exercise the right 
sort of judgment on the way in which we gather the evidence and how we communicate it. 
There is no doubt in the discussions that we had around the table that the way the UK 
gathers its scientific evidence to underpin policy is greatly admired. While there is no way 
they can ever replicate that, they can recognise the strength of the way we gather evidence 
and have inquiries and ask for written submissions, and really involve as many people as 
possible in gathering the scientific evidence for policy.  

I hope that I can bring a positive contribution to the HLG by knowing a bit about how we do 
it in this country, which I think is as good as you will find anywhere. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: I do not know which world Lord Hennessy lives in, but in the world 
I know about Europe is seen, scientifically and technically, as an astonishingly successful 
ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ /9wbΣ Ŝǘ ŎŜǘŜǊŀΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƴƻǿ ǎŀȅΣ ά¢ƻƳƻǊǊƻǿΩǎ ǿŜŀǘƘŜǊΥ 
ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ŦƻǊŜŎŀǎǘ ŀƴŘ ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ŦƻǊŜŎŀǎǘέΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾŀǊƛŀōƭȅ ƻƴŜ ƛǎ 
better than the other. There are extraordinary things about Europe. My question is whether 
your committeeτand I put this question to Professor Womersley alsoτis going to help 
define or suggest, longer term, these enormous, mega-successful projects. Where do we go 
from here?  

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: I think that is a really good point. At the moment it is not 
explicitly in the terms of what we do, but when I was interviewed and subsequently when I 
talked to the Commissioner and other people there, it was quite clear to me that if we work 
on a topic, or even if we commission some serious pieces of workτand I am proposing to 
commission something around the changing landscape of climate risk for Europe, because 
there are some really difficult problems thereτsurely out of that must come a 
recommendation for further research. If it does not, I do not think we are doing our jobs as 
scientists. One of the key things we discussed a couple of weeks ago is yes, we are a high-
level group to advise the EU on science for policy but we also have to be advocates for 
science and honest brokers. For me, that was a really nice description of what our role 
should be. You are absolutely right that if we do a really good job, out of that will come, I 
think, some major initiatives where the EUτEuropeτsǘŀƴŘǎ ǳǇ ŀƴŘ ǎŀȅǎΣ ά²Ŝ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ 
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the evidence base or the science in place yet for this, and this is what we need to have done 
ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέΦ L ŀƳ ƘƻǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ L ǿƛƭƭ ƎŜǘ ǘƻ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎΦ  

The Chairman: Would Professor Womersley or Mr Pritchard like to offer their thoughts 
about the Scientific Advice Mechanism in the light of what they have heard?  

Professor John Womersley: Maybe I should follow up on the question of big science 
projects, which I do not think are currently within the domain of SAM, but there is clearly a 
lot of overlap. As you were saying, the way to address these big science questions requires 
international collaboration and the pooling of resources. The mechanisms to do that are 
facilitated by the European Commission, but not funded by it, so when you talk about things 
such as CERN as a European success, indeed it is, but it is a voluntary collaboration of 
European governments and, in fact, it predates the establishment of the European Union.  

When we think about scientific and technological innovation to address big challenges or to 
ensure our future prosperity, it absolutely requires international collaboration and the 
pooling of resources across Europe. These facilities, networks, data-gathering exercises and 
high-performance computing resources all require investments that are greater than any 
single country can make if they are to address these very high-level questions. I chair ESFRI 
which is a mechanism for that. ESFRI is hosted by the European Commission: that means it 
provides meeting rooms and a secretariat, but it has no budget from the EC; in fact, it has no 
budget from anywhere. It is a set of delegates from national governments who come 
together to construct a mutually agreed roadmap of next-generation scientific facilities that 
they will then voluntarily decide to join or not, on the basis of individual national 
contributions.  

Funding from the EU is something like 1% of the total budget for these kinds of things, and 
where big projects have emerged, such as the European Spallation Source or the Square 
Kilometre Array, those are intergovernmental agreements between national governments. 
Where the UK has engaged with those, such as the Square Kilometre Arrayτthe 
headquarters is now in the UKτit has done very well. Where we have not engaged 
particularly strongly, such as with high-performance computing in Europe, we have not had 
much influence. It is our choice. We are never mandated by the Commission to be part of 
something we do not wish to be part of. In most of these areas there are parallel structures 
that are established through intergovernmental agreements or treaties, often also involving 
countries such as Switzerland and Norway, which are associated states rather than 
members.  

The Chairman: Mr Pritchard, do you want to add something on this subject?  

Stuart Pritchard: The Trust was concerned when the CSA post disappeared from the 
Commission, but the indications with the new SAM mechanism are very positive, and I think 
we would welcome the structures and resources that appear to be being put in place to 
support the evidence that is being provided to the Commission. It would be interesting to 
see how that information is provided to the Parliament, where there tends to be a bit of an 
ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ƻŦΣ άaȅ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ȅƻǳǊǎέΦ IŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ ǎŜƴǎƛōƭŜ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ 
parliamentarians could receive advice they could rely upon as being neutral would be very 
helpful in some of the regulatory discussions in which the Parliament engages.  

Viscount Ridley: I want to Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǳǇ ƻƴ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǇƻƛƴǘΣ ƛŦ L ƳŀȅΣ ŀƴŘΣ ǘƻ ŜŎƘƻ [ƻǊŘ IǳƴǘΩǎ 
words back to him, I do not know what world he is living in. If we look at recent history, the 



Met Office, Science and Technology Facilities Council (STFC) and Wellcome Trust ς Oral 
evidence (QQ 107-116) 

359 

European Union has become synonymous with the rejection of the rational scientific case for 
genetically modified crops, for example; the ban on neonicotinoid pesticides was essentially 
taken on unscientific grounds; some of the attitudes to electronic cigarettes have been 
deeply unscientific; and as you said, Dame Anne Glover lost her job partly because of 
pressure because she was being too scientific about this. What confidence do we have that 
this new mechanism will not repeat those sorts of anti-scientific approaches to rational 
questions?  

Stuart Pritchard: I am not sure the Trust has a position on that.  

Viscount Ridley: Maybe it is for Dame Julia to tackle that one.  

Professor Dame Julia Slingo:  Let us be clear: I have been at one meeting. I think the issues 
that Dame Anne had are very well understood. The fact is she was a lone voice, and there 
are seven of us, and she had an office consisting of about three people, whereas we now 
have 20. The other thing that gives me some confidence is that we are independent of the 
Commission and therefore what we publish is what we publish, and it will be open and 
transparent. It will be there for national governments to see that this is our position on 
something. The chair is completely independent of the Commission, so when something is 
published by the Commission it is what we have produced; it is not what they would like to 
publish based on what we have put together We made that absolutely clear right from the 
word go when we met. That has to be a position of strength.  

Of course, there is a long road between what we might publish and what policy might be 
taken up. I think there is more work that the HLG needs to do with members of the 
European Parliament, and I am meeting with some of ours to talk to them about our role 
and how I can interface with them.  

We do not have a formal route into the Council as yet. I asked specifically about that this last 
week. We are there for the Commission and not yet for the individual nations and the MEPs, 
but maybe that is something we should be there for. That is after one day together. I should 
also say that there are seven us and of course we do not cover all the sciences, but they are 
an incredibly impressive bunch and they will not be a pushover.  

Lord Peston: When SAM was set up, I asked myself whether its purpose was to strengthen 
the role of science and engineering in EU decision-making or weaken it. I came to the 
conclusion that it was intended to weaken it, without a shadow of a doubt. Listening to what 
you have just told us, Dame Julia, confirms that. You did not choose the two questions that it 
is asking. You may decide the answers but who chooses the questions and commissions the 
research? That is what matters. Who goes and looks at what the European decision-makers 
ŀǊŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǎŀȅǎΣ ά¢Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ƴƻƴǎŜƴǎŜέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ is what Lord Ridley implied. There is 
no one now who does that any more. That has gone. That seems to me to be a very serious 
backwards step in the role of science and engineering in the whole EU set-up. I put it bluntly 
like that to give you a chance to answer bluntly.  

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: Let us be clear: yes, we were given two topics, and I think it is 
good that we have something to cut our teeth on. However, let us be careful here. We were 
not given them; they were proposed to us.  

Lord Peston: If I could just interrupt, could you have said no?  

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: And we could have said no. We did not have to accept the 
commission. 
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Lord Peston: What would have happened if you had said no? 

Baroness Morgan of Huyton: There would be no scientific advice.  

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: Hang on. Can I just answer that? On these two particular 
topics, and I am not going to go into the detailτthe scoping papers will be out before very 
longτwe challenged quite significantly exactly what it was that it wanted to introduce, what 
the policy was and where the science question was. For something such as cyber-security, 
how long is a piece of string? It is a massive topic. We challengedτand the same with the 
other topic: we challenged very, very stronglyτand the Commission had to go away and 
ǊŜǿǊƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǇƛƴƎ ǇŀǇŜǊǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘΦ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ǎŜŜƴ ǘƘŜƳ ŀƎŀƛƴ ŀƴŘ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά¸ŜǎΣ ǿŜ 
are comfortable with them and we will accept the commission that this group will work on 
ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘƻǇƛŎǎέΦ  

To be fair, the people who were trying to persuade us to work on these topics were DGs, 
commissioners and vice-presidents, not people lower down. These were top people and we 
challenged them quite robustly. You are right that we do not yet know whether the sorts of 
things that will come before us are, in a sense, those where the scientific evidence advice is 
not going to be very challenging. These are very early days, so let us wait and see. I was very 
pleased with the way the meeting was conducted, which was very informal but very 
challenging; you felt you could push back and ask quite tricky questions.  

Q109  Lord Cameron of Dillington: My question has already been touched on by several 
people. Bearing in mind the European Union is run by a triumvirate of the Commission, the 
Council of Ministers and the Parliament, and SAM is only advising the Commission at the 
moment, should the other two have their own scientific advisory mechanism or should SAM 
be expanded to cover and give advice to these other two? It is important that science advice 
is in all three really, is it not?  

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: I do not think I can answer that question because I do not yet 
know enough about all the workings in Brussels. We touched on it at our first meeting, and I 
have had some further correspondence about exactly that issue. Let us see where we get to. 
I do not know that it is my push on this, but, actually, if the member states would like that to 
happen, I think it probably is the right thing in many respects. 

Lord Cameron of Dillington: Do the other two witnesses have any views on that? 

Professor John Womersley: I would assume and hope that when our Ministers attend the 
Council they have received science advice through their national mechanisms.  

Lord Cameron of Dillington: Which might be contradictory in the 28 member states.  

Professor John Womersley: I shall say no more. That is the nature of the Council.  

Stuart Pritchard: Certainly in my experience, the UK Government have a very good 
permanent representation in Brussels, which is a valuable conduit for gathering evidence 
and advice for the Government in their negotiations. The Parliament has a number of 
structures already in place to provide advice to members. Whether that advice always cuts 
through, I am not sure, because it is a very noisy environment in the Parliament, with a lot of 
lobbying activity going on and a lot of conflicting advice. For me, one of the challenges for 
parliamentarians is how they find evidence that is sufficiently robust to inform discussions 
when they are being bombarded by huge amounts of information. Having some further 
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strengthening and rigour in the advice provided to members to counteract that would be a 
helpful addition to the discussions, if it is organised in the right way.  

Q110  Baroness Manningham-Buller: Good morning and thank you for being here. We have 
covered in evidence in a number of ways the extent of the influence of British scientists such 
as yourselves, Professor Womersley, and Dame Julia, in the fora in the EU in which you 
engage. Obviously, it is early days for SAM, Dame Julia, and for you to be able to claim vast 
influence, but we hope you will have it. Could you both give us a perspective more broadly 
on the influence and effect that British science has on European decision-making? It is a 
pretty broad question and we have had a couple of answers on that already.  

Professor John Womersley: I think we have successfully defended a view that each country 
needs to make its own decisions on its science investment, especially on the kinds of big 
projects that I am responsible for. We should not have a single European fund and we should 
not have a very large research budget in the Commission to which we all contribute and 
which then gets disbursed, because we would lack confidence that was being used to 
promote excellence, and it might well be used to meet other objectives. We have defended 
the principle of variable geometryτwe decide what makes sense for us to be part of and 
where our particular science strengths and interests lie in our community.  

Baroness Manningham-Buller: Can I interrupt you? In the event of a Brexit, would any of 
that be affected or could we still decide whether to invest in a big infrastructure project? 

Professor John Womersley: At the risk of treading on unclear ground, that kind of 
collaboration requires mutual trust between Governments. Our government is spending 
hundreds of millions of pounds of our money, and expecting others to contribute similarly. 
Could you assure me that such mutual trust would not be threatened? It also requires the 
ability to hire the best scientists from all over the world. That is not a trivial issue right now 
because of the immigration rules. For example, at the Square Kilometre Array, half the staff 
at the headquarters at Jodrell Bank near Manchester are from outside the UK. That makes 
sense in an international project. The other participants wish their scientists to be employed 
there. The things I would worry about in such a world would be the ability to recruit 
scientists from elsewhere in the world and whether there was a negative impact on mutual 
trust between Governments.  

As you say, most of these projects are outside the EU frameworks because that is the way 
they wish to work. Within the EU, the way that Horizon 2020 has been operated, the way 
FP7 was set up before that and the way the European Research Council operates are 
attempts to follow the best practice of the UK research system, with the Haldane principleτ
although not called thatτwith proposals peer-reviewed purely on the basis of excellence, 
without using criteria to skew the outcomes to favour certain geographic regions and so 
forth. Without perhaps realising it, we have had great influence as exemplars of best 
practice, and the clear separation between the role of the European Research Council and 
those of the more innovation-oriented agencies is a good thing to hold on to. I think we have 
had good influence there and we are seen across the whole EU as having best practice in the 
way science operates.  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: You have already answered the second question. To put it another 
way, when we joined the EU, I asked some scientific civil servants what the benefit of this 
ǿŀǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά!ǘ ƭŀǎǘ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǇŜŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ŏŀƴ ŀǎƪ ǳǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎέΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ 
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regarded Parliament as a non-serious peer group in the UK. That is sort of what you are 
saying, is it not: that these meetings of people who are government officials, discussing 
scientific policyτthe EU club, as it wereτhave been quite effective and, if we were not part 
of the EU, we would not have that? 

Professor John Womersley: We have peers in these kinds of forums who are the holders of 
research budgets in other major European countries and, as I said, that includes countries 
such as Switzerland, which are not actually members of the EU but with which we 
collaborate. We have successfully built collaborations such as the Square Kilometre Array 
with other countries such as China and India, but I think the mutual trust we have with other 
European partners has certainly helped that process, even if it is not a legal underpinning of 
it.  

The Chairman: Lord Hunt, would you like to continue?  

Q111  Lord Hunt of Chesterton: One of the issues is how our science measures up and how 
it would be changed by the possibility of a Brexit. The statistics suggest that UK basic 
research is arguably the strongest in the EU, but perhaps not in applied science. There is a 
question about that. Does the number and scale of EU research facilities in the UK reflect our 
strength? If not, why not? That is obviously for you all to answer.  

Professor John Womersley: If I may start, I am going to quibble with your question because 
when you say EU research facilities, I am not sure you mean that. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: European research facilities.  

Professor John Womersley: Back when the European Community was established, Euratom 
was set up as a pooled research programme. ITER/JET at Culham is one of the few areas 
where there really is an EU flag on the outside of a big research project. Of course, we 
benefit from having JET at Culham, and if Steve Cowley were here he would make that case 
very, very strongly. 

We host a number of European intergovernmental research facilities such as the European 
Centre for Medium-Range Weather Forecasts, which Julia can talk about, but we have not 
been successful in securing any of the more recent round of big facilities such as those for 
the European Spallation Source or the X-Ray Free-Electron Laser, which is in Hamburg. 
Historically, the UK has often seen big science facilities as places to go and do science, which 
seems a little obvious. However, if you see science output as the key thing, having somebody 
else build and operate it looks like a cost-effective way of getting access to the facilities for 
your scientists. You do not have to build the headquarters, you do not have the liability of 
decommissioning and you do not have to hire a large number of staff.  

Historically, we have been quite content to use the Synchrotron Radiation Facility at 
Grenoble and the facilities in Hamburg and so forth. I think that has shifted because we have 
rediscovered the knowledge that there are long-term benefits to having such things on our 
soil. Those come from the economic impacts, the spin-outs; from the fact that these facilities 
serve as an ecosystem for small businesses, or even for large companies to locate around 
them, and that they have a pool of staff who can go on to stimulate economic activity. That 
is what STFC is trying to do at the Harwell site. That is what we have been working on at 
Daresbury as well. We have attracted organisations such as the European Space Agency to 
put their science and technology centre at Harwell very much with that in mind. That is why 
we have bid very strongly to host the Square Kilometre Array at Jodrell Bankτbecause of 
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the impact on big data and computing that will come from that next-generation astronomy 
project. 

The realisation of these other benefits alongside the pure science outputs has shifted the 
balance a bit. We are doing better. We have been working quite hard in STFC, and I know the 
other research bodies in the UK have similarly, but there is still some way to go. The benefits 
are around the innovation ecosystem and the science and technology campuses that these 
things can anchor and stimulate. 

The Chairman: The Joint Research Centre, which is, effectively, an in-house research facility 
for the Commission, has a number of sites in member states but none in this country. Have 
we missed out?  

Professor John Womersley: I am not intimately familiar with the JRC, but what I hear about 
it does not inspire huge confidence. These are former nuclear research facilities that have 
been repurposed. I am not aware of a new one having been established recently. You may 
know more through SAM. 

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: No, I do not.  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: There are various views on that. One of the roles of the JRC, which 
was extremely important, was as a tool to enable, for example, the European Commission to 
see what was and was not being grown all across Europe. The environmental monitoring is 
quite considerable. The Met Office had some interactions with them on that. 

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: I think it comes back to the comment I made around the HLG 
that something such as the JRC is great for what the Commission calls facts and figures and 
technical advice, and that sort of thing, but if you want deep science, that is not where you 
go. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: It is an applied European lab.  

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: That is not where you go. That is not what it does. It is not 
what it is recognised for. I think that is a very clear distinction.  

The Chairman: Certainly, it is a facility that is available to the Commission. Let us move on. 
Lord Peston. 

Q112  Lord Peston: My question is initially to Dame Julia. Incidentally, Dame Julia, may I say 
to you that many years ago I chaired a conference on forecasting, devoted entirely to why 
meteorologists were very much better at forecasting than economists. Since then it seems 
to me the meteorologists have become a lot better and economists, if anything, a lot worse. 
I give you that as background. My specific question is whether what is happening with all 
these expert groups is risking a dilution of the influence of individual states in the EU, and, I 
might add, does it matter? Can you throw any light on that?  

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: I am not sure I can, to be honest. You are right that there are 
lots and lots of advisory groups, and the HLG is trying to understand the landscape of those 
different groups and what their remits are. I do not think I can answer your question. Thank 
you for the comment on weather forecasting. We do start from some fundamental laws of 
physics that are a great help.  
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The Chairman: In the written evidence from the Met Office you refer to the JPI that you are 
particularly concerned with, and you expressed some reservations about whether it was 
adequately fulfilling its role. Would you like to comment on that?  

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: We have a JPI on climate. Perhaps it has not had theτwhat is 
the right word?τimpact that some of the other JPIs have had. From our specific perspective 
in the Met Office, it has been quite difficult for us to engage, and that is because the JPIs 
typically involve research funders. We are not a research funder. We are a public sector 
research establishment. We do not have access to research council funding in this country. 
There are parts of the JPI and the ERA-NET instruments that require you to put in in-kind 
resource, which is fine if you are a research funder such as a research council, but of course 
the Met Office does not have any capability for engaging, so we have had to work quite hard 
to get round the JPI table. We are there now, I am pleased to say, but I think some of the 
difficulty from the UK side, and particularly from the Met Office side, is what Sir Paul Nurse 
highlighted in his review of the research councils, which is the relationship between public 
sector research establishments such as ourselves and the National Physical Laboratory and 
the research councils. That is one of the key issues from my perspective as Chief Scientist at 
the Met Office. 

Q113  The Chairman: In the earlier session this morning, we were being advised by Siemens 
that there was perhaps a need to synchronise national programmes with the programmes 
coming out of Europe, and in that way it was thought perhaps we might do better, certainly 
within industry, in attracting the funding. Do you think the problems you are having with the 
JPI Climate is another manifestation of our failure to synchronise?  

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: I think we have to be cautious here. The UK science base is very 
strong nationally, and of course we have very, very good international collaborations and 
partnerships. I think we have to be very cautious that our own science agenda and our own 
strategy for science is not taken over too much by what Brussels would like to see done. That 
was one concern that some of us had around some of the new instruments where a lot of 
national funding is required. Because our science base is so strong nationally and we are 
excellent in a number of science areas, we want to be careful not to risk weakening our core 
areas of excellence because we are trying to fit to soƳŜōƻŘȅ ŜƭǎŜΩǎ ŀƎŜƴŘŀΦ CƻǊ ƳŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ 
always about getting the right balance between national interests and the quality of our 
science base versus what we gain by working more collaboratively in Europe. There is always 
that tension, and I think John can comment on that too.  

The Chairman: Did you want to comment, Professor Womersley?  

Professor John Womersley: We want these scientific collaborations to promote excellence 
and to promote science that is of itself worth doing and is not of value simply because it 
brings Europe together. 

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: That is right.  

Q114  Lord Fox: Turning to you, Mr Pritchard, charities, particularly those in the medical 
sector, are key funders of research in this country. Would the potential change in EU 
membership make any difference to charity research funding in the future? 

Stuart Pritchard: Potentially. The Trust does not apply for EU funding itself, but we work 
with a lot of charities for which EU funding is an important part of the diversity of funding 
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they receive. Having worked for a smaller charity myself in the past, I would say that having 
a broad range of funders is very important for stability and sustainability. From some of the 
evidence that you have seen from the AMRC, for example, EU funding is not a huge number 
in the grand scheme of things, certainly for some of the larger charities, but it is important as 
part of the mix of funding that charities receive. A lot of the medical research charities work 
with other research organisation partners in the UK which are themselves recipients of EU 
funding, particularly in the university sector, so you could argue that, should EU funding to 
the UK research community decrease, it would have a potentially negative impact on the 
work of medical research charities.  

Lord Fox: Are UK charities essentially operating only as UK charities? How much co-
operation is there with charitable organisations within the rest of the European Union? 

Stuart Pritchard: Quite a lot, I think. It depends on the area in which the particular medical 
charity is working. For example, in rare diseases there is a great deal of collaboration 
because the scale required to deal with rare diseases requires that collaboration. There are a 
few organisations working closely together. In fact, there is a much greater chance of 
success if charities that fund medical research themselves collaborate with other EU 
member states, and the charities that work within them. Thinking back to the evidence that 
the AMRC submitted, the AKU Society, for example, has received significant funding which, 
in the grand scheme of things, probably does not look a huge amount, but is enormously 
helpful in facilitating them to work closely with other partners and deliver progress against 
their charitable objectives.  

Q115  Baroness Morgan of Huyton: Can we move on to regulation and particularly the 
harmonisation of regulation within the EU? We have had a fair amount of evidence around 
ǘƘƛǎΦ .ǊƻŀŘƭȅ ǎǇŜŀƪƛƴƎΣ L ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŜ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴΣ άIŀǊƳƻƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǘƘƛƴƎ 
ōǳǘ Χέ ¢ƘŜǊŜ are a few exceptions who have not agreed, but, broadly speaking, that is the 
ǎƘŀǇŜ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƘŀŘΦ 5ƻ ȅƻǳ ŀƭƭ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜΣ ά.ǊƻŀŘƭȅ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ōǳǘ Χέ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΚ 
LŦ ȅƻǳ ŘƻΣ Ŏŀƴ ȅƻǳ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ƛƴ ŀ ōƛǘ ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ άōǳǘǎέ ŀǊŜΚ LŦ ȅƻǳ Ŏƻuld reform 
it, what would you do? What are the key areas of concern? 

Stuart Pritchard: As you know, the Trust takes a great deal of interest in policy and 
regulation that is appropriate to our charitable objectives. The life sciences are a very 
important part of our work. I think the Committee has received quite a lot of evidence 
already on some of the areas which the Trust has traditionally followed, so those will be 
familiar to you. They include the protection of animals in scientific experiments, the data 
protection regulation and clinical trials. The physical agents directive is an interesting 
example as well. They all have their own little peccadillos in the challenges they have 
presented. Ultimately, all of them have resolved themselves fairly reasonably. The challenge 
is the process. The outcomes can be unpredictable. The timescales can be unpredictable. For 
example, the data protection regulation has only recently been adoptedτat the end of last 
yearτŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ŀŦǘŜǊ ŦƻǳǊ ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ƘŀǊŘ ǎƭƻƎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǊƛƎƘt-down-to-the-wire unpredictability 
about how the Parliament particularly would respond to that.  

Each piece of legislation has its own challenges. I would say that it is not always negative. For 
example, some of the positions taken within the EU discussions on the use of animals in 
scientific procedures were occasionally quite hair-raising, but, ultimately, this was legislation 
that replaced a 21 year-old directive that was no longer fit for purpose given advances in 
medical technology.  
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For me, part of the challenge in this is the actual process that the legislation goes through 
and the uncertainty that comes with that. We are quite fortunate in the Trust that we have 
the resources to follow legislation over an extended period. Not every organisation has that, 
and I think one of the challenges is how you enable appropriate input into that legislative 
procedure so that, for example, smaller charities which may not have the resource have 
their voice heard properly in some of the discussion. That is very difficult for some, and the 
Trust tries to work in coalition with other charities to enable the appropriate input to be 
made to those legislative discussions. 

Baroness Morgan of Huyton: There seems to be something of a move towards regulation 
and away from directives. Is that more problematic?  

Stuart Pritchard: There are pros and cons for both. Directives provide member states with 
flexibility to respond to their different national requirements, which is important for some of 
the research ethics considerations. The in vitro diagnostic directive is currently going 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘƛŎƪƛƴƎ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ tŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ 
mandating genetic counselling for people using genetic tests. Genetic counselling is not a 
responsibility of the EU. It is very specific to the capacity of each member state how they 
deliver it, and it is a challenge whether the Parliament will stick to its guns or the member 
states and the Commission will convince it to take a different position. For example, if it was 
a regulation rather than a directive, and that were to emerge negatively in the position on 
genetic counselling, that would be much more difficult for a member state to adapt to; but 
regulations have their place in giving that opportunity for a single piece of legislation across 
all member states. For example, for clinical trials it makes sense to have that simplification 
across 28 different regimes.  

Viscount Ridley: Following on from that, what is the opportunity cost of what you call down-
to-the-wire uncertainty? In other words, in the case of clinical trials or animal testing, or 
whatever, how much good research has not happened because it has taken a long time to 
work out the uncertainty in this area? I know you cannot put a number on it. I can give you a 
very specific example here of a directive that is heading our way in May: the tobacco 
products directive, the aim of which, presumably, is to dissuade people from smoking. 
However, it contains within it an article that many people think is going to hugely discourage 
the take-up of vaping, which we now knowτwhich we did not when they were first talking 
about thisτis a very, very good exit route from smoking and much safer. The juggernaut is 
coming and there is nothing we can do. We are not allowed to amend directives.  

Stuart Pritchard: I think it is difficult to think about opportunity costs, but if you were to 
think about the clinical trials directive, which initially came through in 2004, the Academy of 
Medical Sciences conducted a review into that in 2011, and that had some fairly worrying 
figures about the reduction in the number of clinical trials that were being applied for and 
conducted within the EU. According to the European Commission, the number of 
applications to carry out clinical trials in the EU fell by 25 per cent between 2007 and 2011.. 
That has now been replaced by a regulation that will come into force in about 2018, so that 
is a considerable period during which clinical trial legislation has been less fit for purpose 
than it could have been. You cannot necessarily put a figure on the cost, but I think the 
impact on the ability of the EU to conduct those clinical trials is clear.  

From a commercial point of view, I know that when the Innovative Medicines Initiative was 
established, the amount of time that it took from the announcement of the intention that 
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the legislation pass through the institutions to its actual adoption was a concern, because 
the Innovative Medicines Initiative was intended as a measure to improve the 
competitiveness of the pharmaceutical industry in the EU. It was a very interesting and quite 
forward-looking piece of public/private partnership activity by the Commission and the 
pharmaceutical industry, but the delay and potential delay that was built into the legislative 
discussion was quite disconcerting for the pharmaceutical sector. You can imagine that 
uncertainty imbues people with a little bit of sensitivity about what the EU is of capable of 
delivering in the legislation.  

Viscount Ridley: Chairman, I should declare an interest. The Academy of Medical Sciences 
was mentioned and I am a fellow of it.  

Q116  Lord Hunt of Chesterton: The next question concerns structural funds and how they 
are used for research and innovation. Professor Womersley and Dame Julia, what is your 
experience of structural funds and how they are awarded for research and innovation? How 
do you think this relates to Horizon 2020 funding? 

Professor John Womersley: Within the UK we have not received very large amounts of 
structural funds because of our relative economic development, but it is not as if we have 
not benefited from them. Sci-Tech Daresbury, which is in the Merseyside area, has received 
European regional development funding for an innovation building, for example, and there 
have been useful and significant contributions that way. Ironically, we have benefited quite a 
bit from spending in eastern European countries. The Czech Republic, Romania and Hungary 
are using structural funds to develop new high-power laser facilities, and some of the 
contracts they have placed have come to STFC in this country to build the lasers that they 
are not able to deliver themselves. Thus, in an indirect way we are building European 
collaboration with those countries and benefiting from structural funds.  

Their experience of using structural funds for science facilities has not been smooth, not only 
because of Brussels but because of their own governments. It is much easier to make the 
business case for that kind of funding for a road, bridge or airport than it is for a science 
facility. I applaud them for choosing to invest in that way, because if you see skills and STEM 
capabilities as essential to their future prosperity, having those big science capabilities in-
country is a way to stop a brain drain and to promote the kind of economic development 
that I am talking about.  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: In the Czech Republic they are working on small fusion devices in 
collaboration with the UK, which makes your point very well.  

Professor Dame Julia Slingo: I do not think I have any more to add from the perspective of 
the Met Office.  

The Chairman: Of course, we recognise that structural funds have a particular role for the 
developing economies within the member states, so to that extent we are less likely to 
participate. Do you think, nevertheless, that our research infrastructure could have 
benefited from these structural funds had we been a bit more alert to the opportunities?  

Professor John Womersley: I am not sure how straightforward it would have been to make 
the case because, as I said, even in countries that clearly have a will to do this, the 
bureaucracyτtheir own and the bureaucracy in Brusselsτwas not set up to imagine that 
investments in big science facilities were the kinds of things those funds were created to 
support. I think they have benefited from it. A couple of years ago the Chancellor announced 
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a major capital investment fund for science, and that reflects the realisation that we had 
underinvested in our scientific infrastructure in the UK and we are taking steps to redress 
that through national budgets. I suppose one could put those two points together and say 
that, had we been able to take advantage of European funding, it might have been a smart 
thing to do.  

The Chairman: We have wrestled with this issue at earlier stages of the inquiry and I have 
the impression still that some of our comparator countries such as Germany have done 
rather well out of structural funds. It is an issue we may need to look at a bit more carefully 
to decide to what extent there might be opportunities, and to try and come to a view about 
whether this could be of greater help to research in this country.  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: Is it because we are too centralised for the criteria these funds are 
judged on, rather than our funding being more regionalised? 

Professor John Womersley: The UK itself is not a huge recipient of it and the areas that have 
benefited from it have not always been the most obvious places where one would put big 
science facilities. For example, Thames Valley, where Harwell is located, has one of the 
lowest returns on structural funds anywhere in Europe because it scores high on the 
development indicators. As I said, there are places such as Merseyside and the north-east 
where we would be able to make use of such funds, and have done for roads and bridges 
and so forth. Perhaps science facilities could and should be added to that list, perhaps 
through the perspective of the northern powerhouse. 

The Chairman: I am sure Newcastle University could benefit from it. Looking around at the 
Committee, I think we have probably drawn to a conclusion. We are most grateful to the 
three of you for some very helpful evidence today. Thank you very much, therefore, to Dame 
Julia, Professor Womersley and Mr Pritchard. Dame Julia, we will be offering you every 
encouragement at the High Level Group. It is clearly early days and we recognise that it is 
not possible at the moment to determine how things are going to shape up, but we wish you 
well and are delighted that you are there. Thank you very much.   
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Clare Moody, MEP ς Written evidence (EUM0062) 
 
Scientific advice  
 
14. To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and influence 
public policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership inhibit UK 
scientists from influencing public policy at EU or international levels?  
 
I was elected in May 2014 and appointed as a member of the European Parliament's Science 
and Technology Assessment Panel earlier this year. In my experience so far I have seen first-
hand the direct and substantial contribution made by UK scientists to EU scientific advice in 
policy making. 
 
As I will outline below, my experiences in Brussels leave me in no doubt that the UK's 
membership of the EU greatly amplifies the influence and effectiveness of scientific advice 
from UK scientists, having a direct impact on urgent policy issues such as climate change and 
the Circular Economy amongst many other issues. 
 
The Scientific Advice Mechanism in the European Commission; engagement of the 
Commission; and regard for British science in Brussels 
The Scientific Advice Mechanism was established as the replacement to the Chief Scientific 
Adviser position.  While there were considerable concerns about the announcement of the 
abolition of the post of CSA the SAM is better placed to be embedded more deeply into the 
work of the Commission. Firstly SAM is fully staffed with a Commission department; it will 
provide a broader scope of scientific input and it is properly integrated into the institutional 
framework of the Commission's policy development process. 
 
It is worth noting at this juncture that the previous mechanism, the Chief Scientific Adviser, 
was instituted by Commission President Barroso in 2012 during his second mandate. The 
position was filled by Professor Anne Glover of the University of Aberdeen. 
 
Commissioner Moedas has provided regular updates to MEPs, particularly British MEPs as 
we were vocal on the need for scientific advice to be part of the policy making process at an 
EU level, on the development of SAM over the past year.  
 
Through these updates and information provided to STOA we know of the value the 
Commission places on British science.  This was also demonstrated through the appointment 
of Sir David King to the Identification Committee, the Committee used to select the seven 
members of the SAM group. 
 
The value the EU places in British science is further demonstrated by this Committee's 
decision to appoint Professor Dame Julia Slingo, Chief Scientist of the Met Office, as one of 
those seven members of SAM.  
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Dame Julia Slingo's experience and reputation make it certain that her appointment to SAM 
will provide a unique and rare opportunity to dramatically reinforce the influence and 
effectiveness of UK science.  
 
The EU policy making machine, informed by UK science, provides a globally powerful, 
geographically far reaching, and thematically wide ranging legislative framework through 
which to filter UK science. The influence of SAM, with an activist Commissioner Moedas 
fighting its corner, should not be underestimated.  
 
The STOA panel - UK MEPs & engagement with UK science; the European Parliament's 
MEP-Scientist pairing scheme 
The Science and Technology Options Assessment Panel of the European Parliament provides 
an opportunity for Members of the European Parliament to advocate for the virtue of 
impartial and fundamental scientific research. The 23 member panel has five British 
Members, more than any other Member State. 
 
The MEP-Scientist pairing scheme provides an excellent example of the work STOA does to 
mainstream scientific advice into policy making. Since 2007, STOA has been pairing 
interested scientists with MEPs in relevant policy areas, to help inform legislative work 
through impartial, technical, scientific advice. 
 
The UK is a major player in this scheme, with British Universities representing 33 of the 108 
successful applications to the scheme in 2015. 
 
Informal contributions to the policy process 
Outside of the formal channels for advice, UK scientists have a more informal route to 
contribute to the EU law making process, through one off, bilateral meetings. 
 
UK membership of the EU means the door is always open for UK scientists who wish to 
engage with the Commission and Parliament, and the Commission in particular actively 
welcomes these engagements. The best example I can provide of this is a recent meeting I 
facilitated between Royal Society climate scientists and the Commissioner for Climate 
Change, Miguel Arias Canete, with his chief negotiator in advance of the COP21 Paris 
conference. 
 
During this meeting the two participating groups were able to provide a valuable exchange 
of information, resulting in a request for scientific advice and expertise on definitions of 
climate neutrality, in the context of climate change targets to be negotiated at the Paris 
Conference in December.  There was also a recognition that Paris is not a full stop on this 
work and the Commissioner was keen to follow up on the meeting, including beyond Paris, 
with the Royal Society's scientists. 
 
Conclusion 
At every avenue or opportunity to feed scientific advice into the EU law-making process, be 
that formal or informal, British science and scientists play a central role; and EU officials 
repeatedly look to fill gaps in scientific advice with British science.  In return, the EU provides 
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a powerful, far reaching and wide ranging platform for British science to change the policy 
landscape and ultimately to inform changes to our laws and the world we live in. 
 
25 November 2015 
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Q136  The Chairman: We welcome Professor Philippe Moreillon. We are being broadcast, so 
I would ask you formally to announce who you are and, if you would like to make an opening 
statement, please feel free to do so and after that we will go into our questions.  

Professor Philippe Moreillon: Thank you very much to the Committee for the invitation. My 
name is Philippe Moreillon. I am professor of medicine and microbiology at the University of 
Lausanne in Switzerland. For a number of years I have been vice rector of the University of 
Lausanne, in charge of research and international relations, and, in that sense, I have been 
exposed to the questions that were posed to Switzerland regarding the EU frameworks.  

As an opening remark I would say from the Swiss point of view, of course, there is some 
history. Twenty five years ago we voted against being part of Europe. It was very tight. There 
were a number of negotiations and agreements signed by our diplomats to be part of the 
European adventure, if I could call it that. Before 2004, from a scientific point of view, we 
were considered as a third country. Between 2004 and 2014 we were considered as an 
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associated country, and it was of tremendous benefit, and since the terrible vote of 9 
February 2014, we have reverted to a third country.  

Q137  The Chairman: I am not sure whether you were in the room when I said earlier that 
we would welcome an opportunity in this session to discuss associated country status with 
the European Union. We will come to that in a moment. Recognising that Switzerland is a 
highly productive nation in published output per researcher, what do you attribute this to? 
Which aspects of the environment for science and research in Switzerland most contribute 
to this?  

Professor Philippe Moreillon: I would say it is a biotope and it has historical grounds. In 
Switzerland, we do not have any raw materials to valorise. We only have excellence in 
science, innovation and services. The people and politicians of Switzerland are very aware of 
that. There is collective knowledge of the fact that we need to be excellent in these types of 
areas because we have nothing else, no massive production industries et cetera.  

I would put six points here. The first is the awareness and willingness of the authorities and 
people to nurture this excellence. The second is investment. We put money in. The Swiss 
Government puts about 3% of GDP into research and education. This is not the largest 
among European countries, but it comes third, I think. There is free public education. There 
are almost no tuition fees for education from kindergarten to university. There are very low 
taxes, and that helps, of course, because taxes for foreign students and researchers are not 
high either. There is free-thinking science. As other European countries, we have our own 
national funding body, the Swiss National Science Foundationτyou have the Wellcome 
Trust et ceteraτwhich provides money for large, mostly free-thinking programmes. That 
would be the ideas part, or ERC part, of the current Horizon 2020 and the FP7. Of course, 
that is important because in basic researchτasking how matter functions, how nature 
functions, how society functionsτyou are deemed to have discovered new, unexpected 
things that were not foreseen or predicted, and you are building the future; the future not in 
five years, but in 20 or 30 years. That feeds into what comes later on, which is applied 
research. Applied research is the application of what we know and trying to get it into the 
field, but it is not novel. It is important to have fundamental research and I think Switzerland 
does this pretty well.  

There is internationality. Fifty per cent of Swiss researchers have non-Swiss passports. This is 
important. I guess it is not very different from the UK. Thirty per cent of Swiss researchers 
come from Europe, from neighbouring countries, so the networking and mobility that was 
alluded to in the previous session is quite important, at least for Switzerland.  

Last but not least, just as we put a lot of money into research and science, we have good 
infrastructures, and, if you come from another country to work in Switzerland, you will be 
well treated regarding infrastructures and support.  

The Chairman: In this country, sometimes we congratulate ourselves on our luck in having 
English as our native language, which is becoming very much the language of science around 
the world. You referred to the excellent educational system in Switzerland and, indeed, you 
have three national languages, effectively, and you all, including yourself, Professor, speak 
absolutely excellent English as well. Is this linguistic ability part of the strength that 
Switzerland has to offer the science community? 
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Professor Philippe Moreillon: Yes, but we are not alone in that. Many other countries do, 
except maybe France where it is traditional not to speak English. It is changing though. In 
many other places, there is teaching partially in English. I would make a point on the English 
language for science. I think it is a code. At least, that is how I sell it to my elderly colleagues 
and doctors who hate having programmes in English in their field. For a long time before 
that, it was Latin. It has changed over the two world wars with the evolution of Europe. Now 
it is English and that is the code we have to use in order to share our science, and we just do 
it.  

Q138  Lord Hunt of Chesterton: In your opinion, what are the main advantages and 
disadvantages conferred on the Swiss science community as a result of associated country 
status within the EU? We have discussed variously the different opinions as to whether you 
have lost your strategic position in influencing the big European programmes. Could you 
comment on that?  

Professor Philippe Moreillon: Yes, sure. We have experienced both. When you are not 
associated and you are a third country, there is no place at the decision table. Many 
programmes are not available to you and you are out of the game, unless you have 
colleagues in Europe, for instance, in collaborative projects. It is complicated because you 
need at least three European members for a collaborative project, so if you are a third party 
country you come as a fourth. Of course, it is more complicated to work like that and you 
have fewer opportunities to work with these guys.  

The other problem with being a third party is if you have a collaborative project with 
European partners, Europe will not pay for your share of the programme, but Europe will 
decide what you and your country have to pay. The system is quite complicated because 
ȅƻǳǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǿƛƭƭ ǘŜƭƭ ȅƻǳΣ άL ǿŀƴǘέΣ ƻǊΣ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ Ǉǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƳǳŎƘ ƳƻƴŜȅ 
ƛƴέΦ ¸ƻǳ ƭƻǎŜ ȅƻǳǊ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛǎ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŎŀǘŜŘΦ  

When we became an associate, it was much, much easier, of course, but we are still not 
sitting at the decision table or on the consultative committees where the decisions are 
made. We have a number of ways to interact, such as through university associations. We 
are still in the corridor, but at least we are part of the whole programme. The country puts in 
a share of money according to an equation of people, scientists and the GDP, and you apply 
for this money and the money comes back. Switzerland increased tremendously its 
proportion of scientists applying for European funds. If I give you the numbers, they show 
that we did very well. In ERC, this free ideas programme, Swiss scientists get back something 
like 2.5 their share, and on average for the whole of science about 1.45. That is not exactly 
the benefit in francs because you have fluctuations. That was amazing. However, two years 
ago, when we were out again, new applications for the European programmes dropped by 
50% immediately. The number of co-ordinations dropped by 95%. That is because it is much 
more difficult to deal with. You come with your own project and you try to get a few other 
groups, and they say no because it is too complicated, or maybe for psychological reasons.  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: I have done projects with Switzerland under the former regime 
and it worked very, very well, but clearly there is a big change now.  

Q139  Baroness Manningham-Buller: I think you have mainly answered my question, 
Professor, but are there examples you can give us of where your being in the corridor as 
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opposed to in the room, contributing to the decisions, has put you at a disadvantage? It is 
obviously a speculative question, but do you know of anywhere where you could say that? 

Professor Philippe Moreillon: No, I cannot give you one or two clear examples on that. It is 
obvious that scientists adapt. You have the funding bodies in Switzerland, which are quite 
open, and if you want to go to Europe, you adapt to the European rules and programmes. 
You may or may not be happy, but that is the way to progress in science.  

Q140  Lord Fox: Turning to regulatory harmonisation, obviously you can give us two views, 
ƻƴŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǘƘƛǊŘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΦ 5ƻ {ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
regulations influence international collaboration? For example, do Swiss scientists end up 
having to adhere to two sets of regulations, the European and their own? Is there some 
advantage to having their own in the sense it frees them from some of the things we have 
heard in previous evidence?  

Professor Philippe Moreillon: If you work with European colleagues, or if you are applying 
for ERC funding, or if you are funded by Europe, you abide by the European rules. 
Administratively, it is a bit complicated sometimes, but you make it work, and it is a 
tremendous opportunity for science and networking. If you want to go to the Swiss funding 
agency, and the Swiss have a big oneτthe Swiss National Science Foundationτthen it has 
its own rules, which are a little simpler. I would say that it is advantageous to have both 
systems because they are complementary, if that is the question. There is no disadvantage in 
having two systems with two sets of rules. There is an advantage in having two 
complementary systems.  

Lord Fox: Is there any advantage to having a national system to free you up from perhaps 
some of the worst aspects that we have heard in other evidence?  

Professor Philippe Moreillon: Yes, I would say so, especially if you are not at the decision 
table. I think most of the countries in Europe have their own funding agencies. There is an 
advantage in having both, provided they are complementary. That is my opinion.  

Q141  Viscount Ridley: I want to drill a bit further into the question of the February 2014 
referendum and the impact that had on participation in European science. As I understand it, 
what the EU and Horizon 2020 particularly objected to was not merely the controls on 
immigration that came in but the specific rules that favoured Swiss nationals within scientific 
laboratories, among other places, as opposed to people from outside. Is that right? Was 
there something very specific there? This is relevant to our question because we have a tier 
1 and tier 2 visa arrangement for getting scientists into the country from abroad, which 
would presumably continue because it works outside the EU at the moment. Can you shed 
light on exactly what it was that triggered the demotion of Switzerland to third country 
status? Could you come on to the question of how long term that effect is and what will 
happen at the end of 2016 when the current deal with the EU programmes expires? 

Professor Philippe Moreillon: I am not sure I can tell you the exact details and whether there 
were small details that really bothered or frustrated the EU. I can tell you the vote was 
against massive immigration, which is a terrible term. Of course, that was launched by the 
conservative parties in our country, which are pretty strong and do a good job, at least in 
advertising and campaigning. First, I think it is important to note that they won this vote by 
рлΦлт҈Φ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ǾƛŎǘƻǊȅέΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƻƴƭȅ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀŘǾŜǊǘƛǎŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ 
put out was that we would use more Swiss guys. It was somewhat of a lie that in the overall 
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workforce foreigners were taking jobs from Swiss people. The unemployment rate was 
something like 3%. This is a safe and sane unemployment rate. There was the impact on 
another treaty that was under way on free mobility for Croatia. I think that was the 
particular treaty that came down automatically with this vote, and Europe was very 
frustrated at that and they took these measures.  

My opinion is that it was legitimate for the EU to do that, because if you have common 
values among all these countries to have free mobility, and little SwitzerlŀƴŘ ǎŀȅǎΣ άhƘ ƴƻΣ 
ƴƻǘ ƳŜΣ ōǳǘ L ǿƛƭƭ ǘŀƪŜ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘƛƴƎǎέΣ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ŎƻǇŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŀǘΦ ²Ŝ 
voted two days ago on another referendum by the same party on the expulsion of foreign 
criminalsτforeign being those with two passports or one non-Swiss passportτand the Swiss 
people, luckily, voted massively against that one, and I think that is a good sign.  

Viscount Ridley: Against the criminals?  

Professor Philippe Moreillon: Against the expulsion of criminals.  

Viscount Ridley: Good. 

Professor Philippe MoreillonΥ Lǘ ƛǎ ƭΩétat de droit, the rule of law.  

Viscount Ridley: Can you reflect on this question? As I understand it, Switzerland 
renegotiated its way back into associated status with the science programmes, but that deal 
is only until the end of 2016. What happens after that?  

Professor Philippe Moreillon: We do not know. We have been out and then we have been 
partially in for one of the package of systems, which, basically, is called excellence. Now we 
do not know. I guess we will have to make a decision on whether we re-open the votes 
against massive immigration and especially mobility for Croatia. I think that is the deal. The 
Swiss Federal Council will have to make a move before the end of the year to either re-vote 
or make a statement or an amendment on its own.  

The Chairman: What are the implications from this lack of certainty? You say you have no 
idea what is going to happen after 2016, which is this year, I suppose. Does this have 
implications for the long-term planning of your research institutes or universities?  

Professor Philippe Moreillon: Yes. You have to take this as a bundle or a package. Our raw 
material is science and, talking egoistically from the point of view of small Switzerland, with 
the networking and the fact we have attracted many scientists from all over the world to 
work, we have a scientific jewel, if you will. Now, we are out of the big networking from 
Europe, so you may say we can have networking with the United States, India, China et 
cetera, but our direct scientific neighbours are the European countries, and they have built 
this European area of knowledge, education and research, and we would be foolish not to 
use it.  

I will give you an example. If you have a good researcher coming from a European country 
with an ERC, which we favour very much because it is basic research, and the ERC cannot be 
hosted in our institutions, he or she will not come, or he or she will come and use their ERC 
in another institution. This makes no sense. It will take some time, but the level and 
attractiveness will decrease, and this is all we can predict. If you decrease science, you 
decrease the applied science that sits around it; you decrease SMEs coming in and maybe 
the big pharmaτbecause there are a lot in Switzerlandτin my domain, and big industry. It 
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has a tremendous effect over time. That is what we could predict. You could react to that 
and have other things. 

Q142  Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield:  Professor, can I ask you a qualitative question? How 
do collaborations between Swiss and EU scientists differ, if they do at all, from 
collaborations between Swiss scientists and scientists from non-EU countries? Do you think 
that the non-EU collaborations are stronger because of your gallant independent stand and 
recognition that your little grey cells collectively, as a nation, are your greatest single raw 
material? 

Professor Philippe Moreillon: I am afraid I cannot give you numbers for non-EU connections 
for scientists. Scientists go where they need to for their science and they network in that 
way. There are many connections with the United States, for instance, but the funding or 
putting money together for a common project with the United States, Brazil or China is much 
more complicated than with Europe, because in Europe you have this wonderful system 
where you have a centralised pot and projects, and everybody comes in and evaluates the 
projects with the best experts, and you can do that with a lot of money. Big, big projects 
with the United States with one-by-one scientists are no problem, but a huge project, such 
as CERN, with the United States I would think is very difficult. 

Not being in the EU any more, our direct neighbours are still Europe and scientists will go 
first to European colleagues and further later on. I do not think it will affect much. We will 
not increase much collaboration with scientists outside of Europe because of the difficulty of 
cross-funding. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Could I ask a quick supplementary? As a sympathetic friend of 
the UK, as I assume you are, I do not know how much you have been watching the nature of 
our national conversation about the European question. Are there elements of it that baffle 
you? 

Professor Philippe Moreillon: Sorry, can you repeat your question? 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: When you listen to our national debate in the UK about the 
European questionτremain or leaveτare there elements of it that baffle you? Do you think 
by the way we conduct our debate we are very peculiar people? 

Professor Philippe Moreillon: No. I think the arguments are the same as we have had in 
Switzerland for 25 years. Maybe I will make a joke here. This is a cartoon which comes up 
again and again. When Swiss people have to vote or make decisions on Europe, it is a 
ŎŀǊǘƻƻƴ ǿƘŜǊŜΣ  ōŀǎƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀǊǘ ǎŀȅǎ άȅŜǎέΣ ǘƘŜ Ǝǳǘ ǎŀȅǎ άƴƻέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōǊŀƛƴ ǎŀȅǎ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ 
ƪƴƻǿέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ рл҈ ǾƻǘƛƴƎΦ 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: Are they all related to each other? 

Q143  Lord Vallance of Tummel: Can we turn to collaboration between business and 
universities in research? We took some evidence earlier which suggested that if you were a 
business headquartered in the European Union, you would find it perhaps significantly more 
difficult to collaborate with a Swiss university than you would with a university within the 
EU. You might want to comment on that. Looking at it the other way round, do you think 
that a Swiss business would find it significantly more difficult to collaborate with a European 
Union university versus collaboration with a Swiss university? If so, why? 
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Professor Philippe Moreillon: Scientists and businesses have their own logic for 
collaboration. They go where it is more profitable and easier. If you have different standards 
in different countries, and you have big Europe with a common standard for whatever 
production or R&Dτyou were talking about clinical trialsτyou would go to the big market, 
not the small market where rules are different and more constrained, because your product 
will not fit. Being outside Europe makes life tougher. Maybe not for very complicated or high 
grade or very specific domains, but those would be close to fundamental research because it 
is new. Basically, I think businesses would just go out to where it is easier. It is logic. 

Lord Vallance of Tummel: So it is a straight commercial decision?  

Professor Philippe Moreillon: Yes. 

The Chairman: Professor, I think we have asked all the questions that we had in mind to put 
to you, unless any of my colleagues want to come back on anything. I think not. I pass on the 
thanks of all members of the Committee for your great courtesy in coming to help us today. 
It has been enormously valuable to us to have your perspective from Switzerland. There is a 
lot of relevant information we will have to take away and contemplate as we write our final 
report, which we will be doing very soon. Thank you very much, Professor, for joining us 
today. 
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National Institutes of Bioscience (NIB) ς Written evidence (EUM0050) 
 
The National Institutes of Bioscience is a partnership that brings together the eight 
bioscience research institutes that are strategically funded by the BBSRC: The Babraham 
Institute, The Institute of Biological, Environmental and Rural Sciences (IBERS), The Genome 
Analysis Centre (TGAC), The Institute of Food Research (IFR), The John Innes Centre, The 
Pirbright Institute, The Roslin Institute and Rothamsted Research. 
 
The mission of the National Institutes of Bioscience is to deliver a national strategy in 
bioscience and respond effectively to global challenges such as food security, climate change 
and healthy ageing. 
 
The views expressed here are independent of the Research Councils. 
 
Funding 

1. The eight Institutes that form the UK National Institutes of Bioscience (NIB) receive 
EU funding towards their research programmes. This makes up between 1 and 9% of 
ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜΩǎ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ƎǊŀƴǘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ нлмпκнлмр ǘƻǘŀƭƭŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ϻмпaΦ 
Most EU income comes from the European Research Council (ERC) with smaller 
awards from the European Cooperation in Science and Technology (COST) actions 
and the Marie SkƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie actions (MSCA). In the current climate, to replace 
this funding from UK sources would be very challenging.  
 

2. A further £20M investment was awarded this year through the European Regional 
Development Fund to develop the Aberystwyth Innovation and Enterprise Campus 
(AIEC) which will sit next to IBERS. Like the other research campuses that are 
emerging around the NIB Institutes, this will contribute to drive innovation and 
maximise the impact of the world-class science research and infrastructures that are 
already in place at the Institute. The campuses are creating a low-risk environment 
for high-Ǌƛǎƪ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ƪŜȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ōƛƻŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ό ǎŜŜ 
http://www.bbsrc.ac.uk/documents/babraham-research-campus-timeline-pdf/ for 
evidence of how the Babraham Research Campus is supporting the UK bioscience 
industry and NIB overview brochure pages 16-мт ŦƻǊ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
and Innovation Campuses: http://www.nib.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/nib-
overview.pdf). 
 

3. It is difficult to draw direct comparisons between the management of science funding 
in the UK and the EU, mainly due to the size of the operations they carry out. The 
management of EU funding is a complicated compared to UK public funding sources 
and researchers have had to be encouraged to engage with H2020 due to the 
ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άŀ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎƛǎŜŘ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎέΦ !ƭƭ ǘƘŜ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǳōǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǘƻ ¦Ywh 
which provides advice on EU funding opportunities and policy. As researchers 
ōŜŎƻƳŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǎƛƳǇƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƎŜƴŘŀ 
is implemented, the number of applications to EU sources of funding is expected to 
increase. 
 

http://www.bbsrc.ac.uk/documents/babraham-research-campus-timeline-pdf/
http://www.nib.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/nib-overview.pdf
http://www.nib.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/nib-overview.pdf
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4. TƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ǘƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎΦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜǎΩ ƭƻƴƎ-term research 
programmes and helped raise their profile internationally. Examples include: 
FISHBOOST in which The Roslin Institute is the only UK partner, and ELIXIR-
!//9[!w!¢9 ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ¢D!/ ǿƛƭƭ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ 
bioinformatics resources, supporting all sectors of life-science R&D. Importantly, EU 
funding has supported the development of new techniques, infrastructures and 
intellectual property that have been used to leverage further funds. Examples include 
the EU-FP7 Bacchus, coordinated by IFR, which is providing evidence to support the 
development of foods containing bioactive compounds with health claims. This 
project has led to commercial innovations such as Beneforté Broccoli 
(http://www.beneforte.com/). Both The Pirbright Institute and The Roslin Institute 
were partners in NADIR, a network that helps maximise the use of the Institutes' 
infrastructures and services relating to animal disease diagnostics, control and 
treatment by both public and private sector companies. They are currently in the 
process of bidding for a second phase of this project. 
 

5. EU funding has also had significant, positive, impact on the careers of early-mid 
career scientists via studentships and fellowships that promote the movement of 
researchers within the EU and knowledge transfer. The opportunities afforded 
through the MSCA programme significantly improve opportunities for fellowship and 
training support.    

 
Collaborations 

6. Collaborations with the best scientists accelerate the rate of discoveries and the 
impact of research. The recently published Nature Index 2015 Collaborations report 
provides further evidence that high-impact research is conducted through 
international collaboration (http://www.natureindex.com/). 
 

7. The EU has been a major funder of networks to facilitate sharing of expertise and 
facilities across Europe. The Institutes participate in activities such as the COST 
actions, which promote interactions with EU scientists and enable new research 
collaborations. UK science would suffer if it ceased to have access to the cross-EU 
consortia and facilities that have been established by EU science programmes. EU 
funding helps fuel larger and more ambitious projects which could not be supported 
by any member state individually. 
 

8. The National Institutes of Bioscience recruit the best researchers from all over the 
world and have benefited from the free movement of people between EU countries.  
In some Institutes nearly a third of scientists are non-UK EU citizens. If they had to go 
through the visa process that applies to non-EU citizens the scientific efficiency of the 
Institutes would suffer and undoubtedly they would become a much less attractive 
place to work. Indeed, in some Institutes there has been a slight decrease in the 
number of staff recruited from non-EU countries, possibly due to the more stringent 
visa requirements. It is worth noting that immigration policies that result in an 
effective bias towards EU scientists over others will weaken UK science. 
 

http://www.beneforte.com/
http://www.natureindex.com/
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9. Despite the large number of collaborations between NIB Institutes and EU member 
states, the Institutes have established many long-term collaborative projects with 
partners in Africa, Australia, Brazil, China, India and USA, that are addressing research 
areas of strategic importance such as human health and wellbeing, animal health and 
welfare, agricultural sustainability, pest and disease management, disease 
surveillance and land management. The fact that the UK has access to EU funding 
and infrastructures, along with the potential to develop successful research 
outcomes into wider business opportunities both within the UK and across the EU, 
makes it an even more attractive country for international collaborators. 

 
Regulation 

10. Regulatory frameworks relating to the food industry, animal research, data 
protection and novel genetic technologies such as genome editing have a direct 
impact on the Institutes science programmes and on the realisation of their socio-
economic impact. 
 

11. ¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ Da Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ detrimental to the exploitation of high 
quality UK science and as GM acreage continues to expand in other countries, there 
ƛǎ ŀ ǊŜŀƭ ŘŀƴƎŜǊ ƻŦ ǎǘƛŦƭƛƴƎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΦ If the UK were not a member of 
the EU, this regulatory framework could be reformed to the benefit of research (or 
not, as in Scotland: http://www.nib.ac.uk/ban-of-gm-crops-will-affect-the-future-
competitiveness-and-productivity-of-scotland/ ). By being part of the EU, the UK has 
the chance to influence and harmonise regulatory frameworks at European and 
national levels and thus facilitate collaborative research. 

 
Scientific advice 

12. The NIB Institutes contribute to inform EU science policy and investment through 
links with EU Directorates, ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ tƭŀǘŦƻǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ¦YwhΩǎ National Contact 
Points. Furthermore, the senior scientists at the Institutes actively engage with MEPs 
on science and technology committees. The influence exerted is relatively limited but 
by working in partnership as NIB the member Institutes are aiming to have a more 
significant role in shaping the EU science agenda. 
 

13. The Institutes are well aware of the importance of balancing public consent with 
scientific evidence when attempting to influence policy. They have conducted public 
dialogues and developed numerous public engagement activities to ensure 
awareness of public attitudes to bioscience research and address public concerns. 
Thus, they are perfectly positioned to highlight the benefits of bioscience research to 
politicians, policy makers and funders in the UK and in Europe. 

 
NB: Several of the National Institutes (Babraham, JIC, IFR, TGAC, Pirbright) have made their 
own separate submissions which emphasise specific issues within their own research areas 
that are not replicated herein. 
 
20 November 2015 



National Nuclear Laboratory (NNL) ς Written evidence (EUM0019) 

383 

 

National Nuclear Laboratory (NNL) ς Written evidence (EUM0019) 
 

1. Statement of interest  
NNL is government owned and operated. Its mission is central to an integrated nuclear R&D 
programme in the area of nuclear fission: operations & maintenance of nuclear plant, new 
nuclear build & future reactor systems, waste management & decommissioning, fuel and 
fuel cycles, and safeguards & security. This includes involvement in integrating the 
capabilities within universities, national laboratories, and end-users of nuclear technology, 
providing access for R&D purposes to subject matter experts across the nuclear fuel cycle 
and state of the art nuclear R&D facilities, including facilities for handling highly radioactive 
materials. NNL collaborates with UK and International partners and provides expert advice 
to UK Government Departments. 
 
!ǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ bǳŎƭŜŀǊ [ŀōƻǊŀǘƻǊȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ōŀǎŜ ǳǇƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻǳǊ 
responses are made is specific to the nuclear fission sector, and to funding of research in 
nuclear energy and the nuclear fuel cycle.  Accordingly our comments do not address the 
totality of the question in this inquiry, by any means. However we feel that the insights from 
our sector may be useful to the Committee as they illustrate some of the specific benefits 
and impacts of EU membership and the relationship with science, research and innovation in 
the nuclear fission sector.  
 

2. Responses to issues raised in the terms of reference 
 

Funding 
 
1. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to science and research in 
the UK? How does the financial contribution the UK receives compare with other 
member states in terms of, for instance, population, GDP, scientific strength or any 
other relevant indicators? 
 
Over the period covering the EU Framework 7 (FP7) and Horizon 2020 (H2020) programmes 
(2008 ς 2015) the NNL has received in excess of £5 million for work carried out on 
collaborative projects in Europe, predominantly in the area of nuclear fission research. The 
UK government reported in 2013 that the UK participated in more projects in FP7 than any 
other member state and were second only to Germany in terms of cash receipts. Data for 
H2020 is not available to us yet but we believe this information is collected by the EU 
Commission. Hopefully this will include a breakdown sector by sector. 
 
2. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the UK to the EU that supports 
science and research activities? 
 
The Department for Business Innovation and Science are best placed to answer this on 
behalf of the UK for overall EU contribution and the proportion of that spent by the EU on 
science and research. 
For the fission sector previous financial rules of FP7 required participants to match the 
funding received from the EU, and therefore make an additional contribution to the research 
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budget. Under the rules of H2020 this is no longer a requirement and participants receive 
100% of allowable costs. This change has had the unintended consequence of reducing the 
amount of mƻƴŜȅ ǎǇŜƴǘ ƻƴ 9¦ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ Ŧƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀǎ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ Ψƛƴ-ƪƛƴŘΩ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ 
contributed by the participants. 
 
3. What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed in the EU 
compared to the management of science funding in the UK? Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are 
considered? 
  
In our experience of FP7 projects, the overhead and bureaucracy associated with EU project 
funding are significantly more onerous than those for UK science funding, however this has 
been reduced in the current H2020 programme.   
In the nuclear fission sector the NNL participate at all levels in development of the research 
and innovation agenda and the programme detail is agreed by the Member States in the 
fission configuration committee. Significant and successful effort is made to align the 
programme calls with UK fission research priorities. 
 
 
Collaboration 
 
4. What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU collaborations 
and funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council? 
In the nuclear fission sector the NNL participate at all levels in development of the research 
and innovation agenda and the programme detail is agreed by the Member States in the 
fission configuration committee. Significant and successful effort is made to align the 
programme calls with UK fission research priorities. 
Participation also gives the NNL the ability to influence the priorities of the fission research 
and innovation programmes.  
It also provides: 

¶ Involvement in large programmes that the UK could not undertake in isolation 

¶ Development of skills and capabilities 

¶ Technical reputation  

¶ Opportunities for innovation 

¶ Opportunities for business development 

¶ Visibility and utilisation of the UK nuclear fission research facilities 
 
5. What is the influence of EU membership on bilateral collaboration between the UK 
and other EU member states? Are collaborations with member states stronger than 
with non-EU countries as a result of EU membership? Or, are bilateral collaborations 
with member states inhibited by requirements to work through EU mechanisms? 
 
Involvement in EU programmes and strategy groups improves the level of mutual 
understanding and awareness of capabilities between EU partner organisations and allows 
for a better focus on bilateral opportunities. It also provides the opportunity to share UK and 
NNL research and innovation priorities and capabilities in nuclear fission research. This in 
turn improves the possibilities of bilateral collaboration with our EU counterpart 
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organisations. There is no requirement on the NNL to operate any bilateral research 
programmes through EU mechanisms. The exposure of NNL scientists and engineers to this 
international community and capability enhances our ability to develop strong international 
and bilateral links both within the EU community and with non-EU countries. 
 
6. How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU membership? 
Is international investment leveraged on the basis of this membership? How does EU 
membership affect the growth of research-intensive UK companies? 
 
The fission research programme covered in FP7 in which NNL participated was valued at 
approximately £70 million giving a greater than 10 fold gearing of UK investment in the 
research. This is clearly of significant benefit and value to UK science and the NNL. 
Involvement in EU collaboration is attractive in recruiting and retaining the best STEM 
graduates into the NNL. It also enhances the reputation of the UK participants which in turn 
attracts inward international interest and investment 
 
7. How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international facilities that 
are available as a consequence of our EU membership? Are there any restrictions in the 
creation and operation of international facilities outside the EU as a consequence of our 
EU membership? 
 
In the nuclear fission research and innovation area the European Joint Research Centre (JRC) 
operate a number of fission research facilities which NNL have access to as part of EU 
membership but have to pay as used. UK involvement in other international facility projects 
include Jules Horowitz reactor, the Halden project and Myrrha are generally conducted as 
bilateral arrangements outside of EU influence or in the case of Halden through UK 
membership of the OECD.NEA. There are no restrictions on UK participation in non-EU 
facility projects, although there are few examples at this time. 
 
8. What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and research 
through the free movement of people? How does this compare with flows of people 
between the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China and Singapore? 
 
UK scientific output per euro spent is probably as good as (or better than) any of our 
European partners.  Free movement of high quality scientists is critical to this ς EU 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŜƴŀōƭŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘΣ ōǳǘ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀ ǇǊŜ-
requisite. NNL continue to look for people exchanges where relevant and appropriate and 
where funding is available to cover the high cost of access to nuclear facilities. Security 
considerations clearly impact this for nuclear fission research and collaboration with certain 
countries    
 
9. Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU, for example 
by requiring the UK to adopt EU-wide immigration policies rather than bespoke ones for 
the UK? 
 
Not to our knowledge 
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Regulation 
 
10. What are the key EU regulatory frameworks/mechanisms that directly affect the 
science and research community in the UK? 
 
NNL have no comment to make on this question 
 
11. If the UK were not a member of the EU, could regulations be reformed to give greater 
benefit to UK science and research? For example, in areas such as data regulation, VAT on 
shared facilities, and the use of the precautionary principle? 
 
NNL have no comment to make on this question? 
 
12. How is the innovation landscape affected by EU membership? 
 
NNL have no comment to make on this question? 
 
 
Scientific advice 
 
13. How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public policy 
compare between the EU and the UK? What are the effects, if any, of differences in the 
provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK? 
 
The provision of scientific advice to UK public policymakers in the nuclear fission area is 
relatively straightforward compared to the EU processes which need much wider 
consultation across all member states 
 
14. To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and influence 
public policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership inhibit UK 
scientists from influencing public policy at EU or international levels? 
 
Involvement of UK subject matter experts in the governing bodies and steering committees 
of the nuclear fission technology platforms such as SNETP( sustainable nuclear energy), 
IGDTP (implementing geological disposal) and MELODI(radiation dose initiative), allows the 
UK to be at the heart of the policy formation process and ensure alignment of UK policy and 
priorities in the EU agenda. NNL does not feel inhibited in influencing public policy in any 
international arena and takes guidance and advice from UK government and other UK 
stakeholders in formulating strategy 
 
Author ς Stephen Napier, National Nuclear Laboratory, Science and Technology Directorate 
 
19 November 2015 
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Summary 
 
1. bt[ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ǘƻǇ ǘƘǊŜŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ aŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜǎΤ ŀ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ 
enabler of science, research and innovation; delivering £634 million p.a. in benefits to 
organisations through measurement innovation.  
2. Over the last few years NPL has seen a rapid increase in revenue from the EU such 
that in 2014 it equated to 17% of its turnover.  
3. The benefits of shared results and faster progress through collaborative research on 
common challenges, e.g. climate change, energy and healthcare amplify the direct financial 
contribution.  
4. bt[ ǿƻƴ нн҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ϵпллƳ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ aŜǘǊƻƭƻƎȅ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ό9awtύΦ Lǘ ƛǎ 
ƴƻǿ ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ϵсллƳ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ aŜǘǊƻƭƻƎȅ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŦƻǊ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ 
(EMPIR). Both are Article 185 programmes of co-ordinated research under FP7/ H2020 
respectively. 
 

1. For over a century the National Physical Laboratory has been a highly regarded 
ƭŀōƻǊŀǘƻǊȅ ǿƘƻǎŜ ŎƻǊŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƛǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ aŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜΦ ²Ŝ ǎƛǘ ŀǘ 
the intersection between scientific discovery and real world application, working as a 
bridge between academia, business and government. Our expertise and original 
research underpin quality of life, innovation and competitiveness for UK citizens and 
business. www.npl.co.uk  

 

¶ NPL develops and maintains the natioƴΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΣ 
supporting an infrastructure of traceable measurement throughout the UK and the 
world to ensure accuracy and consistency ς an essential foundation for a 
technologically advanced economy.  
 

¶ NPL works in partnership with over 75 universities and 2500 businesses both in the 
UK and overseas, and publishes over 300 papers a year in peer-reviewed scientific 
journals.  

 

¶ NPL provides companies with access to world leading support and technical 
expertise, inspiring the absolute measurement confidence required to innovate and 
realise competitive advantage from new materials, techniques and technologies.  
 

¶ NPL has a track record in demonstrating the economic and societal impact of its 
ǿƻǊƪΦ LƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƘƻǿƴ ǘƘŀǘ bt[Ωǎ Ǝƻvernment-funded work returns 
~£2bn pa to UK GDP, and a survey of over 500 industry customers showed benefits to 
ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ƻŦ ϻсопƳ ƛƴ нлмнΦ !ƴ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ bt[Ωǎ ǇƻǊǘŦƻƭƛƻ 
of low carbon and climate science work is calculated to be responsible for 8 million 
tonnes of emissions reductions - ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ н҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ 
ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŘƛƻȄƛŘŜ ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎΦ Lǘ Ƙŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜŜƴ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ bt[Ωǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ 
to improving the accuracy of the radiation dose NHS patients receive saves at least 
an additional 145 lives each year.  

http://www.npl.co.uk/
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2. In this response NPL is commenting only on its research and innovation activities 

related to Framework Programme 7 and its successor Horizon 2020. In particular NPL 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ϵпллƳ Ctт 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀn Metrology Research Programme (EMRP) and 
ǘƘŜ ϵсллƳ Iнлнл 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ aŜǘǊƻƭƻƎȅ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŦƻǊ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
(EMPIR) which are both co-funded by the European Commission, under the 
provisions of Article 185 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, 
which enables the EU to participate in research programmes undertaken jointly by 
several Member States.   

 
Funding  
1. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to science and research in the 
UK? How does the financial contribution the UK receives compare with other member states 
in terms of, for instance, population, GDP, scientific strength or any other relevant 
indicators?  
 

3. In 2014 NPL earned £13.6m from the EU which represents 17% of its turnover. This is 
primarily through the EMRP and the EMPIR. The European Commission provides 50% 
of the funding for the EMRP and EMPIR programmes the remaining 50% being 
provided by States participating in the programmes. The State contributions are 
determined by the relative sizes of their metrology research programmes such that, 
for the 4 largest states in the EMRP Germany, UK, France and Italy the share of EC 
funds was 36%, 22%, 10% and 7% compared to their share of European GDP of 9%, 
7%, 7% and 6%.  

 
2. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the UK to the EU that supports science 
and research activities?  
 

4. ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻǊŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ 9atLw ƛǎ ϵуоƳ over the period 2014-2024, with a 
ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ϵпмΦрƳ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎŜǊǾŜΦ  

 
3. What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed in the EU 
compared to the management of science funding in the UK? Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are considered?  
 

5. The EMRP and EMPIR are operated by a delegation from the EU to the Association of 
European National Metrology Institutes, EURAMET eV. EURAMET competitively 
contracts the administration of the Programmes. NPL was successful in winning the 
contracts to administer both programmes. Project selection results from a robust 
process involving open consultation for topics and independent reviewers. 

 
6. The administrative costs in the EMRP were 4%, which included everything from call 

announcement through to final reporting to the Commission. This figure is 
comparable to the administrative costs of the UK Research Councils (Triennial Review 
of the Research Councils, BIS, 2014). 

 
Collaboration  
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4. What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU collaborations and 
funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council?  
 

7. Many of the issues which are of concern to the UK and which require research and 
scientific solutions to address them are common to many countries, e.g. climate 
change, energy and healthcare. Where there are common challenges, collaborative 
research enables more to be achieved, and in a shorter timescale, as workload and 
costs can be shared and wasteful duplication reduced. Collaboration with others can 
also provide access to specialist equipment or expertise which would not otherwise 
be available.  

 
8. International collaboration inevitably involves additional costs so should only be 

engaged in where there are scientific or economic advantages from doing so. In the 
case of the EU Metrology Programmes, which are aligned with UK priorities, there is 
the additional benefit of leverage from the matching funds provided by the European 
Commission which significantly increases what could be achieved using domestic 
funding alone.    

 
5. What is the influence of EU membership on bilateral collaboration between the UK and 
other EU member states? Are collaborations with member states stronger than with non-EU 
countries as a result of EU membership? Or, are bilateral collaborations with member states 
inhibited by requirements to work through EU mechanisms?  
 

9. Bilateral collaborations are not inhibited by any requirement to work through EU 
mechanisms but there are incentives to work through the mechanism of the 
9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎΦ !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ bt[Ωǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ 
European laboratories are associated with the European Metrology Programmes.  

 
10. EMRP and EMPIR involve both EU members and non-members from within Europe, 

e.g. Switzerland, and beyond. Institutes which are not from EU members or whose 
Governments do not have an Association agreement can participate as unfunded 
partners or collaborators. In some cases, e.g. Korea, the National Metrology Institute 
is funded by their own government to take part in the projects.  

 
11. NPL also has strong bi-lateral collaborations outside of the EU Programmes, 

particularly with the US and China. 
 
6. How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU membership? Is 
international investment leveraged on the basis of this membership? How does EU 
membership affect the growth of research-intensive UK companies?  
 
No comment 
 
7. How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international facilities that 
are available as a consequence of our EU membership? Are there any restrictions in the 
creation and operation of international facilities outside the EU as a consequence of our EU 
membership?  
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No comment 
 
8. What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and research 
through the free movement of people? How does this compare with flows of people between 
the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China and Singapore?  
 

12. Scientific research, at the highest levels, is internationally competitive. As they have 
the right to work here, NPL vacancies attract more candidates from the EU than 
other parts of the world, and it is an easier process to employ those individuals. We 
are eligible however to employ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦ 
but have to go through the application process for a certificate of sponsorship with 
them, which is lengthy and time consuming. Where the quality of the candidate 
justified it we have applied for approx. 6 certificates of sponsorship in the last 2 
years, all of which have been accepted. 

 
9. Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU, for example by 
requiring the UK to adopt EU-wide immigration policies rather than bespoke ones for the UK?  
 
No comment 
 
Regulation  
10. What are the key EU regulatory frameworks/mechanisms that directly affect the science 
and research community in the UK?  
 

13. EMPIR is governed by the Rules for Horizon 2020 so all projects receiving funding 
from the Programme must comply with those rules. EMRP was similarly influenced 
by the rules of Framework Programme 7, although there was more flexibility to 
customise administrative arrangements. 

 
11. If the UK were not a member of the EU, could regulations be reformed to give greater 
benefit to UK science and research? For example, in areas such as data regulation, VAT on 
shared facilities, and the use of the precautionary principle?  
 
No comment 
 
12. How is the innovation landscape affected by EU membership?  
 
No comment 
 
Scientific advice  
13. How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public policy 
compare between the EU and the UK? What are the effects, if any, of differences in the 
provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK?  
 
No comment 
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14. To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and influence public 
policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership inhibit UK scientists 
from influencing public policy at EU or international levels?  
 
No comment 
 
20 November 2015 
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tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ¦Y ς Written evidence (EUM0003) 
 
!ōƻǳǘ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ 

1. tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻƴŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ƛƴ ŜǾŜǊȅ рллΣ ŀōƻǳǘ мнтΣллл ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŀ 
progressive neurological disorder for which there is currently no cure. Around a third 
ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǎȅƳǇǘƻƳǎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜ ƻŦ срΣ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ƛƴ млл 
before the age of 40Φ ¢ƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ƛǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ 
by 28% by 2020.  
 

2. tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ƛǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀǘƘ ƻŦ ƴŜǊǾŜ ŎŜƭƭǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ-brain which results 
in the loss of the chemical messenger dopamine. This affects learned voluntary 
movements such as walking, talking, writing and swallowing.  
 

3. The condition affects everyone differently and while it impacts on movement 
όǊƛƎƛŘƛǘȅΣ ǘǊŜƳƻǊ ŀƴŘ ǎƭƻǿƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘύ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƻǾŜǊ пл άƴƻƴ-ƳƻǘƻǊέ 
symptoms that people report including anxiety, depression, fatigue, pain, continence 
issues, memory problems and sleep disturbance. Also, as the condition progresses it 
ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ŀƭƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ƭƛŦŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜƳΦ 

 
!ōƻǳǘ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ¦Y 

4. !ǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎƘŀǊƛǘȅ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ŀ 
ŎǳǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǿŜΩǊŜ ŎƭƻǎŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŜǾŜǊΦ {ƻ ŦŀǊ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ϻтл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘ 
ōǊŜŀƪƛƴƎ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΦ /ǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ тл ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
projects totalling over £20 million across England, Scotland, Wales and Northern 
Ireland.  
 

5. We also campaign to change attitudes and for better services. We bring people with 
tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎŀǊŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ Ǿƛŀ ƻǳǊ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΣ ƻǳǊ 
website and free confidential helpline. Specialist nurses, our supporters and staff 
ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŜǾŜǊȅ ŀǎǇŜŎǘ ƻŦ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎΦ  

 
Executive summary 

6. tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ¦Y ǿŜƭŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ƛƴǉǳƛǊȅ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ 
membership on UK science and would be delighted to provide further written or oral 
evidence. 
 

7. This submission addresses the following issues: 

¶ Influencing regulation 

¶ The importance of collaboration across the EU 

¶ Research workforce 

¶ Drug licencing  
 
Influencing regulation 

8. Being a member of the EU brings many benefits to science and research in the UK. It 
is extremely important that the UK has the ability to shape EU research programmes, 
something that could not happen if were not members of the EU.  
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9. This is particularly relevant for negotiations on regulation. It is important that the UK 

has the ability to influence the development of regulations for research through 
channels such as UK Members of European Parliament (MEPs), in order to ensure 
that they are appropriate and beneficial for UK research.  
 

10. tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ¦Y Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
will impact research in the UK such as:  

¶ the EU Data Protection Regulation 

¶ the European Clinical Trials Regulation 

¶ the European Directive on the protection of animals used for scientific 
purposes 
 

11. The medical research sector in the UK is working together to influence the 
development of the EU Data Protection Regulation. The proposal for a new 
Regulation currently being debated in Europe could impact researchers who use 
personal data in their work.  
 

12. Personal health records are a valuable resource, revealing the most effective ways of 
caring for patients and allowing us to better understand the causes and frequency of 
conditions. If amendments pǳǘ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ tŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘΩǎ /ƛǾƛƭ [ƛōŜǊǘƛŜǎΣ 
Justice and Home Affairs (LIBE) committee are taken forward, health and scientific 
research will be severely threatened.  
 

13. For example, the requirement to gain specific consent could stop the largest ever in-
ŘŜǇǘƘ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ Ψ¢ǊŀŎƪƛƴƎ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎΩΦ It is a 5-year 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ǎǇŜŜŘ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŎǳǊŜ ōȅ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ΨōƛƻƳŀǊƪŜǊǎΩΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ 
which circulate in the blood. Participants complete questionnaires, donate blood 
ǎŀƳǇƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ǎȅƳǇǘƻƳǎ ŎŀǊŜŦǳƭƭȅ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊŜŘ ŀǘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ƘƻǎǇƛǘŀƭ 
appointments. They give broad consent for the data to be shared with researchers. 
The information and samples collected in the study are made available to researchers 
sǘǳŘȅƛƴƎ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ŀƭƭ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ŦǊŜŜ ƻŦ ŎƘŀǊƎŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜŎƻƳŜ 
ǳƴǿƻǊƪŀōƭŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ [L.9 ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘǎ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘ ƛǎ 
very narrow. 
 

14. We have been working with MEPs, Council of Ministers and the European 
Commission to influence trilogue discussions and ensure the regulation maintains 
important exemptions for health and scientific research.  We believe the regulation 
must include an alternative means to allow processing of personal data for research 
where consent is not practicable; and ensure it includes proportionate safeguards to 
ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ Řŀǘŀ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ŜȄŜƳǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜƭȅΦ  
 

15. The European Clinical Trials Regulation has been heavily influenced by the UK. This 
new regulation will replace the 2004 EU Clinical Trials Directive and aims to speed up 
the process for launching new clinical trials; establish a more proportionate 
regulatory regime; streamline reporting requirements and simplify rules for multi-
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country trials390. Many UK stakeholders such as medical research organisations, have 
been working with MEPs to help shape the development of this regulation and 
ensure that it will overcome the barriers that the previous Directive brought391 and 
benefit UK medical research.  
 

16. ¢ƘŜ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǇƻǊǘŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƻǎǎƛŜǊ ƛǎ 
particularly attractive to streamlining and harmonising the application process for 
clinical trials.  
 

17. An EU database will also be developed which will contain all data and information 
submitted via the EU portal. The portal and database will ease the applications for 
clinical trials authorisation. Particularly in case of multinational clinical trials they will 
assist the sponsor; the assessment carried out by the Member states aǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ 
also allowing access to clinical trials information by the general public392. It is vital 
that UK researchers and public are able to benefit from the portal and be able to 
access this database. This will enable findings from clinical trials to be shared across 
the EU.  
 

18. ! 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻ ǊŜǇŜŀƭ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 
protection of animals used for scientific purposes and ban the use of animals in 
medical research. We worked with the medical research sector to ensure that the EU 
Commission opposed this initiative. This Directive has enhanced animal welfare 
standards and introduced the concepts of refinement, replacement and reduction 
όΨоwǎΩύ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ŀ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƭŜŀŘŜǊ ƛƴ ōƛƻƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ 
research. 
 

19. The use of animals in research has contributed to many breakthroughs in our 
understanding of Parkinson's and the discovery of current treatments. This includes a 
key treatment, Deep Brain Stimulation (DBS), which has been one of the biggest 
breaƪǘƘǊƻǳƎƘǎ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ŦƻǳǊ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŎǊǳŎƛŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ 
this type of research can continue to help discover more and better treatments for 
ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎΦ  
 

20. It is vital the UK can influence these discussions to ensure EU regulations are 
workable and appropriate for UK medical research. There is a process in place for the 
European Parliament and EU commission to work with MEPs and it is vital that the 
UK has representatives in place to influence these negotiations.  

 
 
 
The importance of collaboration across the EU 
                                            
390 
http://www.nhsconfed.org/~/media/Confederation/Files/Publications/Documents/EU%20Clinical%20Trials%20
Reg%202014%20infographic.pdf  
391 The Directive contributed to a 98% increase in admin costs; applications for clinical trials fell by 25%; delays 
for launching a clinical trial rose by 90%. European Commission and National Institute for Health Research 
Clinical Research Network. 
392 http://ec.europa.eu/health/human-use/clinical-trials/regulation/index_en.htm  

http://www.nhsconfed.org/~/media/Confederation/Files/Publications/Documents/EU%20Clinical%20Trials%20Reg%202014%20infographic.pdf
http://www.nhsconfed.org/~/media/Confederation/Files/Publications/Documents/EU%20Clinical%20Trials%20Reg%202014%20infographic.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/health/human-use/clinical-trials/regulation/index_en.htm
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21. It is crucial that the UK is able to collaborate with researchers from oversees and can 
access EU research funding. Projects that we collaborate on tend to have a greater 
impact.  
 

22. tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ Ǌesearch greatly benefits from EU grants and collaboration with EU 
ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘŜŀƳǎΦ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ¦Y ƛǎ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦-ŦǳƴŘŜŘ Ψbƻ ¢ǊŜƳƻǊΩ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ 
which involves partners from Greece, Italy and the UK. This three year project 
ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ϵнΦфƳƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ 9¦Ωǎ Seventh Framework Programme for Research (FP7)393. 
 

23. In this project the researchers aim to use the huge amounts of data being collected 
by Parkinson's UK funded projects to create sophisticated computer models that can 
accurately predict how the condition develops over time in different people. It will 
ultimately be useful for understanding the condition and developing new treatments. 
 

24. It is also important for UK researchers to collaborate with industry at EU level to 
ensure that research findings make it from the laboratory to market.  
 

25. ¢ƘŜ hȄŦƻǊŘ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ 5ƛǎŜŀǎŜ /ŜƴǘǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ 
the stemBANCC394 project. The main aim of the stemBANCC project is to generate 
and characterise high quality human induced pluripotent stem (iPS) cell lines from 
500 subjects that can be used by researchers to study a range of diseases, including 
tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘŜǎǘ ŦƻǊ ŘǊǳƎ ŜŦŦƛŎŀŎȅ ŀƴŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎŜƭƭ ƭƛƴŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ 
and speed up the drug development process, and ensure that patients benefit from 
more effective and safer drugs. 
 

26. StemBANCC is supported by the Innovative Medicines Initiative (IMI)395 and includes 
a number of partners including pharmaceutical companies, research institutions and 
small and medium enterprises.  
 

27. It is extremely important that the UK can take part in projects such as these and 
access EU funding for essential research studies. Even if UK researchers are not 
successful in being awarded EU grants, having the opportunity to apply for them can 
bring many benefits such as providing opportunities to meet other researchers from 
the EU to start collaborating to find a cure and better treatments. 

 
Research workforce 

28. tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ¦Y ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƛǎ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ŀƴŘ ƎǊƻǿ 
ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎh workforce.  
 

29. Many UK higher education and research institutions recruit students and researchers 
ŦǊƻƳ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘΦ 

                                            
393 https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/index_en.cfm  
394 http://stembancc.org/  
395 The Innovative Medicines Initiative (IMI) is Europe's largest public-private initiative aiming to speed up the 
development of better and safer medicines for patients. IMI supports collaborative research projects and builds 
networks of industrial and academic experts in order to boost pharmaceutical innovation in Europe. IMI is a 
joint undertaking between the European Union and the pharmaceutical industry association EFPIA. 

https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/index_en.cfm
http://stembancc.org/
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Professor Richard Wade-Martins, Principle Investigator at The Oxford ParkinǎƻƴΩǎ 
Disease Centre comments:  

άƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ǘŜŀƳ ŀǊŜ ŦǊƻƳ 9¦ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦ Employing students and researchers 
from the UK and EU ensures that there is a greater pool of talent recruit 
ŦǊƻƳέΦ  

Professor Wade-Martins has many rotation, PhD and MSc students and fellows from 
ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƻƴ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ǘŜŀƳΦ   
 

30. ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǿƛǘƘŘǊŀǿŀƭ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ Ƴŀƴȅ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘΦ 
Current employment regulations allow the UK to recruit researchers from the EU 
without any visa restrictions. 
 

31. Having a wider pool to recruit from is particularly important to recruit researchers for 
neurological conditions. There is a need to recruit and train neuropathology experts. 
bŜǳǊƻǇŀǘƘƻƭƻƎȅ ƛǎ ŀ ƪŜȅ ŀǊŜŀ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ŀǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻf post 
mortem tissue underpins a lot of research in to the condition. Limiting where the UK 
can recruit these researchers from would be detrimental to research.  
 

32. It is essential there is the ability to recruit researchers across the EU; it also benefits 
the researchers as they gain relevant experience and also can disseminate findings 
from past studies too.  

 
Drug licencing  

33. As a member of the EU, the UK benefits from the advice and procedures of the 
European Medicines Agency (EMA). The Agency is responsible for the scientific 
evaluation of applications for EU marketing authorisations for human and veterinary 
medicines. 
 

34. Under the centralised procedure, pharmaceutical companies submit a single 
marketing-authorisation application to the EMA. Once granted by the European 
Commission, a centralised marketing authorisation is valid in all European Union (EU) 
Member States396.  
 

35. Once the EMA provide a company with a license to market a product in Europe no 
further action is necessarily required from the UK regulatory system. If the UK were 
not a member of the EU, in order for a drug to be licenced for use in the UK, 
pharmaceutical companies would have to submit separate marketing authorisation 
ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƭƛŎŜƴŎƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ς the Medicines and Healthcare products 
Regulatory Agency. 
 

36. Although this might be dealt with by negotiation of a bilateral agreement, the result 
could still discourage pharmaceutical companies from applying for a licence for drugs 
to be marketed in the UK, in turn preventing or delaying UK patients from receiving 

                                            
396 
http://www.ema.europa.eu/ema/index.jsp?curl=pages/about_us/general/general_content_000091.jsp&mid=
WC0b01ac0580028a42  

http://www.ema.europa.eu/ema/index.jsp?curl=pages/about_us/general/general_content_000091.jsp&mid=WC0b01ac0580028a42
http://www.ema.europa.eu/ema/index.jsp?curl=pages/about_us/general/general_content_000091.jsp&mid=WC0b01ac0580028a42
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new treatments.  In general by removing the UK from the core EU process, our voice 
in all discussions regarding new drugs for patients in the UK will be weakened.  

 
Conclusion 

37. tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ¦Y ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ŀ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ 
that we continue to reap the benefits and opportunities for medical research it 
affords us.  
 

38. The UK benefits from being able to influence regulation on data, clinical trials and 
using animals in research at an EU level that has a direct impact on UK research.  
 

39. Delays in getting patients access to treatments may be delayed if the UK is not a 
member of the EU due to possible increased complications to licencing procedures.  
 

40. ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǘƘǊƛǾƛƴƎ 9¦ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ tŀǊƪƛƴǎƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴǘƻ 
better treatments and a cure for people living with the condition in the UK. This 
research relies on the recruitment of talent from across the EU and also research 
grants.  

 
4 November 2015 
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The Pirbright Institute ς Written evidence (EUM0057) 
 
Background information 
The Pirbright Institute, formerly known as the Institute for Animal Health, is a world leading 
centre of excellence in research and surveillance of virus diseases of farm animals and 
viruses that spread from animals to humans. Working to enhance capability to contain, 
ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ŀƴŘ ŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǘŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜΩǎ 
highly innovative fundamental and applied bioscience contributes to global food security 
and health, improving quality of life for animals and people. 
 
1. Response to question 3, Funding: 

What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed in the 
EU compared to the management of science funding in the UK? Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are 
considered? 

 
1.1 The management of EU funding is a complicated and time consuming activity that 
requires significantly more time compared to other funding sources, especially UK public 
funding sources. The demands of the EU in terms of record keeping are onerous and require 
full original records of every aspect of the costs associated with the grant. This level of 
record keeping seems to be proportionately more important than the actual science 
achieved when reporting back to the EU progress and especially in agreeing the final 
provision of funds to support the science.  
 
1.2 In addition to this, the indirect costs the EU will provide is relatively low when the 
amount to be funded is compared to the full economic cost of the activity. The EU will not 
fund all support costs nor the management and maintenance of infrastructure as they argue 
this is the responsibility of the individual participant to provide. This means that unless 
match funding is obtained all EU grants are loss making for the institute. If, over the long 
term, this additional funding is not then EU grants effectively reduce the ability of the 
institute to be sustainable and the higher the percentage of EU grants won the greater the 
danger to overall sustainability. 
 
2. Response to question 6, collaboration: 

How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU membership? 
Is international investment leveraged on the basis of this membership? How does EU 
membership affect the growth of research-intensive UK companies? 

 
2.1 The Pirbright Institute operates in the area of animal health, and has direct links with 
human health via the so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άhƴŜIŜŀƭǘƘέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǿŜ 
possess are of high interest to a range of commercial sector organisatons, for example in the 
areas of pharmaceuticals, biotechnology (including vaccine), diagnostics, medical devices, 
etc. These companies are typically a mix between large corporations with a global reach, and 
SMEs in various stages of their lifecycle with attendant variable reach. In combination, our 
expertise and facilities are unique, and we are world-leading in many of our areas of 
research and development. This makes us highly attractive as collaborators for certain 
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companies. As many of these companies have either headquarters or large research centres 
outside the UK, but within the EU, collaboration is facilitated immensely by our EU 
membership. EU membership allows for easy flow of goods, technologies, know-how, access 
to harmonised markets, access to harmonised regulatory practices, and access to funding 
from the EC which can, will and does leverage the investments made by companies into our 
research and development, and which greatly contributes to keeping our world-leading 
position. As there are similar facilities in the EU that also offer a high level of expertise and 
good facilities, membership of the EU, and eligibility for research funding, is important to 
maintain our competitive position. Investment from the commercial sector is required to 
warrant continuous, leveraged investments into our facilities, to maintain our expertise, 
grow into new areas of research and development, and to maintain our leading global 
position in animal health research.  
 
3. Response to question 13, scientific advice: 

How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public policy 

compare between the EU and the UK? What are the effects, if any, of differences in 

the provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK? 

 
3.1 It is clear that the Institute makes very significant contributions in terms of the advice 
given on Public policy to the UK, to Europe, and further afield to recognised authorities in 
countries on other continents (Australia, China, Brazil, USA, India etc). The information and 
advice given by the Institute has always been more highly trusted in terms of quality, 
accuracy, impartiality and reliability than advice from most other non-UK sources however 
inadequate funding can place the work that is done and the ability to give the best, most 
detailed and most accurate advice, at risk.   
 
3.2 The work/advice provided includes: 

¶ The Reference Laboratories, which provide diagnostic information, test results and 
advice for a broad range of important diseases, These services and resources are 
world class and make a massive contribution to disease surveillance and control.   We 
do receive funding from the EU to maintain some of these capabilities but not all as 
other stakeholders are involved.   

¶ As part of the Reference lab structures, there are OIE recognised experts for each of 
the major diseases.  This is a significant responsibility and puts us in a good position 
to contribute advice and inform policy decision.   

¶ Lǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Ψquality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of 
public ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩ related to animal disease, from Pirbright, is still some of the best in the 
world.  

¶ Many international reference collections are maintained for several virus groups that 
provide a basis for testing and validation of diagnostic systems, vaccine development 
and challenge studies, as well as other research activities and collaborations. See 
http://www.reoviridae.org/dsRNA_virus_proteins/ReoID/virus-nos-by-country.htm 
for an example. 

¶ Virus isolation methods, diagnostic systems and sequence databases have been 
developed and shared with partners in many other countries, including colleagues in 
north and South America, Africa, India, Australia and many countries in Europe. 

http://www.reoviridae.org/dsRNA_virus_proteins/ReoID/virus-nos-by-country.htm
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 These now represent standard systems and have massively improved surveillance 
and epidemiological knowledge in multiple regions (for example for bluetongue and 
related orbiviruses).   

¶ Annually many scientific papers are published by institute researchers that contribute 
directly to fundamental knowledge concerning the viruses that are worked on at the 
institute.   

¶ Vaccine development, diagnostics, antiviral therapies, modelling of outbreaks, etc. 
also form part the work carried out at the institute; all of which help to support policy 
decisions.   

 
3.3 To summarise, the institute provides vital information and advice to both UK authorities 
(e.g. DEFRA), and to overseas organisations (both public and commercial) and authorities, 
enhancing knowledge, data gathering and control that help to reduce the impact and spread 
of disease in the UK and in other countries.  This reduces the risks of disease transmission 
from these other countries to the UK and the rest of Europe.   
 
4. Response to question 14, scientific advice 

To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and influence 

public policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership inhibit 

UK scientists from influencing public policy at EU or international levels? 

 
4.1 Since the institute works primarily on exotic economically important and transboundary 
viral disease, the research tends to be very outward looking involving links with 
 international collaborators and disease events in other countries that might threaten 
livestock industries, or even human health in the UK.  These collaborations are very good for 
our national reputation and the perceived value of links with the UK.  The UK membership of 
the EU has allowed us to initiate and coordinate several research networks and projects that 
have significantly influenced research direction and provided information to inform policy 
decisions that would not otherwise have been available. 
 
4.2 Membership of the EU significantly helps to provide research funding and enhanced 
opportunities for us to provide advice to DG Sanco and other executive agencies in Brussels.  
It also promotes inclusion in discussion groups and international agencies (e.g. H4A ς 
previously called IFAH, Epizone, H4A, IFAH etc) and massively increases opportunities to 
collaborate with colleagues/ research organisations in the EU.  This allows institute 
researchers to be part of discussions and to influence the opinion and direction of the wider 
European scientific community. 
 
4.3 Recent changes in global and EU climate may have helped important insect disease-
vector species to colonise or increase their distribution in southern Europe, notably including 
the Adsian tiger mosquito Aedes albopictus (transits Dengue, Chikungunya, Eastern equine 
encephalitis viruses) and Culicoides imicola (transmits Bluetongue, African horse sickness, 
Equine encephalosis, Equine haemorrhagic disease viruses).  Since work is carried out on 
many of these viruses, and diseases and represent part of Europe, our advice and 
collaboration on research projects is of real value to the European community as a whole.  
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There is not a significant aspect of our EU membership that inhibits UK scientists from 
influencing public policy at EU or international levels. 
 
20 November 2015 
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Political Studies Association (PSA) ς Written evidence (EUM0012) 
 
Introduction 
1. The Political Studies Association (PSA) is the leading organisation in the UK linking 

academics in political science and current affairs, theorists and practitioners, policy-
makers, journalists, researchers and students in higher education. 

 
2. Membership of the PSA is open to anyone interested in the study of politics. It spans 

academics in political science and current affairs, theorists and practitioners, policy-
makers, journalists, researchers, politics teachers and students in Higher Education. 
Membership has grown steadily and now stands at over 1,900, making it the second 
largest such national association in the world. 

 
3. As a charitable organisation that exists to promote the development of political studies 

and to encourage education and the advancement of learning in the art and science of 
government and in other branches of the political sciences we fully support any 
initiative that serves to improve standards of teaching. 

 
4. This submission addresses questions 1, 3, and 4 of the inquiry. 
 
What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to UK science and research, and 
vice versa? 
5. UK universities receive significant and critically important funding streams from a 

number of EU sources. The main source of funding is Horizon 2020, which will disburse 
almost 80 billion euros over seven years (2014-2020). The UK did disproportionately 
ǿŜƭƭ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнлΩǎ ǇǊŜŘŜŎŜǎǎƻǊΣ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ тΣ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ мрΦн҈ ƻŦ 
all funding, amounting to 5.2 billion euros.  

 
6. This represents a sizeable proportion of research funding in the UK. In 2013/14 the UK 

received £687m of research income from the UK. In the same year RCUK invested just 
under £3bn in research. Cambridge University alone received £68m in a year from 
Horizon 2020 ς some 17% of its entire research income. This is particularly important 
at a time when national investment in science and research is static and our leading 
competitors are overtaking the UK by a significant margin in the proportion of GDP 
they spend on science and research. 

 
7. EU fundiƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ƎǊƻǿΣ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ Ŏǳǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ 

budget.  Horizon 2020 is almost 30% bugger than previous programmes of a similar 
nature. 

 
8. It is also important to note that Horizon 2020 pays for 25% of the cost of 

administration, which is significantly higher than from some other research funders. 
 
What are the benefits to UK science and research in terms of collaboration and funding 
programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council? 
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9. The EU plays a vital role in supporting universities to collaborate across borders. By 
bringing together 28 states under a single framework for collaboration it substantially 
reduces the bureaucracy generally associated with collaborating with institutions 
across borders, thus saving British institutions time and money. 

 
11. The EU also encourages the establishment of networks of excellence and by pooling 

resources, expertise, data and infrastructure across borders it is able to generate a 
higher return on investment in research.  It also enables British institutions to achieve 
a level of scale in their research, particularly with regard to research infrastructure, 
that allows them to compete with institutions in the United States. 

 
12. hǾŜǊ ƘŀƭŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ƻǳǘǇǳǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǿ ƛƴ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛon with other countries. 

This compares to just 33% for the US and this can in no small part be attributed to the 
spur to international collaboration coming from the EU. 

 
13. CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŀƪŜǎ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ άƎǊŜŀǘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎέ ƻŦ 

EǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŀƎŜƛƴƎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΣ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
research is of strategic value. 

 
14. Some universities are particularly successful at securing EU funding. This now accounts 

for a very high proportion of their research funding and plays a major role in keeping 
these institutions at top of international league tables and thus competing effectively 
against top US institutions ς creating virtuous circle of funding and people. 

 
What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and research 
through the free movement of people? 
14. Membership of the EU makes it easier for universities in the UK to attract the best 

academics and avoid the cost in time and money of applying for work permits to bring 
over talented individuals. It also makes it easier to attract students, who make a 
significant financial contribution to both their institutions, in terms of fees, but also to 
ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜǎƛŘŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
universities helps attract further talent from overseas creating a virtuous circle that 
ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎƻŦǘ ǇƻǿŜǊΦ 

 
15. Not only does EU membership help attract talent but through the Erasmus exchange 

programme it allows students and staff to spend time overseas, broadening their 
horizons and enhancing their language skills, thus improving their employability. 

 
17th November, 2015 
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Research Councils UK (RCUK) ς Written evidence (EUM0016) 
 

1. Research Councils UK (RCUK) is the strategic partnership of the UYΩǎ ǎŜǾŜƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
Councils. Our collective ambition is to ensure the UK remains the best place in the 
world to do research, innovate and grow business. The Research Councils are central 
to delivering research and innovation for economic growth and societal impact. 
Together, we invest £3 billion in research each year, covering all disciplines and 
ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎΣ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƻƳƻǊǊƻǿΩǎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ǘƻŘŀȅΦ hǳǊ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ƴŜǿ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘΥ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜΤ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΩǎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎΤ ŘŜǾŜƭƻping 
ǎƪƛƭƭǎΣ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΤ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ ²Ŝ ŘǊƛǾŜ 
innovation through: creating environments and brokering partnerships; co-delivering 
research and innovation with over 2,500 businesses, 1,000 of which are SMEs; and 
providing intelligence for policy making. Find out more about our work at 
www.rcuk.ac.uk 
 

2. This evidence is submitted by RCUK and represents its independent views. It does not 
include, or necessarily reflect, the views of the Knowledge and Innovation Group in the 
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS). The submission is made on behalf 
of the following Councils: 

¶ Arts and Humanities Research Council (AHRC) 

¶ Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council (BBSRC) 

¶ Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council (EPSRC) 

¶ Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) 

¶ Medical Research Council (MRC) 

¶ Natural Environment Research Council (NERC) 

¶ Science and Technology Facilities Council (STFC) 
 

3. w/¦YΩǎ ƪŜȅ messages are summarised below: 
a) Being part of the EU allows us to shape the agenda from the inside, influencing 

the direction of travel and facilitating alignment with UK priorities. 
b) The opportunities offered by our membership of the EU are complementary: 

they support and strengthen the UK research base and facilitate access to new 
ideas, money and relationships. 

c) The EU enables research to be conducted at scales too large for individual 
Member States and support global projects such as the Square Kilometre Array 
(SKA) and the Human Frontier Science Programme (HFSP). 

d) Collaborative research is helped by harmonised legislation across borders and we 
need to be in the EU to influence and shape that legislation. 

e) Our membership of the EU enables the movement of people and a flow of 
talented researchers and skilled professionals, both through legislation and 
unique programmes such as the Marie Sklodowska Curie Actions. 

f) The EU gives greater access for UK industry to develop partnerships both inside 
and outside the UK, strengthening innovation and trade. 

g) Participation at a Member State (MS) level opens up new avenues for 
collaboration on global challenges (including the UK network of commonwealth 
countries). 

http://www.rcuk.ac.uk/
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What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to science and research in the 
UK? How does the financial contribution the UK receives compare with other member 
states in terms of, for instance, population, GDP, scientific strength or any other relevant 
indicators?  

4. Our expectation is that government will respond to this question. We would however 
like to highlight that the UK is an exceptionally strong participant in EU funding 
programmes for research and innovation. Over the course of FP7 the EU financial 
ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǿŀǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ϵсōƴΦ397 In terms of participations the top four 
HEIs were UK based, as were 14 of the top 50 HEIs overall.398  

 
What is the scale of the financial contribution from the UK to the EU that supports science 
and research activities?  

5. An accurate response to this question will be challenging to produce, given the 
complexities of the EU budget. RCUK would find this information of interest and look 
forward to reading the responses received by the Committee. 

 
What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed in the EU 
compared to the management of science funding in the UK? Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are 
considered?  

6. Our response to this question focuses on EU management of EU programmes; as one 
of the main public funders of research and innovation in the UK we do not think it is 
appropriate in this context to compare our own efficiency and effectiveness with that 
of other funding bodies. 
 

7. Overall, management of EU funds is effective and the Commission has an ongoing 
simplification agenda which we welcome. The new funding model for Horizon 2020 
(100% direct, 25% flat rate for indirect costs) has been overall perceived as a 
simplification. Another major simplification is the new Commission Participant Portal, 
the online portal for electronic administration of all Horizon 2020 applications and 
grants.399 RCUK has responded to the Commission simplification survey and will feed 
into the Horizon 2020 mid-term review. 
 

8. In terms of decision-making, the UK via the Research Councils is represented on and 
participates actively in the work of the majority of Horizon 2020 Programme 
Committees including the Strategic Configuration. The Strategic Programming 
approach has made good progress in aligning the work programmes, with more work 
to follow in making the overall process of drafting work programmes more 
transparent. Strategic programming and planning over two year periods allows for 
longer term planning for funding applications, and stakeholders can feed into the 
development of the work programmes. Although the opportunities to feed in varies 

                                            
397 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.p
df#view=fit&pagemode=none  p.100 
398 Ibid, p.96 
399 http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/portal/desktop/en/home.html  

https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/portal/desktop/en/home.html
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from area to area, initial feedback on this has been positive overall.  Our participation 
also supports UK policy in realising the ERA (as a policy objective under the Lisbon 
Treaty), which is the driver for JPIs and ERA-NETs: reducing fragmentation and 
duplication of public effort, sharing/leveraging finances and other resources, and 
sharing the risk. 

 
9. On a more practical level there are certain EU funded actions which are not replicated 

nationally and which support RCUK engagement in multi-country activities. For 
example, under FP7, Co-ordination and Support Actions (CSAs)400 provided funding for 
the (often labour intensive) scoping, process design and groundwork needed to run 
international activities. In Horizon 2020 the flexibility offered through the ERA-NET 
Cofund401 mechanism allows more research to be funded, as well as giving 
opportunities for a more inclusive approach with support for wider networking that 
would otherwise be hard to resource for ERA-NETs/Joint Programming Initiatives (JPIs) 
in the longer term. ERA-NETs aim to strengthen the co-ordination of national and 
regional research programmes by providing a framework to develop joint activities and 
support joint calls for transnational proposals. With an overarching objective of using 
national resource to realise the ERA, MS and Associated Countries participating in a JPI 
develop Strategic Research Agendas which aim to align priorities and coordinate 
national research activities. 

 
What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU collaborations and 
funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council? 

10. The European Framework Programmes for research and innovation play a vital role in 
supporting research and collaboration across Europe, benefitting the UK both as a 
direct recipient of funding and more broadly as part of the ERA.  

 
11. EU research and innovation funding is important for the UK: this funding source 

widens the opportunities for UK researchers to engage in globally competitive 
ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴǎ ƭƛƴƪǎ ŀƴŘ ōǳƛƭŘǎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ 
research base is well recognised for its quality and, as a result, is highly competitive at 
the EU level and is particularly successful in receiving funding from the Framework 
Programmes.  In Horizon 2020 UK institutions are still leading the result tables 
alongside Germany. Opportunities for UK-based researchers from the Framework 
Programmes complement UK research funding and ensure that the UK continues to be 
globally competitive as a world-class partner of choice. 
 

12. We choose to engage in European initiatives when it represents a good opportunity for 
the UK and direct alignment to RCUK strategic priorities. Engagement to date has 
generally been positive and successful, and for the most part we consider the 
opportunities offered through EU engagement as complementary to those available at 
a national level.  

 
13. When considering the positive impact of EU action on research and innovation, it is 

worth noting that Associated Countries with active research bases, for example 

                                            
400 https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/understanding/fp7inbrief/funding-schemes_en.html  
401 http://netwatch.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/lp/learning-platform/p2p-in-h2020/background-information  

https://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/understanding/fp7inbrief/funding-schemes_en.html
http://netwatch.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/lp/learning-platform/p2p-in-h2020/background-information
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Norway, Israel and Switzerland, pay to participate in EU framework programmes for 
research and innovation, demonstrating the real value that they see arising from EU 
collaboration in research. However, Associated Countries have less ability to shape 
Framework Programmes as MS, despite their financial contributions. It is also 
important to note that a significant proportion of UK engagement and collaboration 
with international partners takes place outside EU programmes. While there are many 
collaborations across the EU which take place outside the Framework Programme, the 
provision of a common framework for research collaboration which the EU offers can 
be immensely beneficial, especially in new areas so that every collaboration does not 
have to be a new legal arrangement.  

 
14. The Research Councils are also members of Science Europe,402 which promotes the 

collective interests of the Research Funding and Research Performing Organisations of 
Europe and supports its Member Organisations (MOs) in their efforts to foster 
European research. MO Working Groups on key policy areas such as peer review, text 
and data mining, open data, gender and diversity, and research integrity have enabled 
RCUK to engage pro-actively with key policy developments as they emerge and share 
best practice with partner organisations across Europe. Science Europe works to 
strengthen the ERA through its direct engagement with key partners, such as the 
European Commission, informed by direct representation of all scientific communities 
in its reflections on policies, priorities and strategies. RCUK welcomes the ability to 
engage at a collective European level with the European institutions, for example via 
{ŎƛŜƴŎŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9w! {ǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ tƭŀǘŦƻǊƳΦ403  

 
15. Having access to additional funding streams that sit alongside national support is 

especially welcome for facilitating collaborative research activities with teams drawn 
from across Europe. We also believe that it is vital for activities at EU level to focus on 
ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ƘƛƎƘ Ψ9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǾŀƭǳŜΩΥ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǳǇƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ōȅ 
individual MS. This is often the case for research in areas which require a large 
population base, for example research into rare diseases and large epidemiological 
studies, research requiring international validation, or when infrastructure is required 
of a scale or cost which could not be supported by any MS individually. 

 
16. The Commission-developed concept of JPIs has had a significant impact on UK strategy 

and planning, as we are involved in all ten current JPIs. Many aspects of JPIs require a 
larger degree of implementation and funding than Member States can achieve 
collectively, therefore there is a valid role for the European Commission to incorporate 
some JPI areas within its plans, and assist MS in their delivery including with additional 
funding as appropriate. There are many other benefits of working together flexibly 
that enhance impact and efficiency, through co-planning and alignment, and that do 
not require identification or earmarking of funds outside of normal funding streams. 
The significance of such strategic co-design and alignment across MS should be 
recognised as a major contribution to joint programming.  

 

                                            
402 http://www.scienceeurope.org/  
403 http://www.scienceeurope.org/uploads/PublicDocumentsAndSpeeches/150623_ERA_Joint_Statement.pdf  

http://www.scienceeurope.org/
http://www.scienceeurope.org/uploads/PublicDocumentsAndSpeeches/150623_ERA_Joint_Statement.pdf
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17. The European Research Council (ERC) schemes, first introduced under FP7, encourage 
the brightest minds across the EU and beyond to compete with one another to carry 
out their research projects in the EU, with substantial funding. Funding competitive 
frontier research is a vital component in the knowledge cycle and contribution to the 
knowledge economy and competiveness of the EU. RCUK believes that supporting 
excellence is imperative to supporting innovation in the EU. The ERC is well managed, 
with a clear set of grants that appeal to outstanding researchers all over the EU and 
beyond. RCUK strongly supports its continuation in its current form.  It should be noted 
ǘƘŀǘ 9w/ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƳŜǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл Ψ9ȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜΩ ǇƛƭƭŀǊ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ 
separate funding stream; the ERC Executive Agency is the body which administers the 
funding.  

 
18. The UK does spectacularly well from ERC funding. During FP7 ERC grant holders based 
ŀǘ ¦Y Ƙƻǎǘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵмΦтōƴ ƛƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ 
funding going to any one country across the whole programme (Germany was second 
ǿƛǘƘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵмΦмрōƴύΦ ¢ƻ Ǉǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9w/ ƛƴ Ctт ǿŀǎ 
aroǳƴŘ ϵтΦтōƴΣ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y Ƙŀǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ нн҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ 
ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΦ 9w/ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƭǎƻ Ǉƭŀȅǎ ŀ ǇŀǊǘ ƛƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 
attract outstanding researchers from outside the EU: out of 969 ERC grants currently in 
the UK, 114 of those are held by researchers from outside the ERA. UK participation in 
ERC funded grants, since its establishment in 2007, as at October 2015 is given in the 
table in Annex A. 

 
19. The UK also does well out of the Marie Sklodowska Curie Actions (MSCA), which are 

implemented through the 'Excellence' Pillar of the Horizon 2020 Programme, and 
provide funding opportunities for mobility and training at all stages of a researcher's 
career. The UK is seen as an attractive host country for the scheme. The opportunities 
for mobility and training offered by the MSCA are a major strength of the EU 
Framework Programmes with far reaching positive impact in terms of not only training 
the next generation of researchers but global links between researchers. The MSCA 
have boosted mobility in researchers across the EU and world-wide, provided training 
and career support and have helped to improve employment conditions. In this 
respect, Framework Programmes to date have played a key role in supporting 
excellence and in building a skilled workforce required for innovation and growth in 
Europe. RCUK particularly welcomes the emphasis of the MSCA on funding individual 
fellowships and the Initial Training Networks (ITNs). Many of the policy initiatives 
surrounding MSCA (particularly those relating to researcher recruitment) have built on 
¦Y ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΣ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ 9¦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ 
our position as a MS. 
 

20. 5ǳǊƛƴƎ Ctт ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ϵмлууƳ ƛƴ aŀǊƛŜ /ǳǊƛŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ ōȅ ŦŀǊ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ 
amount of all countries benefiting from this funding stream (Germany is second with 
ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵрспƳύ ¢ƘŜ ¦Y Ƙŀǎ ƘƻǎǘŜŘ опнр ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ όDŜǊƳŀƴȅ ƛǎ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ мрпмύΣ 
attracting 8120 incoming fellows from outside the UK (Germany is second with 4605). 
This bottom-up funding, where researchers can apply for fellowships to go anywhere 
in the world, or come to the UK from anywhere, is highly successful in supporting 
valuable knowledge exchange and building international collaboration.  
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21. Horizon 2020 aims to fully integrate social sciences and humanities research into each 

of its priorities. A recent European Commission report assessed the extent to which 
the 2014 calls for proposals under the Societal Challenges and the Industrial 
Leadership priorities have delivered on the integration of SSH as a cross-cutting issue. 
This report identified the UK as  the most successful country in providing SSH partners 
in projects funded across the 2014 work programme ς with a 16% share, the UK also 
provides 13% of SSH coordinators (see also Annex C).404 

 
What is the influence of EU membership on bilateral collaboration between the UK and 
other EU member states? Are collaborations with member states stronger than with non-
EU countries as a result of EU membership? Or, are bilateral collaborations with member 
states inhibited by requirements to work through EU mechanisms?  

22. CƛǊǎǘƭȅ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ Ψƴƻƴ-9¦Ω ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ  ǘƘŀǘ 
have Associated Country status to Horizon 2020, with the same participation 
opportunities as EU MS. Where collaborations between RCUK and overseas partner 
organisations are established, this is largely due to mutual research priorities, maturity 
of the bi- or multi-lateral relationship, compatibility of funding systems, and to a 
certain ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ όŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜύ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳŀǘǳǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
relationship with EU MS countries means that it is likely that we would have 
collaboration routes with or without the EU. However, the existence of the EU and its 
specifically multinational collaborative funding streams both provide opportunities to 
¦Y ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭǎΩ ƻŦŦŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ŀ 
potentially huge administrative burden in setting up a multitude of bi- and multilateral 
mechanisms to enable international partnerships.  
 

23. Multilateral collaborations are as important as bilateral collaborations, as both offer 
the opportunity to build on strengths as well as develop new areas.  In general the 
Research Councils concentrate less on bilateral activities with European partners 
because of the multilateral opportunities available through the EU. Our international 
activities aim to complement other funding routes available, where these align with 
RCUK strategic priorities. We see good levels of European collaboration in our 
academic community without needing to intervene directly ourselves in many cases. 
However where collaborative activities between the UK and European partner 
organisations do exist we do not consider that EU mechanisms act as an inhibitor 
outside EU programmes. 

 
How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU membership? Is 
international investment leveraged on the basis of this membership? How does EU 
membership affect the growth of research-intensive UK companies?  

24. The EU gives greater access for UK industry to develop partnerships both inside and 
outside the UK, strengthening innovation and trade. Extended and consolidated pan-
European scientific networks underpin economic and other collaborations, to the 
advantage of UK research institutions and their business partners, thereby 
underpinning export growth within the Single Market. Inter-connectivity of UK 
scientific institutions and their European counterparts brings benefits to businesses 

                                            
404 http://ec.europa.eu/research/social-sciences/pdf/other_pubs/integration_ssh_h2020.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/research/social-sciences/pdf/other_pubs/integration_ssh_h2020.pdf
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operating across several member states or exporting to EU28 markets. Industrial 
partners with a significant UK base have retained this through the easy access to 
European partners via the collaborative networks built and maintained via EU research 
projects and programmes. Broader access to larger international networks where 
there are global fora which set policy and agreements, particularly where the EU is the 
negotiator, can be extremely beneficial in terms of addressing issues that require 
global collaboration and have the potential to leverage greater funding and focus. 
From engagement with many of the priority UK industry sectors identified by the last 
government RCUK is aware that companies engage with and benefit from EU 
opportunities, for example Jaguar Land Rover and Ricardo in the automotive sector. 
 

25. There have been clear strategies for engaging the private sector in EU research funding 
programmes through favourable reimbursement regimes and the establishment of 
specific calls focusing on SMEs. The Joint Technology Initiatives and the Public Private 
tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜ ƛƴ нллу ǿŜǊŜ 
specifically designed for this purpose, giving the private sector the main voice in 
directing the focus of the calls. 

 
How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international facilities that 
are available as a consequence of our EU membership? Are there any restrictions in the 
creation and operation of international facilities outside the EU as a consequence of our 
EU membership?  

26. EU membership, and the programmes supported through Horizon 2020 and previous 
Frameworks, is an enormous benefit to collaboration on research infrastructures (RIs) 
in Europe. The provision of networking funding has ensured that the benefits from 
national investments in research infrastructure are maximised through stimulating 
joint working with their counterparts across Europe. Integrating Activities with 
transnational access to facilities also ensure that UK researchers have access to the 
best facilities elsewhere in Europe and that European researchers have access to UK 
facilities which would not be possible under any existing national arrangements.  
 

27. The planning of new multinational facilities has been stimulated by the formation of 
ESFRI (European Strategy Forum on Research Infrastructures). While ESFRI projects are 
supported directly by MS the EU has provided funding to enable and facilitate 
collaborations to form for the selected projects and create strong single proposals for 
consideration by national governments. This includes Research Infrastructures from 
across research areas including health and food, computer, physical and engineering, 
energy, social and cultural, and environment. Projects like the Square Kilometre Array 
ό{Y!ύΣ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǊŀŘƛo telescope, have benefited from EU support which has 
enabled the UK and its European partners to play a strong role in this global project. 
UK engagement in projects such as the European Spallation neutron source (ESS) and 
the X-ray Free Electron Laser (XFEL) has also benefitted from their inclusion in the 
ESFRI roadmap and the EU funding provided to help initiate these projects.  However, 
EU cooperation in no way prevents other RI global cooperation where the research 
calls for different partnerships with, for example, Japan or the USA, in addition to the 
links with Australia and South Africa developed by the European consortium for the 
SKA.  
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28. Many environmental RIs are highly distributed taking advantage of distinct national 

expertise, facilities and environments: the sum is greater than the value of the 
individual components. For example the European Plate Observing System (EPOS) 
integrates the European solid Earth science community from over 20 countries, both 
geographically and across Earth science disciplines to create a genuine pan-European 
RI.  

 
29. An example of cooperation outside the EU is the core particle physics programme at 

CERN, funded directly by national governments, with a global reputation for 
excellence.  CERN then engages in a broad portfolio of EU-funded programmes for 
research and e-infrastructures, for example through providing key inputs into 
coordinating the EU-funded computing grid initiative alongside its USA and other 
regional counterparts, to build a global computing infrastructure. EU funding has 
contributed to the development of the high luminosity upgrades for the Large Hadron 
Collider (LHC) and the development of advanced detector technologies. 

 
30. ¢ƘŜ ¦Y ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ϵнто Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ LƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ όǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

Capacities programme) in FP7, 18% of the total awarded.  UK institutions were 
members of 78% of the 341 projects funded during FP7 and coordinator of 41 of these 
projects. The UK was behind Germany, France and Italy in numbers coordinated, but 
the amounts aǿŀǊŘŜŘ ǿŜǊŜ ƻƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ όϵсΦрaύ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ 
Horizon 2020 RI Programme UK institutions are in 69 of the 79 projects funded so far, 
11 as coordinator.  

 
31. Examples of UK participation in RIs include: 

a) MRC Harwell in Oxfordshire hosts an EU-funded resource that reduces the number 
of animals bred for research purposes. The European Mouse Mutant Archive 
(EMMA) is supported by EU funding through the FP7 Capacities Specific 
Programme. The unit stores frozen mouse eggs, sperm and embryos and sends 
them to other laboratories when needed, removing the need for other 
laboratories to breed animals unnecessarily to maintain a colony. 

b) The UK has benefited from the creation of the ERIC (European Research 
Infrastructure Consortium) regulation through which the European Social Survey 
(ESS) has been established at City University, making it the first UK hosted ERIC. 
The ESS is an academically-driven cross-nationally comparative survey that has 
been conducted every two years across Europe since 2001. The survey measures 
attitudes, beliefs and behaviour patterns of diverse populations in over 30 nations, 
with the data made available free of charge through the ESS website, an important 
resource for researchers.405 A further ten projects in which the UK is engaging are 
using or applying for ERIC status. These include the European Spallation Source in 
Sweden, the INSTRUCT Structural Biology consortium managed by the University 
of Oxford, and the European Multidisciplinary Seafloor and Water Column 
Observatory (EMSO).  The UK Government has recently announced measures, 
including the creation of independent expert advice hubs, to help support the 

                                            
405 www.europeansocialsurvey.org/data/  

http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/data/
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creation of Smart Specialisation Strategies; this is aimed at helping boost UK 
access to EU Structural and Investment Funds.  

c) The UK has also benefited substantially from the e-Infrastructure initiatives of the 
EU.  The grant for GEANT, the computer networking backbone for Europe, is held 
by a managing centre based in the UK and works closely with our national network 
JANET operated by Jisc. UK has been a key partner in initiatives such as EGI and 
EUDAT which have ensured the development of universal computing services and 
data management coordination for all research disciplines across Europe, driving 
standards in line with UK requirements. EU support for the Research Data Alliance 
(RDA) and major projects such as SKA and ELIXIR for biological data, funded from 
the RI programme, has strengthened the UK lead in data management in Europe 
and beyond. Open Science is being supported at a European-level by the 
OpenAIRE initiative, to promote the discoverability and reusability of research 
publications and data. 

d) ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ Ŧǳǎƛƻƴ ŜƴŜǊƎȅΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ǘƘŜ 
International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor (ITER), is also managed 
through Europe. UK industry has benefited from the advancement of ITER 
ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǎƛƴŎŜ нлмл ǿƛǘƘ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ϵпллƳ ƻŦ L¢9w ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǿƻƴ ǎƻ ŦŀǊΣ ŀƴ ŀōƻǾŜ-
average share when compared to other EU countries. Culham Centre for Fusion 
Energy (CCFE) hosts the Joint European Torus (JET), which is the focal point of the 
European fusion research programme. The UK leverages ~£50m p.a. from the EU 
for the operation of JET.   

e) The UK is able to make strong use of the Earth Observation (EO) satellite 
technology developed and operated through the European Space Agency (ESA).  
While European Union (EU) and ESA are separate organisations, they are 
increasingly working together towards common objectives and linkages have been 
reinforced by the increasing roƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǇŀŎŜ Ǉƭŀȅǎ ƛƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭΣ 
political and economic policies. In EO the main EU/ESA collaboration is the 
Copernicus programme providing long term data for environmental policy and 
development of commercial services. The data sets derived from the Copernicus 
programme are also of high relevance to the UK environmental research 
community, particularly those concerned with understanding environmental 
change. Some ESA programmes are primarily geared towards the research 
community for example the Earth Explorer missions including Cryosat 2, and the 
BIOMASS mission due for launch in 2020. In these programmes, the relationship 
ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭǎ όŜΦƎΦ {¢C/ ŀƴŘ b9w/ύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y{! ƛǎ Ǿƛŀ ŀ Ψ5ǳŀƭ YŜȅΩ 
mechanism. The UKSA is responsible for space-based infrastructure and the 
strategic development of EO instruments. NERC is responsible for environmental 
research using EO data, and the services and facilities underpinning this work, 
such as data portals and processing facilities for example the NERC Earth 
Observation Data Acquisition and Analysis Service (NEODAAS) and the Centre for 
Environmental Data Analysis (CEDA), hosted by STFC. Within the EO sector there is 
no perception that EU membership restricts the operation of facilities. 
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What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and research 
through the free movement of people? How does this compare with flows of people 
between the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China and Singapore?  

32. Our membership of the EU enables the movement of people and a flow of talented 
researchers, enhancing skills and experience to improve UK research. The free 
movement of researchers aligns well with UK ambitions for research, as set out in the 
ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƭƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ to make the UK the best place in the world for 
science and business.406 It also assists in addressing key skill shortage areas such as IT.  
UK success in a European context allows for benchmarking and strengthens the 
research base and overall attractiveness of the UK to students, researchers and 
businesses; there are a number of schemes and funding strands provided from EU 
membership that enable the UK to engage with international researchers. Annex B 
figure 2 gives an example of MSCA funded fellows, grouped by nationality, who 
undertake their research in the UK.   
 

33. The free movement of persons competence enables the Research Councils to engage 
with EEA nationals in line with UK immigration rules. When recruiting for roles across 
the Research Councils there is a competitive recruitment process based on suitability 
ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΤ ǿƛǘƘ 
regards to PhD level roles there is a deliberate attempt to recruit the brightest and the 
best, irrespective of nationality, in line with current UK immigration rules. As a result, 
the Research Councils adhere to the UK immigration rules and undertake 
advertisements and recruitment in line with current UK immigration requirements. 

 
34. Across the Research Councils, nationals from other MS make up over 11% of the 

current work force; approximately 90% of these individuals are involved in or support 
research. At present, the Research Councils employ approximately 5.28% of their work 
force from outside of the EEA. Of these individuals, 139 are currently sponsored via 
Tier 2, as either researchers or in research support roles, with the vast majority of the 
remaining individuals continuing in employment after receiving indefinite leave to 
remain in the UK. Based on the number of individuals (3165) either employed or 
engaged with over the past year, the Research Councils have engaged more with 
individuals from within the EU (15.04%) than with individuals from non-EEA countries 
(9.07%). 

 
35. In general, the ability for the UK to be able to attract the best international talent from 

across the MS is enhanced through the free movement of people, and in comparison 
to the administrative processes involved in sponsoring or engaging with individuals 
from non-EEA countries, provides a coherent and simple method for engaging with 
researchers from the MS. While there are a wide variety of immigration routes 
available to the research sector that enable engagement with non-EEA nationals, these 
options are more administratively demanding, costly to both the employer and 
employee and there is an increased uncertainty of when, or if, these individuals will 
successfully receive their visa. Based on the questions raised in a number of recent 
Migration Advisory Committee (MAC) consultations, as well as the increased 
competition for the limited numbers of Restricted Certificates of Sponsorship (CoS) 

                                            
406 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/our-plan-for-growth-science-and-innovation  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/our-plan-for-growth-science-and-innovation
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available on a monthly basis, there is a risk that recent and future immigration rule 
changes will negatively impact on the ability to attract and retain these talented 
individuals from outside of the EU. Recent changes to the attributes taken into 
consideration for the issue of these CoS have benefitted PhD level roles. However they 
have also made it more difficult to recruit research support personnel with skills which 
the resident labour force cannot always supply.  
 

36. The free movement of researchers also enables the Research Councils to continue to 
support a number of talented researchers and scientists involved in international 
collaboration across other EU MS. The ability granted by the free movement of 
persons to work on and influence these collaborations is of great benefit to the UK, the 
researchers and future collaborations; some brief examples of these collaborations 
are: 
a) The European Molecular Biology Laboratory is at the forefront of innovation in the 

life sciences. It is established in four European countries (including in Cambridge, 
UK) and free movement allows researchers to access their state of the art 
facilities; 

b) With the Isaac Newton Group of Telescopes within the Canary Islands undertaking 
world-class astronomical research;  

c) The European Synchrotron Radiation Facility (ESRF) where UK scientists currently 
receive approximately 11% of the available beamtime. 

 
Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU, for example by 
requiring the UK to adopt EU-wide immigration policies rather than bespoke ones for the 
UK?  

37. On the contrary: to receive certain EU funding, research infrastructures must apply an 
ΨhǇŜƴ !ŎŎŜǎǎΩ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƻǇŜƴ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ 
open competition; any restriction of the free movement of persons would put this 
funding at risk. The ability to engage with the most talented researchers has enhanced 
research projects and collaborations throughout the UK, and has led to the 
development of various research infrastructures within the UK and across Europe. 
 

38. The EU immigration rules for third country nationals do not apply to the UK; the only 
impact on immigration from an EU perspective is in the free movement of EU 
nationals, and the adapted immigration rules for EU dependants; in all respects the UK 
is responsible for its own immigration rules for migrants from countries outside of the 
EU. The fact that the UK has access to EU funding and infrastructure, along with the 
potential to develop successful research outcomes into wider business opportunities 
both within the UK and across the EU, helps to enhance the attractiveness for 
international collaboration. If anything, as seen in the recent BIS report on the 
international comparative performance of the UK Research Base407, it is the 
uncertainty and increased administrative requirements involved in the UK visa 
application and decision process, further exacerbated by the widely viewed perception 

                                            
407 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-
international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
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among the international research community that the UK is closed for business, that 
acts as an inhibitor to collaborative work with the wider international research sector. 

 
39. Beyond immigration policy, EU membership offers opportunities for the UK to bring 

other countries into EU networks, e.g. USA and New Zealand into ERA-NETs, and global 
approaches in JPIs, further enhancing UK as a partner of choice through being a 
gateway to Europe. 

 
What are the key EU regulatory frameworks/mechanisms that directly affect the science 
and research community in the UK?  

40. EU legislation and policy can have far-reaching consequences and participating fully in 
its development affords the UK the opportunity to influence relevant legislation for the 
better, helping to harmonise regulation and improve the research environment across 
the EU. Where legislation is developed which does not principally concern research, it 
is vital that potential implications and unintended impacts for research and innovation 
are fully considered to ensure that European research and innovation, and in turn 
European competitiveness, is supported effectively and is not stifled. 
 

41. The Research Councils are active in working to ensure that such potential implications 
are identified and addressed during the development of legislation and policy. We 
often work with partners in the UK and across Europe throughout the different stages 
of the legislative process as policies are designed, developed and amended and also 
once legislation has been adopted to ensure appropriate guidance is in place to enable 
successful consistent implementation across MS.408 

 
42. One area which demonstrates where this approach has been particularly effective is 

the development and implementation of the 2010/63/EU Animals Directive where the 
UK was able to help shape the legislation to raise standards in animal welfare across 
Europe. Over the development of the Directive the application of the 3Rs (reduction, 
refinement and replacement of animals in research) was prioritised whilst ensuring 
that essential animal research was not unnecessarily hindered by excessive broadening 
of the scope or by bureaucracy that did not directly promote animal welfare. 

 
43. A current area of activity, and serious concern, is the development of the EU Data 

Protection Regulation which has reached trilogue. The Regulation has significant 
implications for research and the Research Councils have been working closely with a 
growing alliance of academic, non-commercial research organisations and patient 
groups in the UK and across Europe to ensure that Regulation provides an effective 
framework for the use of personal data in scientific research. Our concerns around the 
position taken by the European Parliament ahead of trilogue, and which have the 
potential to be highly damaging and severely restrict the use of personal data for 
scientific research, are outlined in a position statement  endorsed by over 100 
organisations across Europe, coordinated in the UK by the Wellcome Trust. With 
formal agreement expected in 2016, followed by a further two years to implement the 

                                            
408 http://www.datasaveslives.eu/media/1169/joint-statement-on-the-european-data-protection-regulation-
june-2015.pdf  

http://www.datasaveslives.eu/media/1169/joint-statement-on-the-european-data-protection-regulation-june-2015.pdf
http://www.datasaveslives.eu/media/1169/joint-statement-on-the-european-data-protection-regulation-june-2015.pdf
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Regulation, this provides a good illustration of the need for sustained involvement over 
the whole of the legislative process.: 

 
44. Another area of interest is researcher careers and how legislation can affect these. The 

rights and responsibilities of researchers are addressed in the 2005 European Charter 
for Researchers and Code of Conduct for the Recruitment of Researchers - a soft law 
mechanism under the Open Method of Co-ordination. A UK-level gap analysis in 2006 
demonstrated that this posed no problems for the UK and the 2008 Concordat to 
Support the Career Development of Researchers409 effectively transposes the Charter 
and Code principles into the UK context. Since 2010 UK HE Institutions have 
participated in the European Commission's HR Excellence in Research Award which 
acknowledges alignment with the principles of the European Charter and Code. This 
award is used in the UK to also demonstrate alignment with the UK Concordat and at 
September 2015 over 90 of the 240 award holders were UK institutions. 

 
If the UK were not a member of the EU, could regulations be reformed to give greater 
benefit to UK science and research? For example, in areas such as data regulation, VAT on 
shared facilities, and the use of the precautionary principle?  

45. Collaborative research is helped by harmonised legislation across borders; lack of 
harmonisation would create barriers which would hinder research and innovation. 

 
How is the innovation landscape affected by EU membership?  

46. As stated previously we see EU programmes as complementary to the UK research and 
innovation landscape. The current debate around the proposed European Innovation 
Council (EIC) will be interesting and RCUK is engaging with the Commission as the 
concept is developed. We would welcome an EIC that supports all actors involved in 
innovation which truly: promotes the collaboration between researchers, businesses 
and innovators; supports all forms of innovation, including social innovation; and helps 
to stimulate and facilitate the collaboration between universities, research institutions 
and businesses. 

 
How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public policy 
compare between the EU and the UK? What are the effects, if any, of differences in the 
provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK?  

47. RCUK welcomed the appointment of the Chief Scientific Advisor, Professor Anne 
Glover, under the previous Commission administration. We also welcome the new 
Science Advice Mechanism (SAM) and put forward nominations to the Commission for 
potential members. However, we consider it important that the SAM has a clear remit 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ΨǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŀŘǾƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩΣ 
as there are already mechanisms in place to consult with the academic community on 
the development of research policy. 

 
To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and influence public 
policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership inhibit UK 
scientists from influencing public policy at EU or international levels?  

                                            
409 www.vitae.ac.uk/concordat  

http://www.vitae.ac.uk/concordat
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48. There are a range of opportunities available to UK researchers which allow them to 
inform and influence public policy at EU or international levels, which may not exist if 
the UK did not have EU membership. The UK Research Office (UKRO)410 publicises and 
promotes opportunities for UK researchers to apply to serve on committees, advisory 
boards, and similar structures which provide advice on policy development. Seconded 
National Experts from government departments and their agencies can provide a UK 
perspective in the European policy making process, as well as gaining an understanding 
of other member states approaches to policy making.  We are not aware of any 
evidence suggesting that EU membership inhibits UK researchers from influencing 
public policy. 
 

49. Less tangibly, but of equal relevance, funding for transnational research as provided by 
the EU does allow a comparative approach. The fact that UK researchers are so 
successful in gaining EU funds and are part of these transnational projects should 
mean they have better visibility and potential to influence policy. In the area of Social 
Sciences and Humanities this funding enables a Europe-wide perspective and a greater 
understanding of why things are different across Europe locally, regionally and/or 
nationally giving greater European policy potential. 

 
19 November 2015 
 
 
Annex A: European Research Council participations as at October 2015 
 

¶ These participation figures are the number of Principal Investigators (PIs) based in each 
country. 

¶ The information stretches across both FP7 and Horizon 2020 and is taken from the ERC 
website (http://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics ). 

¶ The UK consistently outperforms other Member States, with the most awards in each 
grant scheme, demonstrating the vibrancy and excellence of our research base. 

 

Year UK PIs Germany PIs France PIs 

Starting Grant 571 393 365 

Consolidator Grant 148 110 93 

Advanced Grant 447 274 236 

Proof of Concept411 53 25 25 

Synergy412 6 6 1 

TOTAL 1225 808 720 

 
 
 
 

                                            
410 https://www.ukro.ac.uk/aboutukro/  
411 Note that Germany and France are joint fifth for Proof of Concept grants; Netherlands based PIs have 
received 46, Ireland 31 and Spain 27. 
412 Note that France is joint fourth for Synergy grants, the Netherlands holds 5, and Spain 3. Only 8 countries 
host PIs who have been awarded Synergy grants. 

http://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics
https://www.ukro.ac.uk/aboutukro/
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Annex B: Marie Sklodowska Curie Actions 
 
The UK received the most funding from MCA in FP7 2007-13. 
 
Figure 1. Funding by country (top 10) 

 
 
Figure 2: MCA Fellows (under FP7) coming to the UK grouped by nationality 
 

 
Figure extracted from FP7- People Marie Curie Actions fact sheet413 

                                            
413  

http://ec.europa.eu/research/mariecurieactions/funded-projects/statistics/index_en.htm, UK based fact sheet 

http://ec.europa.eu/research/mariecurieactions/funded-projects/statistics/index_en.htm
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Annex C: Social Sciences and Humanities participations in FP7 by country 
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About the Royal Academy of Engineering 
As the UK's national academy for engineering, we bring together the most successful and 
talented engineers for a shared purpose: to advance and promote excellence in engineering. 
 
Introduction 
 
1. The Royal Academy of Engineering welcomes the opportunity to submit evidence to the 

House of Lords Select Committee on Science and Technology inquiry on the relationship 
between EU membership and the effectiveness of science, research and innovation in 
the UK. This response builds upon tƘŜ нлмо ¦Y ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŜǎΩ Ƨƻƛƴǘ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ 
ǘƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ {ƪƛƭƭǎΩ Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ wŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ŀƭŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ 
Competences between the United Kingdom and the EU.414  

 
2. The European Union offers significant funding to the UK research and innovation 

community, which facilitates, and is complemented by opportunities for international 
collaboration, interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary research and access to world-class 
facilities. The EU offers businesses the opportunity to collaborate, scale-up, contribute to 
standard setting and access the single market. The UK has a globally excellent and highly 
productive research base, to which EU support for research and innovation, both 
financial and non-financial, has contributed.   

 
Funding 

 
3. The UK has a strong track record in securing EU research funding as outlined in the most 

recent and final monitoring report of the European Framework Programme (FP7), which 
ran from 2007 to 2013.415 The UK held 14.9% of all FP7 grants (17,561 grant holders) 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜǉǳŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ мтΦн҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ƎǊŀƴǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀǘ ŀ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ϵсΣфпл 
million. The UK was second only to Germany both in terms of number of grant 
participants and budget share, with Germany having 15.4% of grant holders and 17.7% of 
the budget.  UK Higher education institutions (HEIs) are particularly successful in winning 
EU funding, with UK universities holding the top 4 positions for institutions with the 
greatest number of ǎƛƎƴŜŘ ƎǊŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ тлΦт҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ Ctт ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀǿŀǊŘŜŘ 
to higher and secondary education institutes. EU research funding is of particular 
importance to engineering research conducted in UK HEIs, where the amount of EU 
research funding received has increased by 50% in value from 2007/08 to 2013/14.416 
²Ŝ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀ ŦƻǊǘƘŎƻƳƛƴƎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ wƻȅŀƭ 

                                            
414 Joint National Academies submission to the DepaǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ {ƪƛƭƭǎΩ Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ 
ƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ wŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ŀƭŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ /ƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎŜǎ 
between the United Kingdom and the EU, August 2013 
415 European Commission, Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report 2013, March 2015. 
416 /ŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŦƻǊ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ό/ŀ{9ύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎΩ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ό9t/ύ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ 
the House of Lords Science and Technology Select Committee Inquiry on the Relationship between EU 
membership and the Effectiveness of the Science, Research and Innovation in the UK, 2015.  

http://www.raeng.org.uk/publications/responses/joint-national-academies-submission
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Society for further analysis of the contribution of EU research and innovation funding to 
the UK. 

 
4. In 2014, Horizon 2лнлΣ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ǿŀǎ 
ƭŀǳƴŎƘŜŘΦ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл Ƙŀǎ ŀ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ϵулōƴ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ т ȅŜŀǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ 
2014 to 2020, but has a more strategic, challenge-based approach than FP7. Horizon 
2020 has a role in implementing the Innovation Union, a Europe2020 flagship initiative 
ŀƛƳŜŘ ŀǘ ǎŜŎǳǊƛƴƎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ 
requires collaboration between three or more partners, which can include businesses. In 
addition, Horizon 2020 Ƙŀǎ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ϵоōƴ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 
SMEs.   

 
5. IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ ŎƛǊŎŀ ϵмоōƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ 
ό9w/ύΣ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƻǊ ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ƻǊ ΨōƻǘǘƻƳ-ǳǇΩ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ 
research. The premise of the ERC, as for the UK Research Councils, is to fund excellent 
research, although proposals that cross disciplinary boundaries are encouraged. The UK 
does exceptionally well from ERC funding, with 17% of ERC funded Principal Investigators 
during FP7 and 4 out of the top 10 host institutions, more than any other country.417 The 
UK is also consistently the most successful country across every domain (life sciences, 
physical sciences and engineering, and the social sciences and humanities), for each of 
ǘƘŜ 9w/Ωǎ {ǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ DǊŀƴǘǎΣ /ƻƴǎƻƭƛŘŀǘƻǊ DǊŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ !ŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ DǊŀƴǘǎΦ ¦Y-based 
academics working within the physical sciences and engineering domain win 19%, 22% 
and 23.4% of the Starting, Consolidator and Advanced Grants respectively, substantially 
more than those won by other participant countries.418 The UK also received the largest 
number of ERC Proof-of-Concept grants at 17.8%.419  
 

6. The ERC, as for the UK Research Councils, uses peer-review to assess grant applications. 
The Academy continues to support the peer review process, regarding it as a trusted and 
reliable way of ensuring that quality prevails in funding decisions. Nevertheless, as for 
the UK Research Councils, there is room for improvement.420 Increased transparency 
would be welcomed, particularly to allay concerns of politically and geographically 
motivated decision making. 

 
7. In comparison to UK universities the picture is more mixed for UK businesses. UK 
ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ муΦмн҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ Ctт ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ ǿƛǘƘ [ŀǘǾƛŀ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ 
member state whose proportion of total FP7 funding for businesses was lower at 
11.97%.421 Nevertheless this equates with the UK being the third most successful 
country, behind France and Germany, when assessed by the financial contribution to 
businesses and by number of ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƛƴ CtтΦ  ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ 
businesses was comparable to France with 4544 and 4547 business participants 

                                            
417 European Commission, Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report 2013, March 2015 
418 European Research Council website statistics page: https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics 
accessed on 9 November 2015 
419 European Research Council website statistics page: https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics 
accessed on 9 November 2015 
420 wƻȅŀƭ !ŎŀŘŜƳȅ ƻŦ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎΩǎ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ bǳǊǎŜ wŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭǎ, April 2015  
421 European Commission, Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report 2013, March 2015 

https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics
https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics
http://www.raeng.org.uk/publications/responses/nurse-review-of-research-councils
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respectively, but was considerably less than Germany at 6241.422 In terms of financial 
contribution, both France and GermanȅΣ ǿƛǘƘ ϵмпмс Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ϵмфмн Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 
ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΣ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŀǘ ϵмнрт ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ423 Interestingly, 
{a9ǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ моΦт҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ Ctт ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǎƘŀǊŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ 
France at 11.94% and similar to Germany at 13.54%.424 Therefore it appears that it is big 
ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǳƴŘŜǊǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ 
ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƻǊǘŦƻƭƛƻΣ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ Ƨǳǎǘ пΦфр҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ Ctт ōǳŘƎŜǘΣ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ 
16.20% and 13.76% for France and Germany respectively.  
 

8. The UK also had the lowest success rate of business applicants, at 24.81%, compared to 
France at 28.14% and Germany at 27.30%, with the UK ranking 7th out of all 28 member 
states.425 A relatively low success rate aligns with the feedback received from the 
engineering community, who feel that UK businesses are not adequately supported 
ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǇǇƭȅ ŦƻǊ 9¦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΦ tǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 
Development Agencies (RDAs) provided support and guidance to businesses interested in 
applying for EU research and innovation funding. There are concerns that following the 
disbanding of the RDAs in 2012, the same high quality of guidance and support is no 
longer available, or as easily accessible, which hampers efforts to increase the 
participation of UK businesses. There is a sense that Innovate UK and the UK Research 
Councils could take a more coordinating and strategic role to support UK businesses to 
access and navigate the EU research and innovation funding landscape. Furthermore, the 
Academy is aware of efforts to simplify and strengthen local innovation support for UK 
businesses, but it is too early for any assessment of its effectiveness.   

 
9. There are concerns among some in the engineering community that the application 

procedures and consequent administering and monitoring of EU research funding is 
particularly burdensome. The application procedure can be eased by dedicated staff, 
both in HEIs and businesses, who are familiar with the EU research funding landscape 
and are able to provide advice and support. However, given that the majority of Horizon 
2020 calls require applications from consortia and are likely to involve international 
collaboration, a certain level of complexity in the application and administration of funds 
is ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘŀōƭŜΦ bŜǾŜǊǘƘŜƭŜǎǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнлΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ 
SMEs it is important that those schemes have satisfactory levels of visibility and low 
administrative burdens, as it is well reported that SMEs are under-resourced both in time 
and money.426   
 

10. The seven year funding cycles characterised by the Multiannual Financial Frameworks, 
such as FP7 and Horizon 2020, provide stable, long-term funding in cycles longer than 
ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ŎƻƳōƛned with policy 
consistency, enables UK researchers, institutions and businesses to deliver research 
excellence with long-term planning, and can impact upon leverage as the long-term 
visibility can give investors confidence. Furthermore, EU research and innovation funding 

                                            
422 European Commission, Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report 2013, March 2015 
423 European Commission, Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report 2013, March 2015 
424 European Commission, Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report 2013, March 2015 
425 European Commission, Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report 2013, March 2015 
426 The Dowling Review of Business-University Research Collaborations, July 2015  
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Ŏŀƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ¦Y ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
research and innovation funding portfolio. 

 
11. The European research and innovation funding landscape is greater than just FP7 or 

Horizon 2020, with several other EU funding mechanisms also providing support for 
research and innovation. The European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) support 
growth and jobs across the EU. The fund includes money from the European Regional 
Development Fund (ERDF) which aims to support research and innovation, alongside 
SMEs and the creation of a low carbon economy. These funds are particularly important 
for building capacity in the least economically developed areas of the UK. The newly 
created European Fund for Strategic Investment (EFSI) will also support investments in 
infrastructure and innovation, as well as offering finance for SMEs.  

 
Collaboration 
 
12. There is widespread agreement across the engineering community that international 

collaboration brings huge benefits to engineering research and innovation in the UK. 
Collaboration gives UK researchers and businesses access to a broader range of 
knowledge, people and facilities than could be obtained in the UK alone. Collaboration 
facilitates innovation as new ideas are generated, shared, refined and challenged. 
Collaboration between EU member states is frequently a requirement of the EU research 
ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎΦ /ƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƳŀƪŜǎ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ 
with other EU member states relatively easy, much more so in comparison to 
collaboration with non-EU countries, where a lack of dedicated funding hinders 
engagement. The attractiveness of collaborating with the EU is highlighted by the 
presence of international cooperation partner countries - non-EU countries such as Brazil 
- which participate in the EU research and innovation programmes. 
 

13. The EU provides support for collaboration at many different levels, from the Marie 
Sklodowska-Curie Action grants which enable individual researchers to experience 
training in different countries, starting at the PhD level, right up to large consortia 
projects to address the grand challenges of the day such as EUROfusion, a consortium of 
29 partners representing 40 laboratories with the ambitious aim of realising fusion 
electricity by 2050. Although it is clear that substantial benefits can be reaped from 
collaboration, the benefits are perceived to be maximised when funding is focussed on 
research that requires collaboration to succeed. Furthermore, there is a sense that a 
tension can sometimes arise between the emphasis on research quality and the 
prioritisation of collaboration.      
 

14. Collaboration between businesses and universities is an important part of the research 
and innovation ecosystem and can provide a myriad of benefits to the participants, as 
has recently been highlighted in the Dowling Review of Business-University Research 
Collaborations.427 The review also recorded the lack of funding as one of the most 
frequently cited barriers to collaboration for both businesses and universities. Therefore, 
that much EU research funding requires or encourages collaboration between businesses 
and universities is welcomed by the Academy. However, as noted previously, UK 

                                            
427 The Dowling Review of Business-University Research Collaborations, July 2015 
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businesses could do better at accessing such funds and participating in such 
collaborations.  
 

15. Collaboration between industrial partners can also be facilitated by EU research and 
innovation funding as the creation of common funding frameworks increases the ease 
with which businesses can engage with each other. The EU could be regarded as a 
neutral convener, providing opportunities for industrial competitors to collaborate with 
each other and work together towards common goals, often for societal benefit. One 
such example is the Clean Sky aeronautical research programme, which was established 
in 2008 as a Joint Technology Initiative (JTI), and is now receiving support from Horizon 
2020 as it addresses the key societal challenge of developing smart, green and integrated 
transport. Clean Sky is a public-private partnership and has brought together 
aeronautical industry leaders including Rolls-Royce and Airbus, along with their supply 
chains with the joint objective of creating cleaner skies through the reduction of carbon 
dioxide and nitrogen oxide emissions as well as noise reduction. Such pre-competitive 
collaborations often require public funds to de-risk the venture and incentivise the 
businesses, which are frequently competitors, to work together.428 Support for such 
large-scale and high-cost collaborations, which the UK is eligible to participate in, are 
relatively rare outside of the EU.  
 

16. The free movement of people in Europe is of critical importance for the UK in 
ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƛǘǎ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ōŀǎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǿƻǊƭŘ-class 
universities, excellent scientific reputation and quality of life, as well as the fact that 
English is in practice the lingua franca of research, makes the UK a very desirable location 
for non-UK Europeans to study and pursue their academic careers. The benefits to the 
UK are clear: well-skilled individuals choosing to study, work and live in the UK bring with 
them knowledge, ideas and talent, as well as contributing to the national economy. 
Conversely UK nationals are also able to benefit from free-movement by studying and 
working in other EU member states to learn new skills, experience different cultures and 
gain access to facilities. 
 

17. The free movement of people means that the ease of recruiting non-UK EU individuals is 
very straightforward and requires relatively little paper work or time. This is in direct 
comparison to recruitment, whether to work or to study, of individuals from non-EU 
countries. However it is felt that difficulties in recruiting students and employees from 
non-EU countries is due to the immigration restrictions as decided by the UK 
government, and are unrelated to EU legislation. 

 
18. The UK faces an engineering skills crisis, needing more than a million new engineers and 

technicians by 2020.429 While efforts to boost the supply of UK engineers are underway, 
inward migration to the UK of individuals who can fill the skills gap will also be essential.  
It is also noteworthy that non-UK EU nationals make up a significant proportion of 
engineering students. In 2013 16% of all postgraduate taught engineering degrees were 

                                            
428 Investing in Innovation, Royal Academy of Engineering, September 2015,  
429 The Universe of Engineering, Engineering the Future, Royal Academy of Engineering, October 2014 
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awarded to non-UK EU nationals, falling to 14% for engineering doctorates, this 
compares to 39% and 26% of UK nationals respectively.430   

 
19. Membership of the EU gives UK researchers access to excellent international facilities 

that are otherwise unavailable in the UK. The UK also hosts a number of international 
facilities that are supported by the EU. One such example is the Joint European Torus 
(JET) hosted at the Culham Centre for Fusion Energy (CCFE) in Oxfordshire. The JET 
facilities are collectively used by all European Fusion laboratories under the EUROfusion 
consortium. Around 350 scientists participate in JET experiments every year and the 
facility employs around 500 people.431 Operation of the JET facilities is provided as an in-
kind contribution to the consortium via a contract between the European Commission 
and the CCFE. However, there is a perception by some in the engineering community 
that more work is needed to increase awareness within the research and innovation 
sector of the international facilities available through EU membership to ensure that UK 
researchers are deriving the maximum benefit from them.  

 
Regulation  
 
20. Engineering is a pervasive force in almost every economic sector, from advanced 

manufacturing to software, from financial services through to the media and the medical 
sector. Consequently there are numerous regulatory frameworks that affect the 
engineering community. Regulatory frameworks can help to improve and harmonise 
conduct across the EU, and have the potential to become internationally adopted. It is 
important that government and UK stakeholders maximise their engagement with all EU 
institutions to ensure that new regulatory frameworks deliver favourable outcomes with 
minimal risk of unforeseen consequences so that the UK remains competitive.  For 
example, by being involved in the development of regulations UK stakeholders can help 
ensure regulations do not adversely affect the development and delivery of their 
products and services.  
 

21. Standards can help drive innovation and the harmonisation of standards across the EU 
creates a common language which can aid multidisciplinary teams. Membership of the 
EU enables UK researchers and businesses to inform, influence and draw up standards 
that become harmonised across the EU and, in some cases become internationally 
adopted. In emerging fields of strategic importance to the UK it is vital to ensure first 
mover advantage in the creation of standards. For UK companies to not lose out against 
international competitors the UK needs to play a leadership role in developing 
international standards, as it has done in the past for standards relating to the 
telecommunications sector.  

 
Science Advice 
 
22. There is widespread agreement in the engineering community that if the UK is to reap 

the maximum benefit from its EU membership in terms of research and innovation, then 
it is also critical that the UK participates fully in informing and influencing relevant EU 

                                            
430 Engineering UK 2015, The state of engineering, Engineering UK, 2015 
431 Culham Centre for Fusion Energy website 
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public policies. Although there are clear mechanisms for officials to engage in the public 
ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘŜōŀǘŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƭŜǎǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛty how they 
are able to inform and influence decisions. Euro-CASE, the organisation of National 
Academies of Engineering, Applied Sciences and Technology in Europe, of which the 
Royal Academy of Engineering is a member, does co-ordinate and promote membersΩ 
positions on critical research and technology policy issues to the EU, but there is the 
perception that UK scientists and engineers struggle to engage, in part due to limited 
opportunities for consultation offered by the EU institutions, and see little result from 
their efforts.  This is in contrast to the situation in the UK, where scientists and engineers 
feel they have better representation and influence in the public policy debate.  

 
23. The provision for science advice in the EU is complicated by the presence of three 

different institutions, the Commission, the Council and the Parliament, all of which 
should have access to independent scientific advice.  The Council has no dedicated 
scientific advice service, the Parliament has access to the Science and Technology 
Assessment Panel (STOA) and the European Parliamentary Research Service (EPRS) while 
the Commission has access to the Joint Research Centre (JRC) and a new Scientific Advice 
Mechanism (SAM) which is currently under development following its announcement in 
May 2015.  

 
24. The motivation behind the creation of the SAM is to be commended as the Commission 

has previously lacked provision of independent scientific advice.  The JRC, the 
/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƛƴ-house science service, employs scientists to carry out research in 7 
scientific institutes throughout the EU and although it is tasked to provide customer 
driven scientific and technical support to Union policies there have been long-standing 
concerns that the Commission lacks a mechanism to provide it with timely, independent, 
high level science advice. In 2009 the Commission addressed this concern by appointing 
a Chief Scientific Adviser (CSA) to the President, similar to the Government Chief 
Scientific Adviser role in the UK where the role has, in general, been considered a 
success. Professor Dame Anne Glover FRSE, who had been the first CSA for Scotland, was 
appointed to the role in 2012.  Unfortunately the role was abolished at the end of 2014, 
once again leaving the Commission without a satisfactory source of independent 
scientific advice. However, the need for the Commission to have access to independent 
science advice was made clear by numerous member states and, in part, contributed to 
the announcement of the SAM. 
 

25. The SAM will draw on the wide range of scientific expertise available in Europe through a 
close relationship with national academies, as well as a high-level group of seven 
ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŀŘǾƛǎƻǊǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊ 5ŀƳŜ Wǳƭƛŀ {ƭƛƴƎƻ h.9 Cw{Φ CƛǾŜ ǳmbrella 
academies including Euro-CASE will employ the resources of 90 academies and more 
than 10,000 eminent scientists and engineers across the EU to contribute to the SAM. 
The Academy welcomes the opportunity to be involved in the formal administration of 
scientific advice to the Commission. By harnessing the power of the major European 
Academies including the French, Swedish and UK national academies, and the Leopoldina 
and Berlin-Brandenburg academies in Germany, the SAM has the potential to provide 
rich long-term advice with a European perspective. This requires the SAM to over-ride 
disciplinary silos and create new opportunities and audiences for interdisciplinary policy 
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advice both on a European and national level. If successful, the SAM should also result in 
a more transparent process for sourcing scientific expertise and advice, and a simpler 
route for commissioning and making use of science advice across the Commission.  As 
the SAM develops, careful planning and thought is required to ensure its full potential is 
realised. 

 
27 November 2015 
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Analysis of HESA data, Table 17 HE qualifications obtained by location of HE provider, mode 
of study, domicile, sex, level of qualification and class of first class degree 2013/14, shows 
that in 2013/14: 

¶ 57% of doctorates were obtained by UK domiciles 

¶ 14% of doctorates were obtained by non-UK EU domiciles 

¶ 30% of doctorates were obtained by non-EU domiciles 
(Rounding means the total percentage is greater than 100%). 
 
 
Engineering UK 2015, The state of engineering, shows that in 2012/13: 

¶ 39% of engineering doctorates were obtained by UK domiciles 

¶ 14% of engineering doctorates were obtained by non-UK EU domiciles 

¶ 47% of engineering doctorates were obtained by non-EU domiciles 
 
 
Engineering UK 2015, The state of engineering, shows that in 2012/13: 

¶ 26% of postgraduate degrees achieved in engineering were obtained by UK domiciles 

¶ 16% of postgraduate degrees achieved in engineering were obtained by non-UK EU 
domiciles 

¶ 58% of postgraduate degrees achieved in engineering were obtained by non-EU 
domiciles 

(Excluding doctorates and PGCE) 
 
22 January 2016 
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Declaration of interests 

1. The Royal Astronomical Society (RAS) has around 3900 members (Fellows) and is the 
leading UK advocate for the fields of astronomy, space science and geophysics. Our 
membership includes professional scientists working in academia and industry as well 
as many people with occupations across diverse sectors of the economy who use the 
skills and knowledge obtained during their time in academic research. 
 

2. This is the official response from the Society to the Committee inquiry. The RAS 
represents many UK astronomers and geophysicists who depend on public funding, 
including grants from the EU, for their research, so has an interest in the subject of the 
inquiry. Although we fund a small number of research fellowships, and those who 
benefit from this financial support might seek funding from the research councils and 
the UK Space Agency, we have no direct financial relationship with the bodies referred 
to in this response. 
 

3. In framing this submission, we have consulted with our governing Council and our 
wider Fellowship. 

 
Response to Committee questions 

What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to UK science and research, 
and vice versa? 
 

4. In the areas of astronomy, space science and geophysics, the UK has received 
significant funding via the Framework Programmes, including Horizon 2020. One of the 
most useful resources has been the European Research Council (ERC), in which the UK 
wins one of the largest shares of grants.432 
 

5. Astronomy and space science are funded by ERC panel PE9, via starter, consolidator 
and advanced grants. From 2007-14 UK research groups led 44 projects supported by a 
ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ϵул Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ όϻру ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴύΦ 
 

6. Geophysics is a similar beneficiary. Although grants in this area are covered by the 
broader framework of Earth sciences (PE10), geophysics made up a large proportion of 
the substantial sums granted. In the period 2007-14, starter, consolidator and 
ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ƎǊŀƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊŜŀ ƎŀǾŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ϵфр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ όϻсу Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴύ ǘƻ ¦Y-led 
research projects. 
 

7. The Committee should note too that the UK received more grants than any other 
participating nation, almost twice as many (108 in astronomy and Earth sciences) as 
our closest competitor, France (56 over that time). In all these areas, the size of grants 
awarded (often several million Euros) is significantly larger than the majority of those 

                                            
432 See https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics for optional breakdown by panel area, country and 
type of grant 

https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics
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available through the UK research councils, and allows research groups to hire staff on 
a stable basis for the duration of their projects. 
 
How effectively are funds managed in the EU, compared to the management of science 
funding in the UK? 
 

8. There are different views on this question. Astronomers and geophysicists are on the 
whole strong supporters of, for example, the European Research Council, but others 
are critical of the excessive reporting and bureaucracy associated with other Horizon 
2020 grants, which demands too much administrative time. The Society therefore 
argues that although the UK is a major beneficiary of this funding, the EU should take 
these concerns seriously and work to streamline its administrative requirements. 
 
What are the benefits to UK science and research in terms of collaboration and funding 
programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council? 
 

9. Active astronomers and geophysicists see the ERC and the wider Horizon 2020433 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ϵул ōƛƭƭƛon, as extremely important. 
Beyond direct financial support, these programmes are a means to support astronomy 
and geophysics projects that are beyond the means of one country without 
complicated agreements between individual national agencies. These grants are 
mobile within the EU, giving awardees the flexibility to work wherever they choose. If 
the UK thus no longer participated in the ERC, there is a risk that current grant holders, 
who are international scientific leaders in their respective fields, would simply leave 
the UK and use their grants elsewhere. 
 

10. An example in geophysics is the development of new wave theory, which also feeds 
into many other fields such as communication, defence and non-destructive testing. 
Mainland Europe has sophisticated laboratories that test and help to develop the 
theoretical framework in this area, and an RAS Fellow has an EU-funded project, with 
15 PhD students, that links this infrastructure with researchers in the UK. Such 
collaborations are routine and well supported by current arrangements but would be 
at risk if the UK were no longer involved in these programmes, to the detriment of 
researchers here. 
 

11. Alongside the ERC, the broader Horizon 2020 programme supports research 
infrastructures across the EU, with active involvement from the UK. Scientists in 
astronomy and geophysics recognise that the development of the largest scale, and 
often most important, facilities of the 21st century is beyond the means of single 
nations. European infrastructures allow multiple nations to work collaboratively to 
tackle major questions in science and to plan the facilities needed to answer those 
questions. 
 

12. A good example in astronomy is the ASTRONET434 project, an EU project established in 
2005 by the major European funding agencies and research organisations (the 

                                            
433 http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/ 
434 http://www.astronet-eu.org/ 

http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/
http://www.astronet-eu.org/
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European Space Agency or ESA435, and European Southern Observatory or ESO436) to 
prepare long-term scientific and investment plans for European astronomy for the next 
10-20 years. The first stage was the development of a Science Vision, published in 
2007, which reviewed and prioritised the main science questions that Europe should 
address over that period. This was then followed in 2008 by the publication of the 
ASTRONET Infrastructure Roadmap which detailed and prioritised the facilities and 
resources required to realise the Science Vision. 
 

13. EU-funded projects that interacted directly with ASTRONET include: 
 

- The Optical Infrared Coordination Network for Astronomy (OPTICON437) 
- Radionet438, which provided a similar network in radio astronomy 
- Europlanet439Σ ƭŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ hǇŜƴ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΣ ŀ ϵмл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ όϻт Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴύ 

Horizon 2020 project, which links planetary science researchers in 34 institutions 
across 19 European countries. 

 
14. UK scientists are active participants in these networks and see a high added value from 

their contribution. They give UK researchers access to trans-national work in cutting-
edge science, including adaptive optics used to deliver the sharpest possible images 
from large telescopes, reconstruction of images from networks of telescopes and 
training researchers in instrumentation. 
 

15. The networks support conferences, in the case of Europlanet run major public 
engagement programmes, and through OPTICON, give UK scientists access to the 
world-class telescopes supported by different EU states, even those that receive no UK 
funding. 
 

16. More widely, the UK has benefitted by active participation in the European Strategy 
Forum on Research Infrastructures (ESFRI440 - recently providing the chair) and 
AStroParticle European Research Area (ASPERA441), the astroparticle equivalent of 
ASTRONET. Both ESFRI and ASPERA fed directly into the ASTRONET Science Vision and 
Infrastructure Roadmap development. ASPERA led to the creation of the Astroparticle 
Physics European Consortium (APPEC442), an international organisation working to 
deliver the scientific goals in astroparticle physics set out in the earlier roadmap. 
 

17. Similarly, whilst the European Space Agency (ESA) is a separate entity from the EU, the 
EU provides funds for the scientific exploitation of European space missions under 
H2020, with around 75% of its space budget made up of payments to ESA. The EU 
contribution makes up around 20% of the overall ESA budget. 
 

                                            
435 http://www.esa.int/ESA 
436 http://www.eso.org/public/ 
437 http://www.astro-opticon.org/ 
438 http://www.radionet-eu.org/ 
439 http://www.europlanet-eu.org/ 
440 http://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=esfri 
441 http://www.aspera-eu.org/ 
442 http://www.appec.org/ 

http://www.esa.int/ESA
http://www.eso.org/public/
http://www.astro-opticon.org/
http://www.radionet-eu.org/
http://www.europlanet-eu.org/
http://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=esfri
http://www.aspera-eu.org/
http://www.appec.org/
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18. Horizon 2020 space projects must have a minimum level of international involvement 
to secure funding. The UK would risk missing out on partnership in such collaborations 
if it left the EU, and this could reduce the scientific return we get from our substantial 
investment in space technology and astrophysical/planetary space missions. 
 

19. Collaboration via these routes has also helped lead to seed-corn funding for early stage 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŎǊǳŎƛŀƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ όƴƻƴ-EU) priority 
projects, where we have substantial capital investment, such as the Square Kilometre 
Array (SKA443) and European Extremely Large Telescope (E-ELT444). Much of that 
funding has been utilised in the UK. 
 

20. ESFRI identified the SKA and E-ELT as EU strategic facilities, though the national 
membership of SKA and E-ELT extend beyond the EU member states. The UK in 
particular has also benefited from trans-national scientific and technological EU 
funding for these facilities e.g. through the ASTERICS research infrastructure cluster. 
 

21. The Society believes that it is almost impossible to get large scale funding for this type 
of work through UK-only routes and that creating such international networks would 
be far more difficult without the overarching EU framework. 
 

22. Astronomy and its associated public engagement also see benefits from participation 
in regional programmes, such as the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and 
the European Social Fund (ESF). These initiatives offer direct benefit to employment, 
skills and wider technology development regionally in the UK. 
 

23. A specific example was the ERDF-supported New Generation Astronomical Telescopes 
(NGAT) project on Merseyside which led to the founding of a university subsidiary 
company and regional SME supplier chain creating or safeguarding over 150 FTE jobs 
by designing, building and delivering state-of-the-art large telescopes to an 
international market. These included the prototype, Liverpool Telescope (LT)445, which 
ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎŀǇŀōƭŜ ǊƻōƻǘƛŎ ǘŜƭŜǎŎƻǇŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŀ ¦Y ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
facility. 
 

24. Associated with the Liverpool TeƭŜǎŎƻǇŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ {ŎƘƻƻƭǎΩ hōǎŜǊǾŀǘƻǊȅ όb{hύ446 
which was kick-started by ESF funding as a regional project, but now has the 
participation of over 2000 schools across the UK, with the aim of using the innate 
interest of our young people in astronomy and space to enthuse them about the study 
of Science, Technology, Engineering, Mathematics and Medicine (the so-called STEMM 
ǎǳōƧŜŎǘǎύΦ ¢ƘŜ bD!¢ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǇŀǿƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ Ψ{ǇŀŎŜǇƻǊǘΩ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊ ŎŜƴǘǊŜΣ ǎƘƻǿŎŀǎƛƴƎ 
our science to the general public, again part-funded by ERDF, attracting over 60,000 
visitors per year and whose establishment led to the creation or safeguarding of an 
estimated 50 jobs and the injection of over £3m annually into the economy of a 
deprived area of Merseyside. 

                                            
443 https://www.skatelescope.org/ 
444 http://www.eelt.org.uk/ 
445 http://telescope.livjm.ac.uk 
446 http://www.schoolsobservatory.org.uk 

https://www.skatelescope.org/
http://www.eelt.org.uk/
http://telescope.livjm.ac.uk/
http://www.schoolsobservatory.org.uk/
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25. Another public engagement example is the highly successful Discovery Centre447 at 

Jodrell Bank radio observatory, which received £1 million of its initial £3.1 million 
construction cost from the ERDF, with the remainder coming from the now abolished 
North West Development Agency. 
 

26. In geophysics, researchers take the view that ERC funding gives them opportunities 
that are not available from the main UK funding body, the Natural Environment 
Research Council (NERC). The ERC starting grant, for example, is not concerned with 
large collaboǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΣ ōǳǘ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜǎ ΨǊƛǎƪȅΩ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ƴŜǿ 
researchers to really pursue  cutting edge projects. ERC also promotes knowledge 
exchange to a greater degree than NERC with doctoral and postdoctoral programs like 
the Marie Curie Fellowships. 
 

27. Another major UK organisation, the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research448 at 
the University of East Anglia (UEA), receives nearly all its income through the EU. This 
in turn gives the organisation global international prestige, while simultaneously giving 
its scientists the ability to carry out bigger, more interesting and more policy relevant 
research for the UK than would be possible with support from domestic research 
councils alone. 
 

28. The Tyndall Centre is also now the Future Earth European Regional Centre for all of 
Europe (Future Earth being the new planet-wide coordinating body for global 
environmental change research) giving it a significant leadership role that would not 
be possible if the UK were outside of the EU. 
 
How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU membership? 
 

29. Leading geophysicists argue that EU programmes are more effective at generating 
engagement with industry than RCUK.  This kind of mechanism in turn helps foster 
private sector R&D investment. 
 
What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and research 
through the free movement of people? 
 

30. Scientists working in astronomy and geophysics see the free movement of people as 
vital to the strength of the European science base. Both disciplines have students and 
employees who work internationally and are very mobile. Research in the UK depends 
on the flow of PhD students and postdocs ς the most talented early career researchers 
- between here and the rest of the EU. 
 

31. This movement also allows scientists to move seamlessly between EU countries during 
their careers, without the complexity of visa applications required for, e.g. 
employment in the United States. 
 

                                            
447 http://www.jodrellbank.net/ 
448 http://www.tyndall.ac.uk/ 

http://www.jodrellbank.net/
http://www.tyndall.ac.uk/
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32. For academics seeking a permanent position, there is an expectation that they should 
have international experience and be part of international networks, which enhances 
their scientific output. EU membership - and its stipulation that all citizens should be 
given equal treatment throughout the Union - greatly reduces the administrative 
burden on these personnel through some degree of harmonisation of access to 
pensions, healthcare and transparent taxation. 
 

33. There is therefore a risk that if the UK elected to leave the EU, it would greatly hinder 
the international mobility of scientists. 
 
Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU? 
 

34. In astronomy and geophysics, there seems to be no strong evidence of EU membership 
having a negative impact on collaboration with non-member states. In contrast, 
programmes such as European Cooperation in Science and Technology (COST)449 
enhance these partnerships. 
 
Overall impact of EU membership 
 

35. The Society believes that UK research in astronomy and geophysics is a clear 
beneficiary, in both financial and collaborative terms, of membership of the European 
Union. On a per capita basis, we have one of, if not the most, productive scientific 
community in the world in these sciences, which has enabled researchers here to win a 
disproportionate share of EU funding. 
 

36. If the UK leaves the EU, the Society would be extremely concerned about the resulting 
shortfall in resources for science, the impact on international collaboration and the 
ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ΨōǊŀƛƴ ŘǊŀƛƴΩ ƛŦ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ŎƘƻǎŜ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜΦ Lƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ 
circumstances the Society would undoubtedly join the rest of the UK scientific 
community in arguing for this shortfall to be made good by the UK government. 
 

37. It would however be much harder to adjust to other changes, such as restrictions on 
freedom of movement and to membership of collaborations, where UK scientists 
might face access costs without full decision making powers. 
 

38. One option if the UK did leave the EU is to move to Associated Country status, for 
example to enable it to remain a member of the ERC. If however the UK did end the 
right of free movement to and from EU nations, then as in the case of Switzerland, it 
ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŜƭŜƎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ΨǘƘƛǊŘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƻǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ōƛŘ ŦƻǊ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ 
funding. 

 
20 November 2015 

                                            
449 http://www.cost.eu/ 

http://www.cost.eu/
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About the Royal Society of Biology 
The Royal Society of Biology is a single unified voice, representing a diverse membership of 
individuals, learned societies and other organisations.  We are committed to ensuring that 
we provide Government and other policy makers, including funders of biological education 
and research, with a distinct point of access to authoritative, independent, and evidence-
based opinion, representative of the widest range of bioscience disciplines. 
 
The Society welcomes the House of Lords Science and Technology Select Committee 
consultation on The Relationship between EU Membership and the Effectiveness of Science, 
Research and Innovation in the UK.  We are pleased to offer these comments which have 
been informed by input from our members from across the biological disciplines. 
 
Executive Summary  
 
i. EU science and innovation funding streams and mechanisms have been beneficial for UK 

bioscientists and for bioscience infrastructure.  EU funding is competitively awarded and 
the UK performs well receiving 15% of funds across recent Framework Programmes (FPs).  
¦Y ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜŘ ϵмōƴ ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊ ƛƴ CtтΣ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀōƻǳǘ мр҈ 
of the national science budget at current exchange rates.  Horizon 2020, the largest ever 
9¦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ Ct ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ ϵтпΦуōƴΣ ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ 
that Europe produces world-class science across public and private sectors.  EU funding is 
deemed increasingly important and complementary to UK research funding.  EU funds 
support some long-term research and the management of larger scale projects and are 
particularly important for fundamental research.   
 

ii. The UK contributes to the total EU budget in proportion to its share of EU GDP.  On a net 
basis the UK is the fourth largest contributor to the EU budget (behind Germany, France 
and Italy).  Allocation of the UK budget contribution specifically to Science R&D is not easy 
to quantify.  Should the UK leave the EU there is no guarantee that the same funds 
currently allocated to the R&D budget would be allocated back to the national R&D 
budget.  If the allocation was less than currently earned this would be a significant risk to 
the research community and innovation landscape. 
 

iii. As a member of the EU the UK benefits from the free movement of researchers across 
borders enabling easier connection and collaboration.  Working across the EU facilitates 
shared knowledge, infrastructure and resources, allowing UK scientists to utilise facilities 
not otherwise available.  The mobility of researchers enables the UK to freely recruit and 
hire the best researchers on an international scale.  EU researchers are in some cases 
able to provide specialist skills that are not readily available in the UK.  If unable to do 
this then the maintenance of UK scientific research excellence is likely to be inhibited.  
Researchers reported little doubt that the UK innovation landscape is influenced by the 
networks and access to EU researchers facilitated by EU membership.  International 
collaborations enable countries to achieve in ways not possible at national level, 
providing opportunities to address and answer international questions at an appropriate 
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scale.  A key motive for researcher participation in EU funding programmes was access to 
researcher networks, extending their knowledge base and accessing essential scientific 
skills and capabilities. 
 

iv. ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƳŀƪŜǎ ƛǘ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ 
external collaborators and business partners seeking a European gateway.  The UK has 
taken a leading role in projects such as the European Molecular Biology 

Laboratory/European Bioinformatics Institute (EMBL-EBI) and European LifeΆScience 
Infrastructure for Biological Information (ELIXIR), based in Cambridge.  Access to EU 
Infrastructure and Networks offers pan-European platforms for education and training.  
UK researchers recognise the requirement for funding of large Research Infrastructure 
(RI) projects on a European basis.   
 

v. EU legislation aims to support a parity of standards, enabling cross border cooperation for 
science projects.  Directives can provide a framework to prioritise applied research, 
offering guidelines as to why research should be conducted and benchmarks to facilitate 
study design; therefore increasing the impact of research.  The UK has played a leading 
role in shaping EU directives and harmonisation with national policies removes 
competitive disadvantage and facilitates easier collaboration.  However, the evolution of 
directives is challenging. 
 

vi. The EU has recently established the Science Advice Mechanism (SAM) which is now 
beginning to function.  The societal impact of science demands that independent 
scientific advice be available to the EU and its member states. 
 

vii. The questions posed in this inquiry act as an effective framework to gather information 
ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǘƘƛǎ Ƙŀǎ 
on the bioscience sector.  However, in addition to the focus they bring on the financial 
assessment of research funding, its regulation and use, it is essential that the debate 
includes the many other broad and important qualitative aspects of EU membership that 
are more difficult to measure in quantitative terms. 

 
Funding 
 
Q1. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to science and research in 
the UK? How does the financial contribution the UK receives compare with other member 
states in terms of, for instance, population, GDP, scientific strength or any other relevant 
indicators? 
 

1. EU funds are competitive and the UK competed well receiving on average between 
14.2 and 15.9% of Framework Programme (FP) funds across FP5-7450.  The UK ranked 
second behind Germany in terms of successful receipt of total FP7 EU funds451.  In 

                                            
450 The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK, (2010) Technopolis Group carried out on 
behalf of the International Science and Innovation Unit within the Department for Business, Innovation and 
Skills (BIS) (p 27) 
451 Creating the Future a 2020 Vision for Science & Research: A Department for Business Innovation and Skills 
Consultation on Proposals for Long-Term Capital Investment in Science & Research (2014) (pp 32-33) 

https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/321522/bis-14-757-consultation-on-proposals-for-long-term-capital-investment-in-science-and-research-v2.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/321522/bis-14-757-consultation-on-proposals-for-long-term-capital-investment-in-science-and-research-v2.pdf
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2014 (Horizon 2020) the UK reversed this and secured 15% of EU research and 
development (R&D) funds (vs 10% for Germany); more than double the EU average452.  
With regards to R&D and innovation budgets the UK performs relatively well among 
our comparator nations (Germany, France etc.)453.  The UK performs better than 
predicted by its population total, gross expenditure on R&D (GERD) or its number of 
full-time equivalent researchers (FTE researchers), but less well than predicted by its 
share of EU GDP.  This latter statistic is similar for Germany and other large EU 
member states which also under-receive on this measure.  However, relative UK 
performance has improved between FP6 and FP7, with UK funding share rising from 
7% to 1% below expected levels454. 
 

2. UK Universities in particular show a strong orientation towards and success in 
competitive funds and have performed well455 representing >20% on average of a 
large study sample of recipients of European Research Council (ERC) grants (2007 ς 
2014)456.  UK research income from the E¦ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜŘ ϵмōƴ ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊ ƛƴ CtтΣ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ 
to about 15% of the national science budget at current exchange rates457.   In all 
funding programme areas with a strong science component, including the ERC, Life 
Sciences, Marie {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie and Research Infrastructure (RI) funding the UK 
research community secured close to double the expected share of total EC income 
based on the size of the UK economy458. 
 

3. EU bioscience funds have steadily increased in successive FP budgets459.  
Approximately 40% of the UK FP7 competitive science funding was awarded to the 
ōƛƻǎŎƛŜƴŎŜǎΣ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ϵнΦф ōƴ ǘƻ ŦǳƴŘ ƻǾŜǊ нΣллл ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΦ  bŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƭƛŦŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
projects (encompassing food and agriculture, evolution and ecology, climate change 
and environmental challenges) received 30% of these awards460.  The UK led 
coordination of 20% of the grants awarded in FP5-6.  The UK therefore participates in 

                                            
452 EU budget at a glance: άLƴ нлмп ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ϵсΦфу ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΦ hŦ ǘƘƛǎΣ ϵоΦфр ōƛƭƭƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ рт҈Σ 
ǿŜƴǘ ƻƴ ŦŀǊƳ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀōƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƻŦ пн҈Φ wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ϵмΦтн ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ 
(25%), well below the EU average of 42%. Research and develoǇƳŜƴǘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ϵмΦлн ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ όмр҈ύΣ ƳƻǊŜ 
ǘƘŀƴ ŘƻǳōƭŜ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƻŦ т҈Φ  Lƴ нлмп DŜǊƳŀƴȅ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ϵммΦпу ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΦ hŦ ǘƘƛǎΣ ϵсΦмр ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ 
όрп҈ύ ǿŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΣ ǿŜƭƭ ŀōƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƻŦ пн҈Φ wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ϵоΦрп billion (31%), 
below the EU average of 42%, but nonetheless a significant share for an "old" member state. Research and 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘƻƻƪ ϵмΦмо ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ όмл҈ύΣ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ όт҈ύΦέόŀŎŎŜǎǎŜŘ моκммκмрύ 
453 The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK, (2010) Technopolis Group carried out on 
behalf of the International Science and Innovation Unit within the Department for Business, Innovation and 
Skills (BIS) (p 28) 
454 The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK, (2010) Technopolis Group carried out on 
behalf of the International Science and Innovation Unit within the Department for Business, Innovation and 
Skills (BIS) (p 28) 
455 European university funding and financial autonomy (EUR 24761 EN ς 2011): A study on the degree of 
diversification of university budget and the share of competitive funding (p 1, pp 13-14) 
456 European Research Council Statistics Country of Host Institution per Year (accessed 03/11/15) 
457 Overview of EU funds for research and innovation (2015), European Parliamentary Research Service 
458 The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK, (2010) Technopolis Group carried out on 
behalf of the International Science and Innovation Unit within the Department for Business, Innovation and 
Skills (BIS) (p 2) 
459 Budgets:30 years of EU Investment in Research and Innovation (accessed 07/10/15) 
460 European Research Council Statistics Country of Host Institution per Domain (accessed 03/11/15) 

http://europa.eu/about-eu/basic-information/money/expenditure/index_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
http://ftp.jrc.es/EURdoc/JRC63682.pdf
http://ftp.jrc.es/EURdoc/JRC63682.pdf
https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2015/568327/EPRS_BRI%282015%29568327_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/index_en.cfm?pg=budget
https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics
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and coordinates a high proportion of the health-related projects by comparison with 
other EU members461. 
 

4. Funds are also received through Life Science Infrastructure and Marie {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-
Curie Scholarships; with UK life sciences, genomics, and biotechnology and 
sustainable development named as some of the most significant areas to receive 
funding in terms of volume462.  The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) 
Convergence funding has had a big impact upon the environmental biosciences at the 
¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ 9ȄŜǘŜǊΩǎ tŜƴǊȅƴ /ŀƳǇǳǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
Centre of Ecology and Conservation and the Environment and Sustainability Institute, 
providing undergraduate and postgraduate course infrastructure, lectureships and 
research positions.  The EU investment bank can also fund loans for science and 
research projects on a project-by-project basis463. 
 

5. Whilst the UK science budget has remained ring-fenced, and reduced in real-terms, 
EU funding received by the UK has risen.  Case studies indicate EU funding is therefore 
increasingly important and a complementary component to UK research funding.  This 
is believed to be particularly important for fundamental research within the context 
of a perceived focus on applied research across UK funding.  For Government 
Research Institutes that cannot access UK Research Council (RC) funds, EU research 
funding is critical.  FP funding has in some cases crucially supported the national 
capability in areas not well covered by UK national funds; and some researchers464 
rely heavily on EU and other non-national funding sources465. 

 
Q2. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the UK to the EU that supports 
science and research activities? 
 
6. The UK contributes to the total EU budget in proportion to its share of EU GDP.  On a 

net basis the UK is the fourth largest contributor to the EU budget (behind Germany, 

                                            
461 An analysis of subject areas and country participation for all health-ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ Ctр ŀƴŘ Ctс 
programmes (2013) Galsworthy et al, European Journal of Public Health, 24;3, 514ς520 (pp 515-16) 
462 The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK, (2010) Technopolis Group carried out on 
behalf of the International Science and Innovation Unit within the Department for Business, Innovation and 
Skills (BIS) (pp 2, 26ς27, 30-31) 
463 Creating the Future a 2020 Vision for Science & Research: A Department for Business Innovation and Skills 
Consultation on Proposals for Long-Term Capital Investment in Science & Research (2014) (pp 33-34) 
464 A selection of bioscience research topics reported to be missing from, or insufficiently addressed by, the 
UKΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦǳƴŘǎΥ !ƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΣ CƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎ ƎŜƴŜǘƛŎǎκ 
biodiversity/climate change, Low input agricultural systems for developing countries, Microbiological aspects of 
food safety, Multi-disciplinary approaches to medical interventions, Multi-sectoral climate change impacts 
within ecosystems, Plant cell wall research, Plant health policy e.g. Control of non-statutory diseases, Prion 
diseases, Genomics for Sustainable Animal Breeding, Global monitoring for environment and security, 
Infectious disease networks, Soil Sensing; Robotics in Agriculture, Sustainable energy technologies, 
Telomerase/telomere research (cancer and ageing) The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the 
UK (2010) Technopolis Group carried out on behalf of the International Science and Innovation Unit within the 
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) (pp 58-59) 
465 The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK (2010) Technopolis Group carried out on behalf 
of the International Science and Innovation Unit within the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) 
(p 2) 

http://eurpub.oxfordjournals.org/content/eurpub/24/3/514.full.pdf
http://eurpub.oxfordjournals.org/content/eurpub/24/3/514.full.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/321522/bis-14-757-consultation-on-proposals-for-long-term-capital-investment-in-science-and-research-v2.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/321522/bis-14-757-consultation-on-proposals-for-long-term-capital-investment-in-science-and-research-v2.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
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France and Italy)466.  Allocation of the UK budget contribution specifically to Science 
R&D is not easy to quantify. 
 

7. At present the UK invests in science and research at a lower rate than many of our 
competitor countries in terms of percentage of national GDP.  The UK spend is below 
the average for EU and Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) countries467. 

 
Q3. What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed in the 
EU compared to the management of science funding in the UK? Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are 
considered? 
 
8. UK Government and EU research funding streams are not readily comparable.  EU 

funds are managed across many large scale projects and therefore incur increased 
administrative burden.  The ERCs decision-making, allocation of funds and advisory 
processes are in outline similar to those of the UK RCs and similar national bodies.  
These frameworks therefore operate relatively effectively.  The streamlining of 
Horizon 2020 protocols may encourage more applications from UK scientists. 
 

9. The perceived link between EU-level spending on research and innovation and 
growth-enhancement in the eyes of a number of participants and analysts is noted in 
the BIS report on the balance of competencies relating to research and 
development468.  A target spend of 3% GDP on R&D was officially adopted by the ERC 
in 2002.  However this has not yet been achieved; in 2002 spending was at 1.9% GDP 
having only risen to 2% by 2013469.  To achieve the target, greater investment in or 
reallocation of the EU budget will be needed. 
 

10. EU policies relating to research funding programmes decide many of the priorities and 
general research agendas for the wider community and are therefore regarded as 
important to UK researchers; particularly in the fields of environmental sciences and 
ecology.  EU grants often incorporate within their budgets capacity for management 
costs and overheads to support applications and reporting.  Marie {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie 
Fellowship grant schemes provide guidance for management of the grant relating to 
ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŀōƭŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ƻǳǘǇǳǘΦ  ¦Y LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΩ 
research and enterprise offices aid and guide applicants for these external grants, 
highlighting the importance placed upon securing EU funding. 
 

11. Long-term (5-year) support is offered by ERC fellowships for both early career 
researchers and professionals in areas of environmental and ecological sciences that 
do not have equivalent opportunities in UK funding.  Researchers report to us that 
these EU funds therefore allow researchers to build their own groups and tackle in-

                                            
466 How does the UK contribute to the EU budget? (accessed 13/11/15) 
467 Campaign for Science and Engineering: Spending Review Representation (2015) (p 9) 
468 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union Research and 
Development (2014) (p 35) 
469 Campaign for Science and Engineering: Spending Review Representation (2015) (p 25) 

http://visual.ons.gov.uk/eu-budget/
http://sciencecampaign.org.uk/CaSESR2015Response.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
http://sciencecampaign.org.uk/CaSESR2015Response.pdf


Royal Society of Biology ς Written evidence (EUM0068) 

441 

depth questions.  ERC flexibility in grant programmes is reported as particularly 
welcome by the scientific community470.  UK funding has been assessed by some as 
short term and therefore the balance of EU funds offers more opportunity and scope.  
High-risk funding is not easily available through either EU or national funding 
streams471. 
 

12. Researchers expressed that UK RC funds are easier for recipients to administer than 
EU funds.  Conversely EU funding was seen as more attainable, especially for early 
career researchers.  Overall, the competitive nature of funding applications in the EU 
and the UK ensures that the best research is funded for the right purposes and there 
is recognition that national funding schemes are also subject to regulations and 
requirements.  The collaborative nature of EU funded projects promotes a skilled and 
accessible workforce that demonstrates efficiency in spending. 
 

13. Should the UK leave the EU there is no guarantee that the same funds currently 
allocated to the R&D budget (from the UK contribution) would be allocated to the 
national R&D budget472.  Allocation of less than is currently earned would be a 
significant risk to the research community and innovation landscape. 

 
Collaboration 
 
Q4. What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU collaborations 
and funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council? 
 

14. Collaborations across the EU demonstrate the international reach of UK science.  EU 
programmes involve a wider community of science and practice than is common in UK 
RC programmes.  The scale and ambition of EU projects is reported as much higher 
(with upwards of 10 - 20 interdisciplinary partners across EU countries).  EU 
collaborations can therefore help to create the environment for more applied 
bioscience innovation with some of the best minds in Europe able to engage with UK 
science.  International collaboration provides an invaluable resource in building the 
effectiveness of science, research and innovation in the UK.  The House of Lords 
European Union Committee reported that EU R&I programmes represent an excellent 
financial and networking opportunity for UK businesses as well as higher education 
institutions473. 
 

15. The EU is a world leading knowledge block; through membership the UK can influence 
this knowledge and in turn draw strength from it474.  The diversity of member states is 
a resource for researchers across the EU and provides a broad range in perspective 

                                            
470 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union Research and 
Development (2014) (pp 34-35) 
471 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union Research and 
Development (2014) (pp 28, 31,33) 
472 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union Research and 
Development (2014) (p 28) 
473 House of Lords European Union Committee, The Effectiveness of EU Research and Innovation Proposals 
(2013) 
474 Dame Julia Goodfellow speaking at Universities for Europe launch (accessed 07/10/15) 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201213/ldselect/ldeucom/162/162.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201213/ldselect/ldeucom/162/162.pdf
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Pages/DameJuliaGoodfellowspeakingatUniversitiesforEuropelaunch.aspx#.VhTtIkYm8nk
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and approach.  Interdisciplinarity and multicultural participation is essential when 
addressing societal issues in Europe.  Scientific discovery and technology are often a 
component of these issues; and innovation and implementation of solutions requires 
societal adoption.  The EU R&D funding programmes not only enable multidisciplinary 
research but also the free movement of researchers across member states.  
 

16. By supporting collaboration and breaking down international barriers the EU 
facilitates cutting edge research, enhancing UK global influence.  Collaboration breeds 
further collaboration and Horizon 2020 offers funding opportunities for large scale 
collaborations as well as more blue-sky research.  The benefit of EU funding extends 
beyond monetary worth and is valued by our researcher community as facilitating the 
UK innovation landscape. 
 

17. International collaborations enable countries to achieve in a way not possible at the 
national level475, providing opportunities to address and answer international 
questions at an appropriate scale.  The EU research landscape contains an enlarged 
pool of world-class researchers beyond that available nationally476,477; the UK must 
operate in this arena to maintain momentum as a leading research base.  
International collaboration can lead to more robust scientific output with 
demonstrable scientific impact478; it has been asserted that a quarter of REF (the UK 
Higher Education Research Excellence Framework) submissions drew upon EU 
partnerships479.  Facilities can be shared and there is greater access to resources, 
thereby adding strength to UK research and innovation in bioscience.  Ninety percent 
of researchers agreed a key motive for participating in funding programmes was 
access to European networks, extending their knowledge base and accessing essential 
scientific skills and capabilities480.  The coordination of complementary researcher 
skill-sets between those that would otherwise not have collaborated is possible, and 
has demonstrated successful outcomes. 
 

18. aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie funding develops international experiences and 
collaborations, also providing funding for the Institutions that host these research 

                                            
475 Chuka Umunna MP speaking at Universities for Europe launch (accessed 07/10/15)  
476 The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK (2010) Technopolis Group carried out on behalf 
of the International Science and Innovation Unit within the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) 
(p 4) 
477 A selection of bioscience research areas where respondents believe FP activities have strengthened 
previously weak UK capabilities: Health related systems biology, hypothesis free research of high impact which 
is completely ignored in the UK, Gene and genetic therapies; rare diseases, In vitro protein synthesis in the UK 
was relatively weak, Molecular diagnostics, Cellular  engineering approach for cancer, I have been impressed 
with FPs in that they are often ahead of the curve in terms of funding areas with a lot of potential. The impact 
of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK (2010) Technopolis Group carried out on behalf of the 
International Science and Innovation Unit within the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) (pp 
58-59) 
478 Collaboration: Strength in diversity (2014) Freeman and Huang. Nature News. 513 p 305 
479 Professor David Richardson speaking at Excellent Research in the UK: Do we need the EU? (accessed 
07/10/15) 
480 The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK (2010) Technopolis Group carried out on behalf 
of the International Science and Innovation Unit within the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) 
(pp 3-4) 

http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Pages/ChukaUmunnaspeaking.aspx#.VhTt-EYm8nk
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
http://www.nature.com/news/collaboration-strength-in-diversity-1.15912
http://www.international.ac.uk/policy/europe/resources/excellent-research-in-the-uk-do-we-need-the-eu-video.aspx
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
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activities.  ERC awards allow collaborative exploration into new fields of fundamental 
research.  European Cooperation in Science and Technology (COST) also provides 
ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŎŀƴΩǘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ŦǳƴŘǎΤ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
restricted to EU member states but complements EU Programmes to bridge COST-
inclusive countries, and supports increasing researcher mobility across Europe481. 
 

19. Non-member states can incur considerable difficulties when applying for EU scientific 
grants.  Following the Swiss adoption of the mass immigration limitation initiative in 
2014 they now only have partial association with Horizon2020 (as an industrialised 
third country).  Under the scientific excellence pillar Swiss researchers can apply for 
9w/ ƎǊŀƴǘǎΣ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie Actions, Future and Emerging Technologies (FET) 
and RI (subject to change in 2017 to prevent participation482).  However under the 
Industrial Leadership and Societal Challenge pillars, Swiss researchers are not entitled 
to EU funding, and cannot be counted toward the required minimum three research 
partners from different EU member states or associated countries.  SMEs cannot 
participate483.  If collaborative projects are EU funded, Swiss partners must apply for 
their funding from the Swiss State Secretariat484. 
 

Q5. What is the influence of EU membership on bilateral collaboration between the UK 
and other EU member states? Are collaborations with member states stronger than with 
non-EU countries as a result of EU membership? Or, are bilateral collaborations with 
member states inhibited by requirements to work through EU mechanisms? 

 
20. UK collaborations between EU and non-EU partners have increased with the UK only 

choosing to engage in initiatives when they represent a good opportunity for the 
UK485.  Within the EU the free movement of researchers enables ease of connection 
and collaboration. 
 

21. The UK is involved in a number of international groups that discuss the priorities and 
proposals for long-term, large-scale, strategic international collaborations in science 
and research.  Both EU and non-EU countries participate in the G7, the European 
Strategy Forum on Research Infrastructures (ESFRI)486, OECD487 and the Consultative 
Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR)488 amongst others.  EUREKA489 is 

                                            
481 COST Countries (accessed 27/10/15) 
482 The Partial Association of Switzerland in Horizon 2020, EU Research: Swiss Guide to European Research & 
Innovation 
483 Fact Sheet on the Status of Switzerland in Horizon 2020, EU Research: Swiss Guide to European Research & 
Innovation 
484 Swiss Transitional Measures for Horizon 2020, Funding of Swiss partners (accessed 10/11/15) The Swiss 
Government is required to finance Swiss inclusion in collaborative projects with other EU nations, this may be 
the case for future UK collaborations with EU member states if the UK were to leave the EU. 
485 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union Research and 
Development (2014) (p 30) 
486 Includes Bioscience Initiatives: The European Mouse Mutant Archive (EMMA), GÉANT (high-speed 
knowledge exchange network) and The European Molecular Biology Lab (EMBL), RI in the EU with information 
describing the EU Landscape and Map (accessed 21/09/15) 
487 The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development covers Bioscience Topics (accessed 
21/09/15) 
488 CGIAR (accessed 21/09/15) 

http://www.cost.eu/about_cost/cost_countries
https://www.euresearch.ch/fileadmin/redacteur/About_Euresearch/20150810_FAQ_Swiss_partial_association_in_Horizon2020.pdf
https://www.euresearch.ch/fileadmin/redacteur/About_Euresearch/20150810_FAQ_Swiss_partial_association_in_Horizon2020.pdf
https://www.euresearch.ch/fileadmin/redacteur/European_Programmes/20150515_NCPFactsheet_Situation_of_CH.pdf
https://www.euresearch.ch/fileadmin/redacteur/European_Programmes/20150515_NCPFactsheet_Situation_of_CH.pdf
http://www.sbfi.admin.ch/h2020/index.html?lang=en
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.infrafrontier.eu/
http://www.geant.net/About/Pages/home.aspx
http://www.embl.de/
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=landscape
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=maps
http://www.oecd.org/eu/
http://www.cgiar.org/
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a predominantly European initiative, but not an EU one, within which an 
intergovernmental network coordinates national funding for innovation.  These 
programmes enable agreement on joint research priorities, leading to coordination of 
investment amongst international partners490. 
 

22. The UK is a leading research nation within the EU, and as a member, the UK can 
compete globally with larger states.  Opinions suggest that the UK gains advantage as 
the gateway nation to international collaborations between English speaking 
countries and the EU.  Many UK research programmes alone could not recruit global 
participation on such a large scale.  An additional benefit is the opportunity to 
showcase UK research excellence across networks that extend beyond UK and even 
EU. 
 

23. Selected research themes within EU programmes facilitate strengthened EU 
collaborations and can produce research of improved quality.  Outside these 
programmes, collaborations within the EU are more easily facilitated than with non-
members, due to transnational funding mechanisms.  EU research programmes can 
provide funding for collaboration beyond the EU, with USA, Russia, Australia and 
Eastern economies able to participate on an opt-in basis; these collaborations are 
subject to bilateral agreements491.  Some international collaborations allow the 
establishment of links but do not tend to fund the research; whilst travel and 
exchange visits may be compensated, researcher salaries are not, whereas this is 
possible through EC funding.  Where transnational funding streams do not exist 
collaborators must apply for local funding as part of joint research projects. 
 

24. EU funding support is as wide-ranging as UK national funding, and can in addition 
significantly address gaps in the national provision.  The UK domestic portfolio of 
international projects is considerably outweighed by EU funded international projects; 
owing to the greater availability of large-scale project funds from the EU492.  EU 
funding mechanisms simplify process in some cases; dealing with a single entity 
avoids reliance on a combination of in-country funding mechanisms and 
renegotiations of contracts and intellectual property (IP) between collaborators493.  
Member states outside the EU encounter considerable difficulties with joint 
applications for EU grants; it is reported that these collaborative applications are 
subject to considerable preparative paperwork and bureaucracy. 
 

25. There is a contrary view that collaboration between UK and EU research groups would 
still occur regardless of EU membership, owing to the strong scientific merit of the UK 

                                                                                                                                        
489 EUREKA (accessed 04/11/15) 
490 Creating the Future: A 2020 Vision for Science & Research: A Department for Business Innovation and Skills 
Consultation on Proposals for Long-Term Capital Investment in Science & Research (2014) (pp 41-42) 
491 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union Research and 
Development (2014) (p 19) 
492 The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK (2010) Technopolis Group carried out on behalf 
of the International Science and Innovation Unit within the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) 
(p 4) 
493 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union Research and 
Development (2014) (p 30) 

http://www.eurekanetwork.org/
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/321522/bis-14-757-consultation-on-proposals-for-long-term-capital-investment-in-science-and-research-v2.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/321522/bis-14-757-consultation-on-proposals-for-long-term-capital-investment-in-science-and-research-v2.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
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science base.  Some researchers also felt some EU funding encouraged collaboration 
ŦƻǊ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǎŀƪŜΣ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŜǎǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
innovative member states. 
 

Q6. How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU membership? 
Is international investment leveraged on the basis of this membership? How does EU 
membership affect the growth of research-intensive UK companies? 

 
26. ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƳŀƪŜǎ ƛǘ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ 

business partners seeking a European gateway.  The UK successfully competes within 
EU funding programmes, obtaining 22% of the total funding offered by the ERC494.  
Around 20% of UK domestic R&D funding comes from abroad, this is a far greater 
proportion than our comparator countries such as the USA, Japan, China and 
Germany495,496.  This in part must be attributed to UK excellence in research. 
 

27. As a platform ERDF and funding awards and collaborations have helped secure new 
research grants and follow-on-funding.  EU Convergence funding has been 
ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ 9ȄŜǘŜǊΩǎ tŜƴǊȅƴ /ŀƳǇǳǎ497.  In particular the MSc 
course in Conservation and Behavioural Ecology is well respected at international 
level, with attendance by international students.  Continued investment maintains 
this addition to UK infrastructure.  Communication from colleagues in SMEs have 
noted that EU income was critical to their proprietary research programmes and, 
moreover, that these awards have helped to leverage secondary investments498.  
These exemplify the additional benefits of EU membership that enhance the access, 
experience and contacts needed to develop scientific careers and businesses. 
 

Q7. How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international facilities 
that are available as a consequence of our EU membership? Are there any restrictions in 
the creation and operation of international facilities outside the EU as a consequence of 
our EU membership? 

 
28. Researchers and businesses appreciate that funding of large RI projects requires a 

European basis. International research facilities come under a number of different 
institutional arrangements and funding models.  In most cases, EU funding covers the 
planning, coordination and networking of infrastructures, but the construction costs 
are borne by participating countries.  Making better use of existing large facilities 
within the EU will also be more beneficial to the UK.  The UK often contributes a 

                                            
494 Joint National Academies Submission to the Department of Business, Innovation & Skills Call for Evidence on 
Research and Development (p 1) 
495 Universities UK Submission to the 2015 Comprehensive Spending Review (p 5 taken from: Economic Insight 
(2015). What is the relationship between public and private investment in science, research and innovation?) 
496 Leverage from public funding of science and research, Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) 
(2013) 
497 Universities in Cornwall contribute more than £490 million to the Cornish economy (accessed 10/11/15) 
498 The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK (2010) Technopolis Group carried out on behalf 
of the International Science and Innovation Unit within the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) 
(p 2) 

http://www.raeng.org.uk/publications/responses/joint-national-academies-submission
http://www.raeng.org.uk/publications/responses/joint-national-academies-submission
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Documents/2015/UUK-submission-2015-comprehensive-spending-review.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/438763/bis-15-340-relationship-between-public-and-private-investment-in-R-D.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/438763/bis-15-340-relationship-between-public-and-private-investment-in-R-D.pdf
http://www.rcuk.ac.uk/RCUK-prod/assets/documents/documents/LeverageReport.pdf
http://www.rcuk.ac.uk/RCUK-prod/assets/documents/documents/LeverageReport.pdf
http://www.exeter.ac.uk/news/university/title_366228_en.html
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
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leadership role in establishing international facilities, without necessarily a leading 
role in financing. 
 

29. The UK competed well for FP6-7 funded RI projects499.  These include The European 
Molecular Biology Laboratory/European Bioinformatics Institute (EMBL-EBI) in 
Cambridge, which is home to other bioinformatic resources such as, the European 

LifeΆScience Infrastructure for Biological Information (ELIXIR), Serving LifeΆScience 

Information for the Next Generation (SLING), Impact and BioMedBridges.  BioStructΆX 
is also at the EMBL covering genomics and proteomics research.  The Transnational 
Infrastructure for Plant Genomic Science (transPlant) is also within the EMBL.  

Imperial College London is home to the InfraΆStructure for Systems Biology (ISBE) and 
the Mosquito repository INFRAVEC.  The University of Oxford is home to Instruct, the 
Integrated Structural Biology Infrastructure500. 
 

30. Without EU membership the UK would not have access to the Innovative Medicines 
Initiative (IMI) the world's biggest public-private partnership in the life sciences.  As an 
EU led partnership with the European pharmaceutical industry the IMI budget is 
funded thorough Horizon 2020 and consortia of EU Pharmaceutical companies with 
the aim to improve the drug development process501.  Similarly access to the 
European Medicines Research Training Network (EMTRAIN) provides a sustainable, 
pan-European platform for education and training502. 
 

Q8. What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and 
research through the free movement of people? How does this compare with flows of 
people between the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China and 
Singapore? 

 
31. As a member of the EU, the UK benefits from the free movement of scientific 

researchers across borders.  Working across the EU facilitates shared knowledge, 
infrastructure and resources, allowing UK scientists to utilise facilities not otherwise 
available.  Free researcher movement is essential to carrying out field work and 
provides the capacity to share and transport samples across borders.  Researchers are 
able to attend and present their research at international conferences across the EU 
enhancing their collaborative networks. 
 

32. It has been reported that prior to EU membership, considerable restrictions applied to 
¦Y ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƭǎƻ created uncertainty.  
For example, the need for annual registration and renewal of documents with 
authorities was common.  Membership considerably relieved such restrictions and 
facilitated ease of mobility across Europe.  Within the EU at present there are 
essentially no barriers, and added to the fact that English is universal in science, UK 
researchers have exceptional professional and private mobility.  As well as removing 

                                            
499 European Commission Research Infrastructure (accessed 04/11/15) 
500 Enabling science, EU support to research infrastructures in the life sciences (2013) Directorate General for 
Research and Innovation Research Infrastructures 
501 The Innovative Medicines Initiative (accessed 28/10/15) 
502 EMTRAIN (accessed 28/10/15) 

http://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=maps
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/pdf/enabling-science.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/pdf/enabling-science.pdf
http://www.imi.europa.eu/content/home
http://www.emtrain.eu/
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barriers to the mobility of single scientists between the UK and the EU, conditions for 
ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎΩ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŎŀǘŜŘΣ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ 
education and development.  This ease of movement is crucial for science and if these 
facilities were not available to UK scientists, EU employers would be effectively 
discouraged from collaborating with or hiring from within the UK. 
 

33. The absence of visa restrictions across the EU is a major benefit when compared with 
international collaborations particularly in Asia and Africa.  We have heard of UK 
companies that under freedom of movement legislation now spend less time and 
money on visa applications, and redirect these resources back to research.  The 
mobility of researchers is significant in enabling the UK to freely recruit and hire the 
best researchers on an international scale.  If unable to do this then the maintenance 
of UK scientific research excellence is likely to be inhibited. 
 

34. The recruitment and contribution of researchers from EU countries has enabled 
further development of STEM subjects in the UK.  The loss of experts from UK 
research disciplines, often due to retirement, can lead to the loss of knowledge 
within certain fields, reported particularly in systems biology and physiology.  The 
Confederation of British Industry (CBI) has also reported that 63% of their members 
view the free movement of staff across the EU as beneficial to business; only 1% of 
members felt this impact was negative503.  In addition EU researchers are in some 
cases able to provide specialist skills that are not readily available in the UK.  It is 
more difficult and more complicated to recruit from beyond the EU. 
 

35. The ERASMUS (European Community Action Scheme for the Mobility of University 
Students) programme provides a very efficient framework regarding the 
administration and regulation of collaborations between EU universities504.  Similarly, 
Marie {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie Fellowship grants provide a beneficial framework within 
which to arrange researcher movement.  The 125,000 EU students studying at UK 
universities during 2012-13 generated £2.27 bn for the UK economy505.  Continuing to 
remain attractive to EU students will be important for universities and the economy. 

 
Regulation 
 
Q10. What are the key EU regulatory frameworks/mechanisms that directly affect the 
science and research community in the UK?  
 

36. EU legislation supports a parity of standards, enabling cross border cooperation for 
science projects and harmonising standards.  EU competency on environmental 
legislation has increased in line with the environmental standards in the UK leading to 
improved performance in addressing environmental issues506.  Directives including 

                                            
503 CBI Factsheet: Benefits of EU membership outweigh costs (accessed 18/11/15) 
504 Professor David Richardson speaking at Excellent Research in the UK: Do we need the EU? (accessed 
07/10/15) 
505 Dame Julia Goodfellow speaking at Universities for Europe launch (accessed 07/10/15) 
506 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union Environment 
and Climate Change (2014) (p 7) 

http://www.international.ac.uk/policy/europe/resources/excellent-research-in-the-uk-do-we-need-the-eu-video.aspx
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Pages/DameJuliaGoodfellowspeakingatUniversitiesforEuropelaunch.aspx#.VhTtIkYm8nk
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/284500/environment-climate-change-documents-final-report.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/284500/environment-climate-change-documents-final-report.pdf
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Water, Birds and Habitats (including the Natura 2000 network of protected areas) and 
Marine Strategy provide a framework to prioritise applied research, offering 
benchmarks to facilitate study design and therefore increasing the impact of research.  
Directives such as the Environmental Impact Assessment offers guidelines as to why 
research should be conducted, helping to inform the research questions. REACH 
legislation guides use and exposure to chemicals. 
 

37. With multinational legislation, the UK can maintain expertise at the international 
ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ŀƛŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ 
of Animals for Scientific Purposes Directive 2010/63/EU set out to harmonise 
standards across the EU.  This is an area in which the UK has played a leading role and 
harmonisation can remove any competitive disadvantage and facilitate collaboration 
and respond to leading opinion and expertise507. 
 

38. The UK life sciences industry views the European Medicines Agency (EMA)508, and the 
Unified Patent Court (UPC), both based in London, as providing beneficial regulation 
regarding scientific advice on medicinal products.  Advanced Therapy Medicinal 
Products (ATMPs) including cutting edge cell and gene therapies are governed by a 
European framework for assessment and marketing.  Pooled expertise at the 
European level and direct access to the EU single market are beneficial509. 
 

39. The EC has been conducting a more flexible programme, whereby participants from 
member states determine their research agendas and investment portfolios.  The 
European Technology Platforms and ERANETS are strong examples, and there is 
interest in the proposed Joint Programming method with EU frameworks in place to 
help with IP510.  UK RCs have expressed that funding programmes have not shaped 
their research priorities or budgets511.  Involvement as a partner in EU projects offers 
valuable insight when applying for coordinator funding. Once funded, coordinating 
organisations provide guidelines into reporting mechanisms and navigation of 
administrative requirements. 
 

40. The EU commission has committed to reduce bureaucratic load on participants of its 
programmes, in particular within Horizon 2020512, with explicit plans for the inclusion 
of better mapping and monitoring513, greater transparency, centralized open-access 
and equivalent incomes across member states514. 
 

                                            
507 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union Research and 
Development (2014) (p 44) 
508 BIA UK Life Sciences Manifesto 2015-20 
509 BIA Briefing Paper: Advanced Therapy Medicinal Products and Regenerative Medicine 
510 European Commission webpages on Intellectual Property (accessed 04/11/15) 
511 The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK (2010) Technopolis Group carried out on behalf 
of the International Science and Innovation Unit within the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) 
(pp 2-4) 
512 An analysis of subject areas and country participation for all health-ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ Ctр ŀƴŘ Ctс 
programmes (2013) Galsworthy et al, European Journal of Public Health, 24;3, 514ς520 (p 514) 
513 Horizon 2020 ς Impact Assessment Report.(2011) (5 March 2013, date last accessed in paper) 
514 An analysis of subject areas and country participation for all health-ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ Ctр ŀƴŘ Ctс 
programmes (2013) Galsworthy et al, European Journal of Public Health, 24;3, 514ς520 (p 518) 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.bioindustry.org/document-library/uk-life-sciences-manifesto-2015-20/
http://www.bioindustry.org/document-library/bia-briefing-paper-advanced-therapy-medicinal-products/
http://ec.europa.eu/growth/industry/intellectual-property/index_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
http://eurpub.oxfordjournals.org/content/eurpub/24/3/514.full.pdf
http://eurpub.oxfordjournals.org/content/eurpub/24/3/514.full.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/horizon2020/pdf/proposals/horizon_2020_impact_assessment_report.pdf
http://eurpub.oxfordjournals.org/content/eurpub/24/3/514.full.pdf
http://eurpub.oxfordjournals.org/content/eurpub/24/3/514.full.pdf
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41. A recent change in EU law has made the participation of non-EU countries in Horizon 
2020 grants more difficult.  It was reported that this has had direct effect on scientists 
in more advanced countries like Switzerland (refer back to Q4: paragraph 19). 
 

42. Acknowledged as an area for improvement, the administrative and bureaucratic 
burden of EU funding has been a commonly cited theme.  For larger ERC grants, many 
Institutions employ external consultants, at cost and feel the lengthy process is 
further burdened by the requirement to report back to the EU on deliverable 
milestones relevant to that funding.  Others report the employment of consultants as 
an expression of the value placed on these grants.  In some cases a seemingly 
arbitrary requirement for collaborations between countries to attract specific funding 
ǿŀǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇǊƻƳƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜΦ  /ƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ 
sake was viewed as having a negative impact on productivity.  The cost-to-income 
ratio of national funds, and the extended timetable of the funding programmes 
compared with national schemes are additional hindrances reported as reasons for 
non-involvement in application for EU funds.  This appears to be particularly 
challenging for businesses (SMEs) and for policymakers515.  Bureaucracy associated 
with national funds is however also felt, and a level of burden is unavoidable and 
beneficial to avoid fraud516. 

 
Q11. If the UK were not a member of the EU, could regulations be reformed to give greater 
benefit to UK science and research? For example, in areas such as data regulation, VAT on 
shared facilities, and the use of the precautionary principle? 
 

43. The Campaign for Science and Engineering (CaSE) has highlighted concern about tax 
policy affecting collaboration between UK institutions, and business activity in new 
research institutes517.  Recommendations were made to reassess how EU (and UK 
derogated) legislation is interpreted and ensure that it is compliant with government 
science and innovation policy to promote innovation to drive economic growth518. 
 

44. A report by the Working Group on Expanding Access to Published Research Findings519 
recommended a reduction of the VAT burden on online access to e-journals.  
Restricted access to e-publications acts against research efficiency whilst also raising 
research institute expenditure520. 
 

45. Commercial R&D in Europe has declined as a consequence of the EU regulatory 
environment.  Recent amendments to allow decision-making about the cultivation of 
GM crops in Europe on a national basis may alter the landscape for research. 
 

                                            
515 The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK (2010) Technopolis Group carried out on behalf 
of the International Science and Innovation Unit within the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) 
(p 4) 
516 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union Research and 
Development (2014) (pp 28, 39) 
517 CaSE Briefing on tax policy concerns in the science and engineering sector (2015) 
518 Our Plan for Growth: Science and Innovation (2014) 
519 Accessibility, sustainability, excellence: how to expand access to research publication (2012)  
520 Accessibility, sustainability, excellence: how to expand access to research publication (2012) (pp 9, 64) 

https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
http://sciencecampaign.org.uk/CaSEVATbriefing2015.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/our-plan-for-growth-science-and-innovation
http://www.researchinfonet.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/06/Finch-Group-report-FINAL-VERSION.pdf
http://www.researchinfonet.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/06/Finch-Group-report-FINAL-VERSION.pdf
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46. Current UK legal frameworks come from EU legislation.  If the UK were to leave the EU 
the same legislation could be followed, but with the UK having significantly less 
influence over subsequent development.  If the UK were outside the EU there would 
be an increased regulatory burden regarding compliance for those who operate in 
both UK and remaining EU markets. 

 
Q12. How is the innovation landscape affected by EU membership? 
 

47. Horizon 2020 is the largest ever European funding programme for research and 
ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ ϵтпΦу ōƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ Ǌǳƴ ǳƴǘƛƭ нлнлΦ  IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ 
remove barriers to innovation and ensure that Europe produces world-class science 
across public and private sectors.  A main area of focus is scientific excellence; 
supporting and developing European talent with the encouragement of private 
investment and industrial leadership in innovative R&D whilst reflecting societal 
challenges through policy priorities of the EC521. 
 

48. Access to the EU single market is a key reason for global biopharmaceutical 
companies to establish their European headquarters in the UK; investing in UK R&D 
and therefore the innovation landscape522. 
 

49. The EU has supporting competence with regard to innovation; therefore competency 
is shared between the EU and member states523.  Researchers reported that there is 
little doubt that the innovation landscape is facilitated by the networks and access to 
EU researchers facilitated by EU membership. 

 
Scientific advice 
 
Q13. How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public policy 
compare between the EU and the UK? What are the effects, if any, of differences in the 
provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK? 
 

50. Centrally administered EU policies face challenges because of the differing research 
structures across the EU, and the variations in public, private and grant based funds.  
Within the EU 2015 budget the spend on external policy has been increased by 
22%524.  Coordination as well as amplification of member state activities is seen as an 
important EU policy strategy; actions taken at the European Level can add significant 
value to actions taken by member states525. 
 

51. The UK has clear formal advisory structures relating to provision of evidence and 
advice for policy formation.  The government chief scientific advisor (GCSA) as the 

                                            
521 Innovate UK: Horizon 2020: what it is and how to apply for funding (accessed 03/11/15) 
522 BIA UK Life Sciences Manifesto 2015-20 
523 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union Research and 
Development (2014) (p 5) 
524 EU budget 2016: Council ready to negotiate with EP (accessed 03/11/15) 
525 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union Health (2013) 
(pp 40, 58) 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/horizon-2020-what-it-is-and-how-to-apply-for-funding
https://www.bioindustry.org/document-library/uk-life-sciences-manifesto-2015-20/
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2015/09/04-eu-budget-2016/?utm_source=dsms-auto&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=EU+budget+2016%3a+Council+ready+to+negotiate+with+EP
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/224715/2901083_EU-Health_acc.pdf
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most senior figure526 and in principle each Government department has a chief 
scientific advisor (CSA) (some departments have vacancies or an advisor with 
additional roles).  The core role of CSAs is to ensure that departmental decisions are 
informed by the best science and engineering advice527.  In addition the UK has 
specific protocols for the provision of scientific advice in emergencies528.  The focus on 
evidence-informed policymaking in the UK is long-standing.  There is recognition that 
science will ultimately be considered with other aspects in final decisions which are 
taken by Parliament. 
 

52. The UK is one of three EU member states to appoint CSAs (Ireland and Czech Republic 
also having positions)529.  Some EU member states instead have advisory bodies, 
councils or committees with representatives from academia, industry, higher 
education and civil society.  The UK has a number of strong learned societies that are 
active in the promotion of independent evidence for policy-making.  Following a 
decision not to appoint a successor CSA to the President of the Commission the EU 
has instead established the Science Advice Mechanism (SAM) with a core group of 
seven experts drawn from across the EU and across specialisms530.  This process is just 
beginning.  Scientific advice must be available to the EU and its member states 
because of its profound societal impact.  Developing a trusted relationship with policy 
makers, while maintaining transparency and accountability in the eyes of the public 
and the science community, is a common challenge531. 

 
Q14. To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and influence 
public policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership inhibit UK 
scientists from influencing public policy at EU or international levels? 
 

53. The UK is considered an influential member within the EU, and there is strong 
consensus that the UK plays an important role in shaping EU agendas.  As an EU 
ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǾƻƛŎŜ ƛǎ ŀƳǇƭƛŦƛŜŘ Ǝƭƻōŀƭƭȅ532 and the UK maintains a seat at the 
ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ǘŀōƭŜ533. 
 

54. Projects involving UK partners produce a significant amount of policy benefit534 and 
the UK has influenced and aided the improvement of EU codes of conduct.  Long term 
negotiations over EU mechanisms have resulted in greater support to UK 

                                            
526 Science Advice to Governments: Diverse systems, common challenges A briefing paper for Auckland 
conference (2014) (p 7) 
527 Science Advice to Governments: Diverse systems, common challenges A briefing paper for Auckland 
conference (2014) (p 42) 
528 Scientific Advisory Group for Emergencies (SAGE) (accessed 03/11/15) 
529 European Parliamentary Research Service: Scientific advice for policy-makers in the EU (2015) (p 3) 
530 The Scientific Advice Mechanism (accessed 20/10/15) 
531 Science Advice to Governments: Diverse systems, common challenges A briefing paper for Auckland 
conference (2014) (pp 7-8) 
532 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union (2012) (p 7) 
533 Chuka Umunna MP speaking at Universities for Europe launch (accessed 07/10/15) 
534 The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK (2010) Technopolis Group carried out on behalf 
of the International Science and Innovation Unit within the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) 
(p 5) 

http://www.globalscienceadvice.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/Science_Advice_to_Governments_Briefing_Paper_25-August.pdf
http://www.globalscienceadvice.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/Science_Advice_to_Governments_Briefing_Paper_25-August.pdf
http://www.globalscienceadvice.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/Science_Advice_to_Governments_Briefing_Paper_25-August.pdf
http://www.globalscienceadvice.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/Science_Advice_to_Governments_Briefing_Paper_25-August.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/groups/scientific-advisory-group-for-emergencies-sage
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/EPRS/EPRS-Briefing-559512-Scientific-advice-for-policy-makers-in-the-EU-FINAL.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/sam/index.cfm
http://www.globalscienceadvice.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/Science_Advice_to_Governments_Briefing_Paper_25-August.pdf
http://www.globalscienceadvice.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/Science_Advice_to_Governments_Briefing_Paper_25-August.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/35431/eu-balance-of-competences-review.pdf
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Pages/ChukaUmunnaspeaking.aspx#.VhTt-EYm8nk
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
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institutions535 and it is considered important that the UK continues to influence EU 
agendas.  The UK is therefore able to make a positive contribution to the EU policy 
landscape and benefitting in the process. 
 

55. The UK has been active in promoting open access to research, encouraging access to 
publicly funded publications and data; the EU also acknowledges these perspectives 
within Horizon 2020536.  Horizon 2020 requirements on embargo periods may be 
reviewed in its mid-point review; meanwhile there are disciplinary differences in 
capacity to comply.  Any major changes to open access policies will affect learned 
societies, many of which own journals.  In addition approximately 23% of global 
publications are published through UK journals; the international policies are highly 
relevant537. 
 

56. The League of European Research Universities (LERU)538 and the Young European 
Research Universities Network (YERUN) have been established as mechanisms to 
highlight the role and activities of research intensive universities across Europe, 
promote joint initiatives in research and teaching (including the mobility of 
researchers) and act to influence EU research policy.  LERU comprises 21 European 
Universities, 5 of which are UK based, and has a strong voice regarding the ERA, ERC, 
FPs and the EU innovation landscape.  The development of supporting organisations 
helps to demonstrate the interest of UK institutions in EU engagement. EU members 
can offer scientific advice through European bodies; the new EU advice mechanism is 
untried and has yet to have effect.  Within the EU the UK can seek to influence and 
shape European policies in line with UK ones.  

 
27 November 2015 
 
 
Member Organisations of the Society of Biology: 
 
Full Organisational Members 
Agriculture and Horticulture Development Board 
!ƳŀǘŜǳǊ 9ƴǘƻƳƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎΩ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅ 
Anatomical Society 
Association for the Study of Animal Behaviour 
Association of Applied Biologists 
Biochemical Society 
Biosciences KTN 
British Andrology Society 
British Association for Lung Research 
British Association for Psychopharmacology 
British Crop Production Council 

                                            
535 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union Research and 
Development (2014) (p 41) 
536 Guidelines on Open Access to Scientific Publications and Research Data in Horizon 2020 
537 Public access to publicly-funded research: Oral statement to Parliament (accessed 18/11/15)  
538 League of European Research Universities (accessed 23/11/15) 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/grants_manual/hi/oa_pilot/h2020-hi-oa-pilot-guide_en.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/public-access-to-publicly-funded-research
http://www.leru.org/index.php/public/home/
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British Ecological Society 
British Lichen Society 
British Microcirculation Society 
British Mycological Society 
British Neuroscience Association 
British Pharmacological Society 
British Phycological Society 
British Society for Gene and Cell Therapy 
British Society for Immunology 
British Neuroscience Association 
British Society for Matrix Biology 
British Society for Medical Mycology 
British Society for Neuroendocrinology 
British Society for Parasitology 
BSPB ς British Society of Plant Breeders 
British Society for Plant Pathology 
British Society for Proteome Research 
British Society for Research on Ageing 
British Society for Soil Science 
British Society of Animal Science 
British Toxicology Society 
Experimental Psychology Society 
The Field Studies Council 
GARNet 
Gatsby Plants 
Genetics Society 
Heads of University Centres of Biomedical Science 
Institute of Animal Technology 
Laboratory Animal Science Association 
Linnean Society of London 
Marine Biological Association 
MONOGRAM ς Cereal and Grasses Research Community 
Nutrition Society 
The Rosaceae Network 
Royal Microscopical Society 
Science and Plants for Schools 
Society for Applied Microbiology 
Society for Endocrinology 
Society for Experimental Biology 
Society for General Microbiology 
Society for Reproduction and Fertility 
Society for the Study of Human Biology 
SCI Horticulture Group 
The Physiological Society 
Tropical Agriculture Association 
UK Environmental Mutagen Society 
UK-BRC ς Brassica Research Community 
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UK-SOL ς Solanacea Research Community 
University Bioscience Managers' Association 
VEGIN ς Vegetable Genetic Improvement Network 
Wildlife Conservation Society Europe 
Zoological Society of London 
 
Supporting organisational members 
Association of the British Pharmaceutical Industry (ABPI) 
Association of Medical Research Charities 
Astrazeneca 
BASIS Registration Ltd. 
Bayer 
BioIndustry Association 
Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council (BBSRC) 
The Donkey Santuary 
The Ethical Medicines Industry Group 
Food and Environment Research Agency (FERA) 
Forest Products Research Institute 
Huntingdon Life Sciences 
Institute of Physics 
Ipsen 
Lifescan (Johnson and Johnson) Scotland Ltd 
Medical Research Council (MRC) 
MedImmune 
Pfizer UK 
Plant Bioscience Limited (PBL) 
Royal Botanical Gardens Kew 
Royal Society for Public Health 
Select Biosciences 
Syngenta 
The British Library 
Understanding Animal Research 
Unilever UK Ltd 
Wellcome Trust 
Wiley Blackwell 
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We have drawn upon information available form a range of external sources, as well as the 
experiences of researchers from across the chemical sciences community to inform our 
response. We have changed the order that we answer the questions in our submission, to 
aid its overall narrative. 
 
Executive Summary 
 

EU membership has a strong influence on science, research and innovation in the UK. 
From the responses that we received, EU membership was regarded as having a mostly 
positive influence on the effectiveness of UK science, research and innovation, especially 
with respect to funding and collaboration. Negative effects that were highlighted 
focussed mainly on the formation of regulation and its unintended impacts. 
 
There are a range of EU funding schemes that contribute to UK science, research and 
innovation. Data from previous schemes shows that the UK draws in a significant share of 
funding allocated for research. We heard from those in academia that EU funding is an 
important complement to UK research funding, especially given current levels of UK 
science spending, with the science ring-fence during the last parliament equating to a 
real-terms cut. 
 
There were criticisms of the accessibility of funding schemes for small and medium 
enterprises (SMEs), though we also heard examples of successful participation from UK 
SMEs, who have been able to expand manufacturing or further develop technologies as a 
result of EU funding. Recent developments in EU funding have seen an emphasis on 
innovation, which the UK community is already capitalising on. The UK is an active 
participant in EU public-private partnerships and through mechanisms such as the 
European Regional Development Fund and European Structural and Investment Funds, 
the UK can use EU funding to improve UK competitiveness and innovation. 
 
Collaboration opportunities that come as a consequence of EU membership were seen to 
be important in advancing UK research. There was a sense that EU mechanisms help to 
facilitate effective collaboration that can go on to outlast the initial project. Whilst it was 
acknowledged that collaboration can be achieved outside of the EU framework, 
researchers felt that the mechanisms provided were effective and drew added benefits, 
such as career development opportunities for early career researchers. 
 
Respondents drew links between the mobility across the EU and the increasingly 
international nature of research careers. Free movement is seen to encourage the flow of 
talented scientists to and from the UK, creating opportunities for UK researchers to work 
elsewhere, as well as bringing the best researchers from overseas to the UK. This was also 
mentioned in relation to access to EU infrastructure; free movement facilitates easy 
access, which is often be funded by the EU. 
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In relation to regulation, a point made by industry respondents was the potential for 
divergent regulatory frameworks if the UK left the EU. The ability for the UK to set its own 
regulation was not viewed positively due to the perception that businesses would still 
need to comply with EU regulation, as well as any newly-developed UK regulation.  
 
Some speculated on the pƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀȅ ƻŎŎǳǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ Ψ.ǊŜȄƛǘΩ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 
the four themes covered in this consultation. However, at this stage, it remains unclear 
what the exact effects of an EU exit would be on UK science, research and innovation. 

 
Funding 

 
Q1. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to science and research in the 
UK? How does the financial contribution the UK receives compare with other member states 
in terms of, for instance, population, GDP, scientific strength or any other relevant 
indicators? 
 

There are several streams of EU funding that can contribute to science and research in 
the UK. These include Horizon 2020, European Structural & Investment Funds and the 
European Fund for Regional Development.  
 
As an indicator of the scale that these funds can contribute, the UK received £4.4bn from 
the Seventh Framework Programme (FP7 ς the predecessor to Horizon 2020), which ran 
from 2007 to 2013. This is equivalent to 15.4% of the total fund and second only to 
Germany.539 This level of funding alone is the equivalent of an additional research council, 
averaging higher than the annual investment by the Biotechnology and Biological 
Sciences Research Council (£509M in 2014-15), and equates to a higher percentage of FP7 
funding than either our share of EU Gross Domestic Product (GDP) or population. 540 The 
proportion received from FP7 only represents one of the EU funding streams that has 
contributed to science and research. 
 
In 2013, UK University chemistry departments received more than 2м҈ όϤϻпоƳκϵслƳύ ƻŦ 
their funding from EU institutions (including businesses, charities and other national 
governments), compared to only 6% from non-EU overseas sources.541 

 
Q2. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the UK to the EU that supports 
science and research activities? 

 
To our knowledge, the only available assessment of this has been carried by the Office of 
National Statistics. They calculated that the indicative UK contributions to the EU for 
science, engineering and technology (SET) research and development (R&D) expenditure 

                                            
539 Creating the future: a 2020 vision for science & research, Department for Business Innovation and Skills, 
April 2014 (paragraph 87) 
540 Review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European Union: Research and 
Development, HM Government, February 2014 (page 10) 
541 Data provided by the Higher Education Statistics Agency and available at 
https://public.tableau.com/profile/rsc.ict#!/vizhome/Chemistryresearchfunding/Story1  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/321522/bis-14-757-consultation-on-proposals-for-long-term-capital-investment-in-science-and-research-v2.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/321522/bis-14-757-consultation-on-proposals-for-long-term-capital-investment-in-science-and-research-v2.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/279331/bis_14_592_balance_of_competences_review_government_reponse_to_the_call_for_evidence.pdf
https://public.tableau.com/profile/rsc.ict#!/vizhome/Chemistryresearchfunding/Story1
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ƛƴ нлмо ǿŜǊŜ ϻлΦуōƴκϵмΦмōƴΦ542 Lƴ нлмоΣ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƴŜǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ όŀŦǘŜǊ ǊŜōŀǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ǊŜŎŜƛǇǘǎύ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǿŀǎ ϻмлΦрōƴκϵмпΦтōƴΦ543  

 
Q3. What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed in the EU 
compared to the management of science funding in the UK?  Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are considered? 

 
Our members who have applied for EU funding generally found the process more 
involved than that for funding from Research Councils UK.  There was a general 
appreciation that often this was due to the larger sums involved in many EU funding 
schemes but smaller schemes were also cited, such as ERC starter grants, which required 
lengthy paperwork.  It was reported that many Universities have employed specialist staff 
familiar with specific scheme requirements to maximise the chance of gaining EU funding.   
 
Some EU funding schemes (e.g. ERC grants) typically have a two-step process with 
applications being filtered based on a short proposal at the first stage and a longer full 
proposal being assessed by a scientific panel at a second stage. In many cases, both the 
first and second stage proposals must be submitted at the same time. The quality of 
refereeing at the first stage was particularly felt to be at a lower standard than 
comparative UK funding schemes.  Members also stated that the EU processes led to 
unnecessary work as full proposals were required at the start of the process and so were 
still required for applications which would not pass the first stage.  It was felt that this 
ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǇƻƻǊƭȅ ǘƻ ŜΦƎΦ ǘƘŜ 9t{w/Ωǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ƎǊŀƴǘǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
only initially required a short document on initial application. 
 
However, a member specifically involved in the assessment panel of a major EU funding 
scheme viewed the UK as only being marginally better in administering grants with 
reference to the quality of decision making.  The close monitoring of large EU grants was 
seen as a positive feature as it enabled funding to be stopped where funds were not 
being used for their stated aims, curbing misuse. 
 
The European Commission itself has committed to reduce bureaucratic load on 
participants of its programmes such as Horizon 2020, with explicit plans for the inclusion 
of better mapping and monitoring.544  
 

Q6. How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU membership?  Is 
international investment leveraged on the basis of this membership? How does EU 
membership affect the growth of research-intensive UK companies? 

 
One mechanism that aims to encourage private investment in science and research 
alongside public funds provided by the EU is public-private partnerships (PPPs). These 
enable the formation of collaborative consortia between businesses and universities. In 
2013, the European Commission launched eight contractual Public Private Partnerships 
(PPPs) of strategic importance for European industry. The partnerships were intended to 

                                            
542   Science Engineering and Technology Statistics, Office for National Statistics, 2013 
543 House of Commons Briefing Note 06091: UK-EU economic relations, House of Commons Library, June 2015  
544 Horizon 2020 ς Impact Assessment Report, European Commission, 2011 (section 5.5) 

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/rdit1/science--engineering-and-technology-statistics/2013/index.html
http://www.parliament.uk/briefing-papers/SN06091.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/horizon2020/pdf/proposals/horizon_2020_impact_assessment_report.pdf
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leveraƎŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ϵсōƴ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƻǇŜƴ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ 
Horizon 2020.545  
 
¢ƘŜ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ aŜŘƛŎƛƴŜǎ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ όLaLύ ƛǎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ tttΦ LaL Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ 
of different projects that work towards an overall aim of speeding up the development of 
better and safer medicines for patients.546 ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇƘŀǎŜ ƘŀŘ ŀ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ ϵнōƴΣ ƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎŀƳŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ {ŜǾŜƴǘƘ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ όCtтύ ŀƴŘ ƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎŀƳŜ 
from in-kind contributions from European Federation of Pharmaceutical Industries and 
!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ό9CtL!ύ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǇƘŀǎŜ όLaLнύ ƛǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘ ϵмΦсōƴ ŦǊƻƳ 
IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнлΣ ϵмΦпōƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9CtL! ŀƴŘ ϵнмоƳ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŜǎ ƻǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ  
 
The UK-based Chem21547 consortium is part of the IMI and has leveraged funds of over 
ϵнсƳ ŦǊƻƳ ōƻǘƘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ 
pharmaceuticals The project brings together six pharmaceutical companies (2 UK based), 
13 Universities (4 UK based) and four SMEs (2 UK based) from across Europe. The aim is 
to develop sustainable biological and chemical alternatives to finite materials, such as 
precious metals, which are currently used as catalysts in the manufacture of medicines. 
One of the uniǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ 
academic groups to work alongside pharmaceutical companies and specialist SMEs to 
develop innovative catalytic processes for pharmaceutical synthesis. We believe that 
challenging problems of this nature are best solved on a pan-European basis by bringing 
together under one roof the combined expertise of many groups to establish a world-
Ŏƭŀǎǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ Ƙǳō ƛƴ Ŏŀǘŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǎȅƴǘƘŜǎƛǎΦέ 
 
Another PPP relevant to UK industry is Sustainable Processing in Resource Efficiency 
(SPIRE)548 which is concerned with the development of innovative technologies in ways 
that minimise consumption of raw materials and energy as well as maximising recycling 
and re-use of waste by-products and end use products, in line with the EU Circular 
9ŎƻƴƻƳȅ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ ŀōƻǳǘ ϵфллa ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǾŜƴ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ 
2020 and covers eight industry sectors, many of which link directly to sectors within the 
UK economy (cements, ceramics, chemicals, engineering, non-ferrous metals, minerals, 
steel and water management), offering opportunities for UK involvement  
 
Horizon 2020 encourages participation from universities, large companies and SMEs. 
Specifically, SMEs are being encouraged to participate as part of consortia or through a 
dedicated SME instrument. For example, MOF technologies, a spin-ƻǳǘ ŦǊƻƳ vǳŜŜƴΩǎ 
¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ .ŜƭŦŀǎǘ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ǎŜŎǳǊŜŘ ϵмΦнƳƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ¦Y manufacturing base to 
scale up production of clean technology to produce Metal Organic Frameworks, a 
nanoporous material. The funding was part of a European Horizon 2020 consortium 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿƻǊǘƘ ϵтΦсƳ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ WƻƘƴǎƻƴ aŀǘǘƘŜȅ ŀƴŘ D5C {ǳŜȊΦ549 
 

                                            
545 European Commission press release, December 2013  
546 http://www.imi.europa.eu/  
547 http://www.chem21.eu/  
548 http://www.spire2030.eu/ 
549  Enterprise Plus newsletter, Royal Society of Chemistry, October 2015 

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-13-1261_en.htm
http://www.imi.europa.eu/
http://www.chem21.eu/
http://www.rsc.org/globalassets/03-membership-community/enterpriseplus/enterpriseplus-newsletter-oct-2015.pdf
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More generally, a study conducted by Technopolis on behalf of BIS examining the impacts 
of the sixth and seventh Framework Programmes on the UK found that in many cases FP 
funding had helped to secure further follow-on funds for research projects.550 Some UK 
{a9ǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǊŜǇǳǘŀǘion for rigorously assessing 
applications has meant securing EU funding has been seen as a validation of their 
strategy, helping to secure further investment from other sources.  
 
²ƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀƛƳ ƻŦ ŜȄǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ǘƻ άǊǳƴƴŜǊ-ǳǇέ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǳƴŘŜr 
Horizon2020, the EU Commission recently introduced the "Seal of Excellence" quality 
label.551 This label is to be awarded to promising projects submitted under Horizon 2020 
which did not secure funding due to budgetary constraints but received high assessment 
scores in the evaluation process. In its pilot phase, the "Seal of Excellence" will first be 
given to proposals by SMEs submitted under the SME instrument of Horizon 2020. If 
successful, the action could potentially be extended to cover more areas of Horizon 2020. 
 

Q12. How is the innovation landscape affected by EU membership? 
 
¢ƘŜ 9¦ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ 
landscape. These include, but are not limited to: 

¶ Horizon 2020 and the Framework Programmes that preceded it support research and 
innovation. Within each of these programmes, there are or have been instruments 
dedicated to encouraging innovation. For example, the Innovation in SMEs stream 
under the Industrial Leadership pillar of H2020 and Research for the Benefit of SMEs 
under the Capacities programme under FP7. 

¶ An example of a research and innovation project funded under FP7 is the SHYMAN 
project. In this project Promethian Particles, a spinout from Nottingham University, 
ƭŜŀŘǎ ŀ ϵмл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ 
nanomaterials. It involves 5 academic institutions and 12 companies from across 
Europe. The eventual aim of the project is a 1000 ton per year nanomaterial 
manufacturing plant in the UK, alongside the development of commercial products 
that can be manufactured at the site.552 

¶ Under the H2020 Innovation in SMEs stream, the dedicated SME instrument has 
ϵоΦлōƴΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŀƛƳŜŘ ŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻtential to grow and 
internationalise all the way from feasibility assessment (phase 1) to 
commercialisation (phase 3). One successful UK company that has secured funding 
this way is Cambridge based Abcodia who received funding to advance its 
pancreatic cancer early diagnosis test.553 

¶ ¢ƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ CǳƴŘ ό9w5CύΣ ǿƛƭƭ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŦǳƴŘǎ ƻŦ ϵрΦуōƴ ǘƻ 
support local growth across the UK between 2014 and 2020.554 ϵмΦпōƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ 

                                            
550 The impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK, Technopolis Group carried out on behalf of the 
International Science and Innovation Unit within the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS), May 
2010 (page 2) 
551 New Seal of Excellence to increase the quality of regional research funding, Lithuania 24, October 2015  
552  http://www.prometheanparticles.co.uk/eu-projects/ 
553 Abcodia press release, September 2014,http://www.abcodia.com/news_180914.php 
554 EU Cohesion Funding information https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/country?country=United%20Kingdom 

https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7-evidence-base/national_impact_studies/impact_of_the_eu_rtd_framework_programme_on_the_uk.pdf
http://l24.lt/en/education/item/94319-new-seal-of-excellence-to-increase-quality-of-regional-research-funding
http://www.abcodia.com/news_180914.php
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ŜŀǊƳŀǊƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ΨǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ϵмΦоōƴ ŦƻǊ Ψƭƻǿ 
ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΩ ŀƴŘ ϵнΦлōƴ ŦƻǊ Ψ{a9 ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΩΦ  

¶ The European Structural and Investment Funds will be used to build a smart 
ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ Ƙǳō ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀƛƳ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ Ƙǳō ƛǎ ǘƻ ΨǎƘŀǊŜ ōŜǎǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƛƴ 
ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΩ ōȅ ōǊƛƴƎƛƴƎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ universities, businesses, investors and the Catapult 
centres.555 In a speech at LƴƴƻǾŀǘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ ƳƻƴǘƘΣ 
Business Secretary Sajid Javid announced this as one of a number of measures that 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ΨƘŜƭǇ ƳŀƪŜ .Ǌƛǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ǘƻ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘŜΩΦ 

¶ This summer, Santander UK has signed an agreement with European Investment 
Fund (EIF) to increase lending at favourable rates to UK SMEs to support research, 
development and innovation activitiesΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛƭƭ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ϵмплa (£100M) 
over the next 2 years and the loans will be guaranteed by the EIF, enabled by 
financial backing from the Horizon 2020 programme.556 

¶ The European Investment Bank may be less well-known for providing innovation 
support, but does act in this capacity, for example, by providing £50m to the 
company Imperial Innovations to allow them to increase the rate and scale with 
which they support new companies and technologies in the biotech and medtech 
sectors.557 This follows on from an earlier £30m loan provided to the company by 
the EIB in 2013.558  

¶ Managed by the EIB, the recently established European Fund for Strategic 
LƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ό9C{Lύ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ΨŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŀǎ 
one of its focus areas.559 The announcement to establish the fund, shortly after the 
Commission President Jean-Claude Juncker took office, was criticised by many in 
the scientific community, due to proposals that it would divert money from H2020 
to EFSI. This has been countered by claims from the Commission, including the 
Commissioner for Research, Science and Innovation, Carlos Moedas, that EFSI will 
provide more money for research and innovation, not less.560 To date, many 
European academics remain critical of the fund, in particular the idea that the fund 
will be distributed as loans and not grants.561 This has been perceived by some in 
the European science and research community as shifting money away from 
research that can be carried out in universities and towards research and 
technology organisations and businesses. 

 
Collaboration 

 
Q4. What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU collaborations 
and funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council? 

 
CǊƻƳ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΩ ƎŀǘƘŜǊŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎ ǘƘŀǘ the 
key benefits to the UK were: 

                                            
555 - Department for Business, Innovation & Skills press release, November 2015 
556 - Santander press release, July 2015 
557 European Investment Bank press release, July 2015  
558 Imperial innovations press release, July 2013  
559 http://www.eib.org/about/invest-eu/index.htm?media=shortlink  
560 - Speech at the Royal Society of London - Science without Borders, Carlos Moedas - Commissioner for 
Research, Science and Innovation, March 2015  
561 Academics not convinced, despite Commission pledges, Research Fortnight, November 2015  

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/business-secretary-sharpens-the-uks-innovation-expertise-with-regional-research-and-development-audit
http://www.santander.co.uk/uk/infodetail?p_p_id=W000_hidden_WAR_W000_hiddenportlet&p_p_lifecycle=1&p_p_state=normal&p_p_mode=view&p_p_col_id=column-2&p_p_col_pos=1&p_p_col_count=3&_W000_hidden_WAR_W000_hiddenportlet_javax.portlet.action=hiddenAction&_W000_hidden_WAR_W000_hiddenportlet_base.portlet.view=ILBDInitialView&_W000_hidden_WAR_W000_hiddenportlet_cid=1324581625522&_W000_hidden_WAR_W000_hiddenportlet_tipo=SANContent
http://www.eib.org/infocentre/press/releases/all/2015/2015-165-imperial-innovations-gets-gbp-50-million-eib-backing-to-strengthen-investment-in-biotech-spin-offs.htm
http://www.imperialinnovations.co.uk/news-centre/news/30m-12-year-loan-innovations-european-investment-b/
http://www.eib.org/about/invest-eu/index.htm?media=shortlink
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-15-4658_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-15-4658_en.htm
http://www.researchresearch.com/index.php?option=com_news&template=rr_2col&view=article&articleId=1355952
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¶ Access to sources of funding 

¶ Opportunities for collaboration and knowledge exchange 

¶ Career development opportunities for early career researchers 

¶ Access to EU research infrastructure 
 

a) Access to sources of funding 
 
Many of those who responded from our community attested that EU funding via the 
Framework Programmes has proved to be an important source of funding for research. 
¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ǘƻ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻǳǘǇǳǘǎΦ 
Some researchers mentioned that the magnitude and timescale of some EU funding 
programmes (e.g. ERC starting, consolidator and advanced grants can last up to 5 years) 
provides an important mechanism for securing long-term funding for specific research 
projects. European funding programmes provide what is seen as an important 
complement to UK funding programmes; this was seen as especially important by some 
respondents in light of the current research funding environment in the UK. Many are 
acutely aware that the science ring fence provided by the last government has still 
equated to a real-terms cut in science spending in recent years.562 
 
Several members gave examples of where collaborations were formed through access to 
EU funding.  UK universities also benefit from access to the funding schemes of other 
European countries, enabling them to create beneficial collaborations.  For example, one 
member has hosted students from Spain in his academic group through funding from the 
Spanish Government.  The collaboration has lasted beyond the initial funding and has led 
to the publication of 3 research papers since 2013.  A member from industry also stated 
that access to EU funding benefited UK companies as it facilitated access to the best 
research networks in the EU. 
 
Some respondents specifically referenced access to the European Research Council (ERC) 
funding being beneficial to the UK community. As ERC grants are awarded on the basis of 
excellence alone, there is no requirement for even distribution across member states or 
associated countries. In 2014 the UK received nearly 24% of the European Research 
Council (ERC) grants563 and in 2013, seven of the top twenty European institutions hosting 
at least 30 ERC grantees were in the UK, more than in any other EU nation.564 Some 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ¦Y ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǇǳǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ƳŀŘŜ 
them favoured host institutions for both UK and non-UK nationals who hold ERC grants. 
 
b) Opportunities for collaboration and knowledge exchange 
 
Collaboration was seen as an integral part of scientific research, particularly in relation to 
devleoping solutions to global challenges in areas such as health, food and energy. Many 

                                            
562 Parliamentary briefing: Science & innovation in the UK, Royal Society of Chemistry, September 2015 
563 European Research Council Grants: projects and results, 2007-2015  
564 Annual report on the ERC activities and achievements in 2013, prepared under the authority of the ERC 
Scientific Council, 2013 

http://www.rsc.org/globalassets/04-campaigning-outreach/campaigning/campaign-for-government-science-support/rsc-science-investment-briefing.pdf?id=12927
https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics
https://erc.europa.eu/about-erc/facts-and-figures
https://erc.europa.eu/about-erc/facts-and-figures
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EU funding programmes provide inherent opportunities for collaboration as a condition 
of award. 
 
Another motivation for participating in EU collaborations is the opportunity for 
knowledge exchange. Access to EU networks helps UK researchers broaden their own 
knowledge which can then be applied to UK research and is reflected in UK research 
outputs, for example, collaborative research papers. 
 
c) Career development opportunities for early career researchers 
 
Linked to this are the opportunities that EU collaborative programmes offer for the 
development of early career researchers. Innovative training networks (ITNs) offer the 
opportunity for PhD students to work in cohorts that span several EU countries and 
institutions. These allow the students to establish links with other researchers across the 
EU early in their training, allowing them to be exposed to a greater breadth of knowledge 
and research practice. This can be particularly useful to help establish networks and 
develop expertise in newer, interdisciplinary sciences. An example of this is the LASSIE 
initiative,565 which trained early career researchers in the field of astrochemistry capable 
of assimilating techniques, ideas and practices from a wide range of scientific disciplines. 
 
Funding provided by European Cooperation in Science and Technology (COST) actions is 
specifically dedicated to building networks and collaborations; it cannot be used for 
research itself. Part for the funding allocated to COST networks is used for what are 
ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ΨǎƘƻǊǘ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŜȄŎƘŀƴƎŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǾŀǊȅ ƛƴ ŘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ŦŜǿ 
weeks up to 6 months, often involve early-ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ tƘ5 ƻǊ aŀǎǘŜǊǎΩ 
students. Whilst the visit will have a scientific aim, there is often a developmental aspect 
to the mission also, allowing the visitor to gain insights into how other research groups 
work or even specific technical skills, such as learning a new practical technique that 
could potentially be applied back in their home institution. Opportunities like this are 
seen to help to develop the future UK scientific workforce. 
 
d) Access to EU research infrastructure 
 
See our response to question 7 below. 
 
! ƳƻǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y 
has on the direction of EU funding programmes. Currently, UK priorities for research can 
be fed into negotiations around the shape and scope of EU funding programmes as they 

                                            
565 The Laboratory Astrochemical Surface Science in Europe (LASSIE) initiative is one of the largest 
interdisciplinary training networks (ITNs) under FP7 in the field of solid state astrochemistry and was 
established from a UK-focussed network (AstroSurf) to address issues of relevance to the chemical evolution of 
the Universe. From 2010-14 the consortium of 13 experimental and theoretical groups with 5 industrial and 1 
outreach partners supplied training and research opportunities for 28 Early Stage Researchers and 4 
Experienced Researchers. Researchers involved in LASSIE have gone on to apply for further Horizon2020 funds 
based on the collaborations formed through this ITN and are currently awaiting the results of those bids. Those 
ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ŦƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ [!{{L9 ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ƛǘǎ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ 
decision to have laboratory astrophysics recognised as a potential area for a research infrastructure in H2020. 
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are developed, helping to develop synergies between the two. It is unclear whether the 
UK would retain this level of input over future EU research funding if it were to leave. 
 
Q5. What is the influence of EU membership on bilateral collaboration between the UK 
and other EU member states? Are collaborations with member states stronger than with 
non-EU countries as a result of EU membership? 
 
Most EU funding programmes are multilateral with some requiring bids to include several 
EU countries as partners, but bilateral collaboration is also supported by mechanisms like 
the European Industrial Doctorates (EID), European Cooperation in Science and 
Technology actions (COST), and the Marie {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie (MSC) Actions.  
 
Our members have highlighted in general that bilateral collaborations with colleagues 
within the EU are more straightforward than with countries outside it, even if they are 
similarly accessible geographically and have associate state status (e.g. Turkey). The 
reasons cited for this include easier access to funds for students and researchers and 
reduced administrative burdens in terms of visa restrictions for students and researchers 
to travel for conferences, short and medium term research visits, sabbaticals and 
placements. 

 
Q7. How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international facilities 
that are available as a consequence of our EU membership? Are there any restrictions in the 
creation and operation of international facilities outside the EU as a consequence of our EU 
membership? 

 
Access to both excellent national and international large scale facilities is essential for 
chemical sciences research.566 The chemical sciences community benefits from access to a 
variety of large scale European facilities. Several members expressed the view that no 
single country can operate every type of large facility needed for scientific research; 
international cooperation is vital. Access to equipment in Europe such as the European 
Synchrotron Radiation Facility (ESRF) in Grenoble, France enabled members to undertake 
experiments that would not be possible in the UK.  Similar arguments apply to, for 
example, central neutron and X-ray facilities in Europe (for example the Institut Laue-
Langevin (ILL), the Laboratoire Léon Brillouin (LLB), Elettra Sincrotrone Trieste and the 
Swiss Spallation Neutron Source (SINQ).  
 
Access to such facilities is often dependent on EU membership or association. Funds for 
travel and accommodation to enable researchers to use these facilities are also only 
available for EU member states.  The value of EU infrastructure was seen to be linked with 
that of free movement across the EU; access to such facilities was seen as straightforward 
ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ƴƻǿ ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǿƻǊƪΦ  
 
One UK institution highlighted their provision of equipment to the European XFEL. The 
European XFEL is currently under construction in Hamburg, Germany and due to be 

                                            
566  Response to the House of Lords Select Committee on Science and Technology consultation on Scientific 
Infrastructure, Royal Society of Chemistry, June 2013 

http://www.rsc.org/globalassets/04-campaigning-outreach/realising-potential-of-scientists/research-policy/research-innovation/scienctific-infrastructure-response-june-2013.pdf
http://www.rsc.org/globalassets/04-campaigning-outreach/realising-potential-of-scientists/research-policy/research-innovation/scienctific-infrastructure-response-june-2013.pdf
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completed in 2017.567 It will generate ultra-short X-ray flashes to enable scientists to map 
the atomic details of viruses, decipher the molecular composition of cells, film chemical 
reactions, and study processes such as those occurring deep inside planets. Early 
involvement of the UK research community in the setting up of this facility will mean that 
the UK research community can help shape its future running. 
 
None of the responses we received highlighted restrictions in the creation and operation 
of international facilities outside of the EU.  

 
Q8. What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and research 
through the free movement of people?  How does this compare with flows of people between 
the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China and Singapore? 

 
Attracting world-Ŏƭŀǎǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ƛǎ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƻ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
reputation as the best place to do sciencŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦Y Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ άƻǇŜƴ ŦƻǊ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎέ 
and welcoming to scientists and researchers.  
 
Our members cited many positive benefits which arise from the free movement of people 
within the EU.  Free movement of top researchers between EU member states allows UK 
universities and businesses to recruit the best researchers for their field with ease. 
 
Researchers who are willing to move across borders both to and from the UK were seen 
as being highly motivated.  One member stated that this created a healthy competitive 
atmosphere within research groups, with the result being raised standards of work across 
the whole team. Through long-term recruitment, sabbaticals, short-term research visits 
and attendance at conferences across the EU, UK workplaces benefit from a greater 
diversity of knowledge and expertise that enhance their research culture, increasing 
creativity, productivity and innovation. Free movement also means that UK researchers 
can easily travel to specialised equipment throughout Europe to undertake experiments 
(see response to question 7). 
 
As EU members, the UK benefits from access to the EU-wide MSC actions designed to 
support researchers at all stages of their careers. These actions include prestigious 
individual research fellowships, Innovative Training Networks (ITNs) and Research and 
LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ {ǘŀŦŦ 9ȄŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ όwL{9ύΣ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ bƛƎƘǘ όbLDI¢ύ ŀƴŘ Ŏƻ-funding 
of regional, national and international programmes (COFUND).568 These actions were 
cited by members responding to this inquiry as essential for supporting post-doctoral 
ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŀƛƳǎ ƻŦ ōƻƻǎǘƛƴƎ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ 
ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ǇǊƻǎǇŜŎǘǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ 
their skills in entrepreneurship, creativity and innovation. 
 
A further point was made by one respondent regarding MSC fellowships. These 
fellowships are highly competitive and the respondent felt that they help to mobilise the 
best scientists across Europe. In some cases, these fellows go on to win permanent 
appointments in the institute that hosted their MSC fellowship. This benefits both the 

                                            
567 http://www.xfe l.eu/overview/in_brief/ 
568 http://ec.europa.eu/research/mariecurieactions/about-msca/quick-guide/index_en.htm  

http://www.xfel.eu/overview/in_brief/
http://ec.europa.eu/research/mariecurieactions/about-msca/quick-guide/index_en.htm
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researcher who could continue their work and the institute, who have been able to 
secure excellent scientists early in their career who go on to produce high-quality 
research at the host institution. The emphasis on mobility of excellent researchers 
reflects the increasingly international nature of research careers ς there are opportunities 
for UK nationals to work elsewhere, as well as for overseas nationals to work in the UK. 
 
Being able to recruit from outside the EU was perceived as more difficult, due to a 
combination of work permit issues and fewer funding opportunities.569 One respondent in 
industry suggested that being able to recruit from a pool of newly-qualified EU scientists 
was important to businesses, given the difficulties in recruiting non-EU students who had 
qualified in the UK. In some science subjects, the proportion of non-EU students is 
increasing, but many companies feel it is difficult to recruit them on graduation due to 
immigration law.   

 
Q9. Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU, for example by 
requiring the UK to adopt EU wide immigration policies rather than bespoke ones for the UK? 

 
This was not a specific issue raised by our members. Many cited membership of the EU as 
a positive facilitator of international collaboration, with collaborations outside the EU 
being more challenging (see our response to Question 5). 

 
Regulation 

 
Q10. What are the key EU regulatory frameworks/mechanisms that directly affect the 
science and research community in the UK?  

 
There are several regulatory frameworks that apply to chemical sciences research. These 
frameworks cover: chemical substances manufactured or imported into the EU in 
quantities of 1 tonne or more per year; human and veterinary medicines; food and 
foodstuff additives; plant protection products and biocides; radioactive substances; and 
waste. Of these frameworks the first mentioned, the Registration, Evaluation, 
Authorisation of Chemicals (REACH), is likely to have the greatest impact, not only on the 
chemical sciences research community and its connected industry but also to all 
businesses which use chemicals and materials further down a value chain. 
 
REACH entered into force on 1 June 2007 and aims to improve the protection of human 
health and the environment from the risks that can be posed by chemicals, while 
enhancing the competitiveness of the EU chemicals industry.  
 
REACH requires that manufacturers and importers of chemicals supplied in the EU above 
1 tonne per year (over 30 000 substances) must be registered with the European 
Chemicals Agency (ECHA) by June 2018. Substances that have not been registered may 
not be placed on the EU market.  A fee is charged for substance registration. Substances 
used in scientific research and development in amounts of less than one tonne a year are 
exempted from authorisation and restriction. 

                                            
569 UK Immigration law and its impact on chemistry research and education, Royal Society of Chemistry, 
September 2014  

http://www.rsc.org/globalassets/04-campaigning-outreach/policy/education-policy/rsc-immigration-policy-sept-2014.pdf
http://www.rsc.org/globalassets/04-campaigning-outreach/policy/education-policy/rsc-immigration-policy-sept-2014.pdf
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While this exemption exists for scientific research and development, there are concerns 
that future innovation may be impacted by a reduction in the availability of some 
chemicals because of compliance with REACH. If manufacturers and importers find the 
financial cost of registering some chemicals outweighs the potential economic returns, 
manufacturers and importers may decide not to register some chemicals and potentially 
cease production or import. Despite the exemptions for use in scientific research and 
development, this could lead to barriers in obtaining the chemicals for research in the 
first place, if they are no longer available on the EU market. 
 
Although REACH mostly directly affects businesses, any reduction in chemical diversity at 
a larger scale could potentially impact upon collaborative research undertaken between 
universities and businesses. There is potential to affect further development of research 
carried out within academia, by businesses, if specific chemicals are no longer available at 
a larger scale. 
 
However, some members in our community representing large, multinational companies 
highlighted the value of a common language in terms of regulatory affairs. Some actually 
felt that it facilitated a faster procurement of chemicals for research within the EU as 
there are no regulatory barriers to importing chemicals from other EU nations if the 
substances are registered under REACH, suggesting that at this stage the potential 
reduction in chemical availability outlined above is not actively impacting research.  

 
Q11. If the UK were not a member of the EU, could regulations be reformed to give greater 
benefit to UK science and research?  For example, in areas such as data regulation, VAT on 
shared facilities, and the use of the precautionary principle? 

 
Many of those we consulted highlighted concerns about the risks of divergent regulatory 
practices emerging between the UK and the EU and the impact this would have on their 
research or businesses. A key issue for some that we consulted in industry seems to be 
the uncertainty around how regulation would be affected, and the potential (resource or 
financial) consequences this could eventually have on research within the sector.   
 
For the pharmaceutical industry, the European Medicines Agency (EMA), a decentralised 
agency of the European Union, located in London, is a key stakeholder in the assessment 
and approval of new medicines and maintenance of product licences. One of our 
members working in pharmaceutical research speculated that if the UK were not a 
member of the EU, then regulatory submissions may well proceed via national regulatory 
procedures through the Medicines and Healthcare Regulatory Authority (MHRA). 
However, it is unclear whether or not there would need to be a re-evaluation of product 
licenses previously approved under EMA centralised procedures. It is unclear whether this 
would affect the availability of medicines to patients and what other consequences (e.g. 
resourcing or financial) it may have for the companies involved.  
 
Regulation of chemicals is not only a European issue, but a global one, with trading blocs 
each devleoping their own rules in an ever-changing global environment.  An example is 
the current Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) negotiations between 
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the USA and the EU, aimed at creating a free trade area covering both current trading 
blocs. Part of the negotiation is concerned with regulatory legislation such as REACH 
within the EU and regulations set by the Environmental Protection Agency within the 
USA.  Whilst it has been reported that harmonisation between the two blocs is not 
feasible, steps towards regulatory cooperation between the two bloc are being examined 
during the negotiations. Though it is foreseen that the TTIP negotiations will have been 
concluded by the end of next year, it is unclear how UK would be affected by the 
agreement if it left the EU, both with respect to regulation and more broadly. 
 
From the responses that we received, there was a perception that even if the UK did 
leave the EU, UK businesses would still have to comply with EU regulations if they wished 
to sell their products in the EU.  Even if UK regulation could be reformed, it was felt that 
this would simply lead to more regulation that would need to be complied with.  

 
Scientific advice 

 
Q13. How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public policy 
compare between the EU and the UK?  What are the effects, if any, of differences in the 
provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK?  

 
The Royal Society of Chemistry believes that scientific evidence has an important role in 
the formulation of evidence-informed policy. This evidence will be further balanced 
against wider social, economic and political factors, which are more complex at EU level, 
given the scale and range of stakeholders involved.  
 

Q14. To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and influence public 
policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership inhibit UK scientists 
from influencing public policy at EU or international levels? 

 
There are many opportunities for UK scientists to inform and influence public policy at EU 
or international levels. These include responding to consultations, representation on 
advisory panels and expert stakeholder groups.  
 
A member who has been involved in both UK and EU level committees that provided 
scientifc advice found that the EU-level committee was more labour-intensive for the 
scientists involved. They suggested that this is partially a reflection of the more complex 
stakeholder landscape that the EU represents. They felt that UK researchers were both 
well represented and respected for their advice and input by their EU colleagues.  
 
Some in our community have indicated  that research pertinent to regulatory matters is 
being rejected from the European regulatory decision making process on the basis that it 
has been generated by industry researchers or academics in receipt of industry funding. 
In some cases this has been reported to have occurred where prior links to industry are 
not relevant to the regulatory matter being investigated. An alternative approach would 
be to take account of all evidence available but in doing so, declare all conflicts of interest 
openly and transparently ς this includes research that has links to industry, non-
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governmental organisations, charities and/or national governments, as well as research 
with links to industry. 
 

About us 
With over 51,000 members and a knowledge business that spans the globe, the Royal 
{ƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ /ƘŜƳƛǎǘǊȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ professional body for chemical scientists, supporting and 
representing our members and bringing together chemical scientists from all over the 
world. 
 
A not-for-profit organisation with a heritage that spans 170 years, we invest in educating 
future generations of scientists, we raise and maintain standards and work with industry 
and academia to promote collaboration and innovation. We advise governments on 
policy and we promote the talent, information and ideas that lead to great advances in 
science. 

 
20 November 2015 
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Royal Society of Chemistry, Professor Paul Boyle, University of Leicester and 
Diamond Light Source ς Oral evidence (QQ 9-24) 
 
Transcript to be found under Professor Paul Boyle, University of Leicester 
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Letter from Professor Dominic Tildesley CBE FRSC, President, Royal Society of Chemistry to 
the Committee Chairman 
 
Firstly, I would like to take the opportunity to thank the committee for inviting me to give 
evidence on behalf of the Royal Society of Chemistry, as part of your inquiry into the 
Relationship between EU membership and UK science. Following on from the evidence 
session, I wanted to write to the committee with some further information in relation to 
questions that were raised during my oral evidence session on the issue of scientific advice. 
 
One of the areas that the committee is examining as part of this inquiry is the quality and 
effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public policy and how this compares between 
the EU and the UK. As mentioned in our original evidence submission, the scale and range of 
stakeholders involved in the development of UK and EU policy are vastly different, making a 
direct comparison between the two challenging. Below, we outline some brief points on the 
current situation at both UK and EU level, followed by our comments on the differences. 
 
¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ /ƘƛŜŦ {ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ !ŘǾƛǎŜǊ όD/{!ύ ƛǎ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊ {ƛǊ aŀǊƪ ²ŀlport. 
He is supported by a network of Chief Scientific Advisers (CSAs) within government 
departments (with the exceptions of vacancies in the Department for Culture, Media and 
Sport, the Ministry of Justice and the devolved administrations in Northern Ireland and 
Scotland at the time of writing). In addition to this some departments (e.g. Department for 
Food, Environment and Rural Affairs, Home Office) also have a science advisory council that 
supports the departmental CSA, providing expert scientific advice on specific topics. 
 
A key part of the role of the GCSA is to ensure that adequate systems are in place across 
government departments to support the use of scientific evidence in policy making. Working 
closely with the network of departmental CSAs and sǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ΨtǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ 
{ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ !ŘǾƛŎŜ ǘƻ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩΣ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ 
ΨǊƻōǳǎǘΣ ƧƻƛƴŜŘ-up evidence is at the core of decisions within departments and across 
ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩΦ  
 
In contrast, EU science advice has undergone a number of changes in recent years. Under 
President José Manuel Barroso (President of the European Commission 2004-2014), the post 
of Chief Scientific Adviser to the President of the European Commission was created. The 
post was held by Professor Anne Glover from 2011-2014. In November 2014, the new 
President of the European Commission, Jean-Claude Juncker ended the post and charged the 
Commissioner for Research & Innovation, Carlos Moedas, with developing a new system to 
provide scientific advice to the European Commission. 
 
Lƴ aŀȅ нлмрΣ aƻŜŘŀǎ ŀƴƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ ŀ ƴŜǿ {ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ !ŘǾƛŎŜ aŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ό{!aύ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ΨƘƛƎƘ-
ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ǘƛƳŜƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŀŘǾƛŎŜΩ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΦ ! ƪŜȅ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ 
the mechanism is a High Level Group (HLG) of seven scientists, providing complementary 
expertise across different areas of science. The HLG, reporting to the College of 
Commissioners via Commissioner Moedas, will provide scientific advice on specific policy 
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issues at the request of the European Commission, but they are also free to provide advice in 
a proactive manner on topics that they identify as requiring scientific input. They are also 
tasked with improving the interface between scientific evidence and policy-making across 
the European Commission. The High Level Group will work closely with existing structures 
across the European Commission, such as the Joint Research Centre, as well as European and 
national academies.  
 
An important point to make about the different systems of scientific advice in the UK and EU 
and their effectiveness is that direct comparison between the two is difficult, given the vast 
differences between the two environments that they operate in. Different systems may 
prove more suited at addressing the specific complexities of different environments. 
However, the key point is that there is an open and transparent way for scientific advice to 
be incorporated into the policy making process. 
 
Scientific evidence has an important role in the formulation of evidence-informed policy. 
However, scientific evidence needs to be balanced against wider social, economic and 
political considerations in the development of policy. There will be differences in how such 
balances are achieved according to the culture and environment that the policy is created in. 
 
We welcome the instigation of the SAM and note the efforts of the European Commission to 
demonstrate an open and transparent process in the selection of the HLG and its subsequent 
operation. Making the details of the selection process publically available, alongside the 
ŀƎŜƴŘŀ ŀƴŘ ƳƛƴǳǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ I[DΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΣ ƛǎ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎƛƴƎΦ ²Ŝ ǿŜƭŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŜ 
confirmation that the SAM will be provided with operational support from the Directorate 
General for Research & Innovation and that specific funds earmarked for research and 
evidence gathering will be provided via Horizon 2020. The new structure actively 
incorporates the role of a range of existing mechanisms (e.g. national academies and 
specialised advisory boards) through which scientists from across all member states can 
already provide scientific advice on European policy issues. 
 
However, it is too early to determine the effectiveness of this new system; the HLG have, to 
date, met only once. We have yet to see how the interactions between the different parts of 
the SAM (the new HLG, existing European Commission structures, European and national 
academies and specialised advisory boards) will work in practice.  
 
I sincerely hope that this extra information around the evidence that we have provided to 
date proves useful. If you require anything further, please do not hesitate to contact us. 
Once again, I would like to thank the committee for the opportunity to provide evidence to 
this inquiry and we look forward to seeing the conclusions of the committee in their report. 
 
1 March 2016 
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Summary 
 

¶ The European Union is one of the major research funders in Europe alongside 
individual European countries, charities and businesses. The European research 
landscape is complex. Researchers collaborate with each other and on the 
international stage.   

¶ The UK is one of the largest recipients of research funding in the EU: it receives a 
greater amount of EU funding for research and development than the proportion of 
its contribution analysis suggests is earmarked for this.  

¶ There are two major routes by which the EU directly funds research in the UK ς 
Framework Programme funding and Structural funds. The UK is more successful in 
attracting Framework Programme funding, particularly that allocated for excellence, 
than structural funding, which is largely targeted at building capacity in the least 
economically developed regions of the EU. If you consider Framework Programme 
funding alone, the UK was the second largest recipient after Germany in the most 
recent Framework Programme (FP7). The UK remains a high performer when 
ŀŘƧǳǎǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΣ ǿƛǘƘ DŜǊƳŀƴȅ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ƭŜǎǎ ǿŜƭƭΦ 
If you also take into account structural funds, Poland is second and the UK comes 
fourth out of the 28 countries eligible for both Framework Programme and structural 
funding. 

¶ The UK is the top performer among participating countries in attracting European 
Research Council and Marie Sklodowska-Curie Actions funding, receiving respectively 
22.4% and 25.5% of the total budget for these programmes. 

¶ UK universities attracted 71% of the total Framework Programme funds awarded to 
the UK during Framework Programme 7.  

¶ UK businesses attracted 18% of Framework Programme funding awarded to the UK. 
This is below the EU average and much lower than countries such as Germany and 
France where businesses secured 33% and 27% of Framework Programme funding 
awarded to them. 

¶ EU funding is of increasing importance to UK universities. Since the last UK spending 
review, universities have seen their total research income rise slightly, despite 
experiencing a drop in UK government funding for research through the Higher 
Education Funding Council and the Research Councils, due to increases in research 
income from several sources including the private sector and the EU.  

¶ The monetary value of a funding stream is not the sole guide to its value for research. 
Small amounts of funding in areas where little funding is available, or that offer 
researchers mobility and encourage collaborations can have a bigger impact than its 
monetary value might suggest. For example the EU has provided seed funding in 
areas where the UK now has a reputation for global excellence. This value is difficult 
to quantify. 

¶ As a European Union Member State, the UK is represented on the European Council, 
and in the Parliament, through which it can influence the shape of EU research 
funding and regulation. 



The Royal Society ς Written evidence (EUM0067) 

473 

¶ The UK takes part in a number of collaborations with other European countries 
including joint programmes and sharing research infrastructure. The EU plays a role 
in many of these collaborations. 

¶ Science is international and researchers commonly move across borders to take new 
jobs, collaborate with researchers or access scientific infrastructure. Freedom of 
movement within the EU facilitates this. The Society is undertaking further work to 
better understand the mobility of researcher.  

¶ Harmonised regulation across the EU offers opportunities for facilitating research 
collaborations and attracting global investors but it must be developed with input 
from the research community to ensure it does not have unintended, prohibitive 
consequences for research. 

¶ ¢ƘŜ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅ ǿŜƭŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜƴŜǿŜŘ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƻōǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƘƛƎƘ-
quality scientific advice with the creation of the new Science Advice Mechanism and 
believes could offer a powerful instrument to deliver effective scientific advice to EU 
policymakers. As the new system is still in the process of being established, it is too 
early to assess its effectiveness 

 
Introduction 

1. The Royal Society welcomes the opportunity to submit evidence to this inquiry on the 
relationship between EU membership and the effectiveness of science, research and 
ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΦ ¢ƘŜ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŀ ǎŜƭŦ-
ƎƻǾŜǊƴƛƴƎ CŜƭƭƻǿǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ Řƛǎǘƛnguished scientists. The Society 
draws on the expertise of the Fellowship to provide independent and authoritative 
advice to UK, European and international decision makers. 
 

2. This submission focuses on the most recent two cycles of EU research funding. This 
response includes an overview of the European research landscape and the role of the 
EU within this. It focuses on issues of funding but also addresses questions regarding 
collaboration, regulation and scientific advice.  

 
Funding  
 

Overview of EU research funding  
3. The EU plays an important role in the European research landscape, by funding and 

supporting research, but is not the only actor playing this role in Europe. The European 
research landscape is complex. Regional, national and international actors interact at 
multiple levels. These actors range from individual researchers, regional institutions, 
national governments and research communities, businesses, NGOs, 
intergovernmental organisations and the EU and its institutions. According to 
estimates by the League of European Research Universities (LERU), 15% of publicly 
funded research conducted by EU Member States comes from, or is coordinated by, 
the EU or by intergovernmental organisations. 1 
 

4. For the period 2014-2020, the EU ǿƛƭƭ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ ϵмнлōƴ ǘƻ 
directly support research, development and innovation activities. This includes 
Framework programme funding, sectoral research and innovation programmes that 
fund research in specific sectors such as space and nuclear energy, and structural 
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funding directed towards research and development. This figure does not capture 
indirect investment in research and development through EU programmes such as 
COSME, some of which supports small and medium enterprises to develop R&D 
capabilities, and Erasmus+, which supports student mobility. 

 

570 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
570 Sources: 
ERC: http://erc.europa.eu/about-erc/facts-and-figures 
MSCA: http://ec.europa.eu/research/mariecurieactions/about-msca/actions/index_en.htm 
Structural funds: EU Cohesion Funding, Available Budget 2014-2020 : https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/ 
Sectoral programmes: European Parliamentary Research Service (EPRS) 2015 briefing Overview of EU funds for 
research and innovation. 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2015/568327/EPRS_BRI(2015)568327_EN.pdf 

http://erc.europa.eu/about-erc/facts-and-figures
http://ec.europa.eu/research/mariecurieactions/about-msca/actions/index_en.htm
https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2015/568327/EPRS_BRI(2015)568327_EN.pdf
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5. The following table provides an indicative breakdown of Horizon 2020 funding, subject 
to the annual budgetary procedure.571 
 

 EUR million in 
current prices 

I Excellent science, of which: 
 

24 232,1 

1. European Research Council (ERC) 
 

13 094,8 

2. Future and Emerging Technologies (FET) 
 

2 585,4 

3. aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie actions 
 

6 162,3 

4. Research infrastructures 
 

2 389,6 

II Industrial leadership, of which: 
 

16 466,5 

1. Leadership in enabling and industrial technologies  
 

13 035 

2. Access to risk finance 
 

2 842,3 

3. Innovation in SMEs 
 

589,2 

III Societal challenges, of which 
 

28 629,6 

1. Health, demographic change and well-being 
 

7 256,7 

2. Food security, sustainable agriculture and forestry, marine, 
maritime and inland water research, and the bioeconomy 

 

3 707,7 

3. Secure, clean and efficient energy 
 

5 688,1 

4. Smart, green and integrated transport 
 

6 149,4 

5. Climate action, environment, resource efficiency and raw 
materials 

 

2 956,5 

6. Europe in a changing world ς Inclusive, innovative and 
reflective societies 

 

1 258,5 

7. Secure societies ς Protecting freedom and security of 
Europe and its citizens 

 

1 612,7 

IV Spreading excellence and widening participation 
 

816,5 

V Science with and for society 
 

444,9 

VI Non-nuclear direct actions of the Joint Research Centre 
(JRC) 

 

1 855,7 

VII The European Institute of Innovation and Technology 
(EIT) 

 

2 383 

TOTAL 74 828,3 
 

 
 

6. Framework programme funding is agreed at the outset of the Framework for the 
entire period of its operation. These funds are allocated to specific projects during its 
operation and subject to annual budgetary procedures. This means that changes to the 
agreed funding can be politically easier than they might be for other EU budgets that 
ŀǊŜ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘǎŜǘΦ Lƴ нлмр ϵнΦнōƴ ƻŦ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл 
ŦǳƴŘǎ ǿŀǎ ǊŜŘŜǇƭƻȅŜŘ ǘƻ ŦƻǊƳ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ϵмсōƴ ƻŦ ǎŜŜŘ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ 

                                            
571 Official journal of the European Union, 2015 Regulation EU 2015/1017 http://eur -lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32015R1017&from=EN  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32015R1017&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32015R1017&from=EN
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Fund for Strategic Investments572 (EFSI, also known as the Juncker Plan is intended to 
ƭŜǾŜǊŀƎŜ ϵомрōƴ ƻŦ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎύΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ 9C{L ǿƛƭƭ ŦǳƴŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ 
research and innovation. However it is as yet unclear how this will operate and 
concerns have been raised over restrictions on access to this573. 

 
Access to EU research funding 
7. In addition to the 28 EU member states, non-EU countries are also able to participate 

in, and receive funding from, EU Framework Programmes through a number of 
mechanisms.  
 

8. Thirteen counties (inŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ bƻǊǿŀȅΣ LǎǊŀŜƭ ŀƴŘ {ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘύ ŜƴƧƻȅ Ψ!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ 
/ƻǳƴǘǊȅΩ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǘƻ 
their GDP. This enables their researchers and organisations to apply for Horizon 2020 
projects with the same status as those from EU Member States.574 
 

9. Ψ!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ƻǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ 
Parliament so have limited ability to influence the direction of European research 
funding. 
 

10. Case study - Switzerland. Switzerland is not an EU member state but is partially 
associated to with the EU Framework Programmes until the end of 2016. During this 
time, researchers based in Switzerland can access some parts of Horizon 2020 funding. 
Extension of this access through till 2020 is dependent on   Switzerland's ratification of 
an agreement on free movement of people related to Croatia joining the EU.  
 

11. Case study ς Norway. bƻǊǿŀȅ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƴ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜ ōǳǘ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ Ψ!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ 
/ƻǳƴǘǊȅΩ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜǎ ƛƴ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜs under the same conditions 
as EU Member States575.The nature of the agreement signed between Norway and the 
EU means that terms do not need to be renegotiated with each new Framework 
Programme.   
Mechanisms also exist to enable non-associated countries to participate in EU research 
funding under specific criteria. In some circumstances they may receive direct funding 
while others are required to establish match-funding to finance their contribution. 

 
EU research funding in the UK 
12. Methodological note: All graphs in this section refer to the period 2007-2013, the most 

recent completed EU financial framework, unless otherwise stated. All figures are in 
euros unless otherwise stated. This is done for ease of comparison as EU funding 
follows 7 year cycles, year-on-year data is not always available and exchange rates 
have fluctuated significantly over the period in question. 

                                            
572 European Commission, 2015, The European Fund for Strategic Investments  
http://ec.europa.eu/priorities/jobs-growth-investment/plan/efsi/index_en.htm  
573 Research Fortnight, 2015, Doubts grow over university access to EFSI  
https://www.researchprofessional.com/0/rr/news/europe/universities/2015/11/Doubts-grow-over-university-
access-to-Efsi.html  
574 EPRS 2015, EU scientific cooperation with third countries. 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2015/564393/EPRS_BRI(2015)564393_EN.pdf  
 

http://ec.europa.eu/priorities/jobs-growth-investment/plan/efsi/index_en.htm
https://www.researchprofessional.com/0/rr/news/europe/universities/2015/11/Doubts-grow-over-university-access-to-Efsi.html
https://www.researchprofessional.com/0/rr/news/europe/universities/2015/11/Doubts-grow-over-university-access-to-Efsi.html
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2015/564393/EPRS_BRI(2015)564393_EN.pdf
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13. Overall the UK is a net contributor to the total EU budget. Over the period 2007-2013, 
ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ϵттΦтōƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ όмлΦр҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀl EU income from member 
ǎǘŀǘŜǎύΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ϵптΦрōƴ ƛƴ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ όс҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ 9¦ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ǘƻ 
ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ϵулнΦтōƴύΦ576  
 

14. However the UK is one of the largest recipients of research funding in the EU and, 
although national contributions to the EU budget are not itemised, analyses suggest 
that the UK receives a greater amount of EU research funding than it contributes. The 
¦Y hŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ {ǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ Ƙŀǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
contribution to EU research and development exǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ƻŦϵрΦпōƴ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ 
2007-2013577Φ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƛƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ϵуΦуōƴ ƛƴ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ 
research, development and innovation activities.  The Society recommends that the 
Committee seeks advice from HM Treasury and the ONS to better understand how this 
figure is derived and the robustness of this. 
 

15. The UK received 8% of total direct EU expenditure on research, development and 
innovation578, over the period 2007-2013, the fourth largest share in the EU-28. This 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ϵсΦфōƴ ƻŦ Ctт ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ϵмΦфōƴ ƻŦ 9¦ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ 
development and innovation activities.579 Structural funds and Framework 
Programmes have different objectives and awarding criteria, and support different 
activities, but funding from the two programmes are increasingly coordinated and 
synergies are encouraged. 

 

                                            
576 Source: EU expenditure and revenue 2007-2013. http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/2007-
2013/index_en.cfm  
577 See UK Government Expenditure on SET 2013, ONS. http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/rdit1/science--
engineering-and-technology-statistics/2013/stb-set-2013.html. Exchange rates from UKforex.co.uk 
578 This figure includes Framework Programme and Structural funding but not sectoral research programmes 
579 European Commission Cohesion policy data. https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/ (accessed 28/08/2015) 

http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/2007-2013/index_en.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/2007-2013/index_en.cfm
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/rdit1/science--engineering-and-technology-statistics/2013/stb-set-2013.html
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/rdit1/science--engineering-and-technology-statistics/2013/stb-set-2013.html
https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/


The Royal Society ς Written evidence (EUM0067) 

478 

 

580 
 

16. ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǘŀƪŜ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦ 
Adjusting the Framework Programme 7 figures for GDP shows that the UK performs 

                                            
580 Sources: 
European Commission, 2015, EU Cohesion Funding, Available Budget 2014-2020. 
https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/ 
European Commission, 2015, Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.p
df  

https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
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well for the size of its economy, second only to the Netherlands. In contrast, Germany, 
France and Italy perform less well. A similar adjustment for structural funds shows that 
those countries with lower GDP perform better relative to the size of their economy, 
as would be expected for funds targeted at building capacity in the least economically 
developed regions of the EU. Indeed, the UK, France and Germany are the three lowest 
ranking EU countries in this ranking. 

 

581 
 

17. In terms of Framework Programme 7 funding, which is awarded on a competitive 
ōŀǎƛǎΣ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘ ŀŦǘŜǊ DŜǊƳŀƴȅΣ ǎŜŎǳǊƛƴƎ ϵсΦфōƴ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ŀ 
ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ϵррΦпōƴ όмнΦр҈ύΦ582 
 

18. Breaking down further to look at specific streams of Framework Programme 7 funding, 
the UK is the top performer among participating countries in attracting European 
Research Council and Marie Sklodowska-Curie Actions funding. These are awarded 
solely on the basis of scientific excellence. Researchers based in the UK received 

                                            
581 Source: 
European Commission, 2015, Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.p
df 
European Commission, 2015, Eurostat 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&language=en&pcode=tec00001&plugin=1  
582 European Commission, March 2015, Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report 

https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&language=en&pcode=tec00001&plugin=1
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ϵмΦтōƴ ŦƻǊ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ƎǊŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ϵмΦмōn for Marie Sklowdowska-Curie 
Actions, respectively 22.4% and 25.5% of the total budget for these programmes.583 

 

584 
 

19. Framework Programme funding is mostly allocated on a competitive basis, similarly to 
Research Council funding in the UK. Calls for applications are issued regularly and 
proposals are peer-reviewed by a panel of experts. Depending on the specific funding 
stream, different criteria are applied to the calls. For example, calls can be linked to 
specific scientific or technological themes or address specific challenges.  
 

20. Calls usually require the proposed project to be collaborative and span across different 
countries and sectors. Other calls, for example those from the European Research 
Council, are relatively less restricted and evaluated solely on the basis of the scientific 
excellence of the applicant and of the proposed project. 
 

21. Over the years that Framework Programmes have been in operation, concerns have 
been raised by the research community about what is perceived as the sometimes 

                                            
583 European Commission, 2015, ERC funding activities 2007-2013 
http://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/publication/files/ERC_funding_activities_2007_2013.pdf  
584 Sources: 
European Commission, 2015, ERC funding activities 2007-2013 
http://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/publication/files/ERC_funding_activities_2007_2013.pdf 
European Commission, 2015, FP7-PEOPLE Marie Curie Actions Country fact sheets 

http://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/publication/files/ERC_funding_activities_2007_2013.pdf
http://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/publication/files/ERC_funding_activities_2007_2013.pdf
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excessive bureaucracy of the application and reporting processes for EU funding.585 In 
addition most EU funding projects are collaborative with at least three organisations 
from different countries and building these consortia can pose challenges. 
 

22. The Commission has undertaken evaluations586 to address many of these concerns in 
subsequent Framework Programmes and, although not yet resolved, the situation 
appears to be improving in the current Framework Programme Horizon 2020. At a 
national level, the system of UK National Contact Points provide advice on how to build 
a consortium and apply for Framework Programme funding. 
 

23. The UK higher education sector has developed considerable expertise in applying to EU 
research funding and institutions often employ specialised staff to deal with the 
application and management of EU research grants. The system of UK National Contact 
Points play a key role in providing advice on how to apply for Framework Programme 
funding and a number of organisations, such as the UK Research Office in Brussels 
(UKRO), also inform and assist the UK research community in accessing such funding. 
 

24. Turning to look at the role of EU research, innovation and development funding in the 
UK, EU funding from Framework Programme 7 represents 3% of the total UK 
expenditure on R&D in the period 2007-2013.587 This figure does not include EU 
funding from structural funds for research and innovation activities, as only some of 
these activities fall under the ONS definition of R&D used to calculate the data below. 
The total proportion of UK R&D expenditure coming from the EU is therefore likely to 
be higher than 3%. 

 

                                            
585 Department of Business, Innovation and Skills, 2011, Funding for EU research and innovation from 2014: a 
UK perspective 
586 European Commission, 2014, Study on Assessing the Research Management Performance of Framework 
Programme Projects  
587 Data from: 
Office for National Statisitics, 2013, UK Gross Domestic Expenditure on Research and Development, 
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/rdit1/gross-domestic-expenditure-on-research-and-development/2013/stb-
gerd-2013.html 
European Commission, 2015, Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report. 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.p
df  

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/rdit1/gross-domestic-expenditure-on-research-and-development/2013/stb-gerd-2013.html
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/rdit1/gross-domestic-expenditure-on-research-and-development/2013/stb-gerd-2013.html
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
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588 
 

25. In the UK, the university sector is by far the largest beneficiary of EU research funding, 
receiving 71% of total Framework Programme 7 funding awarded to the UK over the 
period 2007-нлмо όϵпΦфōƴ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ϵсΦфōƴύΦ  Breakdown by sector is not 
available for structural funds. 

                                            
588 Sources: 
Office for National Statisitics, 2013, UK Gross Domestic Expenditure on Research and Development, 
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/rdit1/gross-domestic-expenditure-on-research-and-development/2013/stb-
gerd-2013.html 
European Commission, 2015, Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report. 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.p
df  

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/rdit1/gross-domestic-expenditure-on-research-and-development/2013/stb-gerd-2013.html
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/rdit1/gross-domestic-expenditure-on-research-and-development/2013/stb-gerd-2013.html
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
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589 
 

26. Oxford, Cambridge, Imperial College and UCL are the top four European universities in 
terms of their number of participations in Framework Programme 7 projects, and a 
total of 13 UK universities are present in the top 25. It is important to note that 
research architecture varies across participating countries, with research strength in 
some countries being concentrated in institutes rather than universities. 
 

27. 64% of UK research and development is conducted by businesses590 yet UK businesses 
attracted just 18% of the total funds awarded to the UK through Framework 
Programme 7. This is below the EU average and much lower than countries such as 
Germany and France where businesses secured respectively 33% and 27% of the 
Framework Programme 7 funding received by the country. In the rankings of private-
for-profit organisations, 2 UK companies (NEC Europe Ltd and Rolls Royce) were 
ranked in the top 50 European companies in terms of FP7 participations. 
 

28. This relatively low rate of UK private sector participation in EU research funding was 
highlighted by the Confederation of British Industries in their 2013 submission to the 
UK Government Review of the Balance of Competences between the UK and EU.591 
 

                                            
589 European Commission, 2015, Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.p
df  
590 Office for National Statistics, 2015, UK Gross Domestic Expenditure on Research and Development 2013 
591 Confederation of British Industry, 2013 Review of the Balance of Competences between the UK and the EU: 
Research and Development http://www.cbi.org.uk/media/2344170/balance_of_competences_review__r_d__-
_cbi_response.pdf  

https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report.pdf
http://www.cbi.org.uk/media/2344170/balance_of_competences_review__r_d__-_cbi_response.pdf
http://www.cbi.org.uk/media/2344170/balance_of_competences_review__r_d__-_cbi_response.pdf
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29. EU funding plays an increasingly important role in the research activities of UK 
universities, helping mitigate the impact of domestic fiscal constraints in recent years. 
¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǎŜǾŜƴ year funding cycle provides a more predictable and longer-term source 
of funding than domestic funding. In 2013/14 (latest data available), EU funding592 
ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ фΦт҈ ƻŦ ¦Y ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ593, an increase of almost 4 
percentage points from 6% in 2009/10 (the year of the last UK spending review). Over 
ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŦǊƻƳ .L{ ΨǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘΩ594 has declined by 4.5 
percentage points, from 56% to 51.5%. In real terms, income from EU funding has 
increased by 68.2% over this period, while income from BIS has declined by 6.2%.  
Overall research income has increased by 2.7%.%. However, it is important to note 
that an increase in EU research funding does not represent replacing like with like - EU 
funding does not always cover the full cost of research overheads, meaning that 
recipients will need to meet such costs from other sources of research income, such as 
QR funding or endowments.  

 

                                            
592 This includes both Framework Programmes funding (FP7 and Horizon 2020) and other EU sources, such as 
structural funds. 
593 Total research income is defined here as the sum of recurrent research income from funding councils (HEFCs 
QR) and research grants and contracts 
594 ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƎǊŀƴǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎΣ wƻȅŀƭ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅΣ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ !ŎŀŘŜƳȅΣ w{9 ŀƴŘ IƛƎƘŜǊ 
Education Funding Councils 



The Royal Society ς Written evidence (EUM0067) 

485 

 

595 
 

30. Participation in EU programmes has also historically performed a capacity building 
function, providing seed funding to develop research expertise in areas where the UK 
has later won a reputation for global excellence. For example, European research 
programmes have enabled the UK to become a global leader in the academic study of 
climate change impacts. Programmes such as Groundwater Resources and Climate 
Change Effects (GRACE) and Production of Precipitation Scenarios for Impact 
Assessment of Climate Change in Europe (POPSICLE), both pursued by the University of 
Newcastle with funding from the third Framework Programme (1990-1994), gave UK 
researchers early opportunities to build research excellence and forge strong links with 
European partners. The networks and research capacity engendered by this early EU 
funding have helped UK researchers to secure further EU funding, produce cutting-

                                            
595 Source: 
HESA, 2015  Finances of Higher Education Providers 2013/14, 
https://www.hesa.ac.uk/component/pubs/?task=show_pub_detail&pubid=1719  
GDP deflator from ONS. 

https://www.hesa.ac.uk/component/pubs/?task=show_pub_detail&pubid=1719
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edge research, and establish the UK as an internationally recognised leader in this 
field.596 

 
Collaboration  

31. Collaborations are vital for science, and scientists want to work with the best in their 
field irrespective of their geographical location and institutional affiliation. Mobility is a 
key part of the research endeavour and the UK historically has had a strong track 
record of attracting the best researchers, however, institutional frameworks can 
enable, facilitate and promote these collaborations. Most EU funded research is 
intrinsically collaborative, bringing together experts from different sectors and 
countries to share knowledge and expand networks. For example, researchers in 
different countries might operate on different funding cycles, which makes 
collaborations difficult. By pooling resources together and distributing them in a 
centralised way, EU funding can simplify this.597  
 

32. To facilitate collaborations and the mobility of researchers and scientific ideas, work is 
ǳƴŘŜǊǿŀȅ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ !ǊŜŀ ό9w!ύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜΥ άŀ ǳƴƛŦƛŜŘ 
research area open to the world based on the Internal Market, in which researchers, 
scientific knowledge and technology circulate freely and through which the Union and 
its Member States strengthen their scientific and technological bases, their 
competitiveness and their capacity to collectively address grand challenges."598 The 
aim of the European Research Area is to maximise the return on research investment 
for both the EU and individual Member States; avoid unnecessary duplication of 
research and infrastructure investment at national level; and improve the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the European research community. 
 

33. Research is international and the UK attracts an international research workforce. Of 
the total academic staff employed by UK Higher Education Institutions in 2013/14 
(including both teaching and research staff), 15% were non-British EU nationals and 
11% non-EU nationals.599 European funding can support this mobility. Over Framework 
Programme 7 (2007-2013), 3454 UK based researchers received funding from Marie 
Sklodowska-Curie Actions, and 8120 overseas researchers received Marie Sklodowska-
Curie Action funding to visit UK organisations.600  
 

34. In addition a number of specific EU initiatives seek to promote and support bilateral 
and multilateral research collaborations between member states. These include Joint 

                                            
596 Royal Society, British Academy, Academy of Medical Sciences and Royal Academy of Engineering joint 
response, Government review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European 
Union 
597 Royal Society, British Academy, Academy of Medical Sciences and Royal Academy of Engineering joint 
response, Government review of the Balance of Competences between the United Kingdom and the European 
Union 
598 European Commission, 2012, Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, 
the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions ς A Reinforced European 
Research Area Partnership for Excellence and Growth : http://eur -lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52012DC0392&from=EN  (accessed 20/10/15)  
599 HESA (2015) Overview of 2013/14 staff data 
600 European Commission, 2015, FP7-PEOPLE Marie Curie Actions Country fact sheets 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52012DC0392&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52012DC0392&from=EN
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Programming Initiatives (JPIs), Joint Technology Initiatives and a number of European 
intergovernmental agreements and frameworks. 

 
Research infrastructure 
35. Broadening access to different pieces of research infrastructure (RI) also represents an 

important part of the European and international research landscape. The research 
value of national research infrastructures can be greatly increased by creating 
international networks and granting reciprocal access to researchers based elsewhere. 
Different countries, including the UK, play host to the headquarters of international 
research facilities. The EU provides a forum, the European Strategy Forum on Research 
Infrastructures (ESFRI), for member states to plan and coordinate international 
research facilities and provides some start-up funding while operating costs are usually 
borne by particƛǇŀǘƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ т ŜŀǊƳŀǊƪŜŘ ϵмΦурōƴ ŦƻǊ 
research infrastructures and Horizon 2020  about ϵнΦпōƴΦ601 
 

36. Over the course of FP7, 3539 UK-based researchers have been supported to access 
1055 European RIs.602 Moreover, 107 UK national RIs receive support from the EU to 
grant access to international researchers, fostering collaborations and the exchange of 
ideas.603EU funding is also available to create and coordinate Europe-wide networks of 
RIs in the same research area.604  
 

37. The UK hosts the headquarters of 6 pan-European RIs, with facilities distributed across 
multiple participating countries. 605 The UK also hosts 10 facilities that are part of Pan-
European RIs headquartered in other European countries606 and is a member of pan-
European RIs entirely based beyond its borders, such as the European Hard X-Ray Free 
Electron Laser (European XFEL) based in Germany. They are funded by participating 
countries but the EU can support planning and coordination of these through the 
European Strategic Forum on Research Infrastructures (ESFRI). The 6 UK-
headquartered pan-European RIs are:  

a. High Power Laser Energy research Facility (HiPER) - Harwell, Oxfordshire 
(Central Laser Facility)607 

b. ELIXIR (European Life-science Infrastructure for Biological Information) - 
Hinxton   

c. Integrated Structural Biology Infrastructure (INSTRUCT) - Oxford 
d. Infrastructure for Systems Biology-Europe (ISBE) ς London (Imperial College) 

                                            
601 European Commission website 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=framework_prog Accessed on 20 November 
2015 
602 Direct communication from the European Commission 
603 European Commission, map of national research infrastructures. Accessed on 21 Aug 2015. 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=mapri  
604 A list of FP funded networks of RIs can be found at 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=ri_projects_fp7  
605 European Commission, map of Pan European research infrastructure. Accessed 21 Aug 2015. 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=mapri_european  
606 European Commission, map of Pan European research infrastructure. Accessed 21 Aug 2015. 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=mapri_european 
607 The HiPER project is currently in planning phase and the location of the actual facility has not yet been 
established. The Central Laser Facility in Harwell currently coordinates the project. 

http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=framework_prog
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=mapri
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=ri_projects_fp7
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=mapri_european
https://ec.europa.eu/research/infrastructures/index_en.cfm?pg=mapri_european
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e. Square Kilometre Array (SKA) ς Manchester (Jodrell Bank) 
f. European Social Survey (ESS ERIC) ς London (City University) 

 
38. The UK is also a part of 12 European intergovernmental research organisations. Each of 

these organisations has its own institutional arrangements and membership rules, and 
the EU plays a different role in each. Some, such as the ITER fusion experiment, are 
directly managed by the EU. Others predate the EU itself and receive only a marginal 
part of their budget from the EU, such as CERN. 
 

39. It is difficult to quantify the role of the EU in establishing these bilateral and multi-
lateral collaborations and whether they would develop in its absence. For example, the 
European Organisation of Nuclear Research (CERN) was not an EU-initiated project. 
However it developed at the same time as the European Union was forming and was 
ƻƴŜ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ Ƨƻƛƴǘ ǾŜƴǘǳǊŜǎ ǎƻ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ƛǎƻƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ 9¦ Ƙŀǎ 
ΨƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊ ǎǘŀǘǳǎΩ ŀǘ /9wb ŀƴŘΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƛǘǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƭƻǿΣ 9¦-funded 
research projects conduct work at CERN and collaborate with researchers working 
there. Similarly the European Space Agency (ESA) is not an agency or body of the EU 
but maintains close times with it. The two organisations have jointly developed a 
9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ {ǇŀŎŜ tƻƭƛŎȅΦ wƻǳƎƘƭȅ но҈ ƻŦ 9{!Ωǎ funding in 2015 was provided by the EU, 
which is more than an individual member nation. 

40. Another example is the European Molecular Biology Organisation (EMBO). This led the 
creation of the European Molecular Biology Laboratory (EMBL) in 1974 that is now 
housed in 5 sites in Europe including the European Bioinformatics Institute in Hinxton, 
UK. EMBL is funded by its individual member nations with additional contributions 
coming from external private investment. EMBO and EMBL work closely with the EU 
but are independent of it. 
 

41. !ǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ 
on UK research and its international scientific collaborations, the Society is planning to 
gather information on the mobility of researchers. The Society will share its findings 
with the Committee in due course. 
 

Regulation 
42. The Royal Society plans to do further work to analyse issues around regulation and will 

keep the Committee informed of progress.  Below we comment on a few specific 
examples that the Society has engaged with over recent years. 
 

43. The introduction of EU legislation and regulation across the 28 Member States can 
foster cross-border collaborations by harmonising the procedures under which 
research is conducted. However it must be carefully designed so as not to be 
unnecessarily prohibitive for research. For example, the 2001 Clinical Trials Directive 
aimed to harmonise the standards of trials in the EU, facilitating multi-centre 
collaborations and promoting multi-national trials. However there were difficulties 
with its implementation in practice, leading to the development of a Clinical Trials 
Regulation in 2014 to replace it. 
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44. Current plans to revise EU data protection legislation with a General Data Protection 
Regulation have raised concerns that the proposals could prevent important research 
making use of personal data. The original draft Regulation provided research 
exemptions allowing for research using personal data, subject to certain safeguards. 
However, amendments introduced by the Parliament removed these. Negotiations are 
expected to conclude shortly and the Regulation will, if adopted, be directly binding in 
all member states. This illustrates the need for Government and UK stakeholder 
groups to maximise their engagement with all the European institutions to ensure that 
new legislation, particularly that which is not directly focused on research, does not 
result in unintended consequences for research.  
 

45. It is important to note that non-EU countries that access EU research funding are 
obliged to conform to relevant EU regulation. 
 

46. The Society is currently following other areas where the EU plays a regulatory role 
including intellectual property, copyright and open access. 

 
Scientific advice  

47. Policy making is increasingly dependent on complex evidence that could help unlock 
solutions of great economic and social value. It is crucial that policymakers can access 
independent expert advice and structures must be in place to ensure they can do so.  
 

48. Currently, the European Commission receives advice from a number of arms-length 
agencies (such as the European Food Safety Authority, EFSA), expert committees and 
its own in-house research service, the Joint Research Centre (JRC). Other EU 
institutions also need and receive expert advice. The European Parliament for 
example, has a dedicated in-house Research Service, the EPRS. Its functions are similar 
to the Library services of the UK parliament and the UK Parliamentary Office of Science 
and Technology (POST). Moreover, informal mechanisms exists to provide scientific 
advice to EU policymakers. For example, scientific academies and their European 
networks can brief EU parliamentarians and civil servants on scientific issues of policy 
relevance.  
 

49. The SociŜǘȅ ǿŜƭŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜƴŜǿŜŘ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƻōǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƘƛƎƘ-
quality scientific advice with the announcement in May 2015, of a new Science Advice 
Mechanism (SAM), replacing the expired post of Chief Scientific Advisor to the 
President of the Commission. The Society was pleased to contribute to the 
development of this new advisory mechanism. It is particularly welcome that this will 
be adequately resourced by a secretariat of around 25 officials from the Commission. 
 

50. By institutionalising the role of the European networks of scientific academies to 
engage with the SAM, and providing financial support to enable them to do so, this 
new structure could offer a powerful instrument to deliver effective scientific advice to 
EU policymakers. The Society will engage with the SAM through its membership of two 
European academies networks, EASAC (European Academies Science Advisory Council) 
and ALLEA (All European Academies). 
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51. As the new system is still in the process of being established, it is too early to assess its 
effectiveness.  
 

52. Many international agreements could benefit from the input of scientific evidence 
during their development. National governments and the EU provide routes by which 
this may be possible. For several international conventions the EU exercises its right to 
ǾƻǘŜ άŜƴ-ōƭƻŎέ ƻƴ ōŜƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎ όa{ύΦ  IƻǿŜǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƴƎ 
power can be limited if members states cannot agree the negotiating position. For 
example, the EU Negotiations at the Conference of the Parties (COP) meeting in 
Copenhagen, December 2009 broke down at least partly due to the lack of flexibility 
for the EU to change its position - unanimous support of member states was required 
to change the agreed negotiating position.  
 

53. With The Lisbon Treaty ς signed in December 2009 ς the European Parliament gained 
the right to veto future international agreements, which may serve to strengthen the 
influence of EU member states in global negotiations. The Warsaw Conference of the 
Parties in 2013, involved a delegation of 10 Members of the European Parliament, 
accompanied by members of Committee secretariats including Environment, Public 
Health and Food Safety. They entered into a series of bilateral meetings with MPs, 
NGOs and charities, and also received briefings from think tanks. 

 
27 November 2015 
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President, Academy of Medical Sciences, and Professor Ric Parker CBE FREng, Director of 
Research and Technology, Rolls-Royce plc, representing the Royal Academy of Engineering 

 

Q25  The Chairman: On behalf of the Committee, I welcome our three representatives from 
the learned societies to our session. We are most grateful to you. We are being recorded 
and broadcast, so you may wish to note that. Could you therefore introduce yourselves for 
the record, and, if you would like to give a brief opening statement, feel free to do so at the 
same time. Perhaps we could start with Professor Halliday.  

Professor Alex Halliday: I am Alex Halliday, a professor at Oxford University and 
vice-president of the Royal Society. I would like to say a few things. I left this country in the 
mid-1980s to go to work in America because even though, as I saw it, I was very successful 
here, the amount of funding was not adequate for doing what I needed to do science-wise. I 
went to America and built a big research programme and was there for about 12 years. I 
then moved to Switzerland and was there for about six years, so I have experience of the 
Swiss system. I have also had experience of trying to organise European Union networks 
through Switzerland. In 2004, I moved to Oxford and became a professor there. After three 
years, I became head of science and engineering at Oxford University, which are the 
non-medical sciences, and so I have a perspective on the critical dependence we have 
nowadays on European Union funding in non-medical science and engineering. I stepped 
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down from that role about a year ago and became vice-president of the Royal Society, which 
is why I am here today.  

Professor Ric Parker: Good morning, your Lordships. My name is Ric Parker and I am here on 
behalf of Dame Ann Dowling, the president of the Royal Academy of Engineering. I am the 
chairman of the research committee of the academy. My day job is director of research and 
technology at Rolls-Royce. I am also the chairman of the Clean Sky joint technology initiative 
ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀ ϵп ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΦ L ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŎƘairman of that for the 
last three years, so I think I have a fair amount of interaction with Europe, both in my role in 
the academy and at Rolls-Royce. Rolls-Royce is one of only two UK companies in the top 50 
in Europe that are beneficiaries of the Framework 7 research funding, the last complete 
programme, so I think we have a fair amount of experience in that area. 

Professor Sir Robert Lechler: Good morning. My name is Robert Lechler. I am the recently 
appointed president of the Academy of Medical Sciences, as of six weeks ago. I have two day 
jobs; I am vice-ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ ƻŦ YƛƴƎΩǎ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜ [ƻƴŘƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ōƛƻƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ L 
ƭŜŀŘ YƛƴƎΩǎ IŜŀƭǘƘ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΣ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎƛȄ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŎŜƴǘǊŜǎΦ  

By way of opening remarks I would wish to say that there are four material issues, as I see it, 
for debate here. The first is funding, and Professor Halliday has referred to that. The EU has 
become an increasingly important funder. We are a net gainer through our participation in 
the EU. The second is that collaboration is increasingly important in addressing major 
questions in science, and the EU has been a very important catalyst of co-operation and 
continues to be so. Thirdly, people are key to success in science and the mobility of people is 
essential. We enjoy the freedom of movement of scientists, and the UK receives a lot of 
continental European scientists into our faculties. Finally, I see the harmonisation of 
regulation as a very important enabling step in pursuing high-class research.  

Q26  The Chairman: Thank you very much, Sir Robert. We would like to start the questions 
now, if you have nothing further by way of introduction.  

Could I address my first question specifically to Professor Halliday, to clear up a point about 
which I am a bit confused in the evidence that you have kindly submitted to us? You have 
given us charts which show, as indeed the evidence suggests, that the United Kingdom does 
well from R&D funds in the European Union. I am looking specifically at the written evidence 
from paragraph 15 onwards, which shows the balance of framework programme and 
structural funds. But then, in the recent report put on the Royal Society website, figure 8, 
which adjusts for total EU research and development funding, with structural funds added, it 
appears that we are not doing at all well. In fact, it states that the UK receives the third least 
funding out of all 28 member states. Could you help us by reconciling these two 
observations?   

Professor Alex Halliday: Yes, we do extremely well in framework fundingτthe competitive 
research grant sideτso it is very important for our university sector in particular. Regarding 
fundamental infrastructure issues, we do not have quite the same issues that places such as 
Poland have; a lot of funding is going to countries such as Poland where they need to 
rebuild. Parts of the UK get that funding, such as Cornwall, parts of Scotland and parts of 
Wales, where there has been a need for investment, and the European Union has been 
providing some of that funding for infrastructure. However, the scale of what is needed in 
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the UK compared with what is needed in some of the other countries in the European Union 
is not the same at all.  

The ChairmanΥ L ŀƳ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŀ ōƛǘ ƳȅǎǘƛŦƛŜŘΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǳǎ ȅƻǳ ǎƘƻǿ ϵтΦм ōillion 
as the figureτI am looking at Germany now rather than the United Kingdomτat the top of 
ǘƘŜ ƭƛǎǘ ŦƻǊ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ т ŀƴŘ ϵпΦф ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŦǳƴŘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƻƻ 
ōŀŘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǊŜŀƭƭȅΣ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǳǎ ŀǘ ϵсΦф ōƛƭlion, and doing, as you 
ǎŀȅΣ ƴƻǘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǿŜƭƭ ƻƴ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŀǘ ϵмΦф ōƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ ¸Ŝǘ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ 
figure 8, Germany is doing even less well than us. I do not see how these two figures stack 
up.  

Professor Alex Halliday: Figure 8 is normalised for GDP, which makes a massive difference to 
those figures.  

The Chairman: So when you normalise for GDP, and if you take structural funds as if they are 
for research and development, which of course they are not necessarily, you have a position 
where, quite frankly, the UK, Germany and France are doing rather badly. 

Professor Alex Halliday: Yes, and I think that is recognised.  

The Chairman: But is it logical to treat structural funds in this way in your chart?   

Professor Alex Halliday: Maybe we could think about whether we should have presented 
them in that way or not. We were trying to be clear with the evidence we had in terms of 
normalisation for GDP. The key issue for us is that the UK does incredibly well out of 
framework funding for research, which is the big part that we deal with. The case is not as 
strong on what infrastructure is needed in the rest of the UK. In the case of Germany there is 
also, of course, the fact that it has a bigger industrial sector in many respects that can link 
into European programmes, so there is another issue there. Typically, its industry side is 
much more successful at getting framework money than our business side.  

Lord Kakkar: Just to follow up on that, is the basis on which the allocation of structural 
funding is made different? It is not by the competitive nature and the excellence of the 
applications made but rather by local need. Is that correct? 

Professor Alex Halliday: I do not honestly know and I should find out about that, but maybe 
Ric knows.  

Professor Ric Parker: I can clarify that. We are talking here only about the element of 
structural funds that is directly linked to the research programmes, not overall structural 
funds. The structural funds are allocated separately on the basis of local need, as you say. 
There has been a directive more recently from the Parliament that a proportion of those 
structural funds should be linked directly to the research programmes and provide research 
infrastructure, but it does not actually move where those funds are allocated in Europe, so 
they fall where they fall. As you say, as a proportion of GDP, Germany does not do very well, 
but the former East Germany still benefits significantly from structural funding.  

Lord Kakkar: Do you think that is an appropriate way to make that allocation? Generally, if I 
understand things correctly, if we have the opportunity to invest in infrastructure in science 
in the UK on the basis of competitive bids, those would be independently, rigorously and 
objectively assessed against criteria and against excellence, and then the funding for those 
important infrastructure investments would be made on the basis of excellence. That is not 
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the case with this particular funding stream in Europe. Does that undermine it to an extent 
or is that the appropriate way for those funds to be allocated?   

Professor Ric Parker: I will not argue as to whether it is appropriate or not, but I think it has 
a different purpose in mind in the eyes of the European Union. It is to stimulate 
infrastructure in areas that previously would be unable to afford that investment 
themselves, so I think that is the primary directive. Large infrastructure projects, such as the 
new fusion torus down in France and CERN, are quite separate from these decisions as to 
how the local infrastructure funds are allocated under that budget.  

Q27  Lord Peston: I have two questions for clarification. The first is that the House of Lords 
has only been back two days and I cannot work out what all these short names for countries 
are. Can yƻǳ ǘŜƭƭ ƳŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ άaŀƭέ ƛǎΚ   

The Chairman: Malta.  

Lord Peston: Thank you. The real clarification that I need concerns the fact that all these two 
pictures tell us is what you get. Is that right? They do not tell us anything yet about what you 
do with what you get or the criteria for allocating the funds. This simply says that this is an 
outcome story. Am I right about that?   

Professor Alex Halliday: How well the UK does in science and technology, as well as in other 
areas of academia, is measured by thingǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜǎ ƻǊΣ 
alternatively, by citation analysis, bibliometrics.  

Lord Peston: I know about that, but this does not tell us about that. All this tells us is what 
we get.  

Professor Alex Halliday: It is a contributor to that as regards the funding, yes, so at the same 
time as our funding has gone down in real terms from UK government sources, we have had 
ǘƘƛǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƳŜ ƛƴ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜΦ  

Lord Peston: Fine. We will come on to what we do with what we get in the questions.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: I, too, need some further clarification, if you do not mind. What 
precisely is the nature of the link between research and this research-related structural 
funding? What criteria do they use to determine why there should be this add-on?   

Professor Ric Parker: The intention again was to stimulate research capacity as opposed to 
research excellence in areas that were a little below the line.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: Does it mean economic development of the area?  What does it 
mean?   

Professor Ric Parker: It is channelled in two ways. It can be channelled into physical 
infrastructure, creating new laboratories or new facilities. Some regions have chosen 
specifically to allocate it to stimulating local SMEs to engage in research programmes where 
they would not engage otherwise. Some of the structural funds are directly linked to some 
of the large European programmes, such as the Clean Sky programme that I run. They get 
tied together and become a boost to the total pot of money available to achieve that 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴŜŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘΦ 
We do not have the freedom to move them around.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: So there is a lot of discretion in there, is there not, if there is that 
degree of variety? 
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Professor Ric Parker: There is no discretion on behalf of DG Research or any of the major 
research programmes in where structural funds fall overall. That is handled by DG Regions in 
Europe and has nothing to do with DG Research. The cross-linking came fairly recently when 
ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǳƴŘŜǊ aǊ .ŀǊǊƻǎƻΩǎ ǇǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴτI forget 
the exact numberτof structural funds should be used directly to support research 
infrastructure and, as I say, that has been loosely interpreted to mean either physical 
infrastructure or encouraging more engagement in a local region.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: It is that area where the UK does relatively badly?   

Professor Ric Parker: Simply because we do not get much by way of structural funds at all, 
not because we are not good at using them for research purposes.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: I see. So it is a small proportion because it is a small proportion? 

Professor Ric Parker: Yes. 

Q28  Lord Kakkar: Has any kind of assessment been made in determining how effectively the 
structural funding has been used over time by the European institutions? Has the investment 
resulted in increased capacity, which in turn has resulted in the delivery of research 
excellence, for instance? Would it be fair to say that if those funds had been invested 
elsewhere in the European Union to drive infrastructure developmentτfor instance 
Germany, France or the UKτthe research outputs might have been greater?   

Professor Ric Parker: I am not aware of any such analysis, no.  

Q29  Lord Hunt of ChestertonΥ Lƴ ȅŜǎǘŜǊŘŀȅΩǎ Guardian there was an article by a Dutchman 
ǿƘƻ ǿŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƻŦ .ǊƛǘŀƛƴΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ƧƻƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 9¦Φ ¢ƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƘŜ ƳŀŘŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ L 
think is very interesting and relevant to us, was whether we regard Europe in a transactional 
way or a transformational way. Everybody is looking at the beans and how much money 
comes in, but the question is whether our involvement in the programmes is 
transformational. Looking forwards instead of always looking backwards, are there ways in 
which one can envisage further transformational changes to science, technology and 
industry where membership of the EU would help us?   

Professor Sir Robert Lechler: Again, I am concerned that we do not lose sight of the fact that 
the UK does very well out of the competitive research funding allocation. We have focused 
on the structural funds, but as regards the research funding we put in 11% of the budget and 
we get back 16%, and that is a fairly consistent pattern. That reflects the quality of UK 
science of course. 

On the non-transactional aspects, I would come back to my opening remarks. I think that 
collaboration and big science and so on are increasingly important to all scientific disciplines, 
and I think in that sense the EU has been very much a catalyst for that kind of collaboration. I 
would also observe that over the last decade or two there has been something of a shift of 
collaborative links between the US and the UK, and continental Europe and the UK. I think 
that has been very positive, because in some ways, practically, it is easier. I think the 
mobility of scientists between countries is another very important transformational element. 
The fact that 30% of the European Research Council grantees working in the UK are from 
continental Europe is an indicator of the level of mobility and how much European funding 
supports that.  
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Another aspect is the industry issue. In its 2014 manifesto, the BioIndustry Association 
observed that the harmonisation of regulation was one key reason why major 
pharmaceutical companies had chosen to put their European headquarters in the UK. All 
those things are relevant to transformational as opposed to merely the transactional, 
aspects of money.  

Professor Ric Parker: I agree. I would add that one of the major transformational 
contributions is in plugging some of our major skills gaps, even on the research side alone. If 
you look at engineering doctorates in particular, only 39% of the doctorates completed in 
the UK are by UK nationals, and we depend on other non-UK European nationals to come 
and do another 14% of the doctorates in this country. Without that sheer manpower to drive 
our research forward, we would be in a much poorer state. I think the comments made are 
ǉǳƛǘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘΦ ²Ŝ ƎŜǘ ǘƻƻ ƘǳƴƎ ǳǇ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŀƛƎƘǘΣ ά²ŜΩǾŜ Ǉǳǘ рлǇ ƛƴΦ 5ƻ ǿŜ ƎŜǘ слǇ ƻǳǘ ƻǊ плǇ 
ƻǳǘΚέ ¢Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ƴǳō ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴǳō ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 
benefit is. There are huge benefits, as has already been said, not only in the skills gap from 
mobility of researchers, both in and out of the UK, but from the sheer collaborative 
framework in Europe, which adds to European competitiveness as a whole.  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Is that 39% for the arts and humanities as well the sciences?   

Professor Ric Parker: I only have the figure in front of me for engineering. I can probably find 
the figures for overall PhDs.  

The Chairman:  Perhaps if you leave that to one side and if you need to send in written 
evidence later on, that would be helpful, or we may have it ourselves.  

Professor Alex Halliday: I wanted to say that there are of course big European 
collaborations, such as CERN, which are there as European collaborations but which involve 
organisations and individuals who are not part of the European Union, but at the same time 
the opportunity to influence many of the things that happen in Europe is greatly improved 
by the fact that we are members of the European Union. That is particularly true in 
framework funding where we have had a disproportionate influence and we do extremely 
well in getting the funding, and in being able to discuss the things that we should develop 
within Europe, in a way that you cannot if you are based in Switzerland, for example.  

Q30  Lord Kakkar:  When we look at the initial public opinion polls on membership of the 
European Union and the evidence that we have received so far to this inquiry from the 
scientific community, it appears that the scientific community is more enthusiastic about 
European Union membership than the public at large. Do the national academies plan to 
engage in the wider debate with regard to European Union membership? If so, how, 
practically, are you going to do this and, if not, who do you think should be making the 
arguments for science and European Union membership?  

Professor Alex Halliday: I think it is the role of the academies to lay out the facts so that 
everybody is aware of them, whether you are for or against, and that is the main thing we 
have been trying to do. We produced this first report about the funding side just before 
Christmas. There is another one coming along on mobility issues and a third one on 
regulation issues. Those will be available for people to see collations of the evidence and for 
people to think about what being part of the European Union brings to us. That is the 
primary role that the Royal Society, in particular, has to take part in.  
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There is no question that individuals such as Paul Nurse and Venki Ramakrishnan have come 
out and been quite vocal about their views, just as the universities have spoken up on this 
very clearly. As an academy, it is our job to try to present the evidence to help inform 
debate. That is the primary role. Some of the evidence could take a bit of unpicking, and that 
is where individuals may be able to play a bigger role than hitherto. For example, we show in 
the Royal Society report that the overall contribution of the European Union is about 3% of 
R&D in the UK. If you look at Oxford University, which is one of the leading universities in the 
UK, and if you take the science and engineering part, the non-medical sciences, the research 
funding that we get from the European Union is equivalent to about half of what we get 
from the whole of Research Councils UK, which is several research councils combined and 
only about twice what we get from the European Union, so it is a major amount of money 
that we are getting. One of the reasons why we are so competitive in the European Union in 
this context is because we have leading academics and institutions in the UK that can go in 
and get that funding and be competitive in the broader playing field of Europe. That is a 
great advantage and it has been very important for the growth of research in top institutions 
in the UK. If you talk about public perception, to go back to your original question, the public 
has probably heard that universities think they are great and that there is scientific and 
bibliometric evidence for that. They have probably also heard David Cameron talking about 
how proud he is of UK universities as one of the things he feels has done really, really well in 
this country. If the UK is about trying to achieve excellence, despite its size relative to other 
parts of the world, I think there is a very good story to tell about the way the European 
Union has fed into that excellence over the last 10 years or so.  

Professor Ric ParkerΥ CǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅΩǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǾƛŜǿΣ ǿŜ ǘŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ same line. We want to 
ensure that the debate is science and data rich. As an academy, we are not going to lobby 
for any particular viewpoint. There are other organisations lobbying out there, subsets of our 
congregation, such as Universities for Europe and Scientists for EU, which are taking a very 
ŦƛǊƳ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ƻƴŜ ǿŀȅ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊΦ ¢ƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ƻƴ !ƭŜȄΩǎ ǇƻƛƴǘΣ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘǎ ƛƴ ŦǊƻƴǘ 
of people that the UK is a significant beneficiary from European programmes both financially 
and, more importantly, for the richness of our own research base and the people 
participating in it as a result.  

Professor Sir Robert Lechler: The Academy of Medical Sciences has a similar position in that 
we wish to ensure the debate is fully informed. We may engage with the media to make sure 
that information is disseminated as widely and as effectively as possible. Influencing the 
debate is a different issue and we have not taken a decision on that. I suspect we may find 
ourselves surveying our fellowship to make sure that I ŀƳ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦŜƭƭƻǿǎƘƛǇΩǎ 
view. Time will tell. It is early days in this whole process and we do not know what the date 
of the referendum will be, and so on. We certainly want to ensure that the debate, from a 
science point of view, is as informed as possible.  

Q31  Lord Peston: I am supposed to raise the question of EU funding and what is called the 
vitality and productivity of our science base. I am not clear myself whether my question 
means specifically EU fundingτnamely, that it has special characteristics that are especially 
helpfulτas opposed to domestic funding. Could you comment on that? Are there aspects of 
EU funding that are especially conducive particularly to the productivity of our science base?   

Professor Alex Halliday: I think you heard recently from Steve Cowley on the impact of EU 
funding and Europe as a whole and what it has done globally to science. I think that is very 
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apparent if you look at what America has been like regarding major scientific collaborations 
and what Europe has now come to be like regarding such scientific collaborations. It is a 
phenomenal story of success of investment in large-scale collaborations where they are not 
exclusive but they are based in Europe. There is an engagement and the UK plays, as I say, a 
disproportionate role in that because of the excellence of the science base here. We get a 
large amount of money back to our research that goes on here in the UK. It has become 
critical in times of fiscal restraint to have that funding. We also exert a huge amount of 
influence in being able to set the science agenda not just for Europe but for the world, 
because Europe is becoming a leader in areas such as particle physics and people are moving 
to Europe, and less to America, because this is the place to be. It gives us an opportunity to 
do things that are truly wonderful on a global scale by having, if you like, a disproportionate 
influence on what can go on.  

To go back to what Robert said in his introductory remarks, mobility is very important from 
the point of view of getting people to work together and communicate. There is funding for 
that in the European Union and we get a large amount of money for that out of these 
framework programmes. It is also particularly important for young people who want to be 
part of something bigger than just the UK, France or Germany. They get a great deal out of 
spending time in laboratories in other parts of Europe as a result of those framework 
agreements. Regarding the legacy for future generations of scientists, it is going to be 
immensely important.  

Lord Peston: In my notes it says that the EU funding programmes have a longer time 
horizon. Could you confirm that?   

Professor Ric Parker: Typically, they are seven-year programmes. Framework 7 was a 
seven-year programme. The new Horizon 2020 is a seven-year programme. They are 10-year 
programmes, but the grants are allocated for seven years and then burn off over the final 
three years of the programme, which usually overlaps with the following programme. It is 
one of the strengths of Europe that the UK could learn from: that we have this consistency of 
objective and financing and we can plan, both from an industry point of view and an 
academic point of view, on these programmes being there. We know what the major themes 
are over this long-term horizon, and it does aid planning, recruiting of staff and other things 
if you know that there is a programme here that is going to run for 10 years and we are 
going to take a major part in it.  

Lord Peston: I must have misread my notes. I assumed they meant the EU was interested in 
payoffs in the further distant future rather than the short term.  

Professor Ric Parker: There is a balance across the spectrum of what we call the technology-
readiness level. The European Research Council is funding stuff with long horizons research 
for the future. The framework programme, Horizon 2020, tends to concentrate on 
collaborative research and the pull-through of technology from the research base into 
European industry, so you have that complete spectrum within the European funding.  

Lord Peston: I have one last supplementary specifically to Professor Parker. You said you 
were connected with Rolls-Royce. Let us carry out a thought experiment and assume that 
funding from the EU dropped drastically. I take it that the private sector is part of the science 
base? 

Professor Ric Parker: Yes.  
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Lord Peston: Do you think there is any possibility that the private sector would make up the 
difference if we lost money from the EU?   

Professor Ric Parker: No, I think the private sector is already spending twice what the 
Government are spending on the R&D base in this country. We are more than footing our 
share of the bill.  

Lord Peston: That is right.  

Professor Ric Parker: We certainly do not have any more to put into the pot and, frankly, we 
have choices about where within Europe we do that research. If we were not going to do it 
in the UK, we might do it in Germany.  

Professor Sir Robert Lechler: I have a couple of supplementary points. The first one is to 
reinforce what Alex said. EU funding is a big part of our portfolio of funding. In the Russell 
group, about 13% of our research spend comes from the EU, so it is a very significant 
fraction. I would highlight two distinctive things about EU funding as opposed to any other 
funding. The first, as I said earlier, is that framework schemes have catalysed collaboration, 
because for the framework funding you need to have multiple countries participating in a 
bid in order to get the funding. One might say that sometimes that was slightly 
overengineered, but it certainly fostered collaboration.  

The second scheme that has been distinctive is the Innovative Medicines Initiative, which is 
quite a substantial budget, and to win that kind of money you had to have a partnership 
between an academic institution and industry. The UK has been number one in receiving 
that money and, again, it has been catalytic in fostering industry/academic partnerships. 
Those are two particular bits of vitality. 

Q32  The Chairman: I will follow up Lord PestonΩǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊ tŀǊƪŜǊ ŀōƻǳǘ 
business spend on research, particularly in the European context. In its written evidence to 
us, the Royal Academy of Engineering pointed out that the UK has the lowest success rate 
for business applicants for funding from Europe608, and it felt that United Kingdom 
businessesτnot SMEs, but larger businessesτare not adequately supported when they 
apply for European Union research and innovation funding. Would you like to elaborate as 
to how you think business should be more adequately supported?   

Professor Ric Parker: Yes, the proportion of European money that goes to business in the UK 
is low compared to many others, but the absolute amount of money is second only to France 
and Germany, so, again, we have to be careful to talk percentages or talk amounts. 
Regarding the money that flows directly to British business out of the framework 
programmes, we are tucked in behind France and Germany. In the UK the difference is we 
are much better at engaging our SME community. Our small to medium-sized enterprises are 
quite good and effective at getting at European funding. I do worry, for reasons I will come 
back to, that that may not continue. As I said, only two large companies in the UK, 
Rolls-Royce and one other, are in the top 50 recipients in Europe. That is well below our 
batting average or where it should be if we were pulling our weight. I am not sure why that 
is the case for UK companies, but one of the changes in the support mechanisms in the last 
five or so years is the removal of the RDAs. The RDAs, through their innovation funds and 

                                            
608 compared to France and Germany, with the UK ranking 7th out of all 28 members states, Royal Academy of 
Engineering written evidence, 
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their innovation boards, did a lot to stimulate engagement in Europe from the business 
community. The LEPs that have replaced them no longer have that prime objective and the 
funding to achieve that, so we are seeing less stimulation of UK industry to engage in the 
European programmes, which is regrettable.  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: When Lord Wilson, as Prime Minister in 1967, was preparing 
ǘƘŜ [ŀōƻǳǊ tŀǊǘȅΩǎ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ Ƨƻƛƴ ǘƘŜ then EEC, he stressed endlessly that what 
we really could bring to the Community was science and technology as part of our special 
gifts and accomplishments. Did it turn out that way?   

Professor Ric Parker: Yes. We are major participants in collaborative programmes. If you 
look at European Research Council funding across all three grant types, 20% of all grants 
come to the UK. In that we are major participants and in that these are collaborative 
programmes, we are educating and leading the rest of Europe in many of these areas, and 
bringing our thought leadership and, in our case, our industrial leadership to Europe, so I 
think it could be said to be true.  

Q33  Lord Fox: I should declare my interests at this point as it is the first time I have spoken. 
I am employed by and have a financial interest in GKN plc, which is a participant in EU 
funding programmes, including the Clean Sky programme. You mentioned that some 
countries seem to support businesses better in their endeavours to get this money. Which 
countries would you highlight and what particularly about what they do is better?   

Professor Ric Parker: I think the German system works particularly well. There is an 
infrastructure at the Länder level. It is largely down to granularity, particularly with smaller 
companies. We expect them all to come to London to get advice and help and that is not 
going to happen. When we had the RDAs, they could go to their local regional development 
agency and get that help and support, particularly if it was the first time they had ever 
submitted a grant proposal. The other support they need is finding those partnerships across 
Europe if they do not know their way around. There is a lot that can be done to help. It is 
part of the formal remit of Innovate UK, if you look at their charter, to help in this way. 
Again, that is very London-centric and tends to be a website people can go to and it really 
needs to spill out into the regions a bit more.  

Lord Fox: You are not finding that the LEPs are stepping into that role?   

Professor Ric Parker: The LEPs are at the wrong granularity. They are too small. They have 
no consistent blueprint. Some of them do quite a good job of this; others do not. There is no 
instruction that they must all operate in this way. It is largely down to each individual LEP 
and how it chooses to engage, and they do not, by and large, have the funding to participate 
in this sort of activity in the way the RDAs did.  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: Is your response back to the response on question one?  On the 
continent of Europe, you could say the concept of Europeτthe political, economic and 
technical aspectsτis very much done at a regional level. Indeed, it is the people in the 
regions in Europe who understand why they are in Europe and what it is about, whereas, 
when it is very London-centric, we miss out on this. My question to the academies is: who 
are you talking to when you are trying to explain Europe and science? Surely the answer is it 
must be through the regions and the regional elements of the UK, because in those areas 
people identify industry and technology. I just wonder whether that is possibly part of the 
way of outreaching your debate. Have you thought about that?   
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Professor Alex HallidayΥ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ŘƻΦ !ǎ L ǎŀȅΣ ǘƘŜ wƻȅŀƭ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅΩǎ Ƨƻō ƛǎ 
to provide the data and facilitate the debate rather than to actually say what we should do. 
Communicating with the regions is something we are doing increasingly and holding 
meetings around the regions of the UK about a variety of things. At various stages, the 
president of the Royal Society has led that activity and it is something we should definitely 
consider doing more of. Of course, the universities are also involved increasingly with the 
LEPs and the local regions, councils and businesses. The universities have engaged 
increasingly, particularly in places such as Manchester, in seeing how the region develops 
and helping to inform discussion. There is a lot of feed-through that comes to the higher 
education sector as well.  

Q34  Lord Cameron of Dillington: Does our membership of the EU influence R&D investment 
by outside businesses into our research and development programmes? Does our EU 
membership, both in the investment we get from the EU and indeed collaboration, 
encourage international investment? What would happen if we were an associate country, 
such as Norway or Switzerland, would we attract similar amounts of money? For that 
matter, in the case of a Brexit, would we create new international partnerships with the US 
or the Commonwealth or China? Would we be equally successful in attracting international 
funding from businesses? How do you see the international business research funding being 
affected? 

Professor Sir Robert Lechler: Shall I start on that because I have already made reference to it 
in regard to life sciences and the pharmaceutical biotechnology industry and so on? I quoted 
to you some observations made by the BIA, and the Association of the British 
Pharmaceutical Industry has made similar observations. They would say that harmonisation 
of the market and regulation has been a factor in why some major pharmaceutical 
ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŎƘƻǎŜƴ ǘƻ Ǉǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ƘŜŀŘǉǳŀǊǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΣ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
research performance of course. It is difficult to answer the question of if we were an 
affiliate as opposed to a member, because there are a lot of unknowns there. My 
observation would simply be that there is greater security of our position and our influence, 
and so on, on regulation harmonisation and all the things that are relevant to industry 
partnerships that come from our membership. If we withdrew and became an affiliate, then 
we are moving into slightly unknown territory, although of course there are case studies, as 
you said, from Switzerland and Norway. The Switzerland case, as I am sure you are all aware, 
has been a volatile relationship.  

Professor Ric Parker: Regarding overall inward investment in the UK by industry, it is quite 
obvious that many companies have established themselves very successfully here. You only 
have to look at our car industry. There is little, if any, UK-owned car industry any more, but 
most of the car industry we have here is not here to address the UK domestic market, it is 
here because from the UK it has a springboard into Europe that would be denied otherwise. 
Toyota, particularly in my own home town of Derby, is our second biggest employer now, 
after Rolls-Royce. We have attracted companies because being in the UK gives them access 
to Europe. Other companies, such as Sharp, have brought their research bases to the UK. 
Again, that is stimulated by that access to Europe.  

If we look at other collaborations, one of the strengths of Europe is this framework. It is 
called a framework for the good reason that it has a consistent set of rules and objectives. 
Sometimes the rules are a little complicated, but they are there, and it allows collaboration 
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relatively easily across European institutions and between industries in one country and 
another country. When it comes to Anglo-American collaborations, in my experience it is 
quite difficult because we have totally different schemes and totally different attitudes to 
ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴǎ Ŏŀƭƭ άŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŀƭƛƎƴƳŜƴǘ ƻf any 
collaborative programmes very difficult indeed.  

Professor Alex Halliday: The biomedical industry in particular is concerned about this, partly 
because the UK is only 3% of the global market whereas Europe gives you the largest single 
global market you have, so they see the scale-up opportunities as being particularly 
important. The other thing the European Union has facilitated is not just regulation, but also 
funding to actually catalyse work with industry and business in the biomedical area. There is 
an important instrument called the Innovative Medicines Initiative mentioned by Robert. 
This is a public/private partnership, which works with the pharmaceutical companies across 
countries, and Robert is of course more of the expert in this than I am. It involves a number 
of universities in the UK that have been immensely successful at being part of this. It is part 
of a European-wide effort at a time when drug discovery is desperately in need of 
collaboration, more working together and less competition. It is immensely important 
globally as well as being important for Europe and the UK.  

Professor Sir Robert Lechler: I referred to Switzerland. When Switzerland fell foul of 
migration regulations before they readjusted them, they lost their IMI funding as a 
consequence.  

Q35  The Chairman: Sir Robert, you referred to the life sciences, and our previous report 
was on genetically modified insects. The evidence that we had almost universally, not least 
from the Minister George Freeman, was that the climate in Europe was not conducive to 
investment in Europe by international companies. The interference from politicians and lack 
of inclination to follow the evidence base made this a rather hostile climate, if you had to 
choose between Europe and other countries. Indeed, in the case of GM crops, there might 
well be evidence that investment has gone elsewhere because of the lack of application of 
this technology. Would you like to comment, therefore, as to whether this aspect of Europe 
is conducive to inward investment in the life sciences?   

Professor Alex Halliday: The story of GM has been a tragedy for UK science in many 
respects, particularly for the plant sciences departments in the UK that were very strong at 
one stage. I think that debate and discussion needs to be kept going and we need to make 
sure that the debate is informed by proper robust scientific evidence. That is hugely 
important across Europe, and if we want to change Europe we think we can help do it. We 
think we can influence things certainly through the academies. Even though there is massive 
political baggage associated with the issue, as a society, we believe we can influence the 
other academies and actually get them on board.  

The Chairman: If I could press you a bit on this, do you think that the European Union, or 
perhaps, to be more specific, the European Parliament, if not the Commission, has led to a 
lack of inward investment in this area that we might otherwise have been able to attract?   

Professor Alex Halliday: I honestly do not know the answer to that, to be fair, but I would 
say that I see it as a landscape in which we have to engage for the future and we have to 
change it. It is not going to do us any harm. If anything, it is going to improve our chances of 
success in this area if we can actually build up GM technologies in the UK, in partnership 
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with other parts of Europe. That is something we are very keen to do. The Royal Society 
produced a booklet on questions about climate change, which seems to have been quite 
successful in communicating to people the main issues so that the public understands the 
issues and the questions. We are currently doing one on GM, which we hope will have the 
same successful outcome.  

Professor Sir Robert Lechler: It is a mixed picture, but I would like to highlight three areas 
where the UK in particular and the academies have been influential in a more conducive 
legislative framework. One is around access to data for epidemiological and large genetic 
studies, which are increasingly important. Again, that has had a wobbly course, but recently 
there has been a more conducive set of legislative decisions, which has been very helpful. 
The second one is the clinical trials directive. Again, the most recent clinical trials directive 
has been welcomed, and I think it is very relevant to the issue that Alex referred to on the 
size of the patient populations that pharmaceutical companies are interested in, so that is a 
positive. The third is the use of animals in research. Again, it has had a chequered history, 
but most recently the decisions have been rather favourable. I think that all those are 
indications of the influence that we both have had and would wish to have and that is 
necessary if we want to make use of our participation in Europe for large-scale research.  

Q36  Baroness Neville-Jones: Do you think against that background and history that you 
need to be more active in the future in the whole area of spreading the understanding of 
science?  

Professor Sir Robert Lechler: I am not sure if I am very well placed to answer that as I am the 
new boy in this business. All I can say is certainly the Academy of Medical Sciences, and I am 
sure my colleague academies, is very closely involved with the associations of European 
academies. My early impression is that works rather well. Whether we should be more 
involved, maybe. I am not sure.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: A lot of these areas of modern science are going to get more and 
more into the way people live their lives and what they believe, so they become of 
sociopolitical importance. Does that not indicate a very active role?   

Professor Alex Halliday: I fully agree. I think to some extent we should have been doing 
more in this area in the past. Part of the problem is the European academies are somewhat 
mixed. They probably think the British ones are too. We have started focusing on certain key 
collaborations. There are two the Royal Society engages with, which are: the European 
Academies Science Advisory Council, which does some good work; and ALLEA, the All 
European Academies. We work with those to discuss how to take forward some of these 
issues on the European stage. We are thinking increasingly about this and being asked to 
come forward with suggestions of things that should be discussed within Europe. We are 
also forming stronger alliances than previously with some of the top academies, such as the 
German Leopoldina. Many years ago there were three main Germany academies so you did 
not know which to engage with. Now the German Government have recognised that they 
need one particular German academy to represent the country, and the Leopoldina has 
become that. It has considerable funding and is doing considerable interesting work, and we 
should be working with it closely. The French Academy is also doing some wonderfully 
exciting new things. We are also in constant discussion with other academies about things 
that we could do with them. Developing a communication platform for working across 
Europe is important. It is good anyway, because science is global, and we need to be thinking 
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about how to address issues with global consensus, but it is particularly important for this 
issue of societal engagement and influencing policy.  

Q37  Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Can I ask for your thoughts about the different way in 
which scientific advice is organised in the UK compared to the EU, and, specifically, the 
overwhelming need, as we all see it, I am sure, if evidence-based policy is to have any chance 
at all, for officials, chief scientists and everybody else speaking truth unto power? Could you 
talk specifically about the new scientific advice mechanism which the EU is proposing? Do 
you think it needs a chair who will be proactive in all this? Do you think it should have the 
power to go into areas where the Commission might not invite it to go into? From a British 
perspective, it strikes us as a pretty neutered outfit compared to the one we are used to 
here, particularly on the speaking truth unto power point.  

Professor Alex Halliday: Many people in the UK feel that the system of chief scientific 
advisers that has been developed in the UK, and which was expanded under Sir John 
Beddington in particular, has worked extremely well, and I think there is some level of 
dismay that it has not worked as well in trying to make things happen with Europe. The 
wƻȅŀƭ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǉǳƛǘŜ ǾƻŎŀƭ ƻƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ŦŜŜŘƛƴƎ 
into government at the European scale. The Commission has actually been quite responsive 
to that need. The scientific advice mechanism that has been put in place does offer some 
strategic advantages for the UK. Apart from anything else, we have Julia Slingo sitting on it as 
one of the seven members of the Committee. I think the question is really how the national 
academies are going to feed into this, and at the moment that is very unclear. It is being put 
ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ άǿŀǘŎƘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǇŀŎŜέ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ 
influence. There is a certain sense that of course the UK is highly regarded. There is also a 
certain senseτand I do not want to sound as if people in Europe might be irritated with the 
UKτ    

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: Heaven forbid. 

Professor Alex Halliday: τthat can play into this space as well because we have a sense 
ǘƘŀǘΣ άhƘΣ ǿŜ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŀŘǾƛŎŜέΦ I think we have to be quite careful about 
how we evolve that mechanism, and to be diplomatic and helpful rather than too 
confrontational.  

Professor Sir Robert Lechler: It is early days for the scientific advice mechanism. I think the 
jury is out. My understanding is that they intend to elect a chair from within the seven senior 
members but, as Alex said, the academies would wish to have a route in that will be 
influential. Time will tell.  

Professor Ric Parker: Europe has tried it one way. They had Dame Anne Glover advising 
Barroso; more or less a lone voice and very undersupported. She was on a hiding to nothing 
there, but did an excellent job despite that. To go to this scientific advice mechanism, the 
academies will have a role in both selecting the advisers and advising the advisers. It is that 
structure we are all trying to put in place at the moment and work out how it will work. The 
fundamental difference in Europe compared to the way the UK system works is this great 
need for consensus. In the UK, scientific advisers are willing to give advice whether it is in 
line with consensus views or not, and that is a jolly good thing.  

Back to your point about whether the advisers should be proactive in advising on areas 
where they have not been asked questions, yes, we would certainly endorse that, and they 
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should have some freedom to make their own research into certain areas and give advice 
even before it is asked for.  

Professor Alex Halliday: I want to try and clarify one issue of potential ambiguity. The High-
Level Group is tasked with the job of choosing a chair every year and that is supposed to 
rotate, so there is a sort of chair de facto built into the system already.  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: I would have said one of the differences is that in the UK we have a 
very strong Civil Service and Executive. These advisers talk to the civil servants and to 
Ministers, and very occasionally to parliamentarians. You should hear what they really say. It 
is completely different on the continent, where these substantial changes in regulations on 
drugs and all sorts of other things have been decided by parliamentarians. That is why it is a 
totally different position. It will require a scientific body to work in this continental way 
where parliamentarians have power as opposed to this area, where it is a secret cabal of civil 
servants and Ministers a lot of the time. I wonder whether this point needs to be explained.  

Professor Ric Parker: I think you need both those channels of advice. You need advice to the 
Commission and the parliamentarians. The Parliament has its own science and technology 
committee and can seek advice itself. In an ideal world the same panel, the same 
mechanism, would be able to provide consistent advice to both. Our own MEPs in the UK are 
very welcome to be advised by the learned academies in the UK should they seek our help.  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton:  That is important.  

Q38  Lord Vallance of Tummel: Can we take a closer look at the regulatory set-up? Is the 
balance of power between what is done at European Union level and what is done at 
national UK level about right, or are there areas where some rebalancing might take place? 
Have you any examples of where the EU regulatory framework works particularly well?  

Professor Ric Parker: One area where the framework works especially well is in setting 
standards across Europe which we can jointly agree and that are then mandatory across 
Europe for many areas of industrial engineering work and other facilities. Having that 
common set of standards across Europe and having a common framework is an area where 
the legislation works well. There are other areas where you need joint legislation. The 
REACH legislation for chemical hazards is one, which again needs to be done on a 
European-wide basis, but the way it is implemented can be to the detriment of the 
competitiveness of some UK companies in that they suddenly find they have to do a lot work 
to find alternatives for products, with little help from the European Commission. The 
Commission needs to devote some of its research funds to helping us find these alternatives 
to some of the products that are now on the proscribed list. I would not like to comment on 
the overall balance. All I would say from my observations is the UK needs to be more on the 
front foot and getting involved in setting and defining European legislation rather than it 
being something that is done to us, which is often what it feels like.  

Lord Vallance of Tummel: Would either of your colleagues like to comment on the overall 
balance? Are there any areas where you think things should be tipped more towards the 
nation state than they are at the moment?  

Professor Alex Halliday: From my perspectiveτand I am sure Robert will have views on this 
as wellτthere are a number of areas where we have to be careful to make sure, while we 
believe in the importance of European regulation, that things that are introduced do not 
stop us from being able to do frontier research. Of course, there have been some very 
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important areas that are affected by that. Data regulation is an important part of this, and 
we are pleased to say that in December the research side was brought back in as exempt 
regarding the use of personal dataτŀƴŘ L ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ Ǝƻ ƛƴǘƻ ǿƘŀǘ άǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭέ ƳŜŀƴǎτso there 
is a recognition that what we need to do as regards research can still be conducted. It is very 
important for biomedical research in particular.  

The other significant area I would highlight, before passing over to Robert, is copyright 
reform, which has been a fairly major issue for academics who publish lots and lots of 
material. In America and Britain, you can do data and text mining, but in Europe they are 
moving against that, so we are having to work quite closely with the publishing companies to 
explore how that gets dealt with on a European scale. Again, things are looking fairly 
positive, but at the moment we are still in a position where there is an issue to sort out.  

Professor Sir Robert Lechler: I mentioned three areas where I thought there had been 
positive progress and benefit from our engagement. I talked about the use of data, to which 
Alex has just referred, clinical trials regulation and the use of animals. In principle, maybe 
one can draw a distinction here between research that by its very nature involves access to 
large populations and datasets, in which case it is necessary that we have harmonised 
regulation, because it allows access to large datasets. Then there is research that does not. A 
couple of years ago the academy produced an influential report on the use of animals 
containing human material. I think that is something we have defined rather well in the UK. I 
do not see the need necessarily for the same rules to apply across continental Europe and 
the UK. It is on a case-by-case basis. Increasingly, as we think about things at the population 
scale, the balance is about right, and I think our influence is palpable and detectable.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: The Chairman says that I must be very brief with this question, so if 
ǘƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ƛǎ ƴƻ Ƨǳǎǘ ǎŀȅ άƴƻέ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƭŀōƻǊŀǘŜΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ 
community, do you find that you are affected by any of the decisions of the European Court?   

Professor Alex Halliday: I do not know.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: The safe haven is the one I am thinking of that affects data 
transmission. The answer is no, it would appear.  

Professor Ric Parker: I am not aware.  

Professor Sir Robert Lechler: I think no.  

Q39  Baroness Manningham-Buller: I think you have answered most of the question I was 
going to put to you. All of you have emphasised the importance of mobility of people in 
Europe and what advantage this has for British science in attracting students, academics and 
so on into the UK. I am going to focus in on the question of whether this freedom of 
movement has any deterrent effect on people from outside the EU coming also to join the 
labs and research bases that we have and of which we are so proud and which have been so 
successful.  

Professor Ric Parker: I do not think mobility within Europe is a deterrent. Our own 
immigration laws are a significant deterrent and are causing major problems at the moment. 
We need to look again at that.  

Baroness Manningham-Buller: Which this Committee has looked at.  
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Professor Ric Parker: It would be a particular worry if in the future, if we were not in Europe, 
those same immigration laws prevented this free flow of people in Europe. It is particularly 
difficult for companies such as my own, which operate across multiple sites within Europe, 
where the ability to move our own employees around freely and develop them through 
different parts of our business is particularly important. Again, if I go back to the figures I 
gave on engineering doctorates, 47% of all the engineering doctorates in the UK are gained 
by people from outside the EU and the UK, so we are very dependent on those people 
coming here. Unfortunately, we do not welcome them to stay on and use those skills and 
knowledge in the country. We tend to send them back straight afterwards, which is rather 
regrettable.  

Lord Peston: Can I ask one very brief question? Optimality requires equal treatment of 
equals, and therefore the people doing the recruiting should be able to hire the person they 
really want. Given that there is free movement from the EU here, but not free movement 
from, say, India or China, surely that must lead to suboptimality, on any piece of economic 
analysis?   

Professor Alex Halliday: From the point of view of recruiting scientists, it is not a huge 
problem. To go back to the visa issue, I think the Home Office has been quite responsive in 
understanding what HEIs need. HEIs sometimes need to understand better what the Home 
Office can help us with. The fact is that we compete globally within the UK and on a 
European basis. We benefit from having more EU post-docs coming here as Marie 
{ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-/ǳǊƛŜ ŦŜƭƭƻǿǎΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ƛǎ но҈ ƻŦ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie fellows 
choosing to come to the UK, which is a phenomenal success. We are getting all those people 
here and it is building up the science, it is creating hubs of excellence and a buzz 
scientifically, and the net result of that is people from around the world want to come to the 
UK. I do not think it has anything in the way of detrimental effect. It has, if anything, a very 
positive feedback on what is happening.  

Professor Sir Robert Lechler: There are two specifics possibly worth mentioning. One is that 
if you compare continental Europe with the US as a pool to recruit fromτand I am sure we 
have all been engaged with lots of international recruitmentτyou get into salary issues 
more commonly with recruiting from the US than you do from continental Europe. For the 
clinician scientist cohort in particular, the EU is a big advantage, because getting recognition 
of equivalence of training for clinicians is much easier in the EU than it is if you are recruiting 
from outside the EU, so people can get a job both as a clinician and as a scientist.  

Q40  The Chairman: At the risk of encroaching on the next session, and I apologise in 
advance to them, there is one issue I would like to come back to, Professor Parker. You 
touched on the absolutely critical issue of inward investment in this country. You referred to 
the great success of the car manufacturing sector, which has indeed been a great success 
story. You said that this was because it gave multinational companies the ability to have 
access to Europe. Is access to Europe in this context dependent on EU membership? I seem 
to have read recently for example that Toyota has announced that if Brexit happens it has no 
intention of disinvestment in this country. 

Professor Ric ParkerΥ L ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ¢ƻȅƻǘŀΩǎ ƻǿƴ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ Lǘ Ƙŀǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
plants in Poland, for instance, that it has built up substantially, so it has other choices for 
future investment. I am sure it would not disinvest. It values the domestic market in the UK 
and there are lots of Toyota cars on the road, as we all see. It is a question of anything that 
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puts additional barriers in the way. We have seen in the past some of the national practices 
within Europe, when it comes to imports from outside the EU, that are probably not as 
open-minded as the UK to some of these things.  

The Chairman: Thank you very much. We have run out of time. I am most grateful to our 
ǘƘǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƴŜǎǎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŀǇǇŜŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƻŘŀȅΦ ²Ŝ ǿƛƭƭΣ ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ōŜ ŎƛǊŎǳƭŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǘǊŀƴǎŎǊƛǇǘ ƻŦ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ 
evidence. Please make any minor corrections that you think are appropriate, and, if there is 
any further supplementary evidence you would like to submit, please feel free to do that. 
Thank you very much. 
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The Royal Society ς Supplementary written evidence (EUM0078) 
 
From the Physical Secretary and Vice-President Professor Alex Halliday FRS 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to give evidence to the Committee on 12 January. I am writing 
ǘƻ ŦƻǊƳŀƭƭȅ ǎǳōƳƛǘ ǘƘŜ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ UK research and the European Union: the role of the 
EU in funding UK research609, published on 18 December 2015, to the Committee as 
evidence. I would also like to take this opportunity to further clarify a point that was raised 
during the evidence session about the role of European Structural and Investment Funds in 
UK research. 
 
¢ƘŜ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ UK research and the European Union: the role of the EU in funding UK 
research, aims to show the role of the EU in funding UK research. The UK receives most of its 
EU research funding through Research and Innovation Framework Programmes and 
European Structural and Investment funds. Over the period 2007 ς 2013, the UK received 
ϵсΦф ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƻŦ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ т όCtтύ ŦǳƴŘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦Y ǿŀǎ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ϵмΦф ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
structural funds for research and innovation activities over the same period. See Figure 5 of 
the report. 
 
Structural funds that support research and innovation should therefore be considered when 
looking at the role of the EU in funding UK research. However it is important to recognise the 
different nature of this funding to other sources. 
 
Framework Programme funding is intended to support research, development and 
innovation and is allocated on a competitive basis through calls for applications from 
researchers/institutions which are peer reviewed by experts. Conversely, the European 
{ǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ LƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ CǳƴŘǎ όŀƪŀ ΨǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŦǳƴŘǎΩ ƻǊ 9{LCύ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ 
competitive criteria based on excellence and are not targeted solely at supporting research 
ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ 9{LCǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǘƻƻƭ610, intended 
to support job creation get the European economy growing in a sustainable way. They 
support a wide range of activities and initiatives, including businesses, investment in 
infrastructure and skills development. As part of achieving this, a proportion of these funds 
support research and innovation activities. Research and innovation activities funded by the 
European Structural and Investment Funds include the construction of research 
infrastructure, support for technology transfer and research intensive businesses, and skills 
programmes. 
 
ESIF are allocated and implemented by policy decisions at European, national and regional 
levels. The UK receives ESIF for research and innovation predominantly through the 
European Regional Development Fund (one of five different funds that make up the ESIF). To 
access this fund, national governments of EU Member States will outline their priorities and 
strategy for using structural funds, based on the requirements of specific regions ς 

                                            
609 Royal Society (2014) UK research and the European Union: the role of the EU in funding UK research 
https://royalsociety.org/topics-policy/projects/uk-research-and-european-union/  
610 European Commission, http://ec.europa.eu/contracts_grants/funds_en.htm [accessed 19 January 2016] 

https://royalsociety.org/topics-policy/projects/uk-research-and-european-union/
http://ec.europa.eu/contracts_grants/funds_en.htm
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producing a National Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF). This is used by the European 
Commission to allocate the budget among Member States. At a regional level the 
implementation of these funds is then delegated to a managing authority.611 Each region of 
the EU must produce an Operational Programme (OP) to detail how funds will be spent. 
Both NSRFs and OPs are approved by the European Commission. 
 
As shown in Figure 6 of the report612, the UK receives relatively little in terms of structural 
funds compared with some other EU countries. When the designation of more/less 
developed regions within the EU (see map provided by the European Commission613) is 
taken into account, it can be seen that there are relatively few regions within the UK that are 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ΨƭŜǎǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘΩΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŦǳƴŘǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ necessarily 
directly correlated with the number or area of less developed regions within a country, this 
may at least in part explain the differences in the allocation of ESIF between different EU 
countries.   
 
The Committee was particularly interested in CƛƎǳǊŜ у ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ 
the Framework Programme funding and ESIF for research and innovation received by the UK 
in the period 2007-нлмоΣ ƴƻǊƳŀƭƛǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ D5t ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ CƛƎǳǊŜ ƛǎ 
intended to be viewed alongside Figure 7, which shows Framework Programme funding 
ƻƴƭȅΣ ƴƻǊƳŀƭƛǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ D5t ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΦ CƛƎǳǊŜ т ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y 
performs very well for the size of its economy in accessing Framework Programme funding, 
which is allocated competitƛǾŜƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ƻŦ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜΣ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ 
research base. Figure 8 is included for completeness, to illustrate that the picture differs 
when ESIF for research and innovation, allocated strategically on the basis of perceived need 
for deveƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀƎŀƛƴ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ 
developed research base. 
 
Interestingly, Figure 8 shows that the UK performs better than Germany and France, both 
countries that receive a greater amount of ESIF for research and innovation than the UK. 
¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΦ 
 
When analysing these funding streams, it is important to recognise that the monetary value 
of a funding stream is not the sole guide to its value for research. Small amounts of funding 
in areas where little funding is available, or that offer researchers mobility and encourage 
collaborations, can have a bigger scientific value than their monetary values might suggest.  
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to give evidence to your Committee and please do not 
hesitate to contact me if the Society can be of further help. 
 
22 January 2016 

                                            
611 European Parliamentary Research Service Briefing 2015, Overview of EU funds for research and innovation 
(http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2015/568327/EPRS_BRI(2015)568327_EN.pdf) 
612 The Royal Society (2015) UK research and the European Union: The role of the EU in funding UK research 
613 European Commission (2013). Structural Funds (ERDR and ESF) eligibility 2014-2020 
(http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/what/future/img/eligibility20142020.pdf) 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2015/568327/EPRS_BRI(2015)568327_EN.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/what/future/img/eligibility20142020.pdf
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1. Summary 
 

¶ Science is a global pursuit and is most effective when ideas and people are mobile 
across borders. The free movement of talent, the networks, collaborations, critical 
mass of research activity and the irreplaceable source of funding that we gain from 
EU membership are important to underpin the competitiveness of our leading 
universities and the UK economy as a whole. 

¶ The UK should remain at the heart of a modernised, competitive and outward-
looking European Union to drive world-leading research and innovation and bring 
significant returns for the UK economy.  

¶ However, we support calls for reforms to the EU particularly those which enhance 
ƻǳǊ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ŦƻǊƎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
across Europe. For example: further simplification of some processes in Horizon 
2020, changes to VAT rules that currently hamper scientific collaboration and 
ensuring a sensible Data Protection regime that does not compromise important 
research. 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ōǊƛƴƎǎ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
and universities in particular: 

o Membership of the EU allows us to be part of a wider network with a critical 
mass of excellent researchers working together, making us even more 
competitive with the likes of the US and others. 

o The ability of universities to recruit staff and to attract students from other EU 
countries without having to negotiate the UK visa system, with the attendant 
expense and administrative burden for both parties, is very valuable. 

o The UK leads Europe in the quality of our research and drives excellence 
across Europe. Our researchers have won many more awards from the 
European Research Council (ERC) than our nearest competitor ς the UK wins 
22% of ERC grants (with the Russell Group winning 17% of the total on its 
ƻǿƴύΣ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ DŜǊƳŀƴȅΩǎ мп҈Φ  

¶ Exit from the EU would mean that the UK would lose its seat at the table in Europe, 
thus minimising the influence we are able to exert. What is more, we may continue 
to be bound to many EU rules, particularly around trade and those which impact the 
Single Market, without having a say on their formation. 

¶ Whilst we can only speculate about the impact of withdrawing from the EU, since we 
have no precedent to guide us, what we know for certain is that, for all the reasons 
set out in this paper, our membership of the EU to date has been of significant 
benefit to science, research and innovation in the UK. 

 
2. EU-level collaboration is critical for UK research 

 
2.1. Science is a global pursuit and is most effective when ideas and people are mobile 

across borders. Indeed, international collaboration and researcher mobility have 
been identified as being core to the maintenance and further development of the 
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¦YΩǎ ǿƻǊƭŘ-leading position as a research nation.614 Nearly half of all UK academic 
articles result from international collaboration and these articles typically have a 
higher impact.615 The EU provides an essential platform for these important 
ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ǇƭŀŎŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǇƛƴƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƻǿƴ 
science base. 

 
2.2. The UK has considerably higher collaboration with EU research partners than with 

those in the rest of the world.616 LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ƻǾŜǊ ул҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ Ŏƻ-
authored papers are written with partners from other EU countries.617 Although 
not all collaborations will be the direct result of EU-funded projects, the benefits 
of being able to work with colleagues across Europe, to create networks, travel to 
other workplaces and share equipment with ease must not be underestimated.  

 
2.3. Under Framework Programme 7 (FP7, 2007-2013), the UK made nearly 100,000 

collaborative links with other EU Member States.618 Networks initially created 
through EU programmes or initiatives can form the basis of much longer-term 
collaboration between researchers, institutions and nations and are at the heart of 
wider international engagement. Furthermore, the partnerships created between 
institutions through EU programmes can be beneficial for raising the profile and 
reputation of a UK university abroad. 

 
2.4. EU funding is often targeted at larger, cross-border projects that promote research 

mobility and thus national funding schemes, even with increased budgets, could 
not directly replace or compete with EU research programmes. It is important for 
the UK to be a key participant in these types of projects as one of the leading 
scientific nations in Europe.  

 
2.5. The EU also invests in key research infrastructures which would not be possible to 

build at a national level, for example due to the scale of funding needed, the 
critical mass of usage needed to justify its construction, or because the risk to one 
nation would be too great. This allows the UK to access and take advantage of 
large-scale infrastructures and also avoids duplication of efforts. An example of 
this can be seen in Annex AΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ {ƻǳǘƘŀƳǇǘƻƴΩǎ 
engagement with an EU project to develop an ultra-deep-sea research robot.  

 
2.6. Another pertinent example is that of ELIXIR, the European infrastructure for 

biological information, which brings together life science organisations across 
Europe to manage and safeguard the enormous amounts of data being generated 
every day by publicly-funded research. The ELIXIR hub is based in Hinxton, 
Cambridge. As Professor Dame Janet Thornton, former Director of EMBL-EBI and 
ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƻǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŀǘƻǊȅ ǇƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ 9[L·Lw ǎŀƛŘΥ ΨThis funding puts Europe in a 

                                            
614 International Comparative Performance of the UK Research Base ς 2013 A report prepared by Elsevier for 
ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ {ƪƛƭƭǎ ό.L{ύΦ 
615 International Comparative Performance of the UK Research Base ς 2013. For further evidence that the best 
ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŎƻƳŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŜŜΥ Ψ¢ƘŜ ŦƻǳǊǘƘ ŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩΣ Nature 497, 557-560 (2013). 
616 Review of the Balance of Competences between the UK and the EU: Research and Development. 
617 International Comparative Performance of the UK Research Base ς 2013. 
618 Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report. 
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ǳƴƛǉǳŜƭȅ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎƻƭǾŜ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ 
ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǊƛƎƘǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΦΩ619 

 
Free movement of people 
 

2.7. The strength of UK higher education internationally lies in its quality and diversity, 
including the ability to attract the most talented staff and students from within 
and outside the EU.  

 
Staff 
 

2.8. Russell Group universities employ staff from every EU Member State, totalling over 
20,650 employees. These staff members make up 20% of the academic workforce 
at our universities.620 In fact, Russell Group universities employ a third more 
academic staff from EU countries than non-EU countries and prominent European 
academics are involved in cutting-edge research at our universities, generating the 
innovation that will create the jobs of the future for the UK. 

 
2.9. Were the UK to leave the EU, the researchers and academics that universities 

currently recruit from EU nations may become subject to current immigration 
restrictions through the Tier 2 (Highly Skilled) route, including the annual cap on 
visas of 20,700, which is already over-subscribed. Whilst PhD level positions are 
prioritised within the cap, bringing in applications from EU nationals in future 
would significantly increase the pressure on the cap and may mean that PhD level 
positions could be negatively affected. Such an outcome may also make it much 
harder for universities to recruit to highly specialist non-PhD roles, such as project 
engineers, software developers and technicians, from both the EU and other non-
EU countries. 
 

2.10. A recent report produced for the Department of Business, Innovation and Skills 
(BIS) found that the primary driver of research excellence is excellent researchers. 
It also identified one of the potential impediments to excellence as the actual or 
expected time and effort associated with recruiting individuals that need a visa to 
work in the UK.621  
 

2.11. If the numbers of EU researchers were to ŘǊƻǇ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǿƛǘƘŘǊŀǿŀƭ 
from the UK, it is not necessarily the case that they could be replaced easily by UK 
nationals (particularly in the short term), who are unlikely to have the specialist 
skills, expertise and experience to match those brought to the UK by excellent 
European academics. 

 
Students 

                                            
619 http://www.elixir -europe.org/news/uk-invests-%C2%A375-million-european-research-infrastructure-
support-knowledge-based-economy  
620 HESA staff data 2013/14. 
621 Growing the best and brightest: The drivers of research excellence, a report produced for the Department of 
Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) by Economic Insight (2014). 

http://www.elixir-europe.org/news/uk-invests-%C2%A375-million-european-research-infrastructure-support-knowledge-based-economy
http://www.elixir-europe.org/news/uk-invests-%C2%A375-million-european-research-infrastructure-support-knowledge-based-economy
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2.12. Excellent international students are indispensable for world-class universities, 

contributing to a diverse student body and a thriving society, culture and 
economy. If we are to maintain our place as a global leader in higher education 
and research then the UK must continue to attract the very best students from 
across Europe. International students make a vital contribution to the success of 
our universities and are often highly motivated and entrepreneurial. 
 

2.13. Furthermore, an international environment with a diverse mix of people is 
conducive to delivering the most original and innovative ideas. It promotes cross-
cultural dialogue, enriches our communities and enhances the student experience. 
A recent survey found that 87% of students agree that studying alongside students 
from other countries will improve their world view and benefit their own 
education.622  

 
Potential impact 
 

2.14. The costs to the higher education sector of Tier 4 student visa compliance in 
2012/13 was estimated at over £66.8 million; but these costs have risen even 
further over the last year due to the significant number of policy changes since this 
figure was calculated.623 There are over 55,000 EU students at Russell Group 
universities, so visa costs would rise substantially if these EU students also had to 
enter the UK via the Tier 4 route. At the same time, universities would almost 
certainly need to pick up the costs of Tier 2 visas for EU staff: the cost of a three-
year Tier 2 visa for skilled international staff is £564, so if EU staff numbers can be 
maintained then this would add a further £12 million in visa costs alone, plus 
associated compliance and administration costs. 
 

2.15. But EU staff and student numbers could fall significantly if the UK were to leave 
the EU. Of course we do not believe that all recruitment of European staff and 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƻ ŀ ƘŀƭǘΤ ŜǾŜƴ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ 
universities would continue to attract some EU students and staff. However, the 
extent to which this would have an impact on numbers is not known and would 
inevitably add significant costs, uncertainty and bureaucracy into the system. 
 

2.16. The ability of universities to recruit staff and to attract students from other EU 
countries without having to negotiate the UK visa system, with the attendant 
expense and administrative burden for both parties, is very valuable. Requiring 
EU staff to go through the UK visa system would not only be a potential deterrent 
for prospective staff, but it would add significant costs, red tape and bureaucracy 
for universities. 

 
Business collaboration 
 

                                            
622 Ψ²Ƙŀǘ Řƻ ǇǊƻǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƘƛƴƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΚΩ I9tL ǊŜǇƻǊǘ тп όaŀǊŎƘ нлмрύΦ 
623 Final Report: Cost and benefit analysis project on immigration regulation, Higher Education Better 
Regulation Group (July 2013). 
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2.17. Many EU-funded projects bring together both academic and industry partners 
from across Europe and the CBI has highlighted that EU funding can support 
business-university partnerships that might not have been possible otherwise.624 
Eight Russell Group universities are partners in the Graphene Flagship project, for 
example, alongside a wide range of UK and European businesses. This multi-
disciplinary network of scientists and companies will work on a whole series of 
graphene applications, with the aim of creating new products, ideas and jobs with 
resultant economic impact. More information on this and other examples are 
provided in Annex AΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ vǳŜŜƴΩǎ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ .ŜƭŦŀǎǘΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ 
Novartis and others. 

 
2.18. The European Institute of Innovation and Technology (EIT) also has as an explicit 

aim to facilitate collaboration between academic and business partners. Imperial 
College London is one of the six co-lƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŎŜƴǘǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9L¢Ωǎ /ƭƛƳŀǘŜ YL/Φ 
Working with a network of over 200 European private, public and academic 
partners the KIC is working to accelerate and stimulate innovation in climate 
change mitigation and adaptation by integrating innovation, education and 
entrepreneurship. 

 
Attracting private investment 
 

2.19. The UK is the number one destination for Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) in 
Europe and is increasingly popular as a location for R&D: FDI projects involving 
R&D increased by 10% last year. In addition, UK Trade & Investment (UKTI) 
supported the delivery of 34 R&D collaborations involving UK research institutions 
ŀƴŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŀǊŜ ΨŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ōƭƻŎƪǎ ŦƻǊ 
ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΦΩ625  
 

2.20. The UK is more reliant on foreign investment in R&D than many of its competitors: 
in 2013 over 20% of gross expenditure on R&D conducted in the UK was financed 
from abroad (compared to around 4% in Germany and the US and the OECD 
average of 6%).626  On the one hand, this is clearly a reflection of the quality, 
breadth and depth of the UK science base in being able to attract inward 
investment. But it also shows how dependent the UK is on the ongoing ability to 
attract this investment; and our continued membership of the EU may well have a 
significant impact on investment decisions of foreign companies.  
 

2.21. Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ 
negative impact on foreign investment: EY found that 31% of investors will freeze 
or reduce investment in the UK leading up to the EU referendum.627 
 

                                            
624 CBI evidence submitted to Balance of EU Competences Review: Research and Development. 
625 UKTI Inward Investment Report 2014 to 2015: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ukti-inward-
investment-report-2014-to-2015/ukti-inward-investment-report-2014-to-2015-online-viewing  
626 OECD Main Science and Technology Indicators, 2013 (GERD financed from abroad). OECD average figure 
quoted is from 2012 as the 2013 figure is not available. 
627 EY 2015 UK attractiveness survey. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ukti-inward-investment-report-2014-to-2015/ukti-inward-investment-report-2014-to-2015-online-viewing
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ukti-inward-investment-report-2014-to-2015/ukti-inward-investment-report-2014-to-2015-online-viewing


Russell Group ς Written evidence (EUM0069) 

516 

2.22. One of the main reasons foreign companies choose to invest in R&D in the UK is of 
course due to the excellence of our research-intensive universities and the 
ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ōŀǎŜΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŦƻǊ those outside of 
Europe, being able to access other European countries and markets from the UK is 
also an important consideration. This is emphasised in a report produced by UKTI, 
which describes some of the benefits of locating overseas Life Sciences investment 
in the UK by stressing our close link to Europe and the EU.628  
 

2.23. This view has been echoed by the Centre for Economic Reform (CER) who explain 
that market size is a major determinant of the size of FDI flows, and membership 
of the EU expands the UK market.629 Locating business in the UK also gives 
multinational enterprises a platform from which they can influence EU policy-
making, which would no longer be the case if we withdrew our membership. 

 
Collaboration beyond the EU 
 

2.24. We have not found any evidence that collaborations have been inhibited by the 
¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Φ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜǎ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ƴƻƴ-EU 
countries; the EU has science and technology agreements with 20 countries and 
researchers from many of these countries participate in Horizon 2020 and 
previous programmes.630 EU collaborations can attract partnerships with other 
international partners, such as the US, producing a collaborative rather than 
competitive approach in certain cases. 
 

2.25. The EU can also provide a mechanism for involvement in global initiatives. For 
example in the African Monsoon Multidisciplinary Analysis project (see details in 
Annex A) allowed Europe to take the lead in an area normally dominated by the 
US.631 
 

2.26. However, it should be noted that whilst UK universities collaborate extensively 
with partners outside the EU, our institutions are also in competition with those 
countries. ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ǳǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǿƛŘŜǊ 
network with a critical mass of excellent researchers working together, making 
us even more competitive with the likes of the US and others.  
 

2.27. In 2013 the UK spent about $40 billion on R&D, less than a tenth of the US spend 
in the same year ($457 billion). The 28 EU Member States together, however, 
spent $342 billion ς still less than the US, but a much more comparable figure.632 
!ŘŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ƻǿƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ōǳŘƎŜǘΣ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵмм ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ όǊƻǳƎƘƭȅ 
$14.5 billion) in 2013. Whilst national research projects and programmes in the 

                                            
628 Unlock Your Global Business Potential: The New UK Life Science Prospectus ς UKTI guide providing an 
overview of the UK's life science industry including opportunities for investment for overseas organisations 
(April 2014) 
629 The economic consequences of leaving the EU (June 2014). 
630 For example, in the first 18 months of Horizon 2020 US partners submitted 911 eligible proposals, in 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie Actions. 
631 !ǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ [ŜŜŘǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ .ŀƭŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ /ƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎŜǎ wŜǾƛŜǿ ƻƴ wϧ5Φ 
632 OECD Main Science and Technology Indicators ς Gross Domestic Expenditure on R&D (current PPP $) 
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different EU Member States boost research capacity and expertise, the EU 
programme provides an additional mechanism (and funding) to bring together the 
leading experts from across the continent to collaborate on a scale that is globally 
competitive. 
 

2.28. Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ Ŧreedom of movement rules and 
other structures actively promote and facilitate collaboration and mobility of 
researchers between EU countries, which is not the case for partnerships with the 
US, for example, where arrangements can be of a more ad hoc nature.633 There 
Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƻŦ ΨŘƻǳōƭŜ ƧŜƻǇŀǊŘȅΩΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘǿƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦǳƴŘŜǊǎ ƴŜŜŘ 
to agree to support a project (thus requiring some synchronisation in funding 
cycles), which can be a barrier to international collaboration that is not an issue 
for collaborations funded by the EU. 
 

2.29. The diversity of Europe is also a major factor for collaborating with our closest 
neighbours. This diversity takes many forms, such as different approaches to 
research, ways of working and different types of expertise that can deliver 
unpredictable outcomes; or the diversity of the populations that allow researchers 
to make novel discoveries in relation to our health or our societies. This diversity 
cannot be matched by bilateral collaborations with China or the US, for example. 

 
3. Access to EU-level investment 

 
3.1. Robust UK Government funding for research, development and innovation remains 

crucial to the health of the UK economy and to our future global competitiveness, 
but EU funding is complementary to this. EU level funding enables the pooling of 
aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎΩ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ 
food security. The scale and multinational scope of such work could not be funded 
by the UK alone and EU involvement provides real added value.  
 

3.2. EU funding is an irreplaceable and increasingly important source of research 
funding for UK universities. Russell Group universities won over half a billion 
pounds (£539 million) in research grants and contracts in 2013/14 from EU 
sources, an increase of 16% compared to the previous year.634 EU government 
research grants and contracts alone now account for 13% of the collective 
research grant income to Russell Group universities, almost double the proportion 
compared to 2007/08 (7%).635 

 
3.3. The EU is equivalent to an eighth Research Council for Russell Group universities: in 

2013/14 they won more in research grants and contracts from EU government 
bodies (£473 million) than from any of the seven UK Research Councils.636 

                                            
633 This point is noted by Sir Gareth Roberts in his paǇŜǊ ΨLƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎ  ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜΥ ¦Yς
¦{! ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΩΥ http://www.immagic.com/eLibrary/ARCHIVES/GENERAL/OXFORD/O060427R.pdf  
634 EU sources includes EU government, EU industry and EU charities where grants have to be won 
competitively ς HESA finance data. 
635 HESA finance data. 
636 HESA finance data. 

http://www.immagic.com/eLibrary/ARCHIVES/GENERAL/OXFORD/O060427R.pdf
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3.4. The UK has had an outstanding level of success in Framework Programme 7 (FP7) and 

this has provided significant intellectual and economic value to the UK, on which 
we can build in Horizon 2020: 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ¦Y ǎŜŎǳǊŜŘ ϵсΦфп ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ CtтΣ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƻ DŜǊƳŀƴȅΦ637 

¶ The UK hosts the highest number of European Research Council (ERC) grants 
of all Member States: 22% of all ERC grants (including 17% at Russell Group 
universities) compared to 14% in Germany, our nearest competitor.638  

 
3.5. As well as boosting key areas of research and facilitating activity at a larger scale than 

might be supported in the UK alone, EU funding can also help to sustain areas of 
research when funding is not available at a national level. For example, Russell 
Group universities have received EU funding in areas such as cosmology and 
anthropology, which has been provided on a level that would not have been 
possible through UK sources alone. In this way, EU funding allows UK researchers 
to maintain a core of excellent research capability and capacity in a range of areas 
even if they may not be national priorities at the time, allowing excellence in 
particular fields to flourish. 

 
3.6. ¢ƘŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9w/ ƛǎ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ 

as it focuses on excellence and does not prescribe policy-driven outputs. The 
success of ground-breaking ERC-funded projects has also prompted action by the 
¦Y DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ƎǊŀǇƘŜƴŜΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƛƴ 
securing these grants, which are only awarded to the absolute best in Europe, 
gives a clear indication to the ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
base. This creates a positive feedback effect since the prestigious nature of the 
awards attracts the top researchers to the UK, which then further enhances the 
¦YΩǎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ōŀǎŜΦ 

 
3.7. In 2014/15, 17% of tƘŜ 9w/Ωǎ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǿŀǎ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘƛŜǎ ό{{IύΣ ŜǉǳŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ϵнуо ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ639 This is almost the 
same as the combined budgets of the AHRC (£98 million) and ESRC (£153 million) 
ς which together were only allocated 10% of total UK Research Council funding for 
that year.640 The ERC has therefore provided a very valuable platform from which 
SSH research can excel in the UK. This is the area in which the UK outperforms 
other European countries to the greatest extent, winning a third of ERC SSH grants 
between 2007 and 2014 (171 in total, compared to 72 in the Netherlands, our 
nearest competitor).641 

 
3.8. The ERC is also relatively efficient: only around 2.3% of its operational budget was 

spent on administration in 2013642. We have not been able to find evidence of the 

                                            
637 Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report (March 2015). 
638 ERC statistics (2007-2014) http://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics  
639 ERC Work Programme 2014. 
640 Document produced by BIS: The allocation of science and research funding 2011/12 to 2014/15. 
641 ERC Statistics (2007-2014) 
642 Seventh FP7 Monitoring Report (March 2015). 

http://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics
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proportion of the overall Horizon 2020 budget spent on administration to make a 
broader comparison of efficiency. Whilst the research and innovation framework 
programmes have been criticised for being overly bureaucratic in the past, the 
European Commission is striving to simplify the programme. The new structure of 
Horizon 2020 has simplified the architecture of the programme, as well as the 
funding rules and the streamlining of application and award administrations has 
resulted in efficiency savings. There is still progress to be made in order to 
simplify further the Horizon 2020 programme and improve the efficiency with 
which funds are allocated and distributed, but the European Commission has 
shown willingness to work on addressing some of the outstanding problems and 
this is something we are following-up. 

 
4. Regulation 

 
4.1. There are a number of EU regulatory frameworks that adversely affect the science 

and research community. It is possible that if the UK were to leave the EU the UK 
may have more flexibility to set its own regulations which may be beneficial for 
science and research. For example, the UK is bound by EU rules on VAT which can 
hamper scientific collaboration.643 In theory as a non-EU member the UK could 
relax some of the rules to better facilitate university-business and university-
university collaborations.  

 
4.2. There are also potential threats to UK research from EU regulations in the future, for 

example potential changes to data protection rules could have serious 
consequences for research using personal data, making it at best unworkable 
and at worst illegal. Another example concerns the realisation of the European 
Research Area (ERA). The ERA is currently being achieved through a voluntary 
approach between Member States, which allows the UK to maintain its high 
quality research practices and share good practice with other countries; but there 
has previously been discussion of imposing regulation in this area.644 Legislating 
ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9w! ŎƻǳƭŘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǿƻǊƭŘ-
class research system by adding bureaucracy, burden and unnecessary new 
rules. 

 
4.3. However, in many cases, our membership of the EU allows the UK to influence 

regulations to the benefit of the UK and the rest of Europe. The Russell Group 
alongside other research organisations such as the Wellcome Trust and Cancer 
Research UK have worked together to raise awareness of the serious concerns for 
research in proposed in amendments to the draft Data Protection Regulation and 
have worked to influence and inform MEPs, European Commission officials and UK 
representatives in the Council. Although the final agreement on the Regulation has 

                                            
643 Interpretation of VAT legislation has hindered equipment sharing between institutions as it requires an 
ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƭŜǾȅ ±!¢ ǿƘŜƴ ŎƘŀǊƎƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƎǊŀƴǘǎΣ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ǊŜŘucing the financial 
benefits of equipment sharing ς unless special arrangements such as cost sharing groups are established. In 
addition, universities can only benefit from zero-rate VAT on new buildings if 95% of the use is for non-business 
use, thus deterring collaboration between universities and businesses. 
644 The former Commissioner for Research and Innovation Máire Geoghegan-vǳƛƴƴ ǎŀƛŘ ǎƘŜ ΨǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǊǳƭŜ ƻǳǘ 
ǘƘŜ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǊƻǳǘŜΩΦ 
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yet to be reached, we are hopeful for a much more positive outcome for research 
using personal data as a result of UK engagement and influence, which would 
benefit not just the UK, but research ς and by extension competitiveness ς all 
across Europe. The UK has also been a vocal opponent of legislation on ERA, 
ensuring this approach has been resisted so far. 
 

4.4. ¢ƘŜ ¦Y Ƙŀǎ ǇƭŀȅŜŘ ŀ ƪŜȅ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǎƘŀǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ 
research programmes to ensure funding is allocated on the basis of excellence 
rather than diverted to less research-intensive regions of Europe to build research 
capacity. We have been able to share existing good practice in the UK to help EU 
science and research to be as effective as possible. This has helped strengthen the 
research base across Europe by providing a competitive system that drives 
excellence. If we were to leave the EU, we would lose the direct ability to 
influence the way in which science is conducted in Europe and would simply 
ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀ ΨǇŀǎǎŜƴƎŜǊΩ ŦƻǊ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƳǇƻǎŜŘ ŀǘ 9¦-level, which would 
nonetheless affect UK researchers and institutions through collaborations with 
European partners. 
 

4.5. In addition to the framework programme for research and innovation, there are 
other examples of European regulations which are of direct benefit to science and 
innovation in the UK. For example, the development of the Unitary Patent means 
that a university, a spin-out, start-up or a larger company can protect its 
innovation ideas with a single patent that covers 25 different EU countries. The 
9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƛƭƭ Ŏƻǎǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ϵрΣллл ƛƴ 
ǊŜƴŜǿŀƭ ŦŜŜǎ ƻǾŜǊ мл ȅŜŀǊǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵолΣлллΣ ŀǎ 
well as reducing the administrative burden of patent applications.645  
 

4.6. UK scientists have actively engaged in informing and influencing EU public policy on a 
range of issues. For example, they played a key role in ensuring that the budgets 
ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9w/ ŀƴŘ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie Actions were protected from cuts in the 
recent negotiations on the establishment of the new European Fund for Strategic 
Investments (EFSI). In addition to the Russell Group and other UK research 
organisations raising concerns and engaging with policymakers, UK or UK-based 
Nobel Laureates and Laureates of other international prizes also fought to protect 
these budgets and Sir Paul Nurse, President of the Royal Society, had a high-level 
meeting with President Juncker on the issue. 
 

4.7. Exit from the EU would mean that the UK would lose its seat at the table in Europe, 
thus minimising the influence we are able to exert particularly to achieve the 
reforms we want. What is more, we may continue to be bound by many EU 
rules, particularly around trade and those which impact the Single Market, 
without having a say on their formation. 

 
5. Conclusions on EU membership and research and innovation 

 

                                            
645 {ǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ōȅ LƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ aŀǊƪŜǘ ŀƴŘ LƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ 9ƭȍōƛŜǘŀ .ƛŜƵƪowska on the Unitary Patent (25 
June 2015). 
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5.1. This paper aims to illustrate some of the benefits to UK research and innovation 
through our membership of the EU, including: 

 
a) CǊŜŜ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ-intensive 

universities to recruit the very best staff and students from across the 
continent without having to negotiate the UK visa system, with the attendant 
expense and administrative burden for both parties 

b) Access to the EU networks, infrastructures and the research programme, 
which provide a platform for international collaboration and an important 
source of funding 

c) The ability to influence research-related policies and decisions by having a 
seat at the negotiating table and through the mobilisation of UK scientists, 
research organisations and other groups to ensure UK views are heard and 
represented in Brussels 

d) The opportunity to raise the quality of research across Europe, driving 
excellence for the benefit of the UK and EU economies and our global 
competitiveness. 

 
5.2. The question is whether some or all of these benefits could be maintained if the UK 

were to withdraw membership of the EU. In some cases, it is difficult to know 
because we do not ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ΨƻǳǘΩ ƳŜŀƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y 
Government might be able to negotiate with the EU if we were to leave. 
 

5.3. In this respect, it is in theory possible we could still access Horizon 2020 or future EU 
research programmes as an Associated Country. However, this cannot be taken for 
ƎǊŀƴǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ {ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ŦƛǘǘƛƴƎ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎΦ CƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ {ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘΩǎ 
referendum in February 2014 on immigration quotas, the EU revoked Swiss access 
to Horizon 2020 and Erasmus+. The Swiss were able to negotiate partial access to 
Horizon 2020, but only for 2014-2016 (not for the duration of the programme, 
which runs until 2020) and they are only eligible to participate on Associated 
Country terms for one part of the programme (the Excellent Science pillar) ς they 
therefore only have access to less than a third of the total budget. Perhaps more 
importantly, Swiss researchers cannot access the most collaborative elements of 
Horizon 2020 on the more favourable Associated Country terms such as the 
Societal Challenges calls.646  
 

5.4. It is possible that the UK could try to maintain some form of free movement with the 
EU, but again, this cannot be taken for granted and we do not know what terms or 
ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ Ǉǳǘ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻǊ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƭŜŀding 
universities in terms of their ability to attract and recruit the best and brightest 
people from across Europe. It is safe to assume that if EU staff and students had to 

                                            
646 Following the result of the Swiss referendum the Head Physician of Basel University Hospital made the 
following remark about an application for a large EU project on diabetes which would involve 22 European 
couƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦{Υ Ψ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ Řƻ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ 
in a country the size of Switzerland we can never enrol enough patients for such a large trial. And there is no 
other single institution to finance ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩΥ  
http://www.swissinfo.ch/eng/horizon-2020_eu-snub-leaves-swiss-research-community-in-limbo/38369904  

http://www.swissinfo.ch/eng/horizon-2020_eu-snub-leaves-swiss-research-community-in-limbo/38369904


Russell Group ς Written evidence (EUM0069) 

522 

go through the current visa system in the same way as non-EU internationals 
must, it would add considerable cost, time and burden to universities and could 
well act as a significant deterrent to coming to study or work at a UK university. In 
turn, this would have real knock-ƻƴ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
research base, on our economy and on our global competitiveness. 
 

5.5. However, one of the most important aspects that we would certainly lose if the UK 
were to leave the EU is strong UK influence on EU policies and regulations (which 
may continue to impact us even if we were no longer an EU Member State). 
Whether we were to operate as part of the European Economic Area, alongside 
Norway, negotiate bilateral agreements, similar to Switzerland, or agree a bespoke 
arrangement for the UK, in practice we would not be able to maintain the 
currently strong influence the UK has in Europe.  
 

5.6. The UK was ranked at the top of a recent soft power index. As explained in the 
accompanying report, this is because from the G-7 to the UN Security Council to 
the European Union, Britain has a seat at virtually every table of international 
consequence.647  
 

5.7. The EU is not perfect by any means and we would support EU reforms particularly 
ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ƻǳǊ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ŦƻǊƎƛƴƎ 
productive collaborations across Europe. hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tǊƛƳŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊΩǎ ƪŜȅ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ 
reform is to boost the competitiveness and productivity of the EU; research and 
innovation should be at the heart of this, as key drivers of growth and jobs. There 
is also a focus on cutting red tape, which would be welcome, particularly if the 
regulatory burden on UK universities could be reduced. 
 

5.8. Whilst we can only speculate about the impact of withdrawing from the EU, since 
we have no precedent to guide us, what we know for certain is that, for all the 
reasons set out in this paper, our membership of the EU to date has been of 
significant benefit to science, research and innovation in the UK.  
 

5.9. The UK should remain at the heart of a reformed, modernised, competitive and 
outward looking European Union to drive world-leading research and innovation 
and bring significant returns for the UK economy.  

 
27 November 2015 
 
 

Annex A ς Examples of Russell Group engagement in EU projects 
 
EU and UK investments are supporting the development and application of graphene 
In 2007, Manchester University scientist Konstantin Novoselov received one of the first 
9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ό9w/ύ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ ƎǊŀƴǘǎ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ΨtƘȅǎƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ !ǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
ƻŦ DǊŀǇƘŜƴŜΩΦ ²ƛǘƘ ŦŜƭƭƻǿ aŀƴŎƘŜǎǘŜǊ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊ !ƴŘǊŜ DŜƛƳ ƘŜ ǿŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƻ ǿƛƴ the 2010 
                                            
647 Another key component leading to our number one ranking is our ability to attract international students. 
Index compiled by McGlory, J., The Soft Power 30: a global ranking of soft power (July 2015). 
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Nobel Prize for Physics for his work. The ground-breaking work on graphene at Manchester 
led to the establishment of the National Graphene Institute at the University, which was 
officially opened in March 2015 and is part of a wider £90 million UK government investment 
ƛƴ ƎǊŀǇƘŜƴŜΦ !ƭƻƴƎǎƛŘŜ ǘƘƛǎΣ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŘ ϵрп Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ 
DǊŀǇƘŜƴŜ CƭŀƎǎƘƛǇ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŀ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ϵрл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŀ ȅŜŀǊ ŦǊƻƳ нлмсΦ ¢ƘŜ 
Universities of Manchester, Cambridge, Nottingham, Oxford, Sheffield, University College 
London, Queen Mary University London and Imperial College London are all partners in the 
Flagship project. 
 
Tackling disease: why cross-border projects are so essential 
 
Health research particularly benefits from large-scale international collaboration facilitated 
by EU programmes. Here are just three examples why connecting data, research, knowledge 
and expertise from many sources across Europe is so important: 
 

¶ University College London (UCL) is one of the leading partners in an EU-funded 
network of European HIV cohorts and collaborations. Using data from over 300,000 
HIV-positive people from many different settings in Europe and beyond, the 
ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪΩǎ ƳǳƭǘƛŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘ ŎǊǳŎƛŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻƴ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ 
the management and life of HIV-positive individuals, whilst exploring differences 
within sub-groups. 

 

¶ Researchers at vǳŜŜƴΩǎ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ .ŜƭŦŀǎǘ ŀǊŜ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŀ ϵрл ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΣ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ-wide 
project to develop new drug treatments that could improve the lives of patients with 
cystic fibrosis and bronchiectasis. The consortium, which comprises world-leading 
lung specialists from 20 organisations across eight European countries and includes 
ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ bƻǾŀǊǘƛǎ ŀƴŘ .ŀǎƛƭŜŀΣ ǿƛƭƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ƴŜǿ ΨƛƴƘŀƭŜŘ ŀƴǘƛōƛƻǘƛŎǎΩ ǘƻ 
manage chronic lung infection. The programme will also establish the first European 
patient register for bronchiectasis, providing a unique platform to improve the 
quality of care for patients across Europe, as well as making it easier to develop and 
trial new drugs. 
 

¶ ¢ƘŜ 9¦ ƛǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ϵс Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ƛƴǘƻ ŀ ƴŜǿ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀƛƳŜŘ ŀǘ 
developing better diagnostic tests and treatments for patients with non-alcoholic 
fatty liver disease. The project will be coordinated by Newcastle University, who will 
work with partners from the University of Cambridge, as well as those in France, 
Italy, Denmark, Finland and Germany. This will be the largest ever study of its kind to 
connect research from across the continent in liver disease, which is hoped will 
enable a greater understanding into the genetic and environmental factors linked to 
the development of the life-threatening illness. 

 
Working together to improve border controls across Europe 
 
The Oxford Internet Institute at the University of Oxford is a partner in FASTPASS, a four-
year EU-funded project aiming to find a solution to facilitating quick and easy border 
crossings for travellers, whilst ensuring border guards can use the range of technological 
identification tools to secure against illegal immigration and other threats. The project brings 
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together key stakeholders across the supply chain, including research institutions, system 
component producers, government authorities and end users, with partners from the UK, 
Austria, Germany, Finland, Poland, Latvia and Greece. As one of the Oxford researchers 
involved in the project has commented:  
 

ά9ŀŎƘ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜƭȅ ŀǘ ŀ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ 
however it is through the direct collaboration and integration of these elements and 
with these stakeholders, throughout the life of the projects, that accelerates the 
ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΦέ 

 
Developing equipment and expertise for shared European use and understanding 
 
The University of Southampton, along with the UK National Oceanography Centre (NOC), 
universities in Cyprus and Portugal and nine SME partners from the UK and other European 
ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǳƭǘǊŀ-deep-sea robot glider 
with ŀƴ ϵу Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƎǊŀƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎƻƭŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǿŀǘŜǊ 
ƎƭƛŘŜǊ Ψ{Ŝŀ9ȄǇƭƻǊŜǊΩ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǎƻ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜŀŎƘ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ тр҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻŎŜŀƴΦ 
Its enhanced capabilities will be able to be used for submarine environmental monitoring, as 
well as in the oil and gas and sea mining industries to conduct environmental impact 
assessments for potential sea bed mining and exploration. This kind of large-scale project 
would not be possible without international collaboration drawing on the best specialist 
knowledge and expertise from across Europe. In addition, developing this kind of technology 
at European rather than national level is far more cost-effective and resource-efficient, 
avoiding duplication of efforts. 
 
International university-business collaboration makes the UK a key player in space science  
 
Alongside scientists from across Europe, three Russell Group universities ς the University of 
Edinburgh, the University of Cambridge and University College London ς are key project 
participants in Gaia, the European Space Agency satellite launched in 2013 which will 
provide the first 6-Dimensional census of the Milky Way. Gaia is funded by the European 
{ǇŀŎŜ !ƎŜƴŎȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ Ctт tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦Y Ƙŀǎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǊƻƭŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Dŀƛŀ ǎŀǘŜƭƭƛǘe 
mission, both in building the spacecraft and delivering the science. In addition to Russell 
DǊƻǳǇ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ¦Y ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ǿƻƴ ǎƻƳŜ ϵул Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ DŀƛŀΦ 
The UK also played a central role in developing the Radial Velocity Spectrometer, engineered 
at the Mullard Space Science Laboratory, University College London, which measures the 
speed, temperature, size and age of over a billion stars in our galaxy. It is only through 
academic-business collaborations all across Europe that we can be competitive with other 
big players in space technology and research, such as the US, Russia and China. 
 
EU funding delivers global collaboration to study global problems  
 
The African Monsoon Multidisciplinary Analyses project (AMMA), co-funded by the 
European Commission, was established to improve the predictability of weather and climate 
in West Africa and Southern Europe. Over 140 European, African and American laboratories 
gathered data for the better understanding of the reasons behind disturbances of the 
African monsoon. The Universities of Leeds, Liverpool, Manchester, Oxford, Cambridge, 
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York, Imperial College London and UCL all participated in the project and a large number of 
African research institutions also benefitted from the EU funding. Thanks to their effort the 
mechanisms regulating the monsoon and its societal impacts have started to be unravelled. 
This project allowed Europe to take the lead in an area normally dominated by the US. 
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Transcript to be found under Universities UK 
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Scientists for Britain ς Written evidence (EUM0075) 
 
Overview  
 
The title of the inquiry is 'Relationship between EU membership and UK science inquiry', so 
we are deeply concerned that all of the questions and preamble of the inquiry are on 
ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴǘ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Φ 
 
Norway, Switzerland, Turkey, Iceland and Israel are all non-EU nations that participate in and 
contribute towards the science networks operated via the EU. 
 
Norway, Switzerland and Turkey have all been represented on the governing bodies of the 
ERA, either in the Scientific Council which currently governs the work of the ERA or its 
forerunner the European Research Area Board (ERAB).  European scientists within the ERA 
rightly see the benefit of ensuring that scientific cooperation is done openly and is not 
exclusive to political membershiǇΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 
EU science networks would continue if the UK were to leave the EU. 
 
Therefore, it is essential for us to say with regret that the House of Lords inquiry appears to 
be premised on a fallacy in ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǉǳƛǊȅΩǎ ǘƛǘƭŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ǘƻ 9¦ 
membership while the preamble and questions (about the funding, collaboration, regulation 
and advice) point to a discovery of the merits of science cooperation which is not contingent 
on membership. 
 
It is clear that the inquiry is written and designed in such a way that an assessment of the 
¦YΩǎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƭƛǾŜ ŘŜōŀǘŜ ŀōƻǳǘ 
whether the UK remains a member of the EU. It would be a serious mistake for anyone to 
connect the two. 
 
We address the above point in prefix to every answer except one that we provide to the 
ƛƴǉǳƛǊȅΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ όǘƘŜǎŜ ǇǊŜŦƛȄŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƭŀōŜƭƭŜŘ ŀǎ Ψ!ŘǾƛǎƻǊȅΩύΦ 
 
However, we do also provide full answers for the sake of clarity and understanding, as our 
perspective towards each topics might provide a useful counterbalance to any of the 
misinformed or politically-motivated views that have so far found their way into the public 
debate. 
 
We believe that to conflate the relative desirability of UK collaboration with the EU with the 
¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀƳƻǳƴǘǎ ǘƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƳƛǎƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǇŜǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ 
miscalculation by observers ς that science collaboration depends on EU membership ς which 
is prevalent among the scientific community. 
 
For this reason, we believe that regrettably no conclusions from the inquiry that are based 
on the original questions and preamble can be considered as valid to the issue of the UK's 
membership of the EU, regardless of the inquiryΩǎ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƛǎ ŀ 
favourable or not favourable influence on UK science. 
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²Ŝ ŀƭǎƻ ŦŜŜƭ ƻōƭƛƎŜŘ ǘƻ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŦ ŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴƛƴƎ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǉǳƛǊȅΩǎ 
questions were used intentionally or unintentionally to support a view regardƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
decision on whether to remain in or leave the EU, it would have the potential to diminish 
Parliament's reputation among the public. 
 
However, conclusions from the inquiry may inform a future decision on how the UK might 
continue its participation in EU science programmes, should the UK choose to withdraw 
from the political institutions of the EU. For example, regarding the funding questions, the 
UK is currently a net contributor to overall EU funding; determining the current value to the 
UK of participation in EU science programs would inform a future decision as to what level of 
contribution to EU science programmes provides value for money. 
 
Introduction to our methodology 
 
Scientists for Britain arises from an experiment to test the integrity of the EU-UK science 
hypothesis by taking the alternative viewpoint and challenging established notions, 
reflecting scientific methodology. 
 
The experiment, a discussion between current professional and former scientists, was so 
successful at proving an alternative path for UK engagement is not only viable but also more 
productive that we decided to maintain our activity and attract new members to our group. 
 
The main established wisdom that we wished to test was that the UK-EU science relationship 
made UK membership of the EU beneficial. To speak against the established wisdom had 
become a taboo, but a few of us like to challenge taboos. 
 
We had become aware that much of the reports on science benefit relating to EU 
membership had been based on the ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴŀōƭŜ Řǳŀƭ ǇƛƭƭŀǊǎ ƻŦ ΨŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ 
ΨǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭΩΦ 
 
We address both of these in detail in our material below, but the general point to remember 
in both is that a UK exit from the EU would not exclude or hinder continued participation in 
EU science frameworks. A common misperception that a UK exit would exclude or hinder 
participation can create a distorted picture via audience perception studies and any analysis 
of whether funding can ever be argued to assist a scientific project.  
 
The public debate so far 
 
We are extremely concerned that organisations such as the Campaign for Science and 
Engineering (CaSE) have made very little effort in asserting the difference between 
continuing European Union membership and continuing European science participation. 
Their members and subscribers therefore remain less than clear on this subject and this 
deficiency is apparent in their survey results which draw no distinction between the two 
outcomes. 
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We believe that the high response rate in the CaSE study and others show that the number 
ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ǿƘƻ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŜȅ άǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ǎǘŀȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦έ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ 
misunderstanding ς scientists have been led to believe EU funding and Europe-wide 
collaboration are contingent on EU membership. 
 
²ŜΩǾŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƻǳǊ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƘȅ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ƻǳǊ ¦Y-EU 
collaboration would continue outside the EU has reversed initially hostile correspondents 
who were incorrectly led to believe that for the UK to adopt the same EU science 
participation as non-9¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǇƭŀȅŜǊǎ ƛǎ ǎƻƳŜƘƻǿ άŀƴǘƛ-ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜέΦ Lǘ Ǉƭŀƛƴƭȅ ƛǎƴΩǘΦ 
 
!ƭǎƻΣ ǿŜΩǾŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀƴȅ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǘƛŎŜƴǘ 
because of the prevailing view among scientists and because private sector companies feel 
an obligation to stay out of politics. One science company we spoke to said that although 
they felt EU membership has no tangible benefit for either their company or for UK science 
as a whole, it was a view they would never openly express as two of their principal clients 
are universities whose views are known to differ in that respect. 
 
We are concerned at some of the presumptive and bogus statements made by 
Scientists4EU, an organisation formed by two highly political scientists from the Scientists for 
[ŀōƻǳǊ ƎǊƻǳǇΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘȅ ΨǊŜ-ŜƴǘŜǊƛƴƎΩ ǘƘŜ 9w! ŀŦǘŜǊ 
leaving the EU and would receive less science funding from outside. We strongly disagree 
with this statement and object to its sentiment. The selection of projects for funding is done 
on the basis of merit, peer-ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ŀǊŜ 
ǘƻ ōŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ψŀōƻǳǘ ǳǎΩ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9w/Σ 9w!Σ {ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŀƴŘ IƻǊƛȊƻƴнлнлΦ 
 
Scientists4EU are effectively theorising that in a future where the UK is a contributing 
participant in Horizon2020 the European Commission would choose to intentionally and 
secretly relegate or dissolve funding applications that featured UK teams specifically because 
it is outside of the EU. If Scientists4EU are alleging that the European Commission is capable 
of such underhanded malevolence against a paying participant, they should urgently spell 
out their reasons for this assessment and any measures for combatting it. 
 
They are suggesting the EU would effectively be willing to dispense with scientific 
ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǇƻǿŜǊƘƻǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ ²Ŝ 
believe that is incorrect, particularly since the ERC is governed by the Scientific Council, 
composed of scientists. It is completely infeasible for the EU to refuse to collaborate with a 
willing EU science partner that would pay its way, especially one that offers so much. A 
refusal to cooperate is made even more implausible by the fact that the EU is guided by its 
own EU Neighbourhood Programme which means it is obliged to pursue policies of 
cooperation and openness with its immediate neighbours. 
 
It is deeply erroneous and frankly ridiculous that pro-EU groups such as Scientists4EU and 
UniversitiesUK have cited the European Space Agency, CERN and the European Transonic 
Windtunnel as examples of why the UK should stay in the EU. These three bodies are 
international rather than supranational and are not underpinned by the EU as a political 
project. 
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We feel that another organisation, UniversitiesUK, has become unsuitably preoccupied with 
the EU question when there is far more to gain from an emphasis on the UK funding policy 
ŘŜōŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƻǊƛǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƴŀǘion. 
 
International cooperation between the UK and EU and elsewhere would continue and thrive 
outside the EU. 
 
Questions 
 
Funding 
 
1. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to science and research in the 
UK? How does the financial contribution the UK receives compare with other member 
states in terms of, for instance, population, GDP, scientific strength or any other relevant 
indicators?  
 
Advisory: As this inquiry is designed to investigate the relationship between EU membership 
ŀƴŘ ¦Y ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
membership of the EU, but rather it refers ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
networks which is not contingent upon continued EU membership, as we stated above. 
 
¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ¦Y ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΦ 
The funding that the UK receives back from the EU in the form of science funding is lower as 
ŀ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ όŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ 
below). However, this should not be regarded as a reason for non-participation in EU science 
after UK exit from the EU, merely a point of negotiation for the future, over which the UK 
would arguably have greater control from outside. 
 
From 2007 to 2013, the UK received 5.2bn out of 50bn total ERC funds available, i.e. 10.4% 
of total. 
 
¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ 9¦ contribution was between 13bn in 2007 to 17bn in 2013, both of which are 
ŀōƻǳǘ мт҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ȅŜŀǊΦ 
 
The UK's funding of 10.4% of total EU science funding is also less than its relative population 
size of 12.7% of the EU population. 
 
The money the EU returns to the UK in the form of science funding accounts for about 10% 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜΦ 
 
The UK government has indicated that science spend will be maintained at its current level, 
at least, as a proportion of UK government spending. This principle has consensus across the 
political spectrum. 
 
It would be reasonable and legally justifiable to expect any future UK government that finds 
itself independent from the EU to be expected to account for EU funds returned to the UK as 
a legacy of the function of overall UK governance and that therefore the funds initially 
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contributed or equivalent of funds returned should either continued to be paid into the EU 
science frameworks by the UK government or paid directly into UK science as a substitute. In 
short, funds returned to the UK by the EU in the form of science funding can be considered 
as part of the total funding that future independent UK governments are duty-bound (via 
previous assurances) to protect. 
 
2. What is the scale of the financial contribution from the UK to the EU that supports 
science and research activities?  
 
Advisory: As this inquiry is designed to investigate the relationship between EU membership 
and UK science, it is imǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
networks which is not contingent upon continued EU membership, as we stated above. 
 
A crude ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ 
ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ōǳŘƎŜǘΣ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ мр҈ ŀƴŘ мт҈ ōŀǎŜŘ 
on recent history. This contribution is already higher than the proportion of the science 
budget the UK receives back from the EU. However, what might also be included is the 
funding the UK government contributes in the form of individual project funding, match 
funding and contribution to UK higher education, training and science infrastructure that 
allow UK teams to apply successfully, but which are far harder to quantify. 
 
3. What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed in the EU 
compared to the management of science funding in the UK? Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are 
considered?  
 
Advisory: As this inquiry is designed to investigate the relationship between EU membership 
ŀƴŘ ¦Y ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ participation in EU science 
networks which is not contingent upon continued EU membership, as we stated above. 
 
¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǊŀƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
funding is more successful in terms of effectiveness and efficiency than the international 
model of administration as conducted by CERN, the European Space Agency, the 
International Space Station, the International Council for Science and others. 
 
Decisions by a supranational organisation must inevitably find a generalised set of goals for 
nations with different scientific agendas and specialisms. The reason the EU seeks to take a 
supranational approach to an issue that was formerly international is to place a political 
underpinning to scientific output in a way that seeks to ensure credit for the funds and 
outcomes is attributed to the EU entity. There is nothing that the EU science structure 
currently achieves that could not be achieved at an international collaborative level across 
the same nations. In fact, if funding returns could be entirely proportional with funding 
contributions then governments that perceived benefits from continent-wide collaboration 
in science would feasibly be expected to increase their funding and participation to access 
the assured payback that such a structure, coupled with collaboration, would provide. 
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There is also a disproportionate amount of box-ticking to be done by applicants for funding, 
which means only those teams that have access to skilled grant administrators should 
consider applying regardless of the merits of their project. We feel that if funding were to be 
organised on an international basis, the propensity for a team to engage directly with their 
domestic funding agency would bring a more tangibly meritocratic outcome to funding 
ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎΦ hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŦƻǊƳ ǇŀǊǘ 
of a national debate in the domestic scientific community about various forthcoming 
projects and which were most interesting or deserving. This national debate would in turn 
nurture public interest, political interest and investor interest. At present, where the 
decision making of the EU science frameworks is centralised, decisions and projects are not 
part of a single domestic science debate and are thereby taken further from public or 
domestic industry consciousness. 
 
Collaboration  
 
4. What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU collaborations 
and funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council?  
 
Advisory: As this inquiry is designed to investigate the relationship between EU membership 
ŀƴŘ ¦Y ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ Ǉŀrticipation in EU science 
networks which is not contingent upon continued EU membership, as we stated above. 
 
The opportunity for UK scientists to collaborate with peers in academia and business in 
other countries can be very useful. It is essential and inevitable that UK teams will continue 
to enjoy this choice whether the UK is in or out of the EU. 
 
It is worth noting that the propensity to collaborate with domestic-only teams is higher in 
the UK than any other EU country. 
 
²ƛǘƘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ƳƛƴŘΣ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŀǇǇetite for projects that are across more than one member 
ǎǘŀǘŜ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǘŜŀƳǎΩ ŀǇǇŜǘƛǘŜ ƻǊ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ 
ordinarily be considered a problem but it has two unfortunate repercussions. 
 
A significant portion of EU funding is allocated to the concept that scientists in one part of 
the EU should be have equal employment opportunities as a scientist who lives in the town 
where the project is conducted. Mobility funding ensures that travel and accommodation 
expenses are paid for the travelling scientist, even if that person is on an equal skills footing 
with a local applicant. 
 
Another significant downside to this effort to fund a single and level marketplace for science 
personnel is that science teams particularly in the public sector have a tendency to abdicate 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨƘƻƳŜ ǇŀǘŎƘΩ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǎƻ 
easy to recruit from other EU nations. This is being shown to have detrimental effects on the 
level of engagement in science among young people in the UK. 
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We applaud universities with an outreach programme for schools and colleges, such as 
Surrey University's Brilliant Project which allow particularly disadvantaged youngsters to 
investigate a route to study science at university. 
 
5. What is the influence of EU membership on bilateral collaboration between the UK and 
other EU member states? Are collaborations with member states stronger than with non-
EU countries as a result of EU membership? Or, are bilateral collaborations with member 
states inhibited by requirements to work through EU mechanisms?  
 
Advisory: As this inquiry is designed to investigate the relationship between EU membership 
and UK science, it is important for us to state that this question is not relevaƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
networks which is not contingent upon continued EU membership, as we stated above. 
 
According to data from the European Commission for every UK team that applied 
successfully for Horizon2020 funding, another 7 were unsuccessful. The EU has such a strong 
grip on the more accessible and liquid forms of grant funding (that were previously 
administered by domestic agencies) that it has a far more prominent and pervasive presence 
in the psyche of scientists than it deserves, compared to the 10% proportion of UK funds it 
provides. 
 
For this reason, we believe that the supranational structure of EU funding actually 
diminishes the level of collaboration and therefore investment that UK teams would 
otherwise seek with non-EU and non-ERA nations such as the US, Canada, South Korea, 
Japan, China, India and Australia. 
 
!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻ ŘŜǘǊƛƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ 9¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
collaboration, we believe that UK science could benefits from a concerted effort to modify a 
current unhealthy over-focus on the EU by looking to additional geographies that might in 
some cases provide a more effective collaboration partner. We believe scientific 
partnerships should always be formed on their respective merits rather than via a political 
effort to create EU/ERA-only partnerships. 
 
6. How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU membership? Is 
international investment leveraged on the basis of this membership? How does EU 
membership affect the growth of research-intensive UK companies?  
 
Advisory: As this inquiry is designed to investigate the relationship between EU membership 
and UK science, it is important for us to statŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
networks which is not contingent upon continued EU membership, as we stated above. 
 
Science that is done on scientific rather than political merits nurtures far greater confidence 
among private investors. 
 
When a science funding mechanism is attached to a developing political entity as it is with 
the EU, it brings enormous uncertainty for the outlook of science in every member state. The 
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domestic science markets become more dependent on centralised EU funding and when 
they see their home nation investment dwindling as result, the only apparent certainty is 
that funding is eventually transitioning to the centre of the EU. 
 
Science is being used as an expression of a developing political entity, akin to a vanity 
exercise. The EU is a project in cross border nation building. To claim that such cooperation 
can't be done without a political union is pure deception. In the same way that biillionaires 
ōǳȅ Ŧƻƻǘōŀƭƭ ǘŜŀƳǎ ǘƻ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀΣ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƛǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΩ 
money in science programmes that it hopes will lead to the enrichment of its reputation. 
There is absolutely no reason why European science caƴΩǘ ōŜ ŘƻƴŜ ƻƴ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ōŀǎƛǎ 
just like the successful CERN, ESA and International Space Station.  
 
7. How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international facilities that 
are available as a consequence of our EU membership? Are there any restrictions in the 
creation and operation of international facilities outside the EU as a consequence of our 
EU membership?  
 
Advisory: As this inquiry is designed to investigate the relationship between EU membership 
and UK science, it is imǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
networks which is not contingent upon continued EU membership, as we stated above. 
 
It has ōŜŜƴ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ 9¦ ƳŀǘŎƘ-funding 
ventures places a squeeze on UK subscriptions to non-EU or international facilities. EU match 
funding means that the UK government is incentivised to spend in a way that Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ 9¦Ωǎ 
decision making. This means that even money allocated to domestic science agency 
spending ultimately complies with the supranational decision making. 
 
!ƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǎǉǳŜŜȊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ LƴŦǊŀ-Red Telescope in Hawaii ς the UK 
withdrew from this and several other facilities to save money while allocation to EU match 
funding has risen.  
 
The centralising effects of EU decision making are thereby amplified. 
 
8. What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and research 
through the free movement of people? How does this compare with flows of people 
between the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China and Singapore?  
 
Advisory: As this inquiry is designed to investigate the relationship between EU membership 
ŀƴŘ ¦Y ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ participation in EU science 
networks which is not contingent upon continued EU membership, as we stated above. 
 
EU membership has no bearing whatsoever on this topic. A UK scientist would be met with 
utter bemusement if he or she tried to persuade science colleagues in Norway, Turkey, 
Iceland or Israel that the quality of their EU projects would be enhanced by joining the EU. 
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Ending EU membership does not on its own predicate a change in freedom of movement. 
There are several non-EU European states that maintain free movement with the EU. 
Freedom of movement would have to be assessed separately by the UK electorate if voters 
had chosen to leave the EU. 
 
There are commentators who argue that a UK exit from the EU makes movement limitations 
more possible or more likely. 
 
Despite the complexities of this issue, we believe through our investigations that none of the 
possible scenarios necessitate impediment to scientists in any way that would, in 
consequence, discourage cooperation between the UK and nations thaǘ ŀǊŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ 
collaboration and funding networks, whether they are EU or non-EU. 
 
If the current terms of non-EU immigration to the UK are taken as a basis, even leaving the 
9¦Ωǎ ŦǊŜŜ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǳƴƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ƛƳǇŜŘŜ ƳŜǊƛǘƻǊƛƻǳǎ 9U scientists. In 
other words, if the UK applied its tightest tests for immigration and movement, the 
deserving scientists and engineers would in any case meet the Tier 1 or 2 qualification for UK 
work visas. 
 
It is commonly cited by pro-EU campaigners that Switzerland was excluded from EU science 
collaboration for a short period due to impact a nationwide vote on inward migration had 
had on the opportunities for EU scientists to work there. It is important to remember that 
the Swiss referendum proposition on migration went further than restricting movement ς 
they voted to give job preferences to Swiss nationals, which is the part that conflicted with 
ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ {ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 9¦Φ 
 
The Swiss subsequently negotiated their way back into science cooperation projects. 
 
In the UK context, even the strictest possible application of UK border and immigration 
controls for non-EEA citizens, if applied to EEA citizens, still would not have the effect of the 
Swiss proposals because of the applicability of Home Office Tier 1 and Tier 2 visa criteria to 
anyone taking part in research work in the UK as part of UK-EU science projects. The NHS 
already takes advantage of thousands of these Tier 2 visa applications for non-EU staff and 
the same would be immediately applicable to EU scientists even without any change of 
legislation. 
 
Scientists chosen from anywhere in the world who are sufficiently qualified can already be 
employed by an organisation in the UK without risk that someone says it is a. illegal or b. 
that someone else should be doing the job. 
 
9. Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU, for example 
by requiring the UK to adopt EU-wide immigration policies rather than bespoke ones for 
the UK?  
 
Advisory: As this inquiry is designed to investigate the relationship between EU membership 
ŀƴŘ ¦Y ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
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ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ǇŀǊticipation in EU science 
networks which is not contingent upon continued EU membership, as we stated above. 
 
We would refer you to the answer we gave to Question 7. In brief, the centralising effects of 
EU decision making are amplified by the incentive for the UK government to match-fund EU 
funding decisions. This inevitably draws UK science funds towards the EU and away from 
international collaboration. 
 
It is significant to recall that EU science has been engineered to produce social and industrial 
gain for the EU. This means that UK projects that aim to reduce suffering for diseases or 
social problems in developing countries are arguably squeezed. UK science partnerships in 
developing countries are essential for saving lives. They are also influential oveǊ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
joined up aid-ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇǳǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǊƭŘǿƛŘŜΦ  
 
Regulation  
 
10. What are the key EU regulatory frameworks/mechanisms that directly affect the 
science and research community in the UK?  
 
Advisory: As this inquiry is designed to investigate the relationship between EU membership 
ŀƴŘ ¦Y ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
networks which is not contingent upon continued EU membership, as we stated above. 
 
!ƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ōŜŀǊƛƴƎ ƻƴ ¦Y ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǇŀǊǘ ǘƘŀǘ 
arguably has a lower benefit for individual UK scientists compared to scientists from other 
EU/ERA countries is mobility funding ς UK scientists are least likely to travel to take 
advantage of opportunities in another EU state and therefore least likely to take advantage 
of this funding. 
 
11. If the UK were not a member of the EU, could regulations be reformed to give greater 
benefit to UK science and research? For example, in areas such as data regulation, VAT on 
shared facilities, and the use of the precautionary principle?  
 
!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ of the EU, we do not 
believe there is sufficient appetite for such regulatory changes that the changes themselves 
ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ ΨǇǳƭƭΩ ƛƴ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Φ 
 
Therefore, we feel that the inclusion of this question might muddy the waters, especially 
given the likelihood that the UK would choose to remain as a paying participant in EU 
science frameworks and adherent to its rules. If in the longer term, the UK chose to exercise 
its rights to pursue separate legislation that is an entirely separate democratic exercise, 
which is far more likely to be done in partnership or selective partnership with the ERA 
member states. 
There are firm precedents for this being accepted under ERA auspices. Switzerland operates 
its own clinical rŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǊǳƭŜǎ ό{ǿƛǎǎ IǳƳŀƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ !Ŏǘύ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ 
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Clinical Trials Regulation. The EU rules in this area are a mixed bag for UK scientists ς 
although some of the rules are welcomed, others are seen as injurious and unwieldy. 
 
12. How is the innovation landscape affected by EU membership?  
 
Advisory: As this inquiry is designed to investigate the relationship between EU membership 
ŀƴŘ ¦Y ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
membership of ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
networks which is not contingent upon continued EU membership, as we stated above. 
 
As this question overtly relates to EU membership rather than EU science frameworks, it is 
not necessary to elaborate. EU membership can be discontinued and there is no reason that 
ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƳǇƛƴƎŜŘΣ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ 
previously stated. Therefore the innovation landscape would in the short to medium term be 
unchanged. In the longer term, there are strong reasons to believe that a mindset shift 
towards a national science industry in the context of global science, where responsibility for 
UK science was ultimately with the British people and governance, would encourage a sense 
of ownership, increased sectoral and public debate and enhanced domestic buy-in, interest 
and investment. 
 
Scientific advice  
 
13. How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public policy 
compare between the EU and the UK? What are the effects, if any, of differences in the 
provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK?  
 
Advisory: As this inquiry is designed to investigate the relationship between EU membership 
and UK science, it is imporǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
networks which is not contingent upon continued EU membership, as we stated above. 
 
The UK has a deserved reputation as the most sophisticated environment for scientific 
discussion and policy at least among member states of the European Research Area. 
 
There are differences between the UK and EU. The UK has a chief scientific advisor within 
government. The EU recently scrapped the post of chief science advisor as a function of 
cross-disciplinary decision making, but it is seeking to replace the role and has a Scientific 
Council which in some regards performs the same role. 
 
The EU Scientific Council is appointed partly on merit and partly on geographical origin, to 
produce a council that is as far as possible representative of the breadth of EU and ERA 
member states. Although all the members of the council are highly distinguished and 
qualified senioǊ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ 
spreading the benefits of science funding in a representative manner rather than to the most 
meritorious projects or those that will produce the greatest results. 
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A nation that produces great cars or great clothes can expect consumer or investor attention 
for each of those outputs, but a nation like the UK that produces great science might 
justifiably expect a greater proportion of attention from consumers and investors in that 
area goes towards its activity. 
 
In a supranational funding body, where members are not closely acquainted with science 
developments, debates and landscape of other member states, their deliberations are 
ŀǊƎǳŀōƭȅ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ŀǘ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ΨŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜΩ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ 
involvement of all council members in an active and live science debate can be presumed to 
be decreased. In turn, it is less easy to see how the simple accountability or effectiveness of 
decision making can be as readily assessed. Just as decisions by the European Commission 
are frequently questioned by national parliaments and not adequately answered, it is our 
contention that the same dynamic could feasibly exist within the supranational Scientific 
Council. It is arguably considered transcendent of accountability by national scientific 
agencies. However, this is something the UK would be far better placed to address from 
outside, for the reasons given in the next answer.  
 
14. To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and influence 
public policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership inhibit UK 
scientists from influencing public policy at EU or international levels? 
 
Advisory: As this inquiry is designed to investigate the relationship between EU membership 
ŀƴŘ ¦Y ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
networks which is not contingent upon continued EU membership, as we stated above. 
 
²Ŝ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ 
debate as a non-EU member of the ERA compared to an EU member of the ERA that the 
ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ŀ ΨǇǳƭƭΩ ƛƴ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Φ 
 
Therefore the UK could leave the EU, remain in the ERA and have at least comparable levels 
of influence through its appointed members of the Scientific Council, via dialogue between 
ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻnal scientific agencies and the ERA and via dialogue between the UK 
Government and European Commission. 
 
IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǿŜ Řƻ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ 
by being a non-EU member of the ERA. The other member states, while acknowledging that 
ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅΣ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ƛƎƴƻǊŜŘΦ 
 
This is in line with a widely reported phenomenon regarding the EU and other supranational 
organisations, which is that the EU has a tendency to listen more to outside partners than to 
insiders whom leading figures can engineer to outvote. We expect that this would be the 
¦YΩǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ōǳǘ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪǎΦ 
 
December 2015 
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Scientists for EU ς Oral evidence (QQ 128-135) 
 
Transcript to be found under Scientists for EU 
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Scientists for EU Campaign ς Written evidence (EUM0058) 
 
Lead authors are Dr Mike Galsworthy (Programme Director), Dr Rob Davidson (CTO) and 
Dr Claire Skentelbery (research team).  
 
Scientists for EU launched as a social media campaign on May 8th 2015. It has since acquired 
a voluntary research team (http://scientistsforeu.uk/about/who-we-are) and an advisory 
board featuring leading UK scientists and political cross-party representation 
(http://scientistsforeu.uk/about/advisory-board). We also thank anonymous contributors to 
our survey concerning this submission ς and Dr Jonathan Adams for providing us with 
Thomson Reuters Web of Science data, analysed by Evidence Ltd.  
 
 
Summary 
 
In this submission, we argue and evidence the following ten statements: 
 
1. ¢ƘŜ 9¦ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ōƛƎƎŜǎǘ Ƙǳō ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ activity ς ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 
ǘƘŀǘ Ƙǳō ƛǎ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ǊƛǎŜ ǘƻ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇƭŀŎŜ Ǝƭƻōŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ 
productivity. 

 
2. To clarify benefits of EU membership to UK science, we must compare extrapolation of 

the continuing relationship with realistic assessments of the best alternative models on 
offer for UK science outside EU membership.  

 
3. The promise of extra money for UK science derived from pulling out of the EU, then 
ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƴŜǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƛƴto national research and 
innovation (R&I), is doubtful. Leaving the EU has wider negative economic consequences 
which, when all is summed, remove rather than provide money for science.  

 
4. ! ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƴŜǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ōǳŘƎŜǘ Ǝƻes to build R&I 

capacity in under-competitive member states. This produces more excellent individuals 
and top science/innovation capacity in the multinational collaborations that UK 
institutes so often lead. Thus, they strengthen the global hub that positions UK science 
so dominantly in the world. 

 
5. UK national public investment into science is complemented by an additional >10% of 

funds (and rising) from the EU. Much of those EU funds are irreplaceable by national 
money as they pertain to the benefits of multinational frameworks that the UK could 
not establish alone. 

 
6. Leaving the EU would incur a guaranteed loss of UK democratic representation in the 

decision-making processes of the European Parliament. This would end our scientific 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ Ǿƛŀ UK MEPs on key EU policies relevant to UK science interests. 
However, UK science advice to the Commission would be retained via newly-established 
mechanisms. 
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7. !ǘǘŜƳǇǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ Ψōǳȅ ōŀŎƪΩ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŀ ŘŜǇŀǊǘǳǊŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ 

result in a partial access model that continues collaboration but protects the interests of 
the remaining countries. Unlike other non-EU countries which can easily be absorbed by 
the EU science programme at a charge, the UK is now the largest actor within the 
programme. Leaving the EU sets up a poor dynamic to re-enter the EU science 
programme as the leading player. 

 
8. The example of Switzerland, with its recent demotion in Horizon 2020, shows that 

partial access to the EU programme is a model which the EU can use with external 
partners. That precedent also established the key role of Freedom of Movement (FoM) 
from the EU as a pre-requisite for European countries to gain access to core parts of the 
EU science programme.  

 
9. The consequence of reduction in Horizon 2020 participation, even with full national 

funding replacement, will be damaging for the UK as a scientific leader. Universities 
would lose coordination roles and talent to countries where full Horizon 2020 access is 
possible. 

 
10. Remaining in the EU secures a robust future for UK science. The EU programme is 

growing, improving and highly responsive to UK demands. All the dynamics are moving 
in the right direction for EU membership to establish UK science an ever-more 
prominent position in the global R&I ecosystem. 

 
 
Scientists for EU 
 
Scientists for EU was initiated on May 8th, the day of the Conservative election victory, when 
ƛǘ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŘǳƳ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Φ  
 
Scientists for EU began as a social media campaign by Dr Mike Galsworthy & Dr Rob 
Davidson648. The campaign quickly amassed thousands of followers on Facebook and 
Twitter. On October 9th, Scientists for EU launched the official campaign, with an advisory 
board comprising representatives from the Conservatives, Labour and Liberal Democrats 
alongside leading science figures such as Lord Martin Rees, Sir Tom Blundell and Dame Anne 
Glover649.  
 
The mission of Scientists for EU is to play a vocal role in the referendum debate, highlighting 
the importance of EU membership to UK science. It also presents the opportunity to educate 
ƻƴ ǿƘȅ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΣ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ 
life.  
 
Scientists for EU has no intention to instruct the British public which way to vote in the 
referendum. Rather, we wish to raise the profile of science and the achievements of the EU 
in science in the referendum debate, encouraging voters to become informed on the 

                                            
648 http://s cientistsforeu.uk/about/who-we-are/ 
649 http://scientistsforeu.uk/about/advisory-board/ 

http://scientistsforeu.uk/about/who-we-are/
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matters and factor that knowledge into their decision making. As such, the campaign 
wholeheartedly welcomes all voices concerning science into the debate.  
 
Ultimately, with primary loyalty to the UK and the UK science community, it is important 
that the relationship between UK science and the EU is understood. Should the public vote 
to stay, we must have good understandings of what limitations the EU brings to bear upon 
science and how best to remedy those, whilst taking advantage of benefits. Should the UK 
public vote to leave, we must be in possession of an understanding of the consequences, 
taking advantage of opportunities and mitigating damage. Either way, fuller information and 
considered debate is in the interests of all. 
 
 
Section 1: Context of UK science and EU membership referendum 
 
1.1 The position of EU and UK science in the world 
 
 άΧ9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ¦{Ωǎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ Ƙŀǎ ǎƭƻǿŜŘ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ 
in recent years. In 2011, 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ооΦп҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻǳǘǇǳǘǎ, while the 
¦{ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ноΦп҈Φέ 
Comparative Benchmarking of European and US Research Collaboration and Researcher 
Mobility - 2013 
! ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ŀƴŘ 9ƭǎŜǾƛŜǊΩǎ {Ŏƛ±ŀƭ 
Analytics650 (page 6) 
ά9ǳǊƻǇŜέ ǿŀǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ нт 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴ ό9¦ύ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ мп ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ 
countries contributing to the framework programme budget under FP7. 
 
άΧǘƘŜ ¦Y Ƙŀǎ ƻǾŜǊǘŀƪŜƴ ǘƘŜ ¦{ to rank 1st by field-ǿŜƛƎƘǘŜŘ Ŏƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΧ Lǘ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ 
recent increases in UK research productivity have, at least to some extent, been driven by 
the increase in UK international research collaboration, which is also associated with 
ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ Ŏƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΧέ 
International Comparative Performance of the UK Research Base ς 2013 
! ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ōȅ 9ƭǎŜǾƛŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ {ƪƛƭƭǎ ό.L{ύ651 
(page 2) 
 
1.1.1. Collectively, the countries of the EU produce approximately 20% more scientific 
academic output that the US, by the last data-points available652. This would be a fairly moot 
bragging point, were it not for how the EU science programme has managed to network the 
European countries into a collaborative engine which serves as a hub of science in the wider 
world. This, in turn, has benefited UK science prowess demonstrably.  
 
1.1.2. The EU is now a community of scientific talent which can flow between countries 
without visas or points systems and which can assemble bespoke constellations of cutting-
edge labs, industry and small businesses to tackle challenges local and global. Across the 

                                            
650 http://www.scienceeurope.org/uploads/PublicDocumentsAndSpeeches/SE_and_Elsevier_Report_Final.pdf 
651https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-
international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf 
652 http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/IP.JRN.ARTC.SC/countries/EU-US?display=graph  

http://www.scienceeurope.org/uploads/PublicDocumentsAndSpeeches/SE_and_Elsevier_Report_Final.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263729/bis-13-1297-international-comparative-performance-of-the-UK-research-base-2013.pdf
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/IP.JRN.ARTC.SC/countries/EU-US?display=graph
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500m populace of the EU (plus the Associated Countries which buy into the EU science 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳύΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇƛŎƪ ƴΩ ƳƛȄ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ƭŀōǎ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘŜ Ƨƻō ς and apply for funding 
ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜΦ DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ !ǊŜŀ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǎ ŀ ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ 
research outputs (see quote and reference above), this communal spirit provides a powerful 
environment to combine leading players across borders to common advantage. So large is 
the programme that top teams in 170 other countries653 in the world are easily taken on 
board as secondary participants. This, in a nutshell, is how a collection of countries converts 
its critical mass into a critical research advantage, globally.  
 
1.1.3. Twenty-first century science often has to go big to go small and increase the resolution 
of our understandings and capacity. Developing new nano-materials or discovering ever-
rarer particles often requires more expensive machinery to establish more extreme 
conditions. In health, identifying ever-smaller contributory effects (e.g. multiple interacting 
genes in disease development) requires ever larger sample sizes of patients. Increasingly 
complex models require larger collections of expertise and shared resources. This is more 
than an appealing narrative: The drive to big networked science is also borne out in the data 
on the rising internationalisation of science and the associated impact. Below we 
demonstrate how the international networks uniquely supported by EU funding have driven 
the UK into global pole position for productivity. 
 
 
Increasing internationalisation 
 
1.1.4. Since the 1980s, global research has become rapidly more international. The 
prevalence of scientific research papers co-authored by researchers from more than one 
country has risen sharply. However, some countries have seen this increase more than 
others. Since 1981, the UK has risen from 15% of its papers being international (and 85% 
domestic authors only) to over 50% international today. In fact, almost all the growth in UK 
output is in the form of international collaborations. 
 
 

                                            
653 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report_
draft.pdf  

https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report_draft.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp7_monitoring_reports/7th_fp7_monitoring_report_draft.pdf


Scientists for EU Campaign ς Written evidence (EUM0058) 

545 

 

мŀ wŜǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƪƛƴŘ ǇŜǊƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ 5Ǌ WƻƴŀǘƘŀƴ !ŘŀƳǎΦ CǊƻƳΥ Ψ¢ƘŜ Fourth Age of 
wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ όнлмпύ654 , 1b generated for this report using data: Thomson Reuters Web of 
Science data, analysed by Evidence Ltd 
 
1.1.5. This rate of increase can be compared to the US, which has seen a rise in 
internationally co-authored papers from 6% in the 1980s to 33% currently. 655   
 
 
Internationalisation and impact 
 
1.1.6. Multiple sources have identified international co-authored papers as having 
substantially higher impact than domestic-only papers656. 
 
 

                                            
654 https://www.britishcouncil.jp/sites/default/files/pro-he-
international_collaboration_and_research_strength-presentation_mr_jonathan_adams-feb17.pdf  
655 ibid   
656 ibid. 

Figure 1: a) The UK's increasing output is largely driven by an increase in internationally co-authored 
papers and b) UK rise in international papers compared with other countries. 

https://www.britishcouncil.jp/sites/default/files/pro-he-international_collaboration_and_research_strength-presentation_mr_jonathan_adams-feb17.pdf
https://www.britishcouncil.jp/sites/default/files/pro-he-international_collaboration_and_research_strength-presentation_mr_jonathan_adams-feb17.pdf
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Figure 2: Correlation of international co-authorship share and field-weighted citation 
wŜǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƪƛƴŘ ǇŜǊƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ 5Ǌ WƻƴŀǘƘŀƴ !ŘŀƳǎΦ CǊƻƳΥ Ψ¢ƘŜ CƻǳǊǘƘ !ƎŜ ƻŦ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ 
(2014) 

 
мΦмΦтΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ƭŜŀŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ¦{ ƻƴ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǳǘǇǳǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ 
the added impact of international output ς resulting in the UK science base now measuring 
ŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦{Φ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ ¦{Ωǎ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ-only papers 
showing more citation impact than UK domestic-only papers. International collaborations 
give the UK the research quality edge.  
 

 
Figure 3: How the UK's rise in high-impact international collaborations has helped the UK push 
ahead of the US recently in science productivity 
wŜǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƪƛƴŘ ǇŜǊƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ 5Ǌ WƻƴŀǘƘŀƴ !ŘŀƳǎΦ CǊƻƳΥ Ψ¢ƘŜ CƻǳǊǘƘ !ƎŜ ƻŦ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ 
(2014) 

 
1.1.8. How much of this increase in internationality can be attributed to participation in the 
EU science programme? Approximately 10% of UK public funding for science came from the 
EU during 2007-2014 (see answer to Q1 in Section 2), this amount has been rising sharply 
recently (Q1 in Section 2) and, pertinently, Horizon 2020 funds are predominantly for 
ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ hŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ул҈ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀƴ 9¦ 
partner. Therefore, it is not too adventurous a conclusion to state that participation in the 
EU science programme looks highly likely to have helped the UK science base become more 
productive than the US. 
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Other benefits of a pan-European science programme to EU and UK productivity  
 
1.1.9. Beyond the cross-border collaborations themselves providing more impact than 
domestic-only work, there are multiple additional properties of a pan-European science 
programme that confer increased science capacity and productivity to its members: 
 

¶ The presence of a pan-European fund helps prevent duplication of activity.  
 

¶ The spread of good practice is facilitated 1) by collaboration and researcher 
interactions and 2) by adoption of successful policies from one country (e.g. open 
access, open data) into a funding body present in multiple countries. 

 

¶ Such a large comprehensive programme covering the gamut of research and 
innovation areas sets a common framework for funding categorisation and 
comparisons; a spine against which national funding schemes can be benchmarked. 

 

¶ A single one-stop shop for international collaborations removes a vast amount of 
bureaucracy that would be incurred otherwise. Without the EU common pot of funds 
and common administration, a UK lab looking to partner with, for example, teams in 
four other countries would encounter serious trouble in finding full funding. The UK 
government (or any other) would be unlikely to fund a five-way collaboration on 
which the UK partner undertook 20% of the work. Similarly, all five partners 
attempting to obtain matched funds from their governments means five times the 
administrative loads, aligning five timelines of funding applications and work, and 
five times the jeopardy in getting the monies through. If each of the five applications 
had a 20% chance of success, then the overall chance of getting funding for all five 
partners would be 0.25 = 0.00032. The EU, however, regularly funds teams of many 
partners. This is because the governments of the EU members and associated 
countries have committed money to a common administration that can choose to 
fund constellations of labs, regardless of team composition, based solely on 
competitiveness of the proposal.  

 
 
мΦн  ά.ǊŜȄƛǘέ657 and free money for science 
 
άhǳǊ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƻǎŜ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƻƴ 
ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ Ǌƛǎƪȅ ƎŀƳōƭŜΦέ 
Analysis by economists at the Centre for Economic Performance (CEP) 
 
1.2.1. Stocktaking the current benefits of EU membership to UK science is not enough. 
Content from this House of Lords inquiry will be used to inform the debate on whether to 
stay in the EU or leave. To adequately address the role of UK science in the debate, we must 

                                            
657 ά.ǊŜȄƛǘέ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƻǊǘƘŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ ŜȄƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇΦ 
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compare realistic models of UK science continuing within the EU against realistic models of 
UK science moving to a position outside the EU.  
 
1.2.2. As an analogy: When evaluating the utility of any new drug or treatment, the medicine 
at hand must be compared not only with a placebo, but also with the best competing 
medicines on the market. In the case of EU membership, we must compare the current 
trajectory within the EU against more than flat-cash reimbursement of EU funds through UK 
funding mechanisms (placebo). We must compare UK science in continued EU membership 
with the most seductive alternatives being offered on the market.  
 
1.2.3. To summarise those alternatives; we, have widely encountered two notions:  
 

Firstly, that because the UK is a net contributor to the EU budget, then the UK could leave 
the EU and the surplus money gained from the transition could be channelled into research 
and innovation. In short, leaving the EU frees up money for UK science.  
 
Secondly, that because non-EU countries such as Norway and Israel can have full 
participation in EU science programmes such as Framework 7 and Horizon 2020, therefore 
there is no threaǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ŀǎ ƛǎΦ hƴ 
leaving, we simply buy back into EU science programme participation as the other countries 
do. 
 
Combined, the claims amount to an appealing package: On leaving the EU, the UK could 
continue reaping all the benefits of full membership on the EU science programme whilst 
having significant extra cash-in-hand to boost public investment in R&I at the national level. 
 
Both these notions are dangerously ς and demonstrably ς misinformed.  

 
1.2.4. In this section, we deal with the first claim of free money for science. In the next 
section, we utilise the clear precedent of Switzerland to explain why full membership is not 
an entitlement, why the UK is a special case, and why negotiations following a Brexit would 
result in a much diminished role for the UK on the EU science programme. 
 
 
The availability of money on a departure from the EU 
 
1.2.5. There is a claim by the campaign Vote Leave όǿƘƛŎƘ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƭƻƎŀƴ ά±ƻǘŜ [ŜŀǾŜ ς take 
ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭέύ ǘƘŀt a Brexit will free up money for R&I investment658. This claim is based on the 
¦Y ōŜƛƴƎ ŀ άƴŜǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƻǊέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜΦ 
 
1.2.6. The size of that net contribution varies, but according to analysis by economist Roger 
.ƻƻǘƭŜ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ нлмп ōƻƻƪ ά¢ƘŜ ǘǊƻǳōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜέ όǿƘƛŎƘΣ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘŀƭƭȅΣ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ƴƻ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ 
of EU research and innovation in its 201 pages), the UK paid a net £9.6bn into the EU in 
2012, about 0.6% of nominal GDP.   
 

                                            
658 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0tItgGcWVHw  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0tItgGcWVHw
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1.2.7. Models of impact to the UK economy on Brexit vary. The Centre for Economic 
Performance (CEP), calculated the UK could suffer income falls of between 6.3% to 9.5% of 
GDP under a pessimistic scenŀǊƛƻΦ /9t ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜ ƭƻǎŜǎ ƻŦ нΦн҈ D5t ǳƴŘŜǊ ŀƴ άƻǇǘƛƳƛǎǘƛŎ 
ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻέ όŀ ŦǊŜŜ ǘǊŀŘŜ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 9¦ύΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘŀƴƪ hǇŜƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜ ¦Y 
GDP could be 2.2% lower in 2030 if Britain leaves the EU and fails to strike a deal with the 
EU. In a best-case scenario (liberal trade arrangements with EU and globally, with large-scale 
deregulation at home), Britain could be better off by 1.6% of GDP in 2030. 

 
мΦнΦуΦ LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘƭȅΣ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƻǇǘƛƳƛǎǘƛŎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ 
ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŀ .ǊŜȄƛǘ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άōŜǎǘ ŎŀǎŜέ ҌмΦс҈ D5t ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ōȅ нлол ōȅ hǇŜƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜύ ŀƭƭ 
analyses model an immediate loss in GDP for the transition years following a Brexit. The size 
of that loss is substantially larger than the current net contribution of the UK to the EU 
budget.  

 
1.2.9. The triviality of the UK net contribution relative to the greater economic forces around 
transitioning out of EU membership have been noted by Eurosceptic economist Roger 
.ƻƻǘƭŜΥ ά¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǎǳƳǎ ƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǘŜ ƻŦ ƎǊŜŀǘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ς nor on 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳƻƳŜƴǘƻǳǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜΦέ659 

 
1.2.10. Therefore the attempt to financially gain in the short term via a Brexit is akin to killing 
the goose that lays the golden egg. It is a sure-fire short term loss, wiping any free money for 
R&I investment until at least a decade down the line ς according to the most optimistic 
scenarios. This strongly counters any claim that voting to leave the EU provides immediate 
funds for a shot in the arm of national science. The extra money simply will not be there for 
science as the UK economy is hit by huge transition costs. 

 
1.2.11. Even if it were the case that there were free cash-in-hand on a Brexit, the individuals 
offering this money to science (as part of their campaign) would have no power over its 
allocation. None of them have any track record in science policy or impact on national 
science budget allocations. They are simply in no position to offer money to national R&I ς 
even if that money were available. 
 
мΦнΦмнΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ǿƻǊǘƘ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ ƳƻƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƴŜǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ 
goes. The UK net contribution (and similarly, the net contributions of the other wealthier 
countries in the EU, such as Germany ς which contributes the most) has risen in recent years 
ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴ ŜŀǎǘǿŀǊŘǎΣ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƴŜǿ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƭŜǎǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ 
than western Europe. Regional development funds are being used to support their 
development. 
 
1.2.13. A huge transition from the FP7 to the Horizon 2020 timeframes concerns the use of 
regional development funds alongside the science programmes to support research and 
innovation capacity building. So wƘƛƭŜ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ όŀƴŘ ǎƻǳǘƘŜǊƴύ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ-
ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŦŜǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜέ ƛƴ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
(a decision which benefits the UK greatly), nevertheless, it is important that those EU 
countries which came into the competitive funding environment late receive adequate 

                                            
659 The Trouble with Europe (2014). http://www.amazon.co.uk/The-Trouble-Europe-Working-
Reformed/dp/1857886305  

http://www.amazon.co.uk/The-Trouble-Europe-Working-Reformed/dp/1857886305
http://www.amazon.co.uk/The-Trouble-Europe-Working-Reformed/dp/1857886305
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support to be competitive. Otherwise brain drain and disillusionment will drop capacity in 
those regions and for the EU overall.660  
 
1.2.14. Therefore, the new focus of the Commission to dedicate regional development funds 
to R&I means that the whole EU ecosystem of science is strengthened in all parts. The UK, as 
ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǇƭŀȅŜǊ ς benefits strongly in the long run when it can 
participate in and lead (more than any other country) ever more capable teams from an ever 
stronger region. 
 
мΦнΦмрΦ aǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άƴŜǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴέ ōŜƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƳƛǎŜŘ ōȅ Vote Leave to UK R&I is currently 
deployed to strengthen the pan-9¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ Ƙǳō ǘƘŀǘ ōƻƻǎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛƴ 
science. Therefore thoǎŜ ƳƻƴƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ōŜƛƴƎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ wϧL 
future. Ultimately, we see further by standing on the shoulders of a giant. 
 
 
1.3 A case study of Switzerland as a model for UK science outside the EU 
 
1.3.1. The contention that the UK can leave the EU and then re-join (or continue full member 
participation on) the EU science programme without notable difference from the current 
situation is addressed here. 
 
1.3.2. Fortunately, this discussion is not purely hypothetical, but rather based largely on the 
ǇǊŜŎŜŘŜƴǘ ƻŦ {ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΦ DƛǾŜƴ {ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘΩǎ 
high competence in science, geographical location in Europe, non-EU status and political 
difficulties with issues of EU immigration ς Switzerland is a hŜƭǇŦǳƭ ƳƻŘŜƭ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜ-
negotiation of science programme membership following a Brexit: 
 
1.3.3. Synopsis of the Swiss-EU science story: 
 

1. Switzerland is not a member of the EU but since 1992 has obtained full access to 
Framework Programmes, as part of agreements that also guarantee free movement of 
persons, contributing to the FP budget alongside other EU members. 

2. In 2014, a popular vote to limit mass migration was passed by a margin of 50.3 to 49.7% 
3. The Swiss government was then unable to commit to ratification of a free movement 

accord with Croatia. 
4. Switzerland was suspended from access to Horizon 2020. 
5. The Swiss government was forced to replicate at national level a temporary programme 

to replace immediate access to the ERC programme and subsequently negotiated 
limited access to H2020, with much reduced access to programmes, exclusion from the 
new SME Instrument and loss of ability to coordinate collaborative research within 
H2020. This is reliant on continued freedom of movement. Switzerland also funds Swiss 
participants in EU collaborative programmes directly at national level, requiring parallel 
domestic administration and an agreement to accept all funding decisions made in 
Brussels, effectively losing control of its national science budget. 

                                            
660 
http://www.researchresearch.com/index.php?option=com_news&template=rr_2col&view=article&articleId=1
341729 

http://www.researchresearch.com/index.php?option=com_news&template=rr_2col&view=article&articleId=1341729
http://www.researchresearch.com/index.php?option=com_news&template=rr_2col&view=article&articleId=1341729
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6. The Swiss were also not included on Erasmus+. They chose to ensure continuation of the 
scheme by paying nationally both for students leaving and for those coming in (i.e. 
paying double what they would as a member of the international programme). 

7. Negotiated access to H2020 will end in 2016, when Switzerland must either ratify the 
Croatia treaty or lose access to H2020 plus risk its bilateral trade agreements with the 
EU. 

8. Switzerland must contribute to H2020 based on GDP and population and has no role in 
developing funding topics. 

 
1.3.4. This case study of Switzerland represents an instructive set of circumstances for the 
UK with regard to Horizon 2020 access post-.ǊŜȄƛǘΦ {ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ 
dependent on free movement. Should the UK leave the EU and restrict freedom of 
movement, it will have no access to Horizon 2020 beyond third country status (Afghanistan, 
Argentina etc.). However, as detailed further on, the sheer size of the UK causes problems 
for re-joining the EU programme after rejecting the EU. 
 
мΦоΦрΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦Y Ƴǳǎǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǿƛǘƘŘǊŀǿŀƭ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл Ψōǳȅ 
ƛƴΩ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǿƛǎǎ ƳƻŘŜƭΣ ǿƛƭƭ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ 9¦ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴΦ 
Switzerland makes a contribution to the Horizon 2020 budget based on its GDP and its 
population, but the UK may have to pay more than its current contribution and/or accept 
limited involvement, due to its size, so as not to be so overtly disruptive (without the 
counter-balance of net contribution investment into less competitive regions).  
 
1.3.6. It will also have to follow Switzerland in creating domestic administration structures 
for programmes where it will fund UK participation in Horizon 2020 collaboration from 
domestic budgets.  This has the double disadvantage of replicating a complete 
administration structure in the UK that operates on EU financial and legal rules without any 
role in creating those rules, and it must agree to a single evaluation decision made in 
Brussels to avoid damaging the partner-worthiness of UK participants with an additional UK 
level of evaluation. 
 
1.3.7. The requirement to agree to implement funding decisions made in Brussels will ensure 
that the UK cannot control budget allocated to such collaborations. This creates a scenario in 
conflict with claims by anti-EU groups. The UK will still be contributing to EU science 
financially, it will have no control over domestic budget for collaborative research and it will 
have to sustain a parallel administration structure. This combination of factors means that 
the UK cannot make a simple financial calculation on financial contribution to EU science nor 
estimate how much it would retain to find UK research post-Brexit. 



Scientists for EU Campaign ς Written evidence (EUM0058) 

552 

 
 

 
мΦоΦуΦ LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǇŜǊǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
science programmes must be addressed upfront. Unlike Switzerland, Norway, Turkey or any 
of the non-EU countries that hope to become full Associated Countries on the EU science 
programme ς the UK has a lot more to lose. 
 
1.3.9. The UK is currently a full member of the EU, meaning that it has a political say in the 
development of the science programme. It is also the leading player on the EU science 
programme, winning more grants than any other country during Horizon 2020 so far. That 
means it has overtaken Germany, which was the leading country on FP7 (see Figure 4 
above). 
 
1.3.10. This combination of the political input (and the UK has, due to its population size, the 
ǘƘƛǊŘ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŘŜƭŜƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ tŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǇǊƻǿŜǎǎ ƳŜŀƴǎ 
that the UK has the kind of status and power on the programme that no non-EU 
participating country has. These other countries are easily absorbed into the overall 
programme at a cost. Whether they are EU members or not, they would not command much 
of a political say on overarching science direction and management.  
 
1.3.11. This commanding position for the UK means that, on Brexit, a buy-back into the 
programme as a full Associated Member would have several major flaws: 
 

¶ The largest player on the programme would have no political say about its formation. 
 

¶ Playing by the same rules as others means a 12% contribution of funds for 16% gain 
of competitive funds ς ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ŘŀƳŀƎƛƴƎ Ǌŀǘƛƻ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 

Figure 4: The UK is now the leading country in terms of number of projects won from Horizon 2020 
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size, given also that it is no longer a net contributor to an EU budget and therefore 
not supporting the R&I of other EU countries. 

 

¶ The threat of the UK changing its immigration policies at any stage offers major 
disruption to the programme, which must respond according to the precedent with 
Switzerland. 

 
1.3.11. In conclusion, the UK acquiring full Associated Country status on Brexit is not an 
option. The EU has already introduced and used the concept of Partial Association with 
Switzerland and would do the same with the UK, tailoring a deal to maximise its own 
interests.  
 
 
The impact on Swiss science of a partial access deal 
 
 
1.3.12. Although it is early days in Horizon 2020, nevertheless, data available clearly show 
the disruption caused to Swiss science performance on the EU program (Figure 5) 661. The 
uncertainty and renegotiations, despite clawing back participation on areas of the program 
ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǘƻ {ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΣ Ƙŀǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ŀ ƳŀǊƪŜŘ ǘƻƭƭΦ  

 
1.3.13. Swiss participation in H2020 and financial benefit has declined significantly, despite 
negotiated access. The above graph suggests a drop in participation by over 40% for 

                                            
661 https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/sites/horizon2020/files/horizon_2020_first_results.pdf 

Figure 5: Comparison of participation levels during FP7 and the latest figures from H2020. Switzerland 
indicates a 40% drop in participation. 
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Switzerland ς highlighting the cost of renegotiation confusion even for a highly-competitive 
scientific community.  
 
1.3.14. Swiss sources (private communication) report a declined trust in Swiss research 
partners and rapid reduction in their engagement in collaboration ς the Swiss science sector 
is reliant on immigration and its innovative performance is likely to decline, particularly if it 
must completely exit Horizon 2020 membership in 2016. 
 
1.4. Retaining EU membership: Is the EU headed in the right direction for UK science? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CƛƎǳǊŜ ŎƻǇƛŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ϧ {Ŏƛ±ŀƭ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ όнлмоύΦ ά9ǳǊƻǇŜέ ŘŜƴƻǘŜǎ ŀƭƭ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀƛŘ 
into the FP7 science programme (ie. 27 member states plus 14 associated countries) 
 

1.4.1. The UK is currently in the driving seat of a global hub of research excellence that is 
larger than the US in output size, growing faster than the US (see diagram above), and with a 
far higher rate of international collaborations at a time when the impact of international 
collaborations are bringing increasingly high impact.  
 
 
From Eurocracy to leadership 
 
1.4.2. However, the benefits of the UK remaining within the structure of the EU go beyond 
the clear internationalisation-impact dynamic. The increasing competence of the EU in 
science management is beginning to be felt. 
 

Figure 6: Retaining EU membership: Is the EU headed in the right direction for UK science? 
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1.4.3. Whether one considers the bold commitment to increasing science investment despite 
shrinking overall budgets, a holistic and well-articulated vision for science, closer democratic 
accountability for the budgeting and priority-setting within science, success in linking 
universities with small businesses, open data, bold infrastructure, the European Research 
Council and plans for a similar innovation council, or newfound transparency around its 
science programme outputs ς it is clear the EU has discovered an appetite for science 
leadership. The body has transitioned from a painful bureaucratic funder662 poorly copying a 
US lead into a true leader confidently setting its own agenda.  
 
мΦпΦпΦ ¦Y ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎƛŀƴǎ ŜǾŜƴ ŀŎǘ ŀǎ ŀ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊ ǘƻ ¦Y ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΩǎ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ƘŀǊƴŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ 
benefits of the EU. The low participation rate of UK SMEs on Horizon 2020 relative to our 
universities is directly attributable to very poor advertising through channels such as BIS and 
Innovate UK.663  
 
1.4.5. Any pride that British politicians may feel about the quality of British science in 
comparison to other countries in the EU should have their mood strongly tempered by the 
realisation that in the eyes of many British scientists, the EU is stealing a march on the UK in 
science policy leadership. New directions and capacities that our UK scientists argue for are 
now rapidly adopted within EU thinking, whilst in the UK, common knowledge about core 
needs (e.g. a funding increase to a 3% target) often circulates perennially with inaction by 
the parties in power and their appointees.  
 
 
Section 2: Direct answers to the questions set by the inquiry 
 
2.1 Funding 
 
Q1: What is the scale of the financial contribution from the EU to science and research in 
the UK? How does the financial contribution the UK receives compare with other member 
states in terms of, for instance, population, GDP, scientific strength or any other relevant 
indicators? 
 
2.1.1. The UK receives funding for R&D from the EU primarily in two ways: EU frameworks 
such as FP7 and Horizon 2020 provide direct funding for international research and Cohesion 
Funding may optionally be spent on R&D by the UK government.  
 
2.1.2. Over the course of FP7 the UK obtained the second highest level of funding of 
ϵоΦфōƴΦ664 hŦ ǘƘŜ ϵмлΦсōƴ /ƻƘŜǎƛƻƴ CǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ ϵпΦрōƴ ǿŀǎ ǎǇŜƴǘ ƻƴ wϧLΦ665 Not accounting for 
the vagaries of changing exchange rates, that equates to £5.88bn (today's rates) over the 

                                            
662 Galsworthy, M.J. & aŎYŜŜΣ aΦ  όнлмоύΦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ άIƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнлέ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΥ Iƻǿ ƛǎ ƛǘ  
shaping up? Journal of Health Services Research and Policy. doi: 10.1177/1355819613476017  
663 http://www.theguardian.com/science/political-science/2014/feb/18/eurosceptics-could-damage-british-
science-and-innovation  
664 
http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/pdf/research_policies/country_files/United_Kingdom_Country_Profile_RR2014_
FINAL.pdf  
665 ibid. 

http://www.theguardian.com/science/political-science/2014/feb/18/eurosceptics-could-damage-british-science-and-innovation
http://www.theguardian.com/science/political-science/2014/feb/18/eurosceptics-could-damage-british-science-and-innovation
http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/pdf/research_policies/country_files/United_Kingdom_Country_Profile_RR2014_FINAL.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/pdf/research_policies/country_files/United_Kingdom_Country_Profile_RR2014_FINAL.pdf
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2007-2013 term of FP7. This is equivalent to 10% of the total spend on R&I (in all sectors) of 
UK government, RC's, HEFC's and HEIs for the full period of 2007-2013. 
 
2.1.3. The scale of the EU financial contribution to UK science is also increasing. This is 
particularly salient against a backdrop of under-funding from our own government. The EU 
expenditure on research and innovation under the Framework Programmes and their 
successor, Horizon 2020 has risen sharply recently, more than tripling over the last 10 years. 
 
Table 1: The EU Science Programmes from Framework Programme 5 (FP5) onwards. 

Programme Years .ǳŘƎŜǘ όϵ.ύ !Ǿ ǎǇŜƴŘκȅŜŀǊ όϵ.ύ 

FP5 1998-2002 15.0 3.0 

FP6 2002-2006 17.9 3.6 

FP7 2007-2013 53.2 7.6 

Horizon 2020 2014-2020 80.0 11.4 

 
2.1.4. The impact of this recent surge can best be seen in funding profiles provided by the 
most recent Research Excellence Framework (REF) documents. The REF 2014 analysed the 
research of 154 UK universities with 1,911 submissions covering 52,061 academic staff, 
191,150 research outputs and 6,975 impact case studies.666 The panel overview reports from 
the REF (published in Jan 2015) contain figures showing the sources of funding for UK 
university research from 2001 up to the year 2013 (the last year of FP7). We have compiled 
those graphs into a single diagram (see on next page).  
 
Extrapolating the REF funding diagrams to now and the future 
2.1.5. Given the increased funding for Horizon 2020 from FP7 ς and given the increasing 
proportion of money won by the UK, it would be fair to continue the extrapolation of the 
ά9¦ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘέ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƭƛƴŜ ǳǇǿŀǊŘǎ ƛƴ ŀƭƭ ŦƻǳǊ ǇŀƴŜƭǎΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ōȅ ƴƻǿΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
ȅŜŀǊ нлмрΣ ά9¦ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘέ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƛƴ о ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ п w9C 
panels. Only Panel A (Life and medical sciences) shows a relatively low projected influence of 
EU funding. 
 

                                            
666 http://www.ref.ac.uk/  

http://www.ref.ac.uk/
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Comparison of UK with other countries for EU funds, participation and coordination won 
 
2.1.6. The UK is the lead performer within EC funding programmes across the spectrum 
when it comes to applications and participation rate. As noted earlier in this submission, 
although Germany won the most projects during FP7 overall, the UK has overtaken Germany 
to pole position on Horizon 2020 so far (incidentally, the UK overtook Germany in the last 2 
years of FP7, according to a speech by Commissioner Moedas to the Royal Society667 in 
March 2015). Nevertheless, Germany remains in the lead (and extends the lead in Horizon 
2020) with actual amount of funding won.668 
 

                                            
667 http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-15-4658_en.htm  
668 https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/sites/horizon2020/files/horizon_2020_first_results.pdf  

Figure 7: Graphs copied from REF Panel overviews and compiled into a single diagram. Explaining the 
panels: Panel A: Life sciences. Panel B: Engineering and Physical sciences. Panel C: Social sciences. Panel D: 
Arts & humanities. 

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-15-4658_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/sites/horizon2020/files/horizon_2020_first_results.pdf
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2.1.7. The Horizon 2020 First Results report669 shows UK in 10th place for success rate of 
applications (a measure of quality of applications). Although it should be noted that the 
range of success rates is narrow for the 28 EU member states (11-17%), unlike under FP7 
where there was greater variation (14-26.5%). The same report shows the UK in 16th place 
for application rate per capita and 21st place out of 28 for SME instrument participation per 
capita (although Germany was 23rd and France 24th indicating probable disconnect of small 
business awareness of EU funds in larger countries). 
 
2.1.8. The UK is particularly dominant in two areas; winning European Research Council 
grants and playing the coordinator role on multinational health projects.  
 
2.1.9. Within the European Research Council grants allocated from 2007 to 2014670 the UK 
obtained over 30% more grants than the nearest competitor, Germany (1225 vs 808) across 
the five grant types (Figure 8). 
 

 
Figure 8: Numbers of grants allocated by the ERC to individual countries. Grant types are: ADV, 
advanced; CONS, consolidator; POC, proof of concept; STRT, starting; SYN, synergy. 

 
2.1.10. ERC grants are particularly important because they are 1) generous in funds, 2) are 
awarded by a panel of leading scientists, 3) investigator-driven, 4) highly-competitive, 5) 
attract top talent from anywhere in the world to work in the EU and the science 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ /ƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ a global brand of excellence facilitating 
the attraction of world-leading talent. 
 
Health Project Coordination 
2.1.11. UK researchers have particular expertise in health. Under FP5 and FP6 combined, UK 
institutions coordinated just over 20% of all health-related projects.671 Under FP7, that 
coordination rate rose to 23% and under Horizon 2020 it stands so far at 34%672 

                                            
669 https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/sites/horizon2020/files/horizon_2020_first_results.pdf  
670 https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics 
671 Galsworthy, M.J. et al (2013)  An analysis of subject areas and country participation for all health-related 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ Ctр ŀƴŘ Ctс ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎΦ  9ǳǊ W tǳōƭƛŎ IŜŀƭǘƘΦ ŘƻƛΥ млΦмлфоκŜǳǊǇǳōκŎƪǘлтр 

https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/sites/horizon2020/files/horizon_2020_first_results.pdf
https://erc.europa.eu/projects-and-results/statistics
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Q2: What is the scale of the financial contribution from the UK to the EU that supports 
science and research activities? 
 
2.1.12. The UK economy regularly makes payments of around 1% GDP to the EU budget. This 
is very similar for all EU member states. The overall EU budget therefore stands at around 
м҈ ƻŦ 9¦ D5tΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ŀ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻŦ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ άƻǿƴ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎκ 
corrections (including the UK rebate) make the finances more complex673. 
 
2.1.13. To understand the proportion of the funds that support R&I activities, one needs to 
look at the EU budget itself ς or more specifically, the multiannual financial framework 
(MFF). It is not just Horizon 2020 that supports current science and research activities.  
 
нΦмΦмпΦ hǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ϵтфōƴ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻΥ /ƻǇŜǊƴƛŎǳǎ όϵпΦоōƴΤ ŀ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŦƻǊ 
ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 9ŀǊǘƘύΣ /h{a9 όϵнΦоōƴΤ /ƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ 9ƴǘŜǊǇǊƛǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ {a9ǎύΣ 9Ǌŀsmus+ 
όϵмпΦуōƴΤ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ 
ŜƴǘŜǊǇǊƛǎŜǎΣ bDhǎύΣ DŀƭƛƭŜƻ όϵтōƴΤ ǎǘŀǘŜ-of-the-art global satellite navigation system), ITER 
όϵоōƴΤ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ Ŧǳǎƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛƴ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ¦{Σ /ƘƛƴŀΣ WŀǇŀƴΣ LƴŘƛa, Russia & South 
Korea), and other programmes that overtly or indirectly support science and technology. The 
programmes of the 2014-2020 MFF and their allocations are listed on the Commission 
website674.  
 
 

                                                                                                                                        
672 http://www.scripintelligence.com/home/The-Brexit-Effect-A-Blow-To-UK-Life-Science-Leadership-361337  
673 http://ec.europa.eu/budget/mff/resources/index_en.cfm  
674 http://ec.europa.eu/budget/mff/programmes/index_en.cfm  

http://www.scripintelligence.com/home/The-Brexit-Effect-A-Blow-To-UK-Life-Science-Leadership-361337
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/mff/resources/index_en.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/mff/programmes/index_en.cfm
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Figure 9Υ ¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ multiannual financial framework (taken from EC website). Collectively, 1a and 1b 
ŀǊŜ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ά{ƳŀǊǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƭŀōŜƭŜŘ н ŀǊŜ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΥ 
bŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέ 

 
2.1.15. All of the MFF programmes listed as science and research activities above, including 
IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнлΣ Ŧŀƭƭ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ мŀ ƘŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƛŜ ŎƘŀǊǘ ŀōƻǾŜ όά/ƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ŦƻǊ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ 
ŀƴŘ ƧƻōǎέύΣ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ мо҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǎǇŜƴŘΦ ±ŜǊȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘƭȅΣ 
ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ IŜŀŘƛƴƎ мō όά9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛŀƭ ŎƻƘŜǎƛƻƴέύ ƛǎ ŦƛƭƭŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ 
ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ϵмурōƴ ά[Ŝǎǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎέΣ ǘƘŜ ϵррōƴ άaƻǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
ϵтрōƴ ά/ƻƘŜǎƛƻƴ ŦǳƴŘέ ς all of which aim to drive economic growth primarily through 
capacity building of research and innovation.675 
 
нΦмΦмсΦ ¸Ŝǘ ŜǾŜƴ ƘŜŀŘƛƴƎǎ ƭƛƪŜ ά{ŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎƘƛǇέ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 
ϵппфƳ IŜŀƭǘƘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ άǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƛƴŜǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ 
protect people from serious cross-border health threats, encourage innovation in health and 
ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΦέ ! Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ 
research focus.  
 
2.1.17. Therefore it would take painstaking classification work to go through the entire set of 
programmes and designate whether they support άǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎέ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ 
ǿƘŀǘ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀǎ ŀ ŎǊǳŘŜ ǊǳƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘǳƳōΣ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ IŜŀŘƛƴƎ м όŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘ άǎƳŀǊǘ 
ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘέ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎƛƴƎ мŀ ŀƴŘ мō ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇƛŜ ŎƘŀǊǘύ ƛǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ŀǘ ŘǊƛǾƛƴƎ 
stable economic advancement primarily through capacity-building in research and 
innovation activities. That means that 47% of the EU budget has a clear emphasis on 
supporting science and research activities. 

                                            
675 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/archive/what/future/index_en.cfm  

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/archive/what/future/index_en.cfm
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2.1.18. This is a shift away from Regional Development Funding during the FP7 timeframe 
where R&I activity was recommended, but not directly supported, leading to expenditure on 
physical (eg transportation) infrastructure. The current 2014-2020 MFF is clearly geared to 
research, innovation and small businesses through regional specialisation. Thus it will 
ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊŜŀΦ  
 
 
Q3: What is the effectiveness and efficiency with which these funds are managed in the EU 
compared to the management of science funding in the UK? Particularly, when 
administrative overheads, quality of decision-making and advisory processes are 
considered? 
 
2.1.19. Management of large scale collaborative research from multiple countries, using 
ǘŀȄǇŀȅŜǊǎΩ ƳƻƴŜȅΣ ƛǎ ƛƴŜǾƛǘŀōƭȅ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀŘǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭŀƛƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǎƭƻǿƴŜǎǎ όƻŦǘŜƴ ƧǳǎǘƛŦƛŜŘύ 
in processing reporting and finances. This is more a challenge for SME participation where 
cashflow is critical, than for universities, which can manage cashflow over longer periods. 
The European Commission budget for such management has declined (under pressure from 
countries such as the UK) to reduce costs and project administration is increasingly carried 
out through external agencies to the EC.  
 
2.1.20. UK project administration is on a different scale to EU administration ς projects are 
smaller, with fewer partners and primarily within domestic institutions, bound by the same 
legal and financial laws. They cannot easily be compared to administration of EU 
programmes. However, the experiences of applicants can be fairly compared.  
 
2.1.21. Previous incarnations of the EU science programme came in for many complaints 
concerning complexities, pointless timesheets and unduly long time-to-grant processing 
periods.676 ¢ƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ōǊƛƴƎƛƴƎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ {a9ǎ ƛƴǘƻ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ 
2020 meant that the programme absolutely had to drop bureaucracies in order to make the 
programme attractive to the desired audience.677 For Horizon 2020, the widely-hated 
timesheets for full-time employees on projects were dropped and strong emphasis placed 
on time-to-grant targets, despite a huge surge of applications. The Commission now claim 
that they have met their 8 month time-to-grant target in 95% of cases.678 
 
 
2.2 Collaboration 
 
Q4: What are the benefits to UK science and research of participation in EU collaborations 
and funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 and the European Research Council? 
 
2.2.1. The UK achieves a huge benefit from access to collaborative research programmes and 
the ERC funds. This submission has already fully documented the huge reputational and 

                                            
676 DŀƭǎǿƻǊǘƘȅΣ aΦWΦ ϧ aŎYŜŜΣ aΦ  όнлмоύΦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ άIƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнлέ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΥ Iƻǿ ƛǎ 
it shaping up? Journal of Health Services Research and Policy. doi: 10.1177/1355819613476017 
677 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201213/ldselect/ldeucom/162/162.pdf  
678 https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/sites/horizon2020/files/horizon_2020_first_results.pdf  

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201213/ldselect/ldeucom/162/162.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/sites/horizon2020/files/horizon_2020_first_results.pdf
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impact advantage that such multinational projects confer. The size and increasing brand of 
the ERC grants also ensures the UK has an attractive mechanism to bring to its labs the 
ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘŀƭŜƴǘΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƳŀȅōŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ǘƘŜ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ 
confers is the leadership/coordination role on multinational projects. 
 
2.2.2. Probably the most detrimental impact to UK science following a Brexit would be the 
loss of coordination roles. It is hard to tell if this would occur per se or only in response to 
immigration quotas. Of the projects in which the UK participated in the FP7 Health program, 
it coordinated almost 23%. In H2020, the coordination percentage is 34%, ahead of Germany 
(29%)679.  The UK is an extremely good project coordinator, with a keen market drive and an 
entrepreneurial ecosystem. These coordination roles are almost always taken by 
universities, which have developed experienced and sophisticated management teams that 
not only deliver a solid project but also apply their expanded skills into business planning 
and a more strategic development of university key strengths. 
 
2.2.3. There are fundamental advantages to coordinating international collaborations, and 
such a loss would reshape the UK research landscape. Inevitably, there will be a loss of 
revenue.  Coordinating an international partnership brings significant additional income and 
can fund management, business development or technology transfer posts, enabling 
universities to scale up their professionalism in research management and exploitation. 
 
2.2.4. The coordinator also invariably drives the science in a project ς they are the ones that 
initiate the project idea, develop the consortium and undertake most of the proposal 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭǎƻ ŘŀƳŀƎŜ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇΣ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘ 
or retain leading researchers, whether established group leaders or ambitious young 
scientists. The world of academic research is driven by striving to lead your field. 
Coordinating large teams of labs is a clear path to establishing leadership. Losing a 
mechanism to coordinate international projects will reduce the quality of research leaders in 
the UK, with the inevitable slide in global research rankings as a direct result. 
 
2.2.5. EU membership also brings access to a scale of international collaboration that the UK 
cannot replicate, in terms of scale or access to skills.  The emergence of public private 
partnerships within the EU, with the Innovative Medicines Initiative (IMI) being the most 
significant example, This funding programme engages major pharma companies and the 
European Commission to target bottlenecks in drug discovery.  This programme funds 
projects worth hundreds of millions of euros and engages all the pharma companies 
currently in the UK.  These companies are not going to disengage from IMI in the event of a 
Brexit in order to replicate programmes at a national level. Switzerland currently has access 
to IMI through its negotiated Horizon 2020 access but it will lose that access if it restricts 
freedom of movement. 
 
 
Q5: What is the influence of EU membership on bilateral collaboration between the UK 
and other EU member states? Are collaborations with member states stronger than with 
non-EU countries as a result of EU membership? Or, are bilateral collaborations with 
member states inhibited by requirements to work through EU mechanisms? 
                                            
679 Analysis by Claire Skentelbery utilising data from: http://cordis.europa.eu/projects/home_en.html  
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2.2.6. The question focuses on bilateral collaboration, suggesting a mechanism beyond the 
broad multinational research projects of Horizon 2020 where two countries work together.  
There are already mechanisms such as the Eureka programme and ERANets within Horizon 
2020 which provide a platform for bilateral research, primarily between SMEs, utilizing local 
or national funding sources and managed at funding provider level.  EU countries also 
undertake bilateral research outside Horizon 2020, particularly in research areas of specific 
interest e.g. regenerative medicine.  These are often driven at cluster or regional level, 
making use of local funds, rather than national sources. Bilateral collaboration within the EU 
is not hindered by EU membership, indeed there are no differences between EU or non-EU 
collaboration beyond national legal requirements.   
 
2.2.7. Bilateral collaborations beyond the EU are also undertaken regularly, both as a 
mechanism to access novel innovation and also to open access into new markets ς the US 
and Canada are particularly strong targets for market access and investment reasons.  
Bilateral agreements are normally on an industrial basis, for SME collaboration primarily.  
Israel has a number of collaborations with Europe. 
 
2.2.8. Non-EU partnerships are often more effectively created through EU mechanisms as 
many non-EU countries have defined access to Horizon 2020 projects.  For example, US 
organisations in Horizon 2020 are funded directly by Brussels, rather than through their own 
US funds.  The structure of NIH funding does not encourage collaboration and this Horizon 
2020 is a more powerful mechanism for building partnerships. 
 
2.2.9. It must be confirmed here that the level of regional or national funds allocated to 
bilateral agreements is usually low, both inside and outside Europe and the agreements 
short term.  The presence of Horizon 2020 as a substantial collaborative funding programme 
negates the need for smaller scale collaboration and is considered a strong tool for effective 
collaboration.  If the UK were to leave the EU and Horizon 2020, its ability to create bilateral 
agreements would be limited by the willingness of other EU countries to invest in such 
agreements to the detriment of their participation in Horizon 2020. 
 
 
2.2.10. The ease of collaboration both legally ŀƴŘ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƛǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
success with research outputs. An investigation680 of the publications recorded in the online 
index PubMed shows that outputs where the UK is partnered with at least one of the other 
27 full EU member states more than doubles the number of collaborative outputs with the 
United States (Table 2). Collaborations with China are a quarter the number of those with 
the USA and collaborations with India are around a third of those with China.  
 
2.2.11. Of special importance is the observation that of those collaborations with either the 
USA, China or India, about a third also include another EU member state (nearing a half for 
USA). It has been stated recently by several countries that the UK is their access point to the 
9¦ ōǳǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǘǊǳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘƻ ǿƛŘŜǊ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ 
 

                                            
680 By Rob Davidson, using: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed  
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Table 2: Collaborative research outputs as recorded in PubMed for year 01/01/2014 - 
01/01/2015 

UK partner Number of 
publications 
(2014) 

Number of publications where 
at least one other EU member 
was also listed as author (2014) 

% of collaborative 
papers that include 
an EU partner. 

EU* 13,336   

USA 6,242 2,850 46% 

China 1,432 468 33% 

India 563 202 36% 

* (at least one of the 27 non-UK, EU members) 
 
 
Q6: How is private investment in UK science and research influenced by EU membership? 
Is international investment leveraged on the basis of this membership? How does EU 
membership affect the growth of research-intensive UK companies?  
 
2.2.12. The UK attracts a significant amount of private investment into its life sciences 
sector.  A July 2015 report from the BIA and Evaluate681 recorded IPOs valuing a total of over 
£340 million in 2014 and private investments of $430 million.  This investment is based on a 
diverse number of factors: 
 

¶ Strong science base with knowledge transfer into start-ups and spin offs 

¶ Development of a sustainable commercial lifescience base during the 1990s which 
reached maturity in a number of clusters across the UK 

¶ Creation of a critical mass of business skills in scientific company management, 
avoiding many of the issues in emerging regions 

¶ Association with strong legal and financial centres such as London 

¶ Seen as a friendly point at which to enter the EU. 
 
2.2.13. All of these points are linked to EU membership. The UK will still be a strong target 
for investment outside Europe but it will be considerably diminished as all of the points 
above become diminished outside EU membership: 
 

¶ Strong science base and knowledge transfer: Loss of collaborative leadership will be a 
significant blow to the UK research base, with associated loss of knowledge transfer 
capability as management budgets decline alongside scientific budgets. The loss of 
international project leadership will also reduce the production of patentable 
research outcomes in the UK 

¶ Sustainable life science base: As the patentable outcomes decline from universities 
through loss of research leadership, start-ups and spin offs will start to decline and 
this will feed into the pipeline.  This will result in fewer service providers and a 
general decline in the cluster landscape.  Companies in the UK are likely to create EU 
research bases in order to access H2020 and this will lead to movement of skills and 
resources away from UK bases. 

                                            
681 BIA and evaluate report: UK Biotech A 10 year horizon: http://www.bioindustry.org/document-library/uk-
biotech-a-10-year-horizon/ 

http://www.bioindustry.org/document-library/uk-biotech-a-10-year-horizon/
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¶ Business and research skills: The loss of international collaborative leadership will 
result in the reduction of senior researchers developing in universities and also 
moving to the UK (although immigration restrictions will also achieve this).  Within 
the business community, fewer start-ups will start to reduce the population of skilled 
managers and also reduce the skills within the service community.  This is a trend 
that is very hard to reverse. 

¶ Association with strong financial and legal centres: Lack of access to Europe will 
reduce the value of the UK as a financial or legal centre, particularly as these centres 
will not be directly engaged in the EU 

¶ Point of access to the EU: This will be a strong dis-incentive to investment because 
the market options are restricted and it is no longer an entry point to the EU. 

 
2.2.14. In UK expenditure it can be seen that the UK Research Councils have been increasing 
their spend on Knowledge Transfer (KT) since 2008 despite a stagnant or falling overall 
budget at constant prices (Table 3). Whether this is linked to EU policy or simply coincidence 
is unclear but the existence of the EU recommendations in this area is very welcome. 
 
Table 3: UK Research Council budget and expenditure on Knowledge Transfer (Constant 
prices) 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

UK RC expenditure on KT682  
(£millions) 

 
44  

 
51  

 
83  

 
95  

 
195  

 
184 

UK public funding of RCs 683 
(£millions 3,079 3,157 3,125 3,053 2,722 2,899 

  
 
2.2.15. In terms of more general private investment aided by EU membership, a recent 
article discussed the case of the ~2,500 German companies that employ 500,000 people in 
the UK and their spokesperson highlighted the benefits that came from ease of movement 
of talent as well as the stability and facility of the current EU-wide trade agreements684. 
 
 
Q7: How does the UK participate in the creation and operation of international facilities 
that are available as a consequence of our EU membership? Are there any restrictions in 
the creation and operation of international facilities outside the EU as a consequence of 
our EU membership? 
 
2.2.16. The UK has been a major actor in the hosting and development of international 
infrastructures, such as the European Molecular Biology Laboratory (EMBL), based in 
Cambridge and The European Medicines Agency685 is also based in London. This attracts 
relevant knowledge and industry into the vicinity. A loss of EU membership would most 
probably move such institutions outside the UK. 

                                            
682 http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/re-reference-tables.html?edition=tcm%3A77-370739 
683 http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/re-reference-tables.html?edition=tcm%3A77-353643  
684 http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/eu-referendum-german-companies-issue-a-please-stay-
appeal-ahead-of-membership-vote-10375103.html 
685 http://www.ema.europa.eu/ema/  
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http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/eu-referendum-german-companies-issue-a-please-stay-appeal-ahead-of-membership-vote-10375103.html
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/eu-referendum-german-companies-issue-a-please-stay-appeal-ahead-of-membership-vote-10375103.html
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2.2.17. The UK is also an integral partner in facilities open across Europe, giving access to 
facilities and skills that would be hard to replicate in the UK alone, even if funding was 
ploughed into new facilities at a scale never seen in the UK.  Facilities such as CERN, 
European Space Agency, European Southern Observatory, European Synchrotron Radiation 
Facility and the Institut Laue are all connected into the UK and represent decades of 
partnership. 
 
2.2.18. The loss of EU membership will make access to such facilities significantly more 
complex, as benefit of EU membership will have to be replicated, if possible, as an external 
partner, rather than an EU partner.  It would be likely that greater direct costs for access to 
facilities would be incurred, no ongoing relationships for research through channels such as 
H2020.  The UK could no doubt recreate partial access from outside the EU but it will be a 
partnership more in line with non-European partners such as the US.  
 
2.2.19. In terms of hosting academic or business meetings, the current Freedom of 
Movement arrangement of EU membership means that the UK is an attractive place to host 
meetings. Very few participants (especially for Europe-based work) need visas. This would 
change dynamics should the UK leave and negate FoM arrangements with the EU. 
 
 
Q8: What contribution does EU membership make to the quality of UK science and 
research through the free movement of people? How does this compare with flows of 
people between the UK and non-EU countries such as the USA, India, China and 
Singapore? 
 
2.2.20. AccordiƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ άInternational Comparative Performance of the UK Research 
Base ς нлмоέΣ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ōȅ 9ƭǎŜǾƛŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 
Skills (BIS), 71.6% of UK researchers were internationally mobile between 1996-2012. The UK 
currently has a significant percentage of non-UK scientists (15% from the EU) within its 
universities and companies and a strong performance for UK scientists internationally also. 
The freedom of movement of people within the EU has underpinned economic and scientific 
development in all countries. Science is international by its very nature and if universities 
cannot attract the best researchers globally, they will not compete. 
 
2.2.21. Of the last 10 UK Nobel Prize winners within scientific fields, five held non-UK 
passports and eight had worked outside the UK before their Nobel Prize.  It would be 
reasonable to ask how many would have been in the UK at all if there were restrictions on 
movement.  Not only because they may have not been able to take up a post in the UK but 
also because they would not be able to lead international research projects (funded through 
the EU) or recruit the best researchers to their laboratories. 
 
2.2.22. Cluster development is also linked to mobility of skilled personnel and not just the 
ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎΦ  tŜƻǇƭŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƳƻǾŜ ǘƻ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ 
good quality of life ς if the partner of a researcher cannot work, there are short term visa 
restrictions, or there are constraints on access to schooling or social benefits, then the 
researcher will not move there. 
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Q9: Does EU membership inhibit collaborations with countries outside the EU, for example 
by requiring the UK to adopt EU-wide immigration policies rather than bespoke ones for 
the UK? 
 
2.2.23. The UK does produce many collaborative research outputs with non-EU participants. 
What has also been stated in relation to that table is that international collaborations with 
non-EU states often involves EU member states (45% in the case of UK/USA collaborative 
publications). This shows that EU membership does not inhibit collaborations with countries 
outside the EU. In fact, there is demonstrated facilitation through the Horizon 2020 
framework.   
 
2.2.24. It is true that the UK collaborates most with other EU members but this is far from an 
imposition. The EU is, after all, the most productive research bloc in the world and so it is 
natural that the UK should want to engage most with EU members, especially given its 
frequent leadership role in these successful projects.  
 
нΦнΦнрΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨDƭƻō{ŎƛΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ686 ǎǘǳŘƛŜŘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ Ŧƭƻǿ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άFor 
Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΣ ΨƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊǎΩ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘ ƛƴ 
the frequent exchange of researchers amongst EU member states. The UK bucks this trend 
somewhat by sending most of its own scientists to far away Anglophone countries like USA, 
Canada and Australia. The UK still receives most scientists from relative neighbours Germany 
and Italy. The point being that it should be expected that the UK would do most 
collaboration with other EU members due to the geographic proximity, cultural similarity 
and human nature which ultimately prefers to stay close to home ς in the survey, the 
primary reasons for researchers to leave a country were to join family, highlighting the 
importance of being close to family in general. 
 
нΦнΦнсΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǿŀȅ ŦƻǊ 9¦ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘ ǘŀƭŜƴǘ ƛǎ 
when the UK itself puts restrictions on total net migration.  
 
2.2.27. The UK has enforced such restrictions despite widespread reporting that 
international students are a boon to the economy and take out little from public services 
due to their low age and lack of dependents. A detailed report from Sheffield University 
claimed that their 8,200 international students would bring £136.8 million to the local 
economy687, a figure that when extrapolated to the successful reduction in student 
immigrants approaches £1 billion per annum lost. It can be surmised that if the UK were to 
leave the freedom of movement agreement it would not be to allow larger scale 
immigration from the rest of the world even where the economy, public purse, public 
services or science desperately required it.  
 
2.2.28. There have been several high profile calls for the UK to adopt an Australian-style 
Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǘƻ ǎŜƭŜŎǘ ƻƴƭȅ ΨƎƻƻŘΩ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ¦Y Ƙŀǎ ƘŀŘ 
a points-based system for non-9¦ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ ǎƛƴŎŜ нллуΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ΨŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘŀƭŜƴǘΩ 

                                            
686 http://www.nature.com/nbt/journal/v30/n12/pdf/nbt.2449.pdf  
687 http://www.shef.ac.uk/polopoly_fs/1.259052!/file/sheffield-international-students-report.pdf  
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scientists allowed into the UK is capped at 700688. More than 700 scientists will arrive in the 
UK each year but the UK persistently fails to improve its international perception by setting 
salary thresholds for Tier 2 visas that are beyond most post-doctoral researcher wages and 
ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ ΨǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǾƛǎŀΩΣ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀŘ ƘƻŎ ŜȄŜƳǇǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ tƘ5 ƭŜǾŜƭ 
jobs.  
 
2.2.29. The government has copied the Australian model by providing these ad hoc 
ŜȄŜƳǇǘƛƻƴǎ Ǿƛŀ ǘƘŜ Ψǎƪƛƭƭǎ ǎƘƻǊǘŀƎŜǎ ƭƛǎǘΩ689. The Australian system shows is that not only does 
it oftŜƴ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ƴŜǘ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƳƛȄŜŘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ 
skills shortage lists may include traditional skilled working class roles690. Rather than allow 
market forces to determine who is likely to come and stay, such systems are slow and 
bureaucratic with endless micro-management.  
 
2.2.30. In conclusion, enhanced collaboration with the EU does not inhibit collaboration with 
non-EU members and in fact appears to be a positive feature for global science 
collaboration. The unrestricted ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ƻƴƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
ability to attract talent from elsewhere when the UK puts limits on net migration figures. 
Researchers are willing more to cross borders for employment when their access to their 
home countries or their ability to take family with them is less of a concern.  
 
 
2.3 Regulation 
 
Q10: What are the key EU regulatory frameworks/mechanisms that directly affect the 
science and research community in the UK? 
 
2.3.1. There are key regulatory frameworks that directly affect science within the UK. The UK 
was involved in the development of all EU legislation and, as an advanced scientific nation, 
the UK was able to make a highly positive contribution to their development. 
 
2.3.2. Examples of regulatory frameworks that commonly influence UK research include: 
ω Clinical trials Directive 2001/20/EC 
ω Protection of personal data Directive 95/46/EC 
ω Protection of animals used for scientific purposes Directive 2010/63/EU 
ω Medical device Directive 2007/47/EC  
 
2.3.3. The Commission will only develop new regulations when 1) it is asked to do so, 2) the 
treaties agree that the EU has competence to set regulation in the area, 3) there is sufficient 
agreement from the member states (not always the case, as with certain alcohol policies). 
Therefore the notion of Brussels pushing its own rules undemocratically on member states is 
plain misleading. Oftentimes the governments and societies within the EU take credit for 
ǇǳǎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ōƭŀƳŜ άǘƘŜ 9¦έ when the interests of other 
parties in the negotiations have trumped their own interests in an outcome. 

                                            
688 http://www.nature.com/news/uk-visa-problems-worry-scientists-1.14665  
689 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/tier-2-shortage-occupation-list  
690 http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/general-election-2015/politics-blog/11577295/What-should-Britain-
copy-from-Australias-points-based-immigration-system.html  
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2.3.4. Data protection and copyright are two key areas critical to the future of UK research 
and also to the research of other countries in the EU. In such cases, the battle is not against 
άǘƘŜ 9¦έ ǇŜǊ ǎŜΣ ōǳǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎκ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Φ {ǳŎƘ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ 
highlight the importance of UK research community maintaining influence in the EU 
institutions.  
 
 
Q11: If the UK were not a member of the EU, could regulations be reformed to give greater 
benefit to UK science and research? For example, in areas such as data regulation, VAT on 
shared facilities, and the use of the precautionary principle? 
 
2.3.5. If the UK were not a member of the EU, in theory it would be able to create beneficial 
regulatory positions for research and science e.g. within the field of clinical trials.  However, 
deviating from regulatory positions held within the EU would make market access 
substantially harder, with the burden of additional research required to satisfy EU 
requirements, in addition to UK requirements. 
 
2.3.6. The same would be applied to data regulation, particularly within the fast growing 
ŦƛŜƭŘ ƻŦ ΨōƛƎ ŘŀǘŀΩ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΦ  5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ Řŀǘŀ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ǊŜǉuirements would make it harder 
to access EU data sources and also add UK data into EU-wide efforts. 
 
2.3.7. It must be emphasized that the EU and other major agencies, such as those in the US, 
work closely together to harmonise regulatory requirements in target fields, research being 
a key area.  The UK outside the EU would have little choice but to follow decisions made by 
non-UK entities in order to maintain competitive environment for its companies, decisions in 
which it would have no part in making. 
 
 
Q12: How is the innovation landscape affected by EU membership? 
 
2.3.10. The innovation landscape is affected in its entirety by EU membership, from the first 
principles of research through innovation delivery to value creation. It is particularly 
impacted by changes at the beginning of the chain. 
 
2.3.11. The following stages in the innovation landscape are impacted by EU membership: 
 

Basic research: Researchers access the European Research Council as a major source of 
funding (highest recipient in Europe) plus ability to recruit the most talented researchers 
across the world. Access also to world class facilities and integration into later stages of the 
value chain. 
Applied research: Access to diverse international funding programmes that enable 
collaborative research with SMEs, large companies, end users etc.  Increased access to 
knowledge transfer and exploitation skills and routes plus opportunities to create SMEs 
supported at EU level.  Access to talented researchers from across the EU. 
SMEs: Access to research funds plus international business and research collaborations. 
Access to EIB investments to bridge the funding gap to exploitation requiring large scale 
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investment.  Access to skilled researchers and business managers through freedom of 
movement. 
Large companies: Ability to access funding and drive collaborative research through 
programmes such as the Innovative Medicines Initiative. Ability to operate across multiple 
EU sites and access a single market from any point. Access to skilled researchers from any 
country within the EU to build centres of excellence with critical mass. 

 
2.3.12. There are many more aspects of the innovation landscape that are affected by EU 
membership. We now consider the above in the circumstance of the UK leaving the EU.   
 
2.3.13. The responses of the innovation landscape are predictable in the case of EU exit, 
partly substantiated by activities already taking place in Switzerland in response to its 
changed H2020 access and threat of exclusion from the EU singe market in 2016. 
 
2.3.14. The earliest points in the innovation landscape are the least able to proactively 
compensate for the loss of benefits should the UK leave the EU. Universities, following what 
is already happening in Switzerland, will face an immediate shortfall in funding, even if the 
UK secures access to H2020.  In the best case scenario for access to EC funds, which include 
no research leadership, universities will rapidly see a loss of skilled and ambitious research 
leaders, followed by a decline in exploitable outcomes. 
 
2.3.15. A proportion of the SME community may seek to gain access to the single market and 
EU funds. They could do this by creating additional sites within the EU where there are also 
no issues with recruitment. EU countries such as Ireland, the Netherlands, Germany, France 
and Belgium would work hard to attract UK SMEs. Should Scotland split from the UK, it may 
also provide a home for SMEs inside the EU in the longer term. 
 
2.3.16. Many larger companies would shift work outside the UK. This is already taking place 
in Switzerland, primarily as a result of uncertainty over access to the EU market. Research 
programmes will move to EU-based sites and current expansion within the UK would likely 
decline at least in the short term. 
 
 
2.4 Scientific advice 
 
Q13: How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public policy 
compare between the EU and the UK? What are the effects, if any, of differences in the 
provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK? 
 
2.4.1 The EU gathers advice on science from a broader spectrum than the UK. The EU 
regularly seeks a range of voices, including young researchers, and their input to panels and 
groups ς or as advisors, rapporteurs, evaluation observers and consultants over a wide area 
of science and policy. This is notably different from the "great and good" advisors so often 
favoured in the UK. We prefer the model of broader and more inclusive science community 
engagement in policy matters. 
 



Scientists for EU Campaign ς Written evidence (EUM0058) 

571 

2.4.2. The appointment of the Chief Scientific Adviser (CSA) to the European Commission 
President Jose Manuel Barroso in 2012 was a welcome step, as it moved towards a clearer 
structure of high-level advice by a scientist to the EU leadership. The position was under-
resourced, but clear progress was made. Although some fair criticisms were raised about the 
single-person role, nevertheless, the abrupt abolition of the new position without due 
consultation or explanation was a notable error of judgement.  
 
2.4.3. The response to the science community outcry concerning the abolition of the CSA 
role was competent, however. Appropriate experts were rapidly called in for consultation on 
science advice structure. The Commission has now established a new Scientific Advice 
Mechanism (SAM), with well-designed structure and a seven-member panel of recognised 
experts from the science community to provide scientific advice on policy. SAM is better 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜŘ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ /{! ǊƻƭŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƛƴƪǎ ǘƻ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŜǎ ƻŦ 
ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ϵс Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŜǎΩ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ 
in-depth studies on issues that require additional evidence. This networking of pan-
European academies and learned bodies with a common purpose to provision advice to the 
top levels of the EU looks to be a very competent structure. However, its functioning 
remains as yet untested. 
 
 
Q14: To what extent does EU membership enable UK scientists to inform and influence 
public policy at EU or international levels? To what extent does EU membership inhibit UK 
scientists from influencing public policy at EU or international levels? 
 
2.4.5. UK scientists are fully engaged in EU policy development, as are scientists from many 
other countries. Types of input include: Positions on expert advisory committees and 
scientific panels, contribution to reports for policy development, panel discussions with 
policy officials, and assessment of research impacts and programme objectives. In particular, 
this broad diversity of input trains our young scientists to be policy engagers much more 
effectively than in the UK alone. It allows them to engage with international counterparts 
and think bigger on issues of global science direction and international policy engagement. 
 
2.4.6. UK scientists have also taken top roles in advising EU scientific policy. The first Chief 
Scientific Advisor to the European Commission President was Professor Dame Anne Glover 
(British). When this role was cancelled, causing uproar in the EU science community, 
scientists including Sir Paul Nurse (British) were called in to advise on the structure of 
scientific advice in the EU. This led to the development of the Scientific Advice Mechanism 
and the seven-member panel of advisors which includes Professor Dame Julia Slingo (British) 
in the ranks. The presence of British advisors at the highest levels has been and will be, if we 
remain, fairly constant.  
 
2.4.7. The structure of the Scientific Advice Mechanism (SAM) is such that it will draw its 
own input broadly from the academies and learned societies of Europe, not just the EU. 
Fortunately for the UK, this means that even if we do leave the EU, our leading scientists and 
our communities will still likely have relevance and influence on the Commissioner for 
Research, the President of the Commission and the Commission itself through the SAM. 



Scientists for EU Campaign ς Written evidence (EUM0058) 

572 

Possibly in future, this may include the Parliament also. However, this connection is indirect 
and it would be unlikely that new appointees to the SAM would be British. 
 
2.4.8. The largest loss of influence of our scientific communities and learned bodies on the 
EU would be the channel that we now have into the decision-making of the European 
Parliament via our MEPs. Currently the UK has 73 MEPs; the third largest delegation. Losing 
their roles on Committees cuts out a deep level of engagement that is currently possible. 
 
18 November 2015 
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 Examination of Witnesses 

Dr Mike Galsworthy, Scientists for EU, Professor Angus Dalgleish, Scientists for Britain, and 
Mr Emran Mian, Director, Social Market Foundation 

 

Q128  The Chairman: Welcome to this session.  As you will know, we are getting near the 
end of our inquiry into the relationship between EU membership and the effectiveness of 
science, research and innovation in the UK. I hasten to add, as I am sure you realise, that in 
science, research and innovation we include engineering and technology, so it is a wide 
church. We are most grateful to the three of you for joining us today, and I am going to ask 
first Dr Mike Galsworthy, then Professor Dalgleish and then Mr Mian if they would like to 
introduce themselves for the record. We are being broadcast. If you would like to make a 
short opening statement, please feel free to do so.  

Dr Mike Galsworthy: My name is Dr Mike Galsworthy. I am programme director for 
Scientists for EU. As a brief opening statement, I would like to say that Scientists for EU 
started on 8 May when it became clear that there was going to be a referendum on EU 
membership. Our concerns at that stage were twofold: first, a lack of clarity and cohesion 
within the community on EU benefits and Brexit risks; and, secondly, a lack of public 
understanding on the UK/EU relationship in science. Since that time, we believe we have 
accurately conveyed a majority sentiment from the UK science community to the public, 
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bringing in new evidence and stimulating debate. We think this is a benefit to the science 
community and the public alike. As a final point, we would like to note that we believe this 
referendum is not about a dozen leading political and business voices, rather, it should be 
about the communities within the UK who have experience of the EU communicating those 
experiences to the wider public to ensure a richer picture. 

Professor Angus Dalgleish: I am Angus Dalgleish and I am a professor of oncology at St 
DŜƻǊƎŜΩǎ IƻǎǇital and I am both a scientist and a clinician. I got involved in this when I 
became a victim, I would say, of the European Union clinical trials directive which basically 
stopped me in my tracks doing a programme which was very successful, leading to cell-
based vaccines and dendritic cell-based technology. Without the injection of millions of 
pounds to bring the facilities up to this very high level of standards, which were basically for 
pharmaceutical companies and not for clinical academics like myself, I was unable to 
proceed. This is an area which has continued to proceed elsewhere. You have all heard from 
America recently that a logical conclusion of this work is leading to tremendous cures for 
leukaemia using this cell-based technology, which I felt was completely blocked by an over-
zealous interpretation of the European clinical trials directive. I am here to point out that the 
European Union has some good components for science, but it also has had some terrible, 
negative, devastatingly dreadful effects. I do not feel that we would lose any of the benefits 
of being in science by leaving the EU. The nature of science collaboration means we do not 
need a supranational imposition of how we collaborate internationally. 

The Chairman: Thank you very much. Finally, Mr Mian? 

Emran Mian: My name is Emran Mian. I am the director of a think tank called the Social 
Market Foundation, and I was formerly responsible for higher education funding in the 
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills. By way of opening statement, the only thing 
I would like to add to the points already made is the wider economic environment in which 
the future envelope for science and research spending might be set. When I look at the 
arguments for leaving or remaining in the EU in the context of science and research 
specifically, I think there probably are arguments on both sides. When you look at the wider 
economic environment in which the future of the science and research budget may be set, 
all the risks are if we leave the EU, and I think those probably constitute the most significant 
arguments in this context against leaving. 

Q129  The Chairman: Thank you very much. Let me note, first of all, that we have had quite 
a lot of evidence, as you will have seen, that the United Kingdom is one of the strongest 
performers in the European Union when competing for research funding on the basis of 
excellence; we have a good record. We have also seen evidence that the United Kingdom is 
one of the weaker performers when overall funding for research and development, which of 
course includes structural funds, is taken into account. Of course, there is a qualification 
there because we, quite frankly, had some difficulty in determining how much of these 
structural funds are really relevant to science, engineering, technology, research, innovation 
and the like. Nevertheless, the figures do seem to suggest that, if you put the two together, 
the position is not quite so advantageous as it might be if structural funds were excluded. Do 
you agree with this analysis? 

Dr Mike Galsworthy: I do not agree with the analysis. I think that attempting to put the two 
together gets into a bit of a mess. Essentially, the two are negatively correlated because they 
have very different purposes. The competitive funds that come through something such as 
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Horizon 2020 are the ones that we should be focusing on, and the structural funds are part 
of the broader system in order to bring struggling regions up to scratch so that there can be 
diversity. Certainly, within this country, there have been accusations that funding tends to 
go top heavy and leaves many regions starved out. The European Union has a long-standing 
mechanism for trying to ensure that those regions that are struggling can be more 
economically competitive, and that avoids certain social tensions.  

It used to be the case that this money was spent largely on infrastructure, such as roads and 
airports. However, it became clear, and this came to a head in the Competitiveness Council 
of October 2012, that, when it came to the science programme, the western and northern 
ends of the EU were sucking up all the funds and winning all the projects and leaving the 
newer member states very much starved out.  

There was also the issue of the researchers on EU projects there being paid at local rates and 
causing something of a brain-drain. There was some alarm at seeing that balance slipping, so 
there have been various measures put in to try and redress the balance so that eastern 
Europe can be brought into full play. One of those is to strongly re-purpose the regional 
development funds to be more research and innovation intensive. There is a policy desk 
within the European Commission to give advice to governments on that. There is a demand 
that these regions should engage in smart specialisation programmes in order to clarify what 
their strengths will be, and then there is an effort to bring some cohesion between those 
funds and their involvement in Horizon 2020. It is clear that the two funding streams have 
very different purposes. One is excellence, and that allows us to network with Europe and 
the rest of the world and engage in projects on a scale that we could not do without such 
collaborative mechanisms. The other is to ensure that, over time, we can more broadly have 
all parts of the EU playing that game. By conflating the two, you merely look at the finances 
of it rather than the value of the whole system, and I believe the value of the whole system 
is clearly beneficial because it is well structured. 

The Chairman: Could I read to you a bit of your written evidence, in paragraph 1.2.14, where 
ȅƻǳǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŀȅǎΣ άǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŘŜŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 
funds to R&I means that the whole EU ecosystem of science is strengthened in all parts. The 
UK, as the E¦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǇƭŀȅŜǊΣ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎ Ǌǳƴ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ 
can participate in and lead (more than any other country) ever more capable teams from an 
ŜǾŜǊ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ ǊŜƎƛƻƴέΦ ²ƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ǎǘŀƴŘ ōȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΚ 

Dr Mike Galsworthy: Yes. 

The Chairman: Would either of you like to speak? Yes, Professor. 

Professor Angus Dalgleish: I would like to point out first of all that the framework 
programme 2007 to 2013 only accounted for 3% of all the funding of science in the country, 
so we are talking a very small amount of money with an enormous amount of weight put on 
it. When we look at the competitive funding for the EU, and these are all formal 
government-approved figures, we received £6.9 billion out of a total of £54 billion, which is 
very good indeed. When you look at the structural funding, this is absolutely catastrophically 
small; we received approximately £2 billion-plus out of £53 billion. I think we need to look at 
the bigger picture, that we are paying far, far more into this than we are ever going to get 
out. 
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With regard to the idea that we would not collaborate without EU funding and then telling 
us where to go, I have been on these FP7 framework programmes as a referee/adjudicator 
et cetera, and it is a programme that I do not feel happy with any more. Initially it 
encouraged collaboration among European scientists with money for meetings and that was 
very good. Now, it wants to dictate what we research, where the money goes.  

I would make it very clear that I have been horrified to see the waste when I have been to 
Brussels; nobody will sign off the accounts for 20-odd years and the money that is being 
spent there. When I went there for a three-day programme, it was very clear that they had 
already made up their minds where they wanted the money to go and that we were going to 
be bullied until we agreed so that they could have peer review. I found that was something 
really rotten at the core which I was very unhappy with. If we leave the EU, we do not leave 
Europe and we do not leave collaborating with the rest of the world, whether it be America 
or Australia. I think there is too much wrapped up in the fact that we need to be in the EU in 
order to do the science. No, we do not. If you look at the number of fantastic organisations, 
which are nothing to do with the EU and in which we play major rolesτEMBO, CERN, EMBL, 
the European Space Agency, the European Observatory, the cyclotron, XFEL, and it goes on 
and onτwe have fantastic collaboration. We do not need to be in the EU. We are the fifth 
largest economy in the world and we lead in a lot of these areas.  

With regard to this enormous disparity in the sum of money that we pay in and never see 
anything back from, which on another set of figures is over £30 billion over a five-year 
period, we would have no trouble at all leading in research and taking our formal position if, 
when we get out of the EU, some of the deficiency in funding from the Government is made 
up. We still get less than our colleagues in Germany and France in total, and I think that 
would need to be re-addressed and, when that is done, I think we would still be the leaders 
of science in Europe.  

The Chairman: We will come back to some of those points. Thank you. Mr Mian, did you 
want to add anything on this? 

Emran Mian: I would make a couple of small points. One would be that, whilst it is true, 
given the UK is such a big player in science, that it would still be competitive and continue to 
collaborate with lots of other European institutions, one of the factors that contributes to 
our competitiveness is researcher mobility. It is very difficult for me to see a scenario of 
Brexit in which researcher mobility is not in some way impaired. Researcher mobility is 
important not only to the structure of collaboration but to our competitiveness for some of 
these funds, by which I mean that, if researchers from other EU countries come and work in 
research in the UK, they bring a set of networks already with them and we then take 
advantage of those networks in making our universities and research projects more 
competitive in funding. With all of that, it is very difficult to see a scenario whereby that is 
not impaired if the UK were to leave the EU.  

On the other argument of the balance between the two different sorts of funding that you 
mentioned, my understanding, and these things are always quite difficult to evidence, is that 
the UK is one of the important voices within the EU, ensuring that a larger proportion of 
funding is competed for rather than being on the structural side. In that balance between 
science funding being competitive versus being used for structural purposes, I think the UK is 
an important voice for more of it being competed. 

The Chairman: I think Professor Dalgleish wants to come back briefly on that. 
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Professor Angus Dalgleish: As a very brief bit of information, in my own institution half of 
everybody is from outside of the UK and half of those are from the EU and the other half 
from outside the EU, so I do not see how the EU is going to change that; people are still 
going to come from outside the EU and work in British universities for the research and I 
really do not see how that is going to impact on it. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: You said that the accounts were not approved. I have heard other 
people saying something rather different, so it is a canard that is often floated. For the 
record, since it was a public statement about the EU, I think it would be useful to know what 
the facts of the case are. The second point I want to ask you about, Professor Dalgleish, is 
that with many of these big European projects, and I agree with you that some of them were 
there before the UK joined, and there have been Parliamentary Questions on this, there has 
been quite considerable EU involvement in the running and the programmes of big ones 
such as ESER, CERN or whatever, and the view of many people is that that is quite a valuable 
component to bringing and applying these projects. Would you deny that, or do you think 
that the EU contribution to these European-wide organisations is actually not valuable? 

Professor Angus Dalgleish: With the way the EU has taken larger chunks of the money, it 
was inevitable that they would then want to get involved with things which are set up and 
successful. Again, I do not see any problem if we left, as we would also be involved in taking 
part in those things in the way that we have. I think that outside we have a much larger and 
more important voice in these organisations than we do as part of the EU; I think we get 
drowned out in the EU. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: That is not what the PQ said. 

Lord Kakkar: I want to focus a bit longer on this question of the competitive funding rather 
than the structural funds, to be clear about what the witnesses feel would be the 
appropriate balance between the Horizon 2020 competitive research funding and structural 
funding for Europe generally first of all. 

Emran Mian: I am not sure I could express it by way of a formula, but I think the broad 
approach, and this is similar to the way in which we have deployed the portion of research 
funding given by HEFCE in the UK, is to strengthen institutions that might begin from a 
weaker position or might be based in regions of the UK or the EU that are in a weaker 
position, so you use structural funds to begin to level the playing field. Then, as soon as 
possible and wherever it is possible, you want to use competitive funding, not only as a way 
of funding the best research but as a way of encouraging everybody to continue to raise 
their game. Over time, what I would probably want to see is a balance, just as has happened 
in UK funding, so the same thing happening in EU funding where we rely less on structural 
funding for science and more on competitive funding. 

The Chairman: Dr Galsworthy? 

Dr Mike Galsworthy: I think that is an excellent question and exactly what we should be 
thinking about and I fully agree with what has just been said. I think it is in the long-term 
interests of the EU and us if there is a shift towards more of that funding which goes into 
regional development going into a competitive scheme because we know that the value 
returned on that is large. Also there is a need to ensure that the eastern European countries 
and southern European countries, which have been particularly hit recently by global 
financial circumstances, are able to play fairly so that they are not constantly struggling.  
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I think the best mechanism for doing this is not necessarily giving money directly to regional 
authorities for them to spend as they will but, rather, to have competitive programmes, such 
as within the widening participation mechanism of the Horizon 2020 programme where you 
pair up leading institutions, such as we have in this country, with those in regions that are 
struggling. The benefits of that are twofold. Those regions get to work directly with the very 
best that we have within the EU and the transfer of technology in skills and capacity will 
have much more rapid benefit. Also it benefits us in that, when we have those pairings, we 
develop skills in boosting the effectiveness of science, technology, research and innovation 
and that is a global, marketable service which we then can take elsewhere. This is the 
thinking now within the Commission, certainly there are bodies that are advocating this kind 
of thinking because then, with issues such as accounting, you do not have to rely so much on 
regional authorities feeding back to the Commission and, with our net contribution, there is 
then a clear direction as to how that can be reduced so that is less of a bone of contention. 
Regarding collaboration, this is a very clear way to start bringing struggling regions into 
direct contact with the rest of us and into networks. This is actually where the thinking is 
going and, therefore, I believe that the future of the programme is dynamic and headed in 
the right direction and will bring significantly more benefits than it even does now. 

Professor Angus Dalgleish: I would say that sounds very nice, but I do not believe a word of 
it in practice. We give far too much to Europe to spend on infrastructure. Anybody who 
travels around Europe, as I do a lot fortunately, sees how much European Union 
infrastructure money is completely and utterly wasted, and we are contributing to it. The 
dreadful parlous state of southern Europe is all due to the euro and the euro crisis, and it 
was not only a financial crisis. By being part of the European Union, we are contributing to 
what is a gross instability between the north and the south of the EU. I would say again that I 
disagree. I think that the structural fund difference, which is well over £30 billion, if not 
more, is far too high a price for us to pay for what is basically nirvana and that there are 
many other ways of doing it.  

In my own lab, I have just realised that half of them are from EU countries and that is not 
going to change if we do Brexit and leave Europe; we have already cemented these 
relationships with laboratories and institutions abroad. The other thing is that a lot of our 
science is actually a very close collaboration with the US and they are not in the EU. 

Baroness Morgan of Huyton: That is why you do not think that will change. I do not really 
understand what you are saying. One of the obvious implications of Brexit would be a 
change in the movement of people within Europe and the ability of people to work in 
different countries within the EU, so I do not really understand how you can think that your 
laboratories would stay staffed in exactly the same way. 

Professor Angus Dalgleish: With science, it has never been a problem taking people across 
borders. The whole time I have been in science, laboratories have always been international 
and people have always had approval to come and work in different laboratories. 

Baroness Morgan of Huyton: That is not the position at the moment in a lot of universities. 
As this Committee has discussed before, there is a real problem for people coming in from 
outside the EU at the moment, and one would only expect that would increase across the 
piece if part of the reason for doing this was to reduce immigration. I do not really 
understand the rationale. 
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Lord Kakkar: To focus again on the success of the application of structural funds to date, is 
there evidence that the investment of structural funds over the past years has resulted in 
that movement of institutions from requiring structural funding to being truly competitive 
regarding the competitive research stream funding of the European Union, or is that still 
anticipated to happen in the future? 

Emran Mian: I have not seen any compelling evidence that it has worked, and that is a gap in 
the evidence base for sure. 

Lord KakkarΥ {ƻ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ YƛƴƎŘƻƳΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƘŜǊŜΣ ƛŦ L ƘŀǾŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ƛǘ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅΣ ƛǎ ƛǘ 
would serve our science interests best if the move were away from structural funding and 
were to focus more and more on competitive funding, but those competitive funding 
streams would facilitate the participation of institutions that were potentially on a trajectory 
towards becoming true science competitors across Europe? 

Emran Mian: I think it is certainly true that competitive funding favours our universities 
simply because of the strength of our science and research base. The observation I was 
making was that, if over time there continues to be a shift in the balance of EU science 
funding towards more of it being competed for, and we are a strong voice within the 
European Union for that end, then that will play to the advantage of the UK science base and 
indeed to the universities across Europe with whom we collaborate. 

The Chairman: Dr Galsworthy, do you want to come in on that same point? 

Dr Mike Galsworthy: I would say that we have two interests. One is increasing competitive 
funding because we do well at winning it, but we also have an interest in strengthening the 
pan-European ecosystem around us. Whether we are getting impact from the structural 
funds is, I think, a great question. I think that the move to deliberately put structural funds 
into research and innovation is too new to see that yet. It used to be quite woeful how much 
the Commission actually analysed where the money went and what impact was happening. I 
think it is getting much better at that now. The interesting comparison would be between 
the widening participation scheme, which does all those twinning and pairing mechanisms 
that I was talking about, with the direct structural fundingτand getting some feedback on 
which of those people believe is more effective overall. There is nothing yet on that because 
it is all too new, but I think that will be coming through at some point and that certainly 
should be a major focus of the entire research and innovation vision of the European Union.  

Lord Kakkar: To be absolutely clear, as far as anyone is able to say at this moment, we do 
not have evidence from previously invested funds that the structural funds which have been 
used so far for the purpose of bringing up the broader science game have made institutions 
more competitive for competitive funding? 

Dr Mike Galsworthy: We do have some great examples, but we do not have quantitative 
evidence. To give one lovely example, Ulster is, shall we say, an under-competitive region by 
classification and there was some money from the European structural funds given to Ulster 
University to help set up an independent research institute, called NIBEC, which develops 
medical technologies. That has now spun out various companies to a value of some millions, 
which I can look up for you, but, importantly, the medical technology that was developed 
there is now found in the White House and on Air Force One. It is strongly felt by that 
department that they would not have had the capacity to be world-leading in the way that 
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they are without this funding from the European Union to build up. In some cases, it clearly 
has been a productive mechanism, but we need to get this in quantitative terms of course. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: Professor, am I right in concluding from what you have said that 
your objections to UK membership of the EU go rather beyond what you regard as being the 
damaging, deleterious or irrelevant participation of the UK in the science area, that you have 
a broader objection as well as your personal experience, which obviously you did not enjoy, 
in the case of scientific collaboration with the EU?  

Professor Angus Dalgleish: The short answer is absolutely yes. I was impacted and have 
done so much research and reading and prodding away at the whole history of the European 
Union, and I have a much broader resentment for what they have done to the British 
Parliament. 

Duke of Montrose: To my mind, the structural funds, certainly up in Scotland, where I come 
from, were based on regional need, and in Europe the amount of money available is based 
on regional need. Is there a differential between what is available for research and 
investment and what is available for physical structure? Are they now trying to lay down 
more of a distinction? 

Emran Mian: My understanding is that the qualifying criterion is the same for all structural 
funds, which is that they can only go, I believe, to regions which haveτI think it isτless than 
70% of average EU GDP. 

Q130  Baroness Morgan of Huyton: Can we talk about the associated country status, 
because this is an issue that we have talked about a lot with previous witnesses? We have 
heard a lot of arguments that associated country status would mean that the UK would lose 
influence over EU decisions. I can probably guess what your answer is going to be, in all 
honesty, but we need to know whether you agree with this assertion because, although we 
have had relatively clear-cut answers on both sides, it would be useful to get that on the 
record. In particular, we really want to explore how much our influence would be cut back if 
we were not a member of the EU and to what extent you believe, if we were an associated 
country, we would still be able to exert significant influence over EU decisions relating to 
science funding and research. 

Emran Mian: I think the level of our influence will depend almost entirely on the nature of 
the deal we get in the event of an exit. I imagine it is likely that the single biggest factor will 
be how much of a contribution we continue to make to the EU budget. If, for example, we 
were making 80% of the contribution that we make at the moment, then you would expect 
that we would retain quite significant influence in how those funds are then invested. 
Obviously, the flipside of that is that, if we were continuing to make 80% of the contribution 
that we make now, then some of the economic arguments about withdrawing and the 
savings that might bring become much weaker. I think how much funding we continue to 
contribute would be very much a function of the nature of the deal that we get. If we 
contribute a very small chunk of funding, then you would expect that the level of influence 
and the amount of that which is returned to us is very small. I think the other issue would be 
around mobility, and the nature of the deal we agree on mobility. In order to maintain the 
competitiveness of the UK science base, we would want something very comparable to the 
level of mobility that we have now across the EU. Again, the flipside of that is that it 
undermines some of the arguments for wanting to leave. I think it is very difficult to see a 
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world in which you can have both. You either have to give up some of the mobility, if you 
believe that is important, but then you also lose competitiveness in science and research, or 
you retain the mobility, so you retain your competitiveness, but you have not got what feels 
like one of the qualifying conditions for wanting to leave. My sense, both on the funding side 
and on the mobility side, is that you can mitigate some of the risks of Brexit, but at the cost 
of undermining some of the arguments for it. 

Viscount Ridley: There are 13 associated countries in Horizon 2020, I believe, i.e. non-EU 
countries that can participate, and I have to say parenthetically that came as a surprise to 
me. I am ignorant of these things and, until we started our inquiry, I did not realise this was a 
programme that applied across Europe and not across the EU; I thought it was an EU 
programme. Those countries pay in money and get grants out and, presumably, sometimes 
sit on the committees that decide research funding priorities. In what sense do they get any 
differential influence over how those funds are allocated within an EU country? We have 
been told by the Royal Society that the difference is that they are not on the European 
Council or the European Parliament, but surely research funding priorities are not set at that 
high level; they are set much further down within Horizon 2020, are they not? Can 
somebody clarify that for me? 

The Chairman: Dr Galsworthy, would you like to start on that one? 

Dr Mike Galsworthy: Certainly. If we were to pull out, then we would no longer have our 
Government representing us in the Council nor our 73 MEPs. In decision-making, two things 
are important. One is the legislation around science, which is rapidly changing, and the 
second is actually the nature and the priorities of the science programme itself. In both of 
those, there are priorities set initially at the Commission level, listening to all the interests of 
those around them, which will be prioritised for their members over any external parties. 
That filters down through the Parliament, which would have to agree to it, in which we 
would have no representation. If we want to influence those processes, to a degree we have 
to lobby the lot from outside. 

Viscount Ridley: Are you saying that Norway has no influence, for example, in exchange for 
its contribution? 

Dr Mike Galsworthy: It would have less influence outside than it would inside. Either way, 
for Norway, being mindful that the population is something like 6 million, it is trivial to a 
degree whether they are in or out. 

Viscount Ridley: Forgive me, but there are 12 othersτTurkey, Israel and others. 

Dr Mike Galsworthy: Yes, and all of them have participation rates on Horizon 2020 of less 
than 2%, whereas our participation rate is 15-16% and we are very structurally part of it. 

Viscount Ridley: So we would have more influence?   

Dr Mike Galsworthy: We have a colossal voice at the moment on legislation around science, 
research and innovation, which is very important, because 62% of our papers produced now 
are international collaborations, so having cohesive policy with other entities with which we 
work is very important. Also, in the science programme, because we are such a leading 
force, we have a very strong say in how things are shaped. The Government itself was 
bragging about how in Horizon 2020 they helped drive a lot more funds towards small 
businesses, and then they neglected to have this actually communicated to the small 
business community, hence our very low levels of participation there. The interests of the 
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remaining countries, should we leave, are going to be towards their own research 
institutions and their own scientists primarily. We will not be part and parcel of that, so it 
will cause some awkward dynamics, because of course they will want to work with us, but it 
is their job to prioritise their own countries and their own research framework over 
benefiting us, and we would no longer have the protection of being in there. 

Viscount RidleyΥ ²Ƙƻ ƛǎ άǘƘŜȅέ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎΚ Lǎ ƛǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǘƘŜ Council level, the 
Parliament level? Surely, there is a degree of the Haldane principle that goes on in Europe, 
i.e. scientists set their own priorities for research, and that is where the decisions are mainly 
taken, and that involves the 13 associated countries. 

Dr Mike Galsworthy: I think it would be interesting to investigate further how much 
influence those 13 countries have, but essentially the degree to which this would be relevant 
to our scenario is questionable. 

The Chairman: We have an opportunity later this morning to ask an associated participant 
how much influence it has, and we will follow that up.  

Lord Maxton: Are those 13 associated countries divided between those who wish to be 
members of the EU and are applying for membership, and those who do not wish to be 
members? Is there a division there? I do not know. 

Dr Mike Galsworthy: There is an important division because, before the scenario with 
Switzerland, it was the case that you were either out as a third country or you were in as an 
associated member. The scenario of Switzerland is the most pertinent to our situation 
because they had a step-down from an involvement as full as they could, to a lesser 
scenario. That was based on their referendum where they decided that they were going to 
have controls on immigration and that put them foul of many deals with the EU. I have here 
page 8 of a report called Swiss Participation in European Research Framework Programmes 
by the State Secretariat for Education, Research and Innovation. What has happened with 
Swiss participation from FP7 to Horizon 2020 is a drop in the proportion of Swiss 
participations from 3.2% to 1.8%, a drop in the proportion of contributions received from 
4.2% to 2.2% and, most significantly of all, a drop in the proportion of Swiss co-ordinations 
from 3.9% to 0.3%. Given that, on Brexit, we would most likely adopt a model that goes back 
on, or cancels, our freedom of movement arrangements with the EU, the real risk is that 
Switzerland is a strong precedent for the model that would be used for us. Specifically, the 
co-ordination of projects, which we are particularly good at, is something that they may wish 
to retain for themselves, because it then strengthens the hand of their own researchers and 
research institutions and, when you are a co-ordinator, you are more likely to control the IP, 
you are more likely to be the lead author on papers andτI believe, but this needs to be 
checkedτyou are more likely to call in small businesses from your local environment to 
participate. There is a strong threat at not only the policy-setting level, but also the 
leadership level on the ground when we are actually engaging. It is not only about 
participation. We may be allowed participation, but we might be restricted on co-ordination, 
which is what happened with Switzerland. 

The Chairman: Did Professor Dalgleish or Mr Mian want to come back on this associated 
membership? Otherwise, we will move on? 

Emran Mian: Because our research base is so strong, I think we would still expect to exert a 
lot of influence when it comes to the peer review of projects and deciding what gets funded 
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through competition. As an associated country, we would still have a large amount of 
influence on the scientific decision-making, if you like, and that will be a function not only of 
the strength of our institutions, but the fact that some of our scientists are amongst the 
leading experts in those fields. I am sceptical that we would lose much influence in that 
respect, because we are such a big player. I think where we would lose influence 
undoubtedly is in the wider context in which those decisions get made. For example, when it 
comes to legislation, medical research, for example, takes place and there is quite a lot of 
regulation which pertains to medical research, some of which is UK and some of which is at 
the EU level. I think Professor Dalgleish alluded to some of it in his opening statement.  

The reality of being outside the EU may be that, for a project based in the UK to benefit from 
EU research money, it would have to comply with the EU legislation on medical research, but 
the UK would not have had any influence on the making of that legislation, so we would still 
be bound by the rules as an associated country, but we would have much reduced and 
possibly no influence on the making of them. I think the same would be true when it comes 
to setting programme priorities within the next framework. Again, within the area of medical 
research, it may be that the UK has a particular strength, but that strength is perhaps unique 
to the UK within the EU and we would not expect that particular area then to become a 
priority in the framework because we would not be around the table negotiating it. You 
would expect the countries which do have research bases that pertain to other areas of the 
programme to exert their priorities and for future EU money to be focused on those. I expect 
we would lose quite a lot of influence on legislation and priority setting, but not when it 
comes to peer review and the application, if you like, of the Haldane principle. 

The Chairman: Professor, did you want to add anything on associated country status?  

Professor Dalgleish: I think we would have far more influence if we were outside the EU. We 
are in a situation of majority voting now, where we are the same as 28 others, and we do 
not really have that much influence anymore; it has been diluted out and diluted out. If we, 
the fifth largest nation and a member of NATO, were to be separate from the EU, we would 
have even more influence on the European Union because they would need us; we would 
actually end up being more of a leader than the European Union, which I think is going into 
disarray. I would like to press that point. I think that our impact at the moment is far, far less 
than it should be and it would be much more if we left. 

Q131  Lord Fox: In the event of Brexit, how clearly will there be a difference in the amount 
of money coming into UK research institutions in that there was money going out from the 
Exchequer to Europe and then coming back to our institutions? How likely is it that UK 
Government expenditure on research would compensate for that? 

Professor Dalgleish: I personally do not know, but I think they would be under a very strong 
moral obligation to make up that gap because they would be so much better off overall 
having so much more money which they are not sending to Europe and never seeing again. I 
think there will be a tremendous pressure for them to make up that gap and more. On the 
example given of that institute in Northern Ireland, which I know is really excellent, I do not 
ǘƘƛƴƪ ȅƻǳ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘŀǘΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ tŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘΩǎ Ƨƻō ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ 
actually fund this in Northern Ireland, the way the MRC has funded good units in Glasgow, 
Edinburgh et cetera, and distributed it around the country. I do not think we need the EU to 
do that. 
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Lord Fox: That was not the question really. It was how likely, and you suspect it might be but 
there is a risk that it will not.  

Professor Angus Dalgleish: I cannot possibly say how likely it is, but I think that it would be 
for a scientist to lobby so that money came back from the Government, because the 
Government would have more than enough to be able to do it without having to lose 
elsewhere. I think that would have to make it very likely.  

Emran Mian: That is a very hopeful position. In principle, there is no reason why the gap 
would not be made up. It is a very hopeful position, not least because in the event of Brexit 
there would be quite significant economic pressure not only on sterlingτand the 
depreciation of sterling has direct impacts on how research moneys are spent or allocatedτ
but, equally, there would be other economic risks to the UK. It might be that over time those 
risks would be smoothed out, so if you looked at it over 20 or 30 years the UK might be fine, 
but the immediate impact would be negative. It is very difficult to see in that negative 
scenario why science and research would be a priority for the UK.  

The Chairman: Dr Galsworthy, do you want to add anything on this one?  

Dr Mike Galsworthy: I would concur with the other two that there will be huge pressure to 
plug the gap financially. Whether that will be taken up, I do not know. It depends entirely on 
economic circumstances. As has been pointed out, there will likely be lots of other economic 
fires to put out. The concern would be that the gap is plugged financially, but the overall 
value of our investments is diminished because our role within this whole ecosystem, which 
benefits us so well, is hugely reduced. The fear would be that we would be given some 
compensatory money for the damage done, but the end value would be hugely reduced, and 
ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎƛŀƴǎΩ ƳƛƴŘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜΦ L Řƻ ƴƻǘ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ƳƻƴŜȅ ǘƻ ǎǇŀǊŜ 
on leaving the EU because, on pulling the plug, there are wider impacts than the 0.5% of 
GDP, which we count as a net contribution, an amount which might be demanded anyway 
by the Commission in order for us to continue to play on the science programme, given the 
fact that it now goes increasingly to shoring up the research and innovation in those other 
countries that we partner with. The dynamics are complex and very difficult to predict. 

The Chairman: Lord Hennessy, Lord Hunt and Lord Ridley all wish to come in on this. I would 
point out to my colleagues that we are only halfway through the questions, so there is a hint 
there for you.   

Lord Hennessy of NympsfieldΥ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊ 5ŀƭƎƭŜƛǎƘΣ ȅƻǳ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ άƳƻǊŀƭ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴέΦ 
IŜǊ aŀƧŜǎǘȅΩǎ ¢ǊŜŀǎǳǊȅΣ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ŀŘƳƛǊŀōle in so many ways, does not do moral obligation. I 
think we can all agree on that. It simply cannot abide any notion of hypothecation. If there is 
a Brexit dividend, there is going to be tremendous competition to grab it. I suspect on the 
Brexit side of the argument they have spent it at least 10 times already. I think your faith in 
ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŀƭ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ IŜǊ aŀƧŜǎǘȅΩǎ ¢ǊŜŀǎǳǊȅ ƛǎ ǘƻǳŎƘƛƴƎΣ ōǳǘ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ŘŜƭǳŘŜŘΦ 

The Chairman: Shall we take that as a comment rather than a question?  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: Let us carry on.  

The Chairman: Thank you for your self-denying ordinance on that. Can we move on to Lord 
Ridley? 

Q132  Viscount Ridley: We have heard a lot about international collaboration. I think Dr 
Galsworthy cited a figure of 60% of British research being done with international co-
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authors, or something like that. I believe our biggest co-author/collaborator is the United 
States of America. How do we square that with the view that European collaboration is vital 
to continuing international collaboration? Is there not inevitably an opportunity cost in 
having programmes that specifically discriminate against non-EU countries and in favour of 
EU ones, so, for example, a scientist might end up spending time at a second-rate 
conference that happens to be in Europe rather than working with a first-rate colleague who 
happens to be from Japan, India or America? Is it not inevitable that there is an opportunity 
cost if you make it much easier to collaborate with one group of countries than with 
another?  

Dr Mike Galsworthy: Not really, for various reasons. First, I think it is hugely useful that 
within the EU we have a common programme that allows for multinational collaborations 
and there is a legislative framework to make those easier. In turn, this serves as a catalyst for 
our capacity to reach around the globe. The size of the programme means that it is 
comprehensive in subject areas and well-known as a brandτensuring a certain qualityτand 
therefore, should other countries, such as the US, want to collaborate with the UK, there is a 
huge channel of potential for doing that through the EU programme, because of all these 
factors and because you can bring in other partners. I do not believe the expenditure on our 
participation in the EU, and our closeness with the EU, would be better spent in forging 
something with America, for example. I think the latter should be encouraged anyway and 
the EU programme can facilitate any further work that we do with the Anglosphere, or 
anywhere. I think we should be reaching out to America more and America should be 
reaching out to us more. However, I do not think doing well with the EU is an opportunity 
cost in working with anyone else. That does not make any natural sense to me. 

Viscount Ridley: So we can have our cake and eat it.  

Lord Maxton: What does the USA think about Brexit from Europe? 

Dr Mike Galsworthy: From the Americans I have talked to, they think it is pretty nuts.  

The Chairman: Did Mr Mian or Professor Dalgleish want to add anything on that? Shall we 
move on then?  

Q133  Baroness Manningham-Buller: I want to talk about the training of the next generation 
of scientists, which I am sure you all agree is a really important part of the role of the 
scientist. In particular, Professor Dalgleish, I want to pick up on your statement that the 
freedom of movement within the EU that we currently enjoy causes British scientists or 
researchers to abdicate their responsibilities for developing the next generation of scientists, 
which is quite an interesting observation. What is your evidence for that?  

Professor Angus Dalgleish: I think the arguments there were probably due to the fact that 
when you have people coming from Europe into a laboratory, they come in with European 
funding and a budget et cetera, and that has a potential negative impact on the mentorship 
that you would give for somebody who was from your own university.  

Baroness Manningham-Buller: Sorry, can I stop you there? You said in your own lab you 
have a chunk of people from Europe, a chunk of people from other countries and, 
presumably, a chunk of Brits as well.  

Professor Angus Dalgleish: Yes.  
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Baroness Manningham-Buller: Do you differentiate, according to how they are funded, in 
how you train and develop them?  

Professor Angus Dalgleish: No, we do not.  

Baroness Manningham-Buller: So why do you think other people would? I thought you just 
said it would depend on how they were funded. 

Professor Angus Dalgleish: It depends a bit on how they are funded. I have quite a small 
laboratory, but people with large laboratories are very impacted with regards to the funding, 
and that dictates how they run their affairs.  

Baroness Manningham-Buller: If those foreign students were not getting training and 
development in British labs, they would not stay; they would not come. I want to have a feel 
for what the evidence is, because my observation is that in most universities they are being 
treated as part of the team and equally. 

Professor Angus Dalgleish: Yes, I think that is very much the case. In my own laboratory, I do 
not see any difference between the way that I or the post-docs treat people who have come 
from Europe and those from home. I do not have this package of funding from the European 
Union attached to one person who brings it in which has the knock-on effect that is being 
suggested, so I have no real experience.  

Baroness Manningham-Buller: You are not supporting the submission in your statement 
that the freedom of movement in the EU encouragŜǎ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǘŜŀƳǎ ǘƻ άŀōŘƛŎŀǘŜ 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨƘƻƳŜ ǇŀǘŎƘΩέΚ ¸ƻǳ Řƻ ƴƻǘ 
stand by that now? 

Professor Angus Dalgleish: It has been suggested by some of my colleagues, but I do not feel 
strongly about that.  

Baroness Manningham-Buller: The Committee is trying to gather evidence to make our 
judgments, but you do not have that evidence?  

Professor Angus Dalgleish: No.  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Professor Dalgleish, I have always felt the one thing we can all 
sign up to, wherever we are on the great European debate, is a belief in intellectual freedom 
of trade and that the benefits of it are extraordinary. I am an arts and humanities person, 
but the British students in arts and humanities only benefit from the presence of people 
ŦǊƻƳ ƻǾŜǊǎŜŀǎΤ ƛǘ ǊŀƛǎŜǎ ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅΩǎ ƎŀƳŜΦ L ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎ ǿŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀƭƭ ƭŜŀǇ 
upon and I invite you to do so. You have.  

Professor Angus Dalgleish: With regard to having the freedom of movement of people 
coming to the laboratory?  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: This rather mitigates against this statement we have in your 
ŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜǎΩ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǎƻƳŜƘƻǿ ŘŜƴȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭ ōŀǎŜ ƻŦ .Ǌƛǘǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭƭ ǘƘƛǎ 
collaboration. I think it is quite the reverse, wherever you look, whatever the subject.  

Professor Angus Dalgleish: I do not think it denies the Brits. I think that is a 
misinterpretation of that.  

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: That is the way I read it, I am afraid to say.  

Baroness Manningham-Buller: And I.  
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The Chairman: Let us move on. Baroness Neville-Jones.  

Q134  Baroness Neville-Jones: Could I return to the question of regulation that was touched 
on in earlier discussion, where I think the statement was made by you, Professor, that the 
UK might find itself in the event of Brexit not necessarily not having access, but having to 
obey the regulations under which that research was carried out without having had a voice 
in them. We have had a lot of evidence that suggests that, on balance, the regulatory 
harmonisation of the EU has been beneficial to the UK. That does not mean to say that 
particular regulatory frameworks have not posed problemsτthey haveτbut would you 
agree with the thesis, quite apart from the question of whether we would be obliged to obey 
rules that we have not have had a voice in, that the regulatory environment the EU is 
developing has been broadly beneficial to science? Or do you think it is a mixed picture? I do 
not know who would like to tackle that. Does it depend on the science? Where does the 
picture lie? 

The Chairman: I see Dr Galsworthy is going to volunteer for that one.  

Dr Mike Galsworthy: Very broadly speaking, it is clearly of benefit to common endeavour. 
There are some areas where there will be tensionsτfor example, stem cell researchτ
because there are different religious tendencies in different countries. Also, there are some 
aspects of public health regulation that want to be science driven, such as alcohol, but, 
because there are very different interests in different countries, even if you asked the 
Commission to go and legislate on it, it cannot come back with anything coherent so it gives 
up on it in some areas.  

There is other regulation, and I am sure Professor Dalgleish has things to say about this, such 
as the clinical trials directive, where it is clear that it would be beneficial to have common 
regulation across a set of many countries so that we can all participate in science and 
medical research in the same way. However, when that regulation comes in, there can be 
flaws in the balance of interests. Clearly, we wanted the clinical trials directive to be very 
heavy on patient protection, for very good reasons, but the impacts of that were felt quite 
rapidly. It has now been fixed, as far as many people are concerned, by the new version in 
2014, which has been praised by various sources, including AllTrials, which liked the 
transparency that it ushers in, but it had an impact for several years.  

Overall, this is clearly the direction that we need to move in. There will be some areas where 
it is more difficult and some where it is easier, but, as a broad capacity, it is hugely valuable 
to us all that it is there. If we want common regulation across a vast number of countries, we 
have a permanent standing mechanism by which we can engage that and then revise it 
should it need to be revised. I think that is clearly a benefit.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: What precisely is the value of having single regulation?  

Dr Mike Galsworthy: Efficiency in being able to collaborate and to pool data and effort, so 
harnessing economies of scale and capacity to involve all countries within the EU.  

Baroness Neville-Jones: It is only efficient if it is right though, is it not?  

Dr Mike Galsworthy: Yes.  

The Chairman: Professor Dalgleish, would you like to comment on this one?  
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Professor Angus Dalgleish: Yes, I would. My views on the clinical trials directive have already 
been made known to the Committee. I think it is important to understand the damage that is 
being done is very largely due to the way it was implementedτlike so many directives from 
the EUτby the British Parliament and Department of Health, without them thinking about 
its impact. It is yet another EU law of unintended consequences. It has destroyed clinical 
academic research in this country. My colleague, Professor Morris Brown, has been even 
more effusive about the impacts of this. The corrections were only after mega, mega 
lobbying, and it was far too little, far too late.  

When I gave evidence to the All-Party Group on Cancer in relation to pancreatic cancer, I 
pointed out that if you really want to improve the outlook of patients with pancreatic cancer 
in the United Kingdom, the most important thing you could do was get rid of the constraints 
on academic research due to the clinical trials directive, at which point it was suggested by 
somebody else that perhaps the barriers to entry of the clinical trials directive were at the 
behest of the big pharmaceutical companies, to keep out the smaller generics. From the 
reaction, it would appear to be an accepted explanation of why we have been subject to 
such draconian rules and regulations. At this committee meeting, someone from the 
audience stood up and said they were Dr So-and-so from a very big Swiss pharmaceutical 
organisation and that the barriers had been raised so high that even they could not afford to 
do the trials they would like to do these days. I rest my case with an example of a piece of 
legislation that has been applied and has done unbelievable damage, which people did not 
think through. 

There is a second one that is terribly relevant, not necessarily for all science but one aspect 
of scienceτhealth sciencesτand that is the European working time directive, where they 
lumped being on call with working. That is an indirect cause of why the doctors are going on 
strike and why you could never stretch the current workforce to a seven-day week.  

Lord Fox: To be clear, your bugbear on the clinical trials is not with the existence of the initial 
European assertions; it is the way in which those assertions have been applied by the 
domestic Parliament of the United Kingdom.  

Professor Angus Dalgleish: There is an awful lot of truth in that because many of my 
colleagues have not suffered like I have, because they have mixed and matched and adapted 
the regulations to the environment appropriately and proportionately. Clinical researchers 
ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ŎŜƭƭ ǘƘŜǊŀǇȅΣ ǘƘƛǎΣ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊΣ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƻƭŘΣ ά¸ƻǳΩǾŜ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ǎƻ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ 
ŦƛƴƛǎƘέΣ ŀƴŘ ƎƛǾŜƴ ŀ ƎǊŀƴŘŦŀǘƘŜǊ ŎƭŀǳǎŜΣ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǿŜǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻƭŘ they could renegotiate when 
ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƻ Řƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΦ ²Ŝ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŜǾŜƴ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀǘΦ L ǿŀǎ ǘƻƭŘ ƻƴ м !ǇǊƛƭΣ άLŦ ȅƻǳ 
ŎŀǊǊȅ ƻƴΣ ȅƻǳ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀ ŎǊƛƳƛƴŀƭέΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƻǘŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ ǳǘǘŜǊƭȅ ǿǊƻƴƎΦ 

Lord Fox: Thank you. I think that answers my question.  

Viscount Ridley: We have heard previously that biotech crops, i.e. genetic modification in 
agriculture, is one of the areas where a huge amount of beneficial research was stifled by 
harmonised European regulation and, effectively, something Europe had a lead on vanished 
and it all went to America. I know it is not any of your specialties, but do any of you want to 
comment on that particular topic?  

Dr Mike Galsworthy: I do. I think that is a particular issue of democracy. In the United States, 
with genetically modified organisms in foods, you clearly see that the wider public has had 
huge suspicions about this, but has had little or no opportunity to have its say. There was 
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one stage at which 90% of the American population wanted labelling on foods that 
contained genetic modification merely for its information. That had been squashed through 
various mechanisms at various points. Whereas what you have in Europe is large public 
objection to genetically modified foods finding its way through the European Parliament in 
order to put restrictions on our science. That is regrettable for the progress of that scientific 
field, but I do not believe that science should march on, leaving its public behind. I think the 
real deficit here is in our outreach to, and education of, the public about the real risks and 
benefits around genetic modification. I do not think that has been done, and that is where 
the rub lies. I believe that in one of your sessions Kurt Deketelaere was discussing these 
kinds of issues on the matter of health data and so forth, and the fact that it is not that the 
Commission itself is seeking to squash science; it is that regulation goes through this 
democratic mechanism of the European Parliament, and so the other parties who are 
interested in the matters being discussed have capacity to make their voices heard. What 
you are left with at the end of the day is a product of the scientific base engaging with other 
parts of society when forming regulation.  

The Chairman: A final question from Lord Hunt.  

Q135  Lord Hunt of Chesterton: From your understanding of the evidence we have received 
and the wider debate, do you think there are any areas that remain underdeveloped? I 
would like to add my own tuppenceworth. Having been a scientist and worked on many 
European projects, I can tell you that as we got more into Europe, what was remarkable 
about Europe was the efficacy of networks, much more so than with the United States, for 
example, and the business of handling, storing and making use of data. We have had 
evidence here in this Committee that, providing there is good organisation, small companies 
in Britain, and indeed even bigger ones, can make use of the technology and engineering 
stimulated by the EU programmes. There was some regret that under current arrangements 
we were not able to make as much use of them as we could. Do you have any comments on 
those points?  

Emran Mian: For me, the most underdeveloped area of the evidence is around researcher 
mobility. On research funding, there is at least an argument in principle that in the event of 
an exit the funding gap could be made up. I think it would be very hard to get a commitment 
to that effect, but, conceptually, you can see it happening. I find it much more difficult to 
imagine a scenario after exit where researcher mobility is maintained. Some of the 
arguments have suggested that we already have very good networks across Europe and 
elsewhere and hence we will be fine. That risks missing the fact that some of these 
relationships change very quickly, and, of course, the frontier of knowledge changes very 
ǉǳƛŎƪƭȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƛƴ мл ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ǘƛƳŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ 
who might currently be in the UK or currently have associations with UK universities.  

The real question is how we would maintain mobility and the making of connections. That 
feels to me very much like a leap in the dark in the event of exit. For me, the biggest area of 
hesitation is what would happen to researcher mobility and what impacts that would have.  

The Chairman: I think at this point I must draw this session to a conclusion. We have covered 
a lot of ground. We are most grateful to our three witnesses, Dr Mike Galsworthy, Professor 
Angus Dalgleish and Mr Emran Mian. Thank you for your help this morning. It has been very 
enlightening. There will be a transcript circulated. Please make any minor corrections. If 
there is any further evidence you want to send as a follow-up, feel free to so do, although I 
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would point out that we will be drafting our report fairly rapidly now, so there is not much 
time. Thank you very much. 
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Scientists for Labour ς Written evidence (EUM0055) 
 
Scientists for Labour (http://www.scientistsforlabour.org.uk/en/) is the Labour science and 
technology network and is affiliated to the Labour Party. We believe that science and 
technology offer the potential to unlock a better future for everyone and seek to engage 
with politicians, party members and scientists to promote evidence-based policies that 
foster innovation and discovery in science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) 
 
Based on our collective experience, we consider that UK STEM activities benefit significantly 
from membership of the European Union, and by far more than the simple sum of the 
constituent parts. Scientific development and innovation are critically dependent on 
collaborative ideas and contributions, and it is here that the EU provides value over and 
above the cost of the subscription, as evidenced in section 3.0 below. The EU has structured 
its research organisation to harness this additional value in a flexible, insightful way, and the 
UK is able to exercise an equal voice in EU science policy making along with the other 
member states. The scale and intellectual challenge of the many, big issues being tackled in 
the modern world require pooling of resources across the European Union to make 
significant progress. As a result the capacity of our UK STEM base would be much diminished 
by loss of EU membership, resulting in many missed opportunities for improvements in our 
quality of life and for the associated innovative businesses that enable them. 
 
The only realistic alternative to EU membership for the UK STEM base is closer alignment to 
the US, but the UK has no de facto or de jure voice in US science policy making. It is an over-
simplistic assumption to expect the US to see increased focus on the UK STEM base as the 
best strategic option for their global science strategy: the UK would have to succeed against 
fierce competition from others to achieve any special status. Furthermore it is a naïve 
assumption to contemplate that any such status is even on offer. 
 
1.0 Scope of the inquiry  
The House of Lords Science & Technology Select Committee is conducting an inquiry into the 
relationship between EU Membership and the effectiveness of science, research and 
innovation in the UK. The UK's membership of the EU has wide ranging influence on the 
vitality of UK science, research and innovation. Understanding this influence, however, is 
complex and multifaceted. Its exact nature is uncatalogued in a number of key areas and this 
inquiry aims to try and understand and characterise these interactions with particular regard 
to four major themes; funding, collaboration, regulation and scientific advice. 
 
2.0 Introduction 

2.1 The EU research and innovation policy framework is entitled Horizon 2020 - the 
ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎƻǊ ƻŦ ǎŜǾŜƴ άCǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎέΦ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ƛǎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 
Directorate General for Research and Innovation (DGRI), embraces both the natural 
and social sciences and comprises nine sections691 : 

1. Excellent Science 

¶ European Research Council 

                                            
691 http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/h2020-sections  
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¶ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie actions 

¶ European Research Infrastructures, including e-Infrastructures 

¶ Future and Emerging Technologies 
 

2. Industrial Leadership 

¶ Leadership in Enabling and Industrial Technologies 
o Information and Communication Technologies 
o Space 
o Nanotechnologies, Advanced Materials, Advanced Manufacturing and 

Processing, and Biotechnology 

¶ Access to risk finance 

¶ Innovation in SMEs 
 

3. Societal Challenges 

¶ Health, Demographic Change and Wellbeing 

¶ Secure, Clean and Efficient Energy 

¶ Climate Action, Environment, Resource Efficiency and Raw Materials 

¶ Secure societies ς Protecting freedom and security of Europe and its citizens 

¶ Smart, Green and Integrated Transport 

¶ Europe in a changing world - Inclusive, innovative and reflective societies 

¶ Food Security, Sustainable Agriculture and Forestry, Marine, Maritime and Inland 
Water Research and the Bioeconomy 

 
4. Spreading Excellence and Widening Participation 
 
5. Euratom 
 
6. European Institute of Innovation and Technology (EIT) 
 
7. Science with and for Society 
 
8. Fast Track to Innovation Pilot 
 
9. Cross-cutting activities (focus areas) 

 
2.2 This reasonably comprehensive agenda and structure for research provides a 

template for individual Member States. Such a template assists Member States 
where existing national agendas and structures require reform, especially where 
reform is resisted. Clearly, the value of the template is much reduced for non EU 
states. As a consequence, reform in the UK would be impeded by leaving the EU. 
IŀǊƳƻƴƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŀƎŜƴŘŀ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŀƎŜƴŘŀ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƳŀȄƛƳƛǎŜ 
scientific, economic and social benefits to the UK. Such harmonisation would 
facilitate UK efforts to improve our fragmented research structure. Among the 
economic benefits of harmonisation are bilateral scientific links between the UK and 
other countries: whether the UK is an EU Member State or an Associated State, 
greater harmonisation is needed to persuade third parties of the value of bilateral 
links with a country ς the UK ς that would otherwise appear idiosyncratic, maverick 
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and hence unreliable. Members of Scientists for Labour have individual experience of 
this.  

 
2.3 To assess the benefits and risks to the UK of this Horizon 2020 framework requires a 

detailed analysis of the evolution and implementation of the nine sections of the 
policy. Such a detailed analysis is critical when the issue at stake is continued UK 
membership of the EU. However, it is not readily apparent where the necessary 
expertise for this lies within the civil service. We have been unable to locate 
pertinent government publications. An evidence-based approach to engagement 
with the EU appears to be missing. 

 
2.4 Note that implementation research is supported by a range of other DGs. For 

example 
 

¶ DG Health and Food Safety has responsibility for grants for public and private 
projects relating to public health, consumers, food safety, plant health and animal 
welfare. These are awarded by the Commission and the EU Consumers, Health, 
Agriculture and Food Executive Agency (Chafea). Each year, the Commission 
publishes work programmes in the field of health and consumer policies fixing the 
broad outlines of the grants envisaged over the year. The current Health 
Programme (2014-нлнл ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ ϵппфΦп Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴύ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ мύ 
Promote health, prevent disease and foster supportive environments for healthy 
lifestyles; 2) Protect citizens from serious cross-border health threats 3) Contribute 
to innovative, efficient and sustainable health systems 4) Facilitate access to 
better and safer healthcare for Union citizens.  

¶ DG Sante has activity on rare diseases, cancer and anti-microbials, with new 
scientific committees on consumer safety and on health, environmental and 
emerging risks. 

¶ DG Communications Networks, Content and Technology funds high-quality ICT 
research and innovation that delivers imaginative and practical solutions to both 
technological and societal challenges through the EU research and innovation 
strategy.  

¶ DG Climate Action: A number of different contracts and grants are regularly made 
available for companies or organisations who want to work with the DG-CLIMA or 
apply for funding. It gives the opportunity to organisations to get some grants 
through calls for proposals. These are invitations for suppliers to submit a proposal 
on a specific commodity or service. A grant or a subvention is a direct financial 
contribution from the European Commission to support a specific action or project 
of a non-commercial nature, to cover eligible costs directly incurred by the 
beneficiaries. 

 
2.5 Note, further, that the Joint Research Centre (JRC) is treated as a DG. JRC is the 

Commission's in-house science service which employs scientists to carry out research 
in order to provide independent scientific advice and support to EU policy. It has 
centres in Brussels (BE), Ispra (IT), Geel (BE), Petten (NL), Karlsruhe (DE) and Seville 
(ES) with institutes for the protection and security of the citizen; environment and 
sustainability; health and consumer protection; reference materials and 
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measurements; energy and transport; transuranium elements; and prospective 
technological studies. It is a pity that UK engagement with EU has been such as to 
result in no centre being located here. 

 
2.6 Any considered view of the importance of EU membership to the UK needs to take 

account of all these activities. In each case, there is a need to drill down and ask the 
ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΥ άLǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ōŜƛƴƎ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΚέ ²ƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ 
ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ƛǎ ά¸ŜǎέΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ŀǊƛǎŜǎ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎƛŜǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 
realised by the UK working closer with the relevant non-UK researchers. Where the 
answeǊ ƛǎ άbƻέΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ŀǊƛǎŜǎ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ƛǎ ƳŀȄƛƳƛǎƛƴƎ ƛǘǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ 
from the work being undertaken. Given the breadth of UK ambitions in research, 
there will be very few activities where a considered view would countenance the UK 
walking away. 

 
2.7 In this submission we address the four major themes (funding, collaboration, 

regulation, scientific advice) identified by the House of Lords Science & Technology 
Select Committee. However, we consider those themes in a different order. We first 
consider collaboration since this is the real world activity in which scientists engage. 
On that basis we can then consider regulation and scientific advice because our views 
on this are based on that real world activity. Finally we consider funding because it is 
the past activities of scientists that justify future funding. In other words, our views 
are based on experience, not mere opinion. 

 
3.0 Collaboration 

3.1 wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ά/ƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ мΦлέ όōŀǎŜŘ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƻƴ ŎƘŀƴŎŜ 
meetings of two researchers who agree to combine resources for a short period so as 
ǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǘƻǇƛŎύ ǘƻ ά/ƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ нΦлέ όŀ ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
construction and maintenance of networks of people and things addressing a field of 
research). Collaboration between researchers ς both academic and industrial 
researchers ς lies at the heart of EU research policy. This collaboration policy reflects 
recognition by DGRI (the Directorate General for Research and Innovation) of the 
nature of research today and it reflects EU strategy in undertaking the construction 
of the European Research Area (ERA). 

 
3.2 Research increasingly requires ever-larger scale collaboration. The prime (and oldest) 

example is that of CERN, set up in 1954, so that European particle physicists could 
share the benefits and costs of high energy particle accelerators that no one country 
could afford. This increase in scale is not some consequence of bureaucracy but 
rather of the absolute growth of knowledge and developments in technology. This 
growth inevitably identifies links between topics that had previously appeared to be 
unrelated. Experts in such topics had been able to work independently of each other. 
But now they cannot: they are increasingly obliged to work together if they are to 
maintain their ambitions to increase knowledge and use it. The requirement for 
networks of people and things is incontrovertible where research is seeking solutions 
to societal and global challenges such as health or climate change. 
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3.3 A large population of researchers in EU Member States and high quality research 
training are essential to the construction of the ERA so that it can ensure that 
research topics have the critical mass required for the EU to be globally successful, 
matching the US today and China tomorrow. This critical mass cannot be realised by 
any EU Member State on its own across the range of research topics. Nor can it be 
realised by any Associated State of the EU. Furthermore, it could not be realised by 
the UK outside of the EU. It is therefore essential for the UK to play an active ς and 
pro-active ς role in the planning construction and development of ERA to ensure 
success in research and innovation for the UK and other Member States. 

 
3.4 Collaboration between UK and other EU researchers is addressing some of the most 

important challenges facing humanity and is motivating new generations of 
scientists: 

 

¶ On climate change, research on discovering and using new sources of energy are 
critical: the EU is itself a  member of ITER (the International Thermonuclear 
Experimental Reactor) alongside China, India, Japan, Russia and the U.S.A., which 
is a global project to harness fusion energy, and was launched in 1985.  

¶ The European Space Agency (ESA) is a separate organisation from the EU, but the 
two are working increasingly closely together, and ESA now receives about 20% of 
its funding from the EU. UK membership helps underpin our flourishing satellite 
industry. 

¶ The European Molecular Biology Organisation (EMBO) has a membership that is 
almost coterminouǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 9¦Φ 9a.hΩǎ ¦Y ƻǳǘ-station (the European 
Bioinformatics Institute) is located on the Cambridge Genome Campus and it 
supports a global biological data management system (with additional UK 
government support) that matches its US sister organisation. 

¶ The UK has a leadership role in these projects in part because it is in the EU.  

¶ On addressing the obesity epidemic (and related diseases such as Type 2 Diabetes, 
cardiovascular disease, kidney failure, retinopathy (blindness)), the UK cannot go it 
alone: it needs access to the 500m people of the EU to be able to understand the 
diseases and to test new interventions. Private industry may be able to find such 
large populations in China. But EU scientists need to work across borders. Access 
to 500m people requires extensive networks that can reliably and safely identify 
people with very specific disease features that make them suitable for clinical and 
ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘǊƛŀƭǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǎŜŘ όƻǊ άǇǊŜŎƛǎƛƻƴέύ ƳŜŘƛŎƛƴŜΣ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜƭƛŀōƭȅ 
and safely assemble and share data and human biological samples.  

¶ Better husbanding of food sources requires a scientific consensus on risks to 
fishery or on emerging new pests or environmental poisons. 

 
3.5 These exciting research projects that are funded at scale by the EU not only address 

human needs but, at the same time, assert values that are British and European. 
Assertion of these values is the hallmark of civilisation, and it is this that then inspires 
the next generations of scientists to commit themselves to the hard life of being a 
STEM researcher. If the UK distanced itself from all this, it would lose some of its 
ability to address human need, would deny its values, would diminish its civilisation 
and would risk the loss of new British talent. 
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3.6 Of the 106,349 projects in 68 research activity areas funded by the EU, 55,899 

(52.6%) involve the UK. This is more than any of the other 197 countries receiving 
support692. UK dependencies such as the Falkland Islands are among the 197 
countries receiving funding.  

 

Country Projects Projects 

United Kingdom 55899 

Germany 51040 

France 45526 

Italy 36122 

Spain 30374 

Netherlands 25833 

Belgium 19104 

Greece 14150 

Sweden 13342 

Denmark 11261 

Switzerland 9601 

 
In general, all EU projects involve voluntary collaboration between researchers in at 
least three countries. Thus the EU provides a powerful means enabling UK 
researchers to collaborate with the people they want to work with from around the 
globe. To initiate these collaborations generally requires EU membership. 

 
3.7 The EU provides an efficient means of establishing these essential connections. It is 

driven to do this as a matter of policy to ensure that research funding reaches all 
Member States. While the UK government may seek to promote bilateral 
international collaborations, such policies tend to come and go as dictated by 
diplomacy ς not as dictated by the needs of research. UK bilateral collaborations 
cannot hope in general to have the impact of EU bilateral collaborations. There is 
even less prospect of UK multilateral collaborations having the lifespan that research 
requires. 

 
3.8 The high level of UK participation in EU research provides strong evidence that EU 

research priorities align with UK research priorities. A continued high level of UK 
participation indicates that EU policymakers are sensitive to UK priorities. Thus the 
ά.ǊǳǎǎŜƭǎ ōǳǊŜŀǳŎǊŀǘǎέ ŀǊŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ς not the other way round. They are 
working more for us than for any other country in helping our researchers do the 
work they want to do with the people they want to do it with. 

 
3.9 EU-funded projects have budgets that pay not only for staff, consumables, services 

and equipment, but that also contribute to the overheads of UK research institutions 
όŀǎ άƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŎƻǎǘǎέύΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ scope for reform on this matter (should this 
contribution be higher?). There is also scope for simplifying the administration and 

                                            
692 http://cordis.europa.eu/projects/home_en.html  accessed 26 October 2015 
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enhancing the oversight of EU funds. Clearly, continued EU membership will help 
ensure that future reforms meet UK policy objectives. 

 
3.10 The global character of collaboration is exemplified by 22,916 projects with 

collaborators in countries such as United States, Russia, China, Brazil, India, 
Switzerland and Norway. In each project however, it is EU research policy that gives 
the lead in specifying the research topic and it is EU researchers ς often from the UK 
ς who frame the proposal and seek out the non-EU researchers who are needed. 
Thus non-EU researchers are, for EU funding purposes, second class researchers. That 
would be the fate of all UK researchers with the UK outside the EU. 

 
3.11 Collaboration between academic and industrial researchers (Public Private 

Partnership ς PPP) is an important matter. This is implemented in various ways. We 
give two examples: 

 

¶ In Horizon 2лнлΣ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴƛƴŜ ǇƛƭƭŀǊǎ ƛǎ ά{ƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ /ƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎέΦ hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
challenges is Health, Demographic Change and Wellbeing. Within this challenge 
sits an activity called the Innovative Medicines Initiative (IMI)693. This is an 
independent multi-billion funding agency (tasked to speed up the development of 
better and safer medicines). The IMI research agenda is implemented with 50% 
funding by the European Commission and 50% by relevant private companies (AZ 
and GSK are major players). Individual companies in a specific project each provide 
in-kind funding such that the total industrial contribution is 50% of the cost of the 
project. Thus all the funding is spent on collaboration between academic and 
industrial researchers. It is important to note that the industrial researchers in any 
one project are often drawn from a substantial number of pharmaceutical 
companies and SMEs. Thus IMI promotes pre-competitive collaboration within the 
private sector as much as it promotes such collaboration between public and 
private sectors. This has obvious financial benefits: private sector collaboration 
reduces duplication of effort and promotes adoption of industry standards. The 
benefits are so attractive to companies that we are aware of numbers of US 
pharmaceutical companies that have sought to join existing projects as 
latecomers. If the UK left the EU, the ability of major pharma to engage in this PPP 
would not be substantially affected since they are multinational in character. 
However, UK public researchers would be demoted from their current highly 
active roles. 

¶ Lƴ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнлΣ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴƛƴŜ ǇƛƭƭŀǊǎ ƛǎ άLƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ [ŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇέΦ hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛǎ ά[ŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛƴ 9ƴŀōƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ LƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎέ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 
ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘǎ ŀƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƻƴ άLƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎέΦ 5DwL 
regularly issues a list of research topics that have been drawn up in consultation 
with a wide range of stakeholders. It solicits research proposals that address those 
topics from groups of public and private researchers i.e. from prospective PPPs i.e. 
from prospective collaborators. In the list of 39 topics for 2016-17, a budget of 
ϵмōƴ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǿƛƴƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ŦǊƻƳ tttǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘƻǇƛŎǎ ŀǊŜ ŘƛǾƛŘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ 
the following eight themes: A new generation of components and systems; 

                                            
693 http://www.imi.europa.eu/  
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Advanced Computing and Cloud Computing; Future Internet; Content; Robotics 
and Autonomous Systems; Innovation and Entrepreneurship support; 
Responsibility and Creativity; International Cooperation Activities. 

 
Thus whereas collaboration is supported via IMI between any relevant public 
organisation and a restricted list of private organisations in the medicines industry, in 
ICT collaboration is supported between any relevant public and any relevant private 
organisation. 

 
3.12 When a specified set of industrial partners undertake to work jointly with DGRI to 

support PPPs ς as is the case with IMI ς a Joint Undertaking is agreed between the 
ǘǿƻ ǎƛŘŜǎΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ LaL ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {ƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ /ƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ǇƛƭƭŀǊΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ W¦Ωǎ 
ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ά/ƭŜŀƴ {ƪȅέ ŀƴŘ άCǳŜƭ /Ŝƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ IȅŘǊƻƎŜƴέΦ ¢ǿƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ W¦Ωǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 
the Industrial Leadership pillar: one for Embedded Computing Systems (acronym: 
ARTEMIS) and one for nanoelectronics technologies. UK companies are active in 
ǘƘŜǎŜ W¦Ωǎ ŀƴŘ ¦Y ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ Ǉarticipate in projects. Companies considered 
.ǊƛǘƛǎƘ ōƻǘƘ ƭŀǊƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƳŀƭƭ ŀǊŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǾŜ W¦ΩǎΦ ²Ŝ Ƴŀȅ 
highlight household names such as AstraZeneca, GlaxoSmithKline, Westlands, Rolls-
Royce, e-On, Air products, Shell, Johnson Matthey, Ford Motor Company, IBM UK, 
QinetiQ, Thales (UK) Research & Technology. 
 
bŜǿ W¦Ωǎ ŀǊŜ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘΦ CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǘƻ ǎǘŜǇ ōŀŎƪ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƭƭ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎŀǘŀǎǘǊƻǇƘƛŎ ŦƻǊ 
future jobs and prosperity and for young researchers who would be driven to 
emigrate. 
 
We note also that EU programmes give specific encouragement and financial support 
to the involvement of SMEs, and also to technology transfer ς a crucial activity where 
the UK has well-known and historical weakness. 

 
3.13 Collaboration is increasingly relevant in the area of education and training. As 

academic research becomes as international as industrial research by multinationals 
already is, the need for training in more than one country grows, as does the need for 
the recognition of qualifications across national borders.  The UK (including Scientists 
for Labour members) currently benefits from EU support for mobility: we recruit 
brilliant and talented young minds from the continent to train here. These people 
contribute both to our economy and to the quality of our research. There can be little 
doubt that leaving the EU would be a disincentive to this talent coming to the UK. 
The pharmaceutical industry has invested in increasing the mobility of its trainee and 
experienced researchers across the EU because its operations occur across the EU 
and beyond. To reduce mobility to and from the UK of these researchers by leaving 
the EU is tantamount to asking the pharmaceutical industry to leave the UK. 

 
4.0 Regulation and Scientific advice 

4.1  
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A new means of providing scientific advice in the EU is being set up based on OECD 
guidelines. This Scientific Advice Mechanism (SAM) is sketched above. Major 
appointments are due in November 2015. The Commission notes694 that extensive 
use of scientific advice is made today in specific policy areas from the JRC, from 
external experts and from some Horizon 2020 research projects. This has been 
summarised by the European Parliament695. 

 
4.2 Clearly no assessment of the effectiveness of SAM can be made at this time. 

However, we may note the speed with which the Commission has been able to move 
on this matter once the need for change was recognised: a speed which contrasts 
ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎƭǳƎƎƛǎƘƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻŦ ƻōǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŀŘǾƛŎŜΦ 
CERN head Rolf-Dieter Heuer, Fields medal winner Cédric Villani and UK Met Office 
chief scientist Julia Slingo have been announced in a timely fashion as members of 
the High Level Group. 

 
4.3 We may ask whether the structure of SAM is appropriate. While broadly the 

structure looks promising, a feature that appears to be lacking is the ability of the 
European Parliament directly to request independent high-level scientific advice 
through SAM. As a political body, such advice is especially valuable in order that 
different political traditions can better adapt to a changing world. MEPs should be 
able directly to request scientific advice from SAM. 

 
4.4 SfL cannot advise the HoL Science & Technology Select Committee inquiry on specific 

EU legal issues affecting the regulation of science. However, it would be 
unconscionable for the UK to adopt lower standards of its own, especially in regard to 
ethical issues around clinical trials or data privacy. Much of the pharmaceutical and 
biotechnology industries would avoid the UK if that were to happen: the UK would 
become a pariah state for the sake of saving on some red tape. If standards were 
significantly more stringent in the UK than elsewhere, this too would be counter-

                                            
694 http://ec.europa.eu/research/sam/pdf/scientific_advice_mechanism.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none  
695 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2015/559512/EPRS_BRI%282015%29559512_EN.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/research/sam/pdf/scientific_advice_mechanism.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2015/559512/EPRS_BRI%282015%29559512_EN.pdf
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productive for UKplc. We need to stay broadly in line with our leading international 
partners. This is most efficiently ensured by continued EU membership. 

 
5.0 Funding 

5.1 The funding of research and innovation by the European Commission is largely (but 
not wholly) the responsibility of the Directorate General Research and Innovation 
(DGRI)696. 

 
DGRI today has 11 directorates697 for policy development and coordination; 
resources; common support centre; Innovation Union and European Research Area; 
international cooperation; key enabling technologies; bioeconomy; health, energy, 
transport; climate action and resource efficiency. Within these directorates, we find 
responsibility for particular funding streams (e.g. the popular European Research 
Council sits, in part, within Directorate R: Resources). 

 
5.2 Perhaps the most striking aspect of the organisation of DGRI is its flexibility. The DG is 

responsible for all fields of scientific enquiry and is able to promote ς or demote ς a 
particular topic by rapidly re-organising its structure to align with changing scientific, 
economic, politiŎŀƭ ƻǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΦ Wǳǎǘ ǘŜƴ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƎƻ ǘƘŜ 5D ǿŀǎ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ά5D 
wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ мм ōǳǘ мр ŘƛǊŜŎǘƻǊŀǘŜǎ ό!Υ [ŜƎŀƭΤ .Υ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
Area ς legal; C: European Research Area ς economy; D: Cooperation; E: 
Biotechnology; F: Health; G: Industry; I: Environment; J: Energy (Euratom); K: Energy; 
L: Society; R: Resources; S: Ideas programme; T: Outsourcing). 

 
5.3 This flexibility is increasingly important given the relentless pace of technological, 

scientific and social change. However since change in the number or responsibilities 
of directorates is initiated because of economic, political or social considerations and 
not solely because of scientific considerations, this flexibility puts at risk the 
autonomy required for sustained human creativity and thus the long term health of 
European science. DGRI has sought to address this issue through the creation of the 
European Research Council, but the balance of funding is heavily weighted away from 
ERC and toward explicitly economic, political and social priorities through Horizon 
2020. While economic, political and social issues are legitimate concerns of research 
and innovation, the specification of these issues must be a matter of democratic 
decision-making if the subsequent products of research and innovation are to be 
sustainably adopted. This need for democracy is as much an issue for the EU where 
ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƘƻƭŘǎ ǎǿŀȅ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀǊƳΩǎ ƭŜƴƎǘƘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭǎ 
assert (but do not have) an autonomy that is at odds with democratic specification of 
economic, political and social research priorities. 

 
5.4 .ȅ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ƭŜǎǎ ŦƭŜȄƛōƭŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ǎƭƻǿŜǊ ǘƻ 

respond to evolving priorities.  
 

The UK cannot benefit optimally from DGRI unless it adapts so that there is, where 
appropriate, some degree of correspondence between UK governmental scientific 

                                            
696 http://ec.europa.eu/research/index.cfm  
697 http://ec.europa.eu/research/dgs/pdf/organisation_en.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none  
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administrators and EU research and innovation administrators. Our administrators 
need to know their opposite numbers and have inclusive briefs that allow them to 
ŀǊƎǳŜ ŦƻǊ ¦Y ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ƻŦ άŀǊƳΩǎ ƭŜƴƎǘƘέ ōƻŘƛŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 
research councils was, arguably, suited to earlier times. However, over the last 70 
years, research, development, innovation and their supporting infrastructures have 
become the major drivers of societal development: science (both natural and 
human), and in turn influence rational policymaking in the UK and elsewhere in the 
9¦Φ IŜƴŎŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅƳŀƪƛƴƎ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ŀƴ ŀǊƳΩǎ-length activity. Public 
involvement in science is not simply desirable but is becoming essential in certain 
areas (e.g. biomedical research). To facilitate this involvement, science policymaking 
needs to be more democratic. The SAM structure may start to meet this need for EU 
citizens and hence for UK citizens. 

 
5.5 The EU has set a target of 3% GDP for research spending, and the UK falls significantly 

short. While targets are to a degree arbitrary, they afford a useful yardstick by which 
to gauge UK effort against the need, particularly in respect of the magnitude and 
pace of societal development.   

 
5.6 Within UK industrial sectors, there is substantial variation in research intensity (R&D 

spend as a fraction of sales)698. 
 

Product Group R&D expenditure (£million) R&D intensity 

 2011 2012 2013 2011 2012 2013 

Pharmaceuticals 4,914 4,197 4,081 34.8 34.1 33.8 

Aerospace 1,438 1,518 1,656 7.7 7.4 6.9 

Electrical equipment 509 463 391 3.9 3.6 3.1 

Chemicals 523 592 617 2.3 2.7 2.8 

Motor vehicles and parts 1,525 1,763 2,060 4.0 4.5 4.6 

Other manufactured goods 146 133 170 0.9 0.8 1.0 

Manufacturing total 12,462 12,318 12,820 3.6 3.4 3.5 

 
Thus pharma exceeds the industry average R&D intensity by ten-ŦƻƭŘ ǿƘƛƭŜ άhǘƘŜǊ 
ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜŘ ƎƻƻŘǎέ ƛǎ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǾŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ 
attributed to a range of national, international, social, economic, legal and political 
ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΥ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ άǊƛƎƘǘέ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎΣ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘΣ ŎŀǊŜŦǳƭ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
each sector and its stakeholders. Indeed, for industrial R&D, the definition of R&D 
itself is problematic since, for example, market research can be included in that 
definition in ways that are rarely found in publicly-funded research. Nonetheless, 
comparisons between the UK and other EU Member States can begin to identify 
those industrial sectors where UK wishes to excel, and the EU provides the 
framework where industrial collaboration can ensure more efficient use of R&D 
monies. 

 
20 November 2015 

                                            
698 http://www.abpi.org.uk/industry-info/knowledge-hub/randd/Pages/expenditure.aspx#1  
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Background 
 
Sense About Science is a UK charity that equips people to make sense of science and 
evidence. We are a source of information, we counter misinformation, and we champion the 
role of research and evidence in public life. 
 
We interact with the valuable discussion about science and evidence that takes place across 
Europe in relation to evidence for policies and public discussion about science and research. 
While there are problems in the scientific and medical sphere with poorly derived 
regulations that are not properly held to account (these are described in answers to some of 
the questions below) we make comments about those specific areas in the context of the 
following:  
 
Membership of the EU is the vehicle to influence regulations that govern science and 
research in Europe. These EU regulations are the rules that would continue to govern 
scientific and research practices in a European country even if the country was no longer a 
ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Φ .ǳǘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ŀƴ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ 
influence those rules. This would be a problem for a country such as the UK where research 
is a significant part of national employment and income generation and the basis of 
international influence. New guidelines and regulations (for example in clinical trials 
disclosure, magnetic resonance imaging, stem cells) are regularly developed with leadership 
by UK researchers and regulatory agencies.  
 
Lǘ ƛǎ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ǿƛŘŜ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ǘƘŜ 
ability and capacity to develop rules and governance. Inevitably member state national 
agencies vary in expertise and resources for reasons of historical events, population and 
industry connections among other reasons. Expertise and knowledge can be generalised if 
there is a Europe wide conversation and development ƻŦ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
Food Standards Agency is a relatively large, well resourced body with rich expertise forged 
through dealing with issues such as BSE while in Denmark food safety operates on a much 
smaller scale with far fewer personnel and resources. Research fields are more developed 
and extensive in some areas of Europe. Expertise and knowledge from more developed 
ŀǊŜŀǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ŜǾŜǊȅ ŀǊŜŀ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ƛƴ ŘǳǇƭƛŎŀǘŜΦ 
 
In areas in Europe with developed research fields, the discussions they are having about 
research among citizens and the media are more developed. Experiences and frameworks 
Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƘŀǎƴΩǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘΦ ²ƘŜƴ ŀƴ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƛǎ 
misrepresented, for example, it means that researchers across Europe are able to respond 
together. 
 
A Europe wide network of researchers means policy makers can draw on the broadest pool 
of experts across member states to source the best possible expertise. 
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Centralisation of regulation and scientific assessment means more robust science. 
Centralising the collection of research data from across the EU increases its usefulness. 
Information on side effects of medicines for example is centralised thereby leading to larger 
sample than is side effect data is siloed in individual countries. Centralisation of data forces 
researchers to produce data in standard format, which again makes it easier to pool. Data of 
interest to researchers across Europe and globally is easier for researchers to find and access 
if it is held centrally.  Centralisation of data opens up strands of research may not have been 
possible if research data were scattered and held in a number of different countries. 
Centralising data collection and curation means the cost of this will be borne by the EC 
rather than member states. 
 
Centralisation of regulation opens up the possibility of mutual recognition of research data. 
Clinical trials carried out under EU clinical trial rules for example produce data that are 
accepted by competent authorities in member states as well as the European Medicines 
Agency. The EC has been able to agree rules with regulators in the US and Japan, so data 
from a clinical trial carried out in any EU member states are accepted by the largest global 
medicines regulators. This greatly increases efficiency of research as research does not need 
to be repeated in individual countries to be recognised by individual member state 
regulators.  
 
10. What are the key EU regulatory frameworks/mechanisms that directly affect the 
science and research community in the UK?  
 
There is frustration among many researchers and research organisations we work with in the 
UK about a lack of transparency about use of evidence in European policy. This is shared by 
researchers and science bodies elsewhere in Europe.  
 
Policy makers in Brussels hear from few groups beyond the companies, unions and NGOs 
who can afford it, and their umbrella groups. There are civil society and scientific groups 
across Europe struggling to find a way into discussions of evidence in policy making because 
the political structures and conventions in Brussels are opaque and hard to cut through. This 
is making European science policy polarized. 
 
9ǾŜƴ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƛƳƳŜƴǎŜ ŦǊǳǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǳǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 
is as committed as we are not to bypass Europe but to making it more accountable and 
transparent about the evidence it uses and more responsive to that evidence. Regulations 
such as the European Clinical Trials Directive and the EU Directive on the protection of 
animals used for scientific purposes are being used by UK researchers and are solidly part of 
UK research.  
 
In our experience these problems include:  
 
A lack of risk/benefit assessment and few opportunities for scrutiny by scientists and 
researchers early in policy making process. The EU Physical Agents (EMF) Directive 
нллпκплκ9/Σ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǎŀŦŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ŦƻǊ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊǎΩ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ ǘƻ 
electromagnetic fields was published in 2004. It would have put limits on the exposure of 
operating staff (including those maintaining MRI equipment) that would have meant the end 
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of interventional MRI for tumour, cancer and other patients and that children in need of an 
MRI would have to be sedated. The limit proposed was an extrapolation from largely 
hypothetical possible conditions and an over-cautious interpretation of limited experimental 
data. Following intervention by MRI researchers (led by UK groups) the Directive was 
eventually delayed to allow further research and has not yet been enacted.   
 
Regulation drafted for one central purpose having unintended consequences on research. 
The Data Protection Regulation which will supersede the EU Data Protection Directive risks 
making research involving personal data illegal or at best unworkable. The Regulation 
includes a requirement for specific and explicit consent for the use and storage of personal 
data in order to protect the kinds of personal information held by financial institutions 
among others. The original draft of the Regulation contained exemptions for research data, 
subject ǘƻ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǎŀŦŜƎǳŀǊŘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ tŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘǎ ǾŜǊȅ 
ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǇŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŜȄŜƳǇǘƛƻƴΦ LŦ tŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ 
accepted into the regulation the use of personal data in research without specific consent 
would be prohibited or become impossible in practice. This would put at risk significant 
European investments in research in genetics, cohort studies, biobanks, and the use of 
routinely collected health data and the associated progress in understanding of health and 
disease.  
 
Regulation that is not fit for purpose and overly burdensome. It is widely recognised that 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƎŜƴŜǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ όDaύ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎƳǎ ƛǎ 
impacting on the science and research community in the UK. The regulations are based on 
an over-statement of the significance of this particular plant-breeding process. The 
assessment system is unbalanced. The regulations look only at risks, not at benefits. The end 
point of the European safety assessment process is not governed by any kind of scientific 
measure but by political factors. Member states can ask for more and more, sometimes 
irrelevant, tests. These requests for more testing and information do not have to be based 
on evidence. The expensive and complex regulatory system is a barrier to the conduct of 
research on GM foods in the UK. The layers of bureaucracy and a safety assessment without 
a defined end point adds millions of pounds to the cost of a new GM plant compared with 
non-GM plants and can take a decade or more. This means that development of new crops, 
and therefore research into new crops, is restricted to large corporations (though it should 
be noted that even large corporations are unwilling to tolerate the system). Small and 
medium enterprises, Universities and institutes are excluded. 
 
Filtering food based on the process they were produced will lead to problems in the future. 
New techniques such as RNAi are coming on stream and will be used to produce new food 
but there is uncertainty over whether they are GM or not and so whether they will caught 
under the current GM regulations or not. Researchers report that this is likely to chill 
research in the same way. 
 
¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŀǇǇƭȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜŎŀǳǘƛƻƴŀǊȅ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΦ The precautionary principle was 
designed as a framework for policymakers in situations of uncertainty but is being used as a 
blunt instrument. It is short termist; in the absence of knowing the future risks of something, 
the precautionary approach inevitably draws on present fears and prejudices. The 
precautionary principle is irresponsible because its only tool is to stop a thing - a practice, 
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substance or technology. This can lead us to think we have protected ourselves from 
ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ǿƘŜƴ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜƴΩǘΦ 
 
¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜŎŀǳǘƛƻƴŀry principle encourages evasion of responsibility for the 
status quo and for problems. When change is blocked for fear of unknown consequences, 
the people blocking it rarely assume responsibility for the consequences of current 
problems. If society wants to mothball a possible solution, such as genetically modified 
potatoes, then we need to take ownership of the present problem, which is spraying 
potatoes with fungicide 20 times a year to stop them being destroyed by blight. It stops us 
asking bigger questions and asking questions about alternative ways to solve problems.  
 
The EU is using the precautionary principle only to consider the risks of doing something but 
not to consider the risks of not doing something which may have done some good. And it 
only looks at risks and not at benefits. Restricting the view only to risks, and in some cases 
only to hazards, is the opposite of responsibility. It reduces the options we can explore in 
society.  
 
The EU regulatory approach to GM is based on a hazard, rather than risk-based, approach. 
Within a regulatory system a hazard approach is widely recognised as a backward step that 
does not support effective prioritisation and real risk reduction. It is a negative step for 
public and environmental protection. Professor John Beddington has said, on applying 
ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƘŀȊŀǊŘǎ ŀƴŘ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ƛƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƳŀƪƛƴƎΣ άwŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ƘŀȊŀǊŘ 
alone is not a sensible or scientifically well founded approach, with any advantages heavily 
outweighed in most cases by the disadvŀƴǘŀƎŜǎΦέ  
 
11. If the UK were not a member of the EU, could regulations be reformed to give greater 
benefit to UK science and research? For example, in areas such as data regulation, VAT on 
shared facilities, and the use of the precautionary principle?  
 
It is very uncertain to us whether the UK could develop regulations on data protection and 
scientific assessments and still be able to be part of Europe wide research.  
 
Different data protection rules may mean that data collected and held by UK researchers 
would not be allowed to be used by collaborators in EU member state countries. This would 
make it difficult for UK researchers to work in multi-national groups, potentially cutting off 
UK access to European research funds and to research fields. In practice, UK researchers 
would probably be forced to conform to the majority EU regulations. UK-specific research 
ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ƴŀȅ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ Řŀǘŀ ƴƻǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ 
agencies such as EFSA and EMA.  
 
13. How does the quality and effectiveness of scientific advice on matters of public policy 
compare between the EU and the UK? What are the effects, if any, of differences in the 
provision of scientific advice between the EU and the UK?  
 
In 2014 European Commission President Jean-Claude Juncker decided not to retain the post 
of Chief Scientific Advisor to the EC and announced instead the formation of a panel of 
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leading experts and a new science advisory mechanism to pull in expertise from the 
academies of science in Europe.  
 
We reserved our excitement when a panel replaced an individual. Committees can become 
ŦŀŎŜƭŜǎǎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ŀ ƘŀƴŘƭŜ ƻƴΦ ²Ŝ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ȅŜǘ ƛŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǘƘŜ 
case here, but where the committee is going to be based does not look promising. It will be 
buried in DG Research and the Commissioner will be the buffer between the panel and the 
tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΦ LǘΩǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǳƴƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴȅ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ 
much able or inclined to scrutinise what it does. 
 
What is good is that the committee looks as if it will have a close relationship with European 
science and social science academies and access to the networks of researchers across 
Europe that come with this. It could be that this makes the committee less insular than the 
Commission can sometimes be, which is to be welcomed. 
 
The UK government has an individual Chief Scientific Adviser, as do most Government 
ministries. This means that there is a person in Government and in departments willing and 
able to ask questions about evidence behind decisions and regulations. It is unclear whether 
a panel will be able to do this in the way that an individual advisor could, especially 
considering the internal politics of the Commission. It is awkward to ask about evidence at 
certain times, when perhaps you have one directorate trading with another ς ΨL ǿƻƴΩǘ ŀǎƪ 
ȅƻǳ ŀōƻǳǘ ȅƻǳǊ Ǌƛǎƪ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀǎƪ ƳŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ƳƛƴŜΩΦ ²Ŝ ŘƛǎŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊǎ 
ago in the EU with the proposed restrictions on MRI scanners. No risk/benefit assessment of 
the policy was done, and we understand that was because at the time the person 
responsible for assessing it was trying to get something of their own through without any 
awkward questions. It is in that kind of horse-trading environment, which of course is not 
just in Europe but in all polities, where somebody has to make it their job to come in and be 
the awkward squad, and ask whether something actually makes sense. It is possible that a 
committee could do this, but it will take some very strong people leading it and setting its 
agenda. 
 
Lǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀ ŘƛǎŀǎǘŜǊ ƛǎ ƛŦ ǘƘƛǎ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ŀ ΨǎǇŜŀƪ ƻƴƭȅ ǿƘŜƴ ǎǇƻƪŜƴ ǘƻΩ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƴƻ 
remit to ask questions outside of those put to it, no power to demand to be listened to, and 
no face accountable to the public.  
 
November 2015 
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Q90  The Chairman: Good morning.  

Juergen Maier: Apologies for my colleague being a little bit late. 

The Chairman:  Welcome, Mr Maier. We are delighted that we can make a start. We know 
that there is a tight time constraint for your colleague at least, and perhaps for you as well. 
We thought we would start on time. Professor Russwurm can join us and catch up. We are 
being broadcast, so I alert you to that. Would you like to introduce yourself formally for the 
record? If you would like to make an opening statement, please feel free to do so, otherwise 
we will go straight into the questions. 

Juergen Maier: Thank you very much. I am Juergen Maier, chief executive of Siemens in the 
UK. I should declare that I am also a non-executive director in BIS, so I am obviously engaged 
there from a science point of view. I am also a visiting professor at the University of 
Manchester, so I have close links with that university. As Siemens in the UK, we have strong 
partner relationships with a number of our UK universities.  
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By very quick introduction, I will keep to our UK activities, especially in relation to research 
and development. We are an organisation of about £5 billion revenue in the UK. To give you 
a measure of where that fits within Siemens globally, Siemens globally is about ϵул ōƛƭƭƛƻƴΣ 
so we are a significant part of it. We employ 14,000 people. We have 13 factories in the UK, 
and are just building the 14th, which you will no doubt know about, which will produce 
blades for wind turbines in Hull. A lot of our research activities in the UK happen around the 
activities of those factories. We do research to the tune of about £100 million in the UK. That 
is about 2% of our revenue. You will recognise that that is quite low, because for Siemens 
globally the amount of research we do is over 5% of our revenue. I am sure as you start 
asking questions, I will respond by informing you that we have been increasing the amount 
of research that we do in the UK over recent years. To give you a little flavour as an 
ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΣ ƛƴ нллу ǿŜ ƘŀŘ рл ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ wϧ5 ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΦ .ȅ άŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜέΣ L 
mean that these projects are not just happening in one of our factories on our own but are 
research in partnership with a university or a research centre. Last year, there were 160. 
¢Ƙŀǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛǎ ǇǊŜŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘ ōȅ DǊŜŀǘ .ǊƛǘŀƛƴΩǎ ƳƻǾŜ 
to reindustrialise and to create an industrial strategy, and by institutions such as the 
catapults, which have allowed us to engage in more collaborative R&D. I will leave it there. I 
am sure we will talk about the EU linkage of some of that as you ask me some questions. 

Q91  The Chairman: Thank you very much. That is a very helpful introduction. Following 
straight on from that, you have described how you are increasing your research in the 
United Kingdom. What features would encourage such an investment in research and 
development in this country? Specifically, what influence does our membership of the 
European Union have in such a decision?  

Juergen Maier: The features that we look for above all are best in class: lots of good 
citations and knowledge of the research topic. That is one area. However, also key are 
universities or institutions that are already or are willing to collaborate. We see British 
universities as particularly strong at that, and they have got stronger over recent decades. 
That is where we are able to link up either universities across the UK or sometimes 
universities to other universities in the USA or Germany. 

Increasingly, the EU angle comes into the research programmes that we are looking at, 
which are very large scale. We are heavily involved with an initiative called Industry 4.0, 
otherwise called the fourth Industrial Revolution or digital manufacturing. There are all sorts 
of different names for it. That programme is hugely complex in terms of the future 
automation of factories. No one university, country or organisation will be able to carry out 
all the facets of the research that need to take place, so we are actively looking to work with 
different partners to piece together the innovation and R&D that we, and indeed many 
other organisations, will be driving. Germany is quite centric to this research, but it is in our 
interest as Siemens in the UK to make sure that we link British universities into that, because 
ultimately that will help us to grow our R&D and manufacturing capabilities here rather than 
if we left it to Siemens in Germany and German universities to drive this research. That is 
where it is important for us in this collaboration across the borders on these big 
programmes.  

The Chairman: Clearly, Siemens is very interested in a successful outcome to the research 
and development projects. You have explained that the quality of science is one of the prime 
drivers in determining where you make your R&D investment. You are collaborating with 
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universities around the world, and have mentioned the United States. Which is significant in 
wanting to have further investment in Britain as opposed to Germany: the fact that we are 
part of the European Union or that we are a European neighbour? 

Juergen Maier: The answer is both, obviously. In other words, we are a neighbour and a part 
of the European Union, so proximity plays into that to some extent. When you are part of 
the European Union, you are able not only to participate in the research programmes but to 
shape the future look of those research programmes. We in the UK can be part of it and say, 
ά[ŜǘΩǎ ǇƛŎƪ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ŀǳǘƻƴƻƳƻǳǎ ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜǎέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦƛŜƭŘǎ ƛƴ 
which I believe, and Siemens believes, that the UK could be leading. Being part of the 
European Union means that we are able to exert significant influence on what these 
research programmes are going to look like over the next five years and the next decade. We 
would not be able to do that outside the European Union. 

The Chairman: In your experience, have associate members of the European Union ever 
been able to exert influence on the determination of programmes? 

Juergen Maier: It would be good to ask Siegfried that question, because he looks after the 
global research programmes more than I do. My knowledge is that we can do it a lot more 
significantly as part of the European Union. You will probably come to some of the 
Switzerland questions. Obviously Switzerland participates in these research programmes, 
but my understanding and knowledge is that they are significantly less influential in shaping 
them. I would not go as far as saying that it has no influence at all, but it has significantly 
less. Siegfried might like to express a view on that when he arrives.  

Another point worth making is that it is not just about the research itself. As you develop 
this innovation and the R&D for such programmes, it is also very much about the standards 
that you are setting for those programmes. I would definitely say that it is only the people 
who are actively involved in setting the future direction of these research programmes who 
ultimately are at best advantage in defining the standards, which ultimately, of course, gives 
manufacturers and companies in your country the potential competitive advantage of being 
involved in those discussions and that influencing early on.  

Q92  Lord Cameron of DillingtonΥ ¸ƻǳ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ǉǳƻǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ άǾŜǊȅ 
ǎǳǊŜ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƎǊƻǿ ƻǳǊ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴέΣ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ Ǝƻ 
oƴ ǘƻ ǘŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘ άǘƘǊƛǾƛƴƎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǎǳǊǾƛǾƛƴƎέΦ  5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŀƴŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ 
why you think that? 

Juergen Maier: This builds on the last point that I made. I have commented a number of 
times that I am definitely not one of the scaremongers, and should a Brexit happen it is clear 
that we as Siemens would continue to serve the British market as best we could and that the 
UK will remain an attractive market for us. However, as I have said, we have 13 factories, 
soon to be 14. My personal ambition is that as we drive forward we do more R&D and 
manufacturing here. Manufacturing often follows R&D. Outside the EU it would be more 
difficult for me to influence Siegfried, who will hopefully join us in a moment, and other 
colleagues in Siemens to persuade them that the UK is a good place to start some of those 
R&D programmes. Be aware that some of that will be logical, rational thought, but some of it 
ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǇǎȅŎƘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎΣ άLǘ ǿƛƭƭ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
organisations, ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ƴƻǘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴέΦ IŜƭƭƻΣ {ƛŜƎŦǊƛŜŘΦ 
We are in mid-flow. 
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Professor Siegfried Russwurm: Good morning. I am sorry. I hope it is not Siemens 
technology that has caused my late arrival. 

The Chairman: I am sure we owe you an apology for being challenged by the transport 
system. I explained to Mr Maier that we are being broadcast. Would you like to take this 
opportunity to introduce yourself for the record, and then we will continue with the 
questioning? I know that your colleague has reserved some questions for you. 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: Thank you so much. My name is Siegfried Russwurm. I have 
the pleasure to serve on the board of Siemens, the parent company. I am a corporate 
technology officer for Siemens, and I have been with the company for 24 years. 

The Chairman: Thank you very much. Lord Cameron, did you want to continue? 

Lord Cameron of Dillington: I rather think I have finished. 

Juergen Maier: Is it useful if I continue on that question? It will allow Siegfried to pick up 
from where we are. We were just talking about my comment about us thriving better within 
the EU and that with these large research programmes and, indeed, with new research 
programmes that we might drive in the future such as energy storage, where we are quite 
active in the UK, I am pretty certain that in the event of a Brexit it would be more difficult for 
me to persuade Siegfried and other colleagues within Siemens who are making these 
decisions to invest in further R&D here, and even to create some more manufacturing for 
these types of activities. I also said that part of that will be for rational reasons: we will 
probably find it more difficult to create the sorts of collaborations that we currently drive. 
But sometimes there are also psychological factors: i.e. if we are not part of the EU family, it 
may be better to keep some of this research back home or with other EU members. That is 
what we were just discussing.  

Lord Cameron of Dillington: You said that manufacturing follows R&D, which is a pretty 
significant statement to make. Can you expand on that? Why would that be? Surely research 
is international. 

Juergen Maier: That is not always the case. I can give you the history of the factory in which I 
started work nearly 30 years ago, which is still in Congleton in Cheshire today. It 
manufactures variable-speed drives, or inverters. The technology behind that started with a 
programme with the University of Manchester, which had particular knowledge of the 
technology that is required to manufacture those in smaller scale. It was that initial kernel of 
R&D that allowed us to develop that product. You are right: a separate decision is taken on 
where we now manufacture it, but obviously the fact that the knowledge is in Congleton, 
Cheshire, and in Manchester is a factor that, should other factors also be suitable such as the 
availability of skills et cetera at cost position, makes it easier to leap to the next decision and 
ǘƻ ǎŀȅΣ άaŀȅōŜ ǿŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōǳƛƭŘ ŀ ŦŀŎǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŦŦ ƘŜǊŜέΦ  

Q93  Lord Maxton: You have been talking about British universities, but of course the 
Scottish universities come under the Scottish Parliament and the Scottish Executive, not the 
British Parliament and the British Executive. Does this make any difference? If we were 
involved in BrexitτI agree that this is asking you to speculateτthe Scottish Executive has 
said that it would leave Britain. Does that make a difference to you? 

Juergen Maier: To be honest with you, I had not particularly thought about it. You could 
think of a scenario where Scotland was part of the European Union and England was not. I 
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could well see a scenario where we would engage with more programmes through 
Strathclyde University, where we already have joint research programmes today, and that 
might be an easier way for us to engage. 

Q94  Lord Vallance of Tummel: I should declare a former interest as a former member of the 
supervisory board of Siemens, albeit some years ago. Perhaps I could address my question to 
Professor Russwurm. It is clear that large companies in the UK when it comes to EU funded 
research are very much underrepresented in comparison with Germany or France. Could you 
explain that to us? Is there anything that the UK could learn from Germany about that? 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: We have no in-depth analysis for that pattern. However, I 
would like to offer some theories. Whilst typically the UK industrial strongholds are 
specialists and not the big companies, leaving aside aerospace and automotive for a 
moment, for smaller companies the bureaucracies around these funding programmes can be 
a distraction. There is no doubt that we need significant improvement in the Brussels 
apparatus to deal with that. There are different ways to deal with that bureaucracy. What 
we see in Britain, and which Juergen helps me to understand, is this bureaucracyτdealing 
with rules and regulationsτbeing outsourced quite often to the universities. This explains 
why British universities have a significant share of this funding, whereas British companies 
do not.  

A second string of explanation is that typically the Anglo-Saxon tradition argues for more 
self-sustaining companies, whereas the middle-European tradition I would not say enjoys 
interacting with Governments and intergovernmental institutions but has made peace with 
that. If I take the German example, we have some experts who can deal with this kind of 
endeavour and industrial associations that support that. Whereas in Germany it is more of a 
governmental or association lead and companies then join in, the Anglo-Saxon tradition is to 
do our own thing. 

Taking the most recent example, you may have heard about the internet of things as the 
next big thing in digitalisation. You see the Anglo-Saxon approach in the Industrial Internet 
Consortium, which is purely driven by companies, whereas its counterpart in Germany, the 
famous fourth Industrial Revolution, originally started between government and industrial 
associations, and only reŎŜƴǘƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ǘǊƛŜŘ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘǊƛǾŜǊΩǎ ǎŜŀǘ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ƛǎ 
closer to an offer to customers. There is a different tradition. 

hƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ ƛŦ L ŀŘŘ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ Ǉƭǳǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΩ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǎƘŀǊŜΣ ōƻǘƘ ŦƻǊ 
Germany and Great Britain, there is not much difference. 

Lord Maxton: Where would you put the USA in that?  

The Chairman: Lord Fox is next.  

Q95  Lord Fox: This is on the same theme of intellectual property. In entering into some of 
these joint ventures, is there some reluctance or suspicion from an Anglo-Saxon point of 
view about the ownership of intellectual property, or is that not a relevant concern? 

Professor Siegfried RusswurmΥ L ǿƻǳƭŘ ŎƻƴŎǳǊ ǿƛǘƘ WǳŜǊƎŜƴΩǎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-
making in companies is not always completely rational. Whereas the rational answer to your 
question is that it depends on the subject, the contract, the fund that you are applying to, 
and there are significant differences between universities as to how they deal with that, 
ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀǳǘƛƻƴΥ ά!Ƴ L ǘƻƻ close to governmental organisations? Will 
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somebody else have a say in my intellectual property, which should be the basis of my 
ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΚέ CǊƻƳ ŀƴ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǾƛŜǿΣ L ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ŀƎǊŜŜ ƳƻǊŜΣ 
but from a rational perspective there are zillions of different solutions. Frankly, with very few 
exceptions, we have always found terms and conditions that created a win-win between the 
different participants, especially between universities and private companies. 

Q96  Lord Hunt of Chesterton: I would like to pursue the differences between the UK and 
Germany in industry and government. The UK used to have many more large government 
labs, which have disappeared. You have Jülich and Karlsruhe. Similarly, you have the 
Fraunhofer system, which has been going for a long time. I know companies in Britain that 
regularly contact the Fraunhofer to get information that is no longer available in any 
comparable way in the UK. How important is it for a very big company like you that these 
government science operations in Germany affect you? Do you have comments on the UK? 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: These research associations are our traditional partners. I 
had the privilege to visit two of the catapult centres in the UK. Frankly, while it was 
explained to me that it followed the example of Fraunhofer in Germany, if I compared both 
of them to our Fraunhofer institutes our German professors would be jealous of the 
environment, the structure and set-up. I truly believe that the concept of the catapults is a 
strong lever to revitalise the industrial strength of Great Britain, which has obviously 
suffered in past decades. The challenge that I see in the catapult concept is the people. Quite 
frankly, you see elderly people like me and young students, but you rarely see a 40 year-old 
engineer. Whether this knowledge transfer between people can be revitalised is the biggest 
challenge for me. From the framework and the conditions to the options for companies, the 
catapult concept is highly intriguing, and we have taken advantage of this concept in our 
international research portfolio. 

Q97  Baroness Morgan of Huyton: It is very good that you have been able to join us, 
Professor Russwurm. We have waited to ask you about Switzerland, which is a topic of 
endless fascination to us. You employ a lot of people and have a relatively small operation in 
Switzerland. We are trying to bottom out the reality of non-EU membership for industry. You 
are obviously in a good position to help us to work that out. We want to understand what 
impact EU membership has on business interactions and particularly on decisions relating to 
R&D. How much does it play a part in your decision-making, and how does it play a part in 
your decision-making? 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: Let me start with the example of Switzerland, which is 
extreme because it is not a member of the EU and it is a small market with its peculiar rules 
and regulations. Had this business called Building Technologies, which is headquartered in 
Switzerland, not stemmed from an acquisition decades ago from a Swiss company, we would 
not have that operation. It is a small market. We have some people there who try to serve 
our customers. We have to make up our minds whether special Swiss regulations are worth 
the buck to implement them for such a small market. Siemens does not want to wipe out 
this Swiss industrial tradition, so we keep this traditional headquarter up and running, with 
all the emotions that surround that, but frankly we have been reducing our R&D in this 
location constantly over the last 15 years. Even when it comes to university collaboration, 
which is with ETH Zurich, the renowned engineering hub, when I tried to find allies in the 
rest of Siemens to forge a more strategic relationship with the university in Zurich, I was not 
successful. Our very few Swiss colleagues interact with their local university just around the 
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corner, but otherwise Switzerland is merely a small market for us with interesting currency 
behaviour. All our efforts there are costly and becoming even more so. Even Swiss managers 
who have a global view have decided to relocate certain activities out of Switzerland to the 
EU. 

Baroness Morgan of Huyton: Is that because Switzerland is a small and unusual market, or 
because it is not in the EU? 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: Yes. 

Baroness Morgan of Huyton:  Do you operate in any other non-EU countries where you can 
draw some conclusions? 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: It is both. The big difference is that the UK is a highly 
attractive market, so obviously whatever British decision is taken about being a member of 
the EU, we would be active here. However, all other things being equal in the decision-
making, there are many small details, sometimes down to the fact that you send a sample 
from one lab to the other, and while the value of that sample is small you still have to go 
through all the paperwork for sending it cross-border. These are the small emotional things. 
It is not a big fact or a big rational argument, but, still, if there is any cross-border travel, if 
any sending of samples back and forth ends up in piles of papers, all things being equal you 
would rather do that somewhere in Scandinavia, Belgium or the NetherlandsτI exclude 
France for mysterious reasons (I am joking)τthan in a non-EU country. 

Baroness Morgan of Huyton: Perfect. Thank you. That is very helpful. 

Q98  Lord Fox: You touched on standards earlier, which I took to mean regulatory standards. 
Can we go into that more explicitly? We have heard from other evidence that, on balance, 
regulatory harmonisation through the EU is of benefit to the UK, despite some of those 
regulations being a problem. Obviously some are good regulations and some less good. How 
does that compare with your experience? Do harmonisation rules put firms outside the EU 
at a disadvantage versus those inside? 

Juergen Maier: When you take it all on balance, it is most definitely an advantage to a 
company like Siemens operating in the UK. Of course, regulation and trying to get 28 
countries to achieve a common standard, whether in electromagnetic field regulation or 
whatever it might be, is going to be difficult, but when you have achieved it it makes 
processes in design and manufacture a lot simpler.  

I managed the factory that I talked about in Congleton nearly 30 years ago, and I remember 
the days when we used to have to put a different widget on every component that we 
shipped: a different one to Italy, a different one to France, a different one to Germany. The 
British one was more different than most. No, maybe it was the French actually. Now, 
coming out of that factory is one product for 28 countries. You can imagine that that is a 
massive enhancement in design and manufacturing productivity, but that is history: if you 
look aheadτSiegfried has talked about the internet of things and digitalisationτyou can 
imagine how important it is going to be for the interoperability of components to 
communicate with one another. If that is not properly standardised and a country is not 
involved, you will definitely put yourself and your market at a disadvantage. 

Q99  The Chairman: Sometimes standardisation could be incompetently or inappropriately 
determined. We had evidence from Syngenta operating in a completely different field from 
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yours in plant sciences, where they reported that their biotechnology enterprises have 
moved out of Europe in effect, not so much because the Commission but because the 
European Parliament had interfered in a way they found unhelpful to their business plan. Is 
there any experience in the field that you are operating in, which is obviously different, 
where you have found the European Union regulation inappropriate? 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: There are examples. The European Union is far from perfect 
in its regulations, do not get me wrong. However, if we move into the future, our innovation 
will be more digital, and in the digital space scale is everything, because customer N plus one 
does not carry any additional cost; it just gets another licence, which is the same. To get 
those two ends to meet, we are heavily engaged in this regulation and, frankly, it is a matter 
of whom you meet in Brussels as to whether you can make your argument. Not because he 
is a German but because he is making great efforts to understand the needs of industry, the 
Commissioner for Digital Affairs, Mr Oettinger, has held numerous round-table discussions 
asking us what we need and verifying their proposals for regulation and whether they would 
meet our needs in a common market. So there is light on the horizon. 

But you are absolutely right: there are stupid regulations where, frankly, the line of defence 
is to go to your national parliament and try to influence implementation in the country.  

Q100  Lord Maxton: What changes would you want to see in the European regulations? Let 
us say we stay in Europe. What changes would you like to see in Europe? 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: Following good practice from industry and what we have 
found to be helpful, at least looking to balance the opportunities of innovation and risk is 
something that Brussels could improve. It is strongly risk-based, and there is nothing bad in 
that, but balancing risk and opportunities needs improvement. If we agree that in the 21st 
century data is the new oil that is fuelling the economy, we have to balance data privacy, 
albeit taken on our own behalf as every individual, and the opportunity to create business 
and value out of data. Frankly, it is a constant struggle to convince people in Brussels that 
you can have both if you apply technology. 

Lord Maxton: Is that because there are 28 countries? Would it make a difference if there 
was a more combined effort? 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: Yes, for sure. The fact that we are still talking to 28 
constituencies mentally makes it more difficult. On the other hand, I plead guilty in that I use 
the same defence of one country to avoid nonsense. Please forgive me for being blunt. We 
are living in a global world and competition is global. The only chance that we in Europe have 
to compete against Asia or North America is to get our act together in a business where scale 
does matter. It does not make sense that Estonia, Portugal, Germany or the UK do their own 
thing if we believe that competition in the 21st century is global. 

Q101  Lord Peston: From an economic point of view, it seems obvious, as you are saying, 
that standardisation yields enormous economic benefits. One of the first papers I ever wrote 
was on the single currency, and again I argued at the same microeconomic level that not 
having to judge all the different exchange rates was massively beneficial. The trouble is that 
ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ƻŦ ƛǘ ŀǎ ƳŀŎǊƻΦ Lǎ ƛǘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ {ƛŜƳŜƴǎΩ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘȅ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǘƻ 
encourage and even campaign for standardisation in all relevant areas? I felt that you were 
leading us in that direction. Everybody gains. It is a no-loss game if you do not have 
ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅ άŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǘƘƛƴƎέΦ ²ƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜ ŀ ŦŀƛǊ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ {ƛŜƳŜƴǎΩ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΚ 
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Professor Siegfried Russwurm: That is an excellent description of what we are doing. We are 
trying to use opportunities as they occur from real business cases. We have been doing so in 
talking about the railway system in Europe. I love the opportunity to go to London by rail, 
but if I do that from Germany I have to cross three different jurisdictions. As a passenger I do 
not notice that, but being in the railway business I know how cumbersome it is to equip 
rolling stock with security mechanisms that all fulfil the same purpose. If you analysed them 
from a technical perspective, one is as good as the other, but the sheer fact that you need 
five of them in any locomotive is nonsense in the 21st century. We try to use such an 
example in arguing for that. 

Going forward, when I cross the ChannelτI am a frequent tourist to the UK; I come every 
yearτwith my own car, it is great that Newcastle offers me five minutes to become adjusted 
to driving on the correct side of the street, and then I am fine. If we extrapolate that to 
autonomous driving, if the rules in Britain are different from the rules on the continent or 
wherever around the globe, this is a massive hindrance to expanding technology. Things are 
getting more complicated. While the arguments that you mentioned were true and have 
proven to be true, we will see that exaggerated in the coming years and decades.  

Viscount Ridley: Can I pick up on this point of standardisation? By the way, I hope you are 
not suggesting we all start driving on the right very soon. We will come back to that perhaps. 
I am interested in the degree to which standards are now being set at a global rather than a 
European level. Mr Maier mentioned the internet of things. Surely that is an example where 
there is likely to be a common standard between North America and Europe. We know that 
in the automotive sector, some parts of the food sector and many parts of financial services, 
the EU is effectively a transmitter of global standards to its member states. 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: You could call it the transmitter. I would prefer to call it an 
aggregator. I am involved in the discussions about the standards on the internet of things. If 
any country or standard association of any European country sat in that round in the United 
States, they would be polite but they would do their thing. If it is Europe, this is what we 
have achievedτ 

Viscount Ridley: Is it true for Japan too?  

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: It is very much so. 

Viscount Ridley: They are ignored compared with the European Union?  

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: It is a special market. They have been special all the time and 
we have somehow accepted that as industries. Frankly, it kept many of the Japanese 
companies restricted to their own market. Okay, that is fair.  

I give the example of dealing with associations in the US or the NAFTA area versus Europe. 
The difference is whether you are taken seriously at that table, speaking for Europe, or you 
are just speaking for a market where from a multinational perspective, as I argued about 
{ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘΣ ǎƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ŀǊƎǳŜǎΣ άLŦ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƭƛƪŜ ƻǳǊ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΣ ƎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ƘŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ Řƻ 
something ŜƭǎŜέΦ Lǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ƳǳŎƘΦ ²ƘŜǘƘŜǊ Ƴȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ƛǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘ ƛƴ 
Switzerland or not would have a miniscule effect on our P&L. 

Viscount Ridley: Do you accept that in the case of the internet of things, there will be a 
standard that will be much larger than the European Union? 
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Professor Siegfried Russwurm: Absolutely, but it will strongly involve the European school of 
thinking when it comes to engineering. To bring that together with a kind of North American 
Silicon Valley broad-based internet success is the consensus that we have reached between 
those two parties: that we are approaching that matter from two different directions. It 
would be greatτwe are moving towards thisτif we could bring the best of those two 
worlds together: the engineering know-how about the real world of the Europeans, and the 
internet know-how from their business-to-customer experience of the North Americans. 
There are clear conclusions for joint approaches and joint testbeds where this common 
standard will be tested both in North America and in Europe. We are meeting at eye level 
now as Europeans and not as Germans, so to speak.  

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: Could you comment on how it has worked? There have been 
examples where the European Parliament has been quite influential in standards for cold 
chemicals and other issues. One of the differences between Europe and the United States is 
that industry and business in the United States take a tremendously strong role, through 
campaigning and so on, in who gets elected. Could industry do more somehow to make 
these institutions more effective? There are signs of effectiveness, and the point made by 
Lord Ridley is that European standards often have a global reach. Does industry underplay its 
role? You made the strong statement that if it is carried across Europe it could be very 
beneficial. 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: We need to do more and learn lessons. The fourth Industrial 
Revolution campaign is an example of where we have said that now is the time for industry 
to take over and drive that forward as we approach customer benefits. Frankly, we know 
more about customer benefits than politicians in Brussels may do.  

On the other hand, coming back to your example about a different testimonial, there is a 
limitation that we as engineers, as researchers, have to accept in more and more societies 
around the globe that the limiting factor is no longer technology but social acceptance, 
especially when we talk about big infrastructures. Frankly, the fact that gene technology, 
pharmaceuticals and the like have taken a tough stand and have more or less left at least 
central Europe is more attributable to the fact that there was no longer any societal 
consensus to push that forward. The most recent research in the UK and the concerns raised 
in the continental press are simply more proof of that. The more straightforward 
infrastructure business that we are in, such as trains, mobility and energy transmissionτwe 
have our struggles with protest groups and NIMBY has made it into the German language 
and into German dictionariesτby and large in those areas our voice is heard, because it is 
ƭŜǎǎ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿ ƻŦ ǇƘȅǎƛŎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŀǊƎǳŜΦ ²Ŝ ǎŀȅΣ άLŦ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ 
generation of wind power here and your industrial centres there, the law of physics tells you 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎƻƳŜ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ŎŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƻ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƳǳŎƘ 
you can argue against there. If you talk about genetically manipulated drugs, for example, 
there may be other levels where we in central Europe have our struggles.  

Frankly, from an engineering perspective we have been able to influence legislation and 
standardisation on a European level. We can do more, and doing more is well received and 
accepted in Brussels. That is my experience. Whenever I hang around thereτit is not my 
favourite occupation but every now and then I have to do thatτI confess that the voice of 
industry is heard. The more companies liaise and give a common view across competition, 
ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊ ŀŎŎŜǇǘǎΣ ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ǎŜems to be a kernel of truth if even these 
ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ŀǊƎǳŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǿŀȅέΦ 
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Q102  Lord Hunt of Chesterton:  Does the free movement of people within the EU provide 
all the R&D talent that you need, or do you have to recruit actively from other parts of the 
world? 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: Let me start with some facts. If we look at our total 
population of applicants this year in the UK, about 7% have no British passport, and of those 
a good half are people who we are moving deliberately to the UKτand, by the way, vice 
versaτin order to link this global network of things. Among those people, for sure, are 
scientists and chief engineers if we want to spread out technology and make it available 
here. If we start building windmills in Hull, for sure we will have some engineers from 
Denmark, for example, coming to the UK. When we talk about hard-core research, which we 
typically do with the universities, we find the international crème de la crème at that 
university, so it is not us triggering people to come to that place much, although there may 
be exceptions, but typically, in order to get the best of the brains at the university, it has to 
be international and global in its thinking and its population if it wants to be successful on a 
global scale.  

In a nutshell, the answer is that we can well cope with that. Would it be a killer criterion? It 
would not. If a country were to decide to block the inflow of talented experts, this would 
have a significant effect on our activities there, the latest example being South Africa. The 
South African Government have greatly tightened the inflow of qualified workers, with the 
result that as this expertise is not available on the labour market in South Africa, we have 
reduced our activities and refrained from offering some of our Siemens systems because, 
frankly, we do not have the qualified experts. We are far from that discussion in Europe, be 
it in the EU or with friends or family, irrespective of the legal situation. That is less important 
than the free flow of experts again in a global world. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton:  The EU is important in that respect. 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: It makes it easier, frankly. Travelling here, being here for 
some months, as an EU citizen, is easy. As a non-EU citizen, again it is doable but it adds to 
that pile of bureaucracy and to that emotional resistance that I talked about where, all 
things being equal, we would rather not do it. This free movement of experts is extremely 
helpful. 

Lord Maxton: Do you need that free flow with modern technology? Does the internet not 
allow that, or will it not allow it? 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: The strong answer is that the internet, email and the like, will 
never wipe away face-mail, direct interaction and the creativity of people meeting and 
discussing, wandering around, standing at the white board and discussing. All modern media 
is great once you are familiar with each other and know each other and want to exchange 
ideas, but true creativity does not happen in bits and bytes; it happens between individuals. 
Maybe I am old-fashioned and maybe my child would tell you something different, but I am 
convinced that true creativity in science and technology happens between individuals. 

Juergen Maier: It is always nice to talk about examples. If we take the new factory we are 
building in Hull at the moment, we have just recruited the first 120 people, all of whom are 
from the locality of Humberside, and maybe Lincolnshire and Yorkshire. All those 120 people 
will initially receive their training in Denmark, because that is where our expertise currently 
is. In the same way, there will be many Danish engineers, as Siegfried has already said, who 
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ǿƛƭƭ ƘŜƭǇ ǳǎ ǎŜǘ ǳǇ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƛǘŜΦ Lƴ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƻǊ ŦƻǳǊ ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ǘƛƳŜΣ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŀǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘ 
here and we will have 1,000 people, largely British, with that knowledge. And not just thatτ
we will be helping to grow our local supply chain and we will be helping to grow an industry. 
However, the kernel of it was all about moving knowledge and people across European 
borders, and if you put a barrier up to that, it would not make it impossible, but it would 
make it a lot more difficult.  

Q103  Lord Fox: A slight rewind, if you will allow me, Chairman. Before you came, Professor, 
we heard from Mr Maier that the investment level in the UK was 2% of UK sales in R&D, 
which is less than half your average. First, why is it so low, and what do we need to do to get 
it at least to your average, if not beyond, given the quality that we believe we have around 
the science and technology institutions that we have here? 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: First, there is a broad spread within the conglomerate of 
Siemens when you look at the percentage of sales of the R&D effort. If we take the windmills 
in Hull, for example, the percentage is much lower, because, frankly, you are moving a lot of 
steel, iron and concrete to build such windmills, whereas the technology kernel is in the 
blades and, in that, the cell, so globally it is lower.  

One effect is the mix of businesses. On the other hand, we are trying to increase that, and 
Juergen is the best ambassador for the UK in doing that. I came this morning from a 
discussion with the University of Cambridge on what we could do on our more basic 
research, because that is currently strongly focused on Germany and the US, but I believe 
that one percentage point to the average could be added here as there are splendid 
opportunities in the universities in the UK. So yes, we will grow. Will we make the average? I 
am not sure. We should not forget about consolidation, because you will see the revenue 
that we make with end customers here in the consolidation of the company several times, so 
we have to balance that. The way we steer our R&D is not about percentages but about 
competence. Where do I get competent partners? Research happens in networks. The times 
are over when research happened in the Siemens labs somewhere close by. It does not 
happen in the GE lab either. It happens in networks, so that is where the UK plays a strong 
hand. Then, if we account for research and development, the development part, the bigger 
part of the money, should correlate in our business with the manufacturing side, and the 
reason is quite simple: Siemens is a business-to-business company, so we do not sell 
anything any more to consumers. Since we got out of the home appliances business, not a 
single product from Siemens goes to consumers. The consequence is that our quantities are 
rather low compared with a car manufacturer that builds millions of cars for millions of 
consumers. If you manufacture small quantities, your process is never as stable as it is in this 
high series, so the interaction between R&D, the more development-type engineers and 
manufacturing engineers has to be pretty close. If you have a supplier who has a little 
change to a component, you need to talk to the engineer in deciding whether this can be 
done or not. This is why, as a Siemens rule, we try to co-locate not necessarily research but 
development and manufacturing, so it depends on the footprint of our manufacturing sites 
in the UK how much of the D in the R&D gets spent here. It is content-driven, not driven by 
percentages or any KPIs like that. 

Q104  Baroness Manningham-Buller: Professor Russwurm, when we were talking about 
regulation, you talked a bit about the fact that the European Union is pretty focused on risk 
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and not necessarily on innovation. To what extent has the EU research funding helped, 
hindered or affected what you are trying to do with your business? 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: The good news is that EU research funding can be strongly 
influenced by industry, both by individual companies and associations, so with these big 
research programmes we try, and we are pretty successful, to target the opportunity while 
not neglecting the risk. We have learnt the lesson that we should involve non-governmental 
organisations early in order to take that blurring risk out of uncertainty, but again these 
programmes are not invented by some bureaucrats in Brussels; they are jointly collaborated 
on, which by the way is one of the major advantages of being a member of the family. For 
sure, a university from Switzerland, to go back to that example, can apply to sign into that 
programme, but they will not be able to influence it during its set-up. That is the difference. 
The influential power that we have, both individually as companies, especially when they are 
I would not necessarily say big but renowned, and as associations, is significant. We have to 
confess that while we joke about Brussels bureaucrats when it comes to the research 
programmes, there is a strong influence there and we can raise topics and they find their 
way into bigger programmes. Horizon 2020 is a broad programme, but it has focal spots that 
we in the industry have introduced into it. 

Baroness Manningham-Buller: Is the effort and the energy that you as a company put into 
steering those programmes worth it, from your perspective, and does it deliver the results 
that you think are valuable? 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: Yes, exactly, and we will increase our efforts, because, 
frankly, you get what you invest. That is what we have learnt.  

Baroness Manningham-Buller: Do you see other companies, in particular British companies, 
approaching this aspect of EU funding in the same way that you do? Are you better at it than 
British companies? 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: Now we come back to the harder question of why, from a 
statistics perspective, it is less the case with UK companies. The only humble advice that I 
could offer would be to synchronise national science funding with these programmes. 
Frankly, if it is our tax money that is spent via these programmes, then let us come to the 
conclusion that our national programmes should help companies and universities to make 
their way into these European programmes. Over the course of recent years, we have 
managed national programmes to help companies and universities to get their act together 
and be more successful in European programmes. We do not put that into the headlines, but 
it is a matter of fact, and I am not shy about testifying that to this Committee. 

The Chairman: I have Lords Peston, Cameron and Hunt, who all want to ask questions and 
we have just a short amount of time left. 

Lord Peston: My question relates to the previous question, so I think you ought to forget 
about me. 

The Chairman: All right. We will go on to Lord Cameron.  

Q105  Lord Cameron of Dillington: Is the threat of Brexit affecting your current investment 
decisions? 



Siemens AG and Siemens UK ς Oral evidence (QQ 90-106) 

620 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: From an emotional perspective, there is this little animal that 
ŎǊŀǿƭǎ ǳǇ ŀƴŘ ǎŀȅǎΣ ά/ŀƴ ǿŜ ōŜ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ .Ǌƛǘŀƛƴ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΚέ Lǘ ƛǎ ƭŜǎǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 
sheer legal perspective. Again, it is this emotional uncertainty. Will we be able to deal with 
that decision? I have no doubts, but it leaves that strange feeling: is Brexit just the first step 
to a fortress Britain that is different from the rest of Europe? There are actually no big 
investment decisions to make, and if it is market-driven, like this wind turbine factory in Hull, 
whether Brexit happens or not will not make a difference. If we are talking about 
components that are made here for a global market, there is more than £1 billion of exports 
ŦǊƻƳ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ {ƛŜƳŜƴǎΩ ŦŀŎǘƻǊƛŜǎΦ LŦ ǎǳŎƘ ŀƴ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǿŜǊŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜΣ ŦǊŀƴƪƭȅ ǿŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘǊȅ 
to wait until a referendum was done, always all things being equal, but that is the emotional 
aspect that exists. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: I am a professor at Cambridge, so I was pleased that you discuss 
with them. One of the things that you commented on, which indeed is a difficulty, is that you 
have these networks in EuropeτI helped to set up one that involves aerodynamics, wings 
and so onτbut it is quite difficult to get sufficient British involvement in these networks and 
to get the science and research councils, as you comment, to connect their programmes to 
the European programmes. Currently there is a discussion going on about that, but your 
point about anything you can do to help to produce that is important, I think. 

Juergen Maier: Obviously I also advise government on this issue, and it is a fundamental 
issue that we in Britain are having this Brexit discussion even before we have got to the 
referendum. If anything, we are removing ourselves from some of these more co-ordinated 
and strategic discussions. It would definitely be more beneficial for British companies to be 
able to participate in these European programmes if, as Siegfried said, we co-ordinated the 
key focus areas better. If we then developed ecosystems of companies interested in those 
areas and there was a sort of British ecosystem of companies whereby we could help to 
support them to get access to these European-funded programmes, that would serve British 
industry overall. I am not talking now on behalf of Siemens specifically; it would serve us 
better here in the UK. 

The Chairman: A final word from Lord Hennessey.  

Q106  Lord Hennessey of Nympsfield: Forgive me for being late. It was an infrastructure 
ŦŀƛƭǳǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ L ŀƳ ǇǊŜǘǘȅ ǎǳǊŜ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ {ƛŜƳŜƴǎΩ ōƛǘ ƻŦ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦ L Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ 
misunderstood you, Professor Russwurm, but the emotional geography that you are 
describing is fascinating. Were you implying that Brexit just might be the start of an 
emotional detachment, or did I mishear you? 

Professor Siegfried Russwurm: Again, the interpretation might be that. We are in that 
emotional sphere, you are absolutely right, so how would I read, as a German citizen, the 
debate in Britain and an outcome that moves Britain away from Europe? Is this just a first 
step? Are there more to come? We have accepted that the United Kingdom is different in 
some of the approaches, and we deal with that. The question is about the distance. Is that 
distance widening? Yes, Brexit would widen it. Is it just a first step and what is the next, or is 
there more consensus that, with all the cultural differences that we have, there is a common 
belief that European culture is a pillar and a force in the global dispute? This is why, although 
I appreciate all your analysis in the United Kingdom to count the rational arguments, on top 
of that is this emotional question of whether we have more Europe than a global world or 
whether we believe that it is country by country or region by region that makes us 
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successful. This is my final plea to all the British voters and the decision-makers: not only do 
this as an exercise in counting British pounds, but keep in mind the greater idea of having 
true diversity in Europe, which we prove to be possible, and, on the other hand, understand 
the global rules of the game. 

The Chairman: Professor Russwurm and Mr Maier, you have been extremely frank and very 
helpful. You have given us a lot of very helpful information which we will follow up, I 
suspect, particularly with the further evidence that we are about to take. Thank you very 
much, both of you. You have taught me one thing that I was not expecting to learn today, 
and that is that NIMBY is now in the German language. Thank you very much.  
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Syngenta ς Written evidence (EUM0013) 
 
Syngenta is a leading agriculture company helping to improve global food security by 
enabling millions of farmers to make better use of available resources. Through world class 
science and innovative crop solutions, our 28,000 people in over 90 countries are working to 
transform how crops are grown. We are committed to rescuing land from degradation, 
enhancing biodiversity and revitalizing rural communities. To learn more visit 
www.syngenta.com and www.goodgrowthplan.com.  
 
In the UK, Syngenta employs close to 2000 people across commercial, manufacturing and 
wϧ5 ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΦ hǳǊ WŜŀƭƻǘǘΩǎ Iƛƭƭ wŜǎearch facility in Berkshire is the largest commercial 
agricultural research site in Europe. 
 
We have made general comments in specific areas and would be happy to provide more 
information to the committee on any points raised in this document or in response to 
further questions.  
 
 
Funding 
Horizon 2020 
1.1 The UK gains significant benefit from the financial support provided by the Horizon 2020 

initiative; should the UK withdraw from the EU this would mean that researchers here 
will no longer be able to access the funding this provides.  
 

1.2 On a commercial level, however, Syngenta is reluctant to engage with Horizon 2020 
projects, primarily due to the number of administrative processes that must be adhered 
to along with the unacceptable requirements surrounding any intellectual property 
generated through these projects. Therefore, as a company, we are unlikely to ever lead 
a Horizon 2020 bid and would only consider engaging in any Horizon 2020 projects 
where the intellectual property considerations made commercial sense. 

 
1.3 Additionally, we believe the primary focus of the Horizon 2020 funding is misdirected. 

Often the questions being asked are very narrow, too focused and consequently fail to 
look at the bigger picture and address the fundamental issues. Looking at details in 
isolation without investigating how this then impacts the problem as a whole can lead to 
all sorts of poorly structured and inaccurate conclusions being drawn.  

 
1.4 IŀǾƛƴƎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘƛǎΣ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŘƻŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ 

opportunity to influence decisions that impact the nature of research in Europe and its 
funding.  The general direction of research funding in the EU is important to the overall 
UK research infrastructure. 

 
EU use of scientific expertise 

 
1.5 The current EFSA independence policy excludes many UK academic research scientists 

from working in collaboration with industry on joint research projects.  

http://www.syngenta.com/
http://www.goodgrowthplan.com/
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1.6 If academics do choose to work in collaboration with industry (and consequently benefit 

from the expertise of other leading scientists) then they are consequently excluded from 
all key EFSA expert panels.  

 
1.7 As such, EFSA panels are being denied the expertise of experienced UK (and other EU) 

scientists as they are believed to no longer be independent (despite the fact those from 
opposition pressure groups are still allowed to contribute). Therefore the question has to 
be asked about whether or not leaving the EU would change this situation and allow UK 
scientists to share their expertise more widely.   

 
 

Regulation  
2.1 The nature of EU policy means registration of new products is increasingly difficult; 

particularly surrounding the development of technologies, like chemical pesticides and 
crop varieties produced using techniques like genetic modification. Regulation of 
agricultural technologies focuses primarily on the intrinsic hazard of products rather than 
on an assessment of risk in use. 
 

2.2 Accordingly, over the past decade the number of products put forward for registration 
has decreased and maintaining and re-registering products is increasingly difficult. As a 
result of this situation, the EU increasingly runs the risk of missing out on the latest 
agricultural technology as companies opt not to address the needs of European farmers 
and instead focus on the rest of the world.  

 
2.3 Leaving the EU could mean that the UK would be free to introduce more scientific, risk 

and evidence-based approaches to the regulation of agricultural technologies, and 
therefore could be better placed to provide UK farmers with the latest advances.  

 
2.4 IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜƭȅ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 

manage an effective procedure for the registration of products (particularly without the 
work share opportunities being in the EU currently provides).  

 
2.5 In practice, it may be better for the UK to play a more active role in promoting 

appropriate approaches to regulation in the EU as a whole, helping to ensure technology 
is available to farmers across Europe thereby creating genuine scale of market 
opportunity for innovators. UK farmers would benefit from such an approach too. 

 
2.6 It should be noted that new discussions are emerging around the world relating to risk 

regulation. The aim of these discussions is to enable policy makers to shape regulatory 
frameworks in a manner that stimulates innovation whilst safeguarding the environment 
and protecting human health.  

 
2.7 One such discussion is RISK21, which is currently being discussed in the United States. 

The UK and other EU member states may benefit from assessing RISK21 principles, an 
approach to the regulation of chemicals which focuses on exposure ς the key variable for 
risk managers to assess and control. It would mean regulators would only need to review 
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information that is of genuine value to their decision making and with precise relevance 
to the use and application of a new chemical product seeking registration or older 
chemistry aiming at re-registration. 

 
2.8 The current EU approach of increasingly focusing on hazard alone, without considering 

exposure and the consequent risk, results in the need to perform a lot of testing, 
including many animal studies, that actually provide no real value to the regulatory 
decision maker and result in negative decisions being taken for no good scientific 
reason.  We believe that such an approach does not support innovation and leaves the 
EU, and consequently the UK, in a weaker position both in terms of agricultural 
productivity and investment in research activity.  

 
 

People and Recruitment  
3.1 One key benefit of EU membership is the ability for people to move freely across borders 

within Europe, making it easy for Syngenta to employ people from the EU in the UK.  
 

3.2 !ǘ WŜŀƭƻǘǘΩǎ IƛƭƭΣ {ȅƴƎŜƴǘŀΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎƛǘŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƛƴ 
Bracknell UK, we employ a number of scientists originating from overseas, especially 
from within the EU. If the UK withdrew its EU membership and restrictions were placed 
ƻƴ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǘƘŜƴ {ȅƴƎŜƴǘŀΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŜƳǇƭƻȅ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǘŀƭŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 
scientific minds would be compromised.  

 
3.3 This would not onƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻǳǊ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ {ȅƴƎŜƴǘŀΩǎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ wϧ5 ǎƛǘŜǎ 

but would also hinder the professional development of our UK scientists due to reduced 
interactions.  
 

3.4 In our view, the ability for people to move freely between counties in the EU is not only 
ƎƻƻŘ ŦƻǊ {ȅƴƎŜƴǘŀ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀƎǊƛ-tech capability overall. 

 
18 November 2015 
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Members present 

Earl of Selborne (Chairman) 
Lord Cameron of Dillington 
Lord Fox 
Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield 
Lord Hunt of Chesterton 
Lord Maxton 
Baroness Morgan of Huyton 
Baroness Neville-Jones 
Lord Peston 
Viscount Ridley 
________________ 

 Examination of Witnesses 

Dr David Hughes, Global Head of Technology Scouting, Syngenta, Mr Steve Bates, Chief 
Executive Officer, BioIndustry Association 

 

Q69  The Chairman: On behalf of the Committee, I welcome Dr Hughes and Mr Bates. We 
are grateful to you for helping us in our inquiry. We are being broadcast, so I am going to ask 
if you would like formally to introduce yourselves for the record. If you would like to make 
any opening statement as you do so, please feel free to do so. Dr Hughes, would you like to 
start? 

Dr David HughesΥ aȅ ƴŀƳŜ ƛǎ 5ŀǾƛŘ IǳƎƘŜǎΦ L ƘŀǾŜ нл ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ 
research and development for Syngenta and her legacy companies. I have been based at the 
WŜŀƭƻǘǘΩǎ Iƛƭƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ .ŜǊƪǎƘƛǊŜ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƛƳŜΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƻǳǊ ōƛƎƎŜǎǘ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ individual 
research station globally. It is focused on crop protection research. I have had a number of 
roles in that time, all of them very much scientific and technical. I very much regard myself 
as a practising scientist. About six years ago I became interested in collaborative innovation, 
and my current role is Global Head of Technology Scouting. That essentially means I run a 
network of scientists around the world whose job it is to go out and develop relationships 
with key players in the outside world, academics and other companies, with a view to setting 
up collaborative research projects, ultimately aimed at accelerating the development of new 
technologies for use by farmers. 
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Mr Steve Bates: My name is Steve Bates and, if I can, I will make an opening statement. 
Thank you for inviting me to give evidence to your inquiry. As the chief executive of the 
BioIndustry Association, the UK trade association for innovative bioscience enterprises, I am 
proud to represent today over 300 companies in a sector responsible for over 90% of the 
biotechnology-derived medicines currently in clinical development in the UK. Our sector is at 
the forefront of innovative scientific developments targeting areas of unmet medical need, 
and this leads to better patient outcomes, development of a knowledge-based economy and 
economic growth. Many of our members are small pre-revenue companies; some are 
multinational pharmaceutical companies.  

Over a generation, regulators and legislators have built up an integrated EU regulatory 
environment for biosciences. It is corner-stoned in the UK, here in London in fact, and has 
significant UK input. The European Medicines Agency, their regulator, is at Canary Wharf. 
The EU is at present building an integrated unitary patent system, which will be corner-
stoned here in the UK, with the life science decision-making part of the Unified Patent Court 
in London. The UK bioscience cluster leads Europe and is growing, and one facet of that is 
linked to our relationship being within the European Union, the single biggest market for 
pharmaceuticals. In innovative life science the UK influences and strengthens the EU. In the 
last few decades the UK has truly developed as a location of choice for global companies to 
build and grow their life science businesses in Europe. Just last week, to give you some 
ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ !ƴŘǊŜǿ ²ƛǘǘȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛŜŦ ŜȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ D{YΣ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά9ǳǊƻǇŜ Ƙŀǎ ƎƻƴŜ ŦǊƻƳ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ нт 
fragmented, independent, not-talking-to-each-other regulatory authorities in the healthcare 
ǎǇŀŎŜ ǘƻ ƻƴŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ōƛƎ ŘŜŀƭΦέ 

From our perspective, if the UK were to leave the EU, this long-term integration would need 
to be unpicked. It would affect legislation, patient access to medicine, the European 
leadership role of the MHRAτthe UK regulatorτand our intellectual property and patents 
ecosystem. Any change to the current arrangement would lead to disruption, expense, and a 
time lag in setting up a new system, and we believe that uncertainty would pose significant 
Ǌƛǎƪǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǿŀǊŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳent. 

Crucially, what businesses lack is the information they need to undertake a fact-based cost-
benefit analysis of what any alternative would look like. The bioscience sector needs long-
term stability for long-term investment. It can easily take a decade to develop a drug. We 
want the UK Government to objectively set out the logistics and costing scenarios of the 
implications of the UK leaving the EU and how they would be dealt with, and we have called 
on the Government to set up a plan on any expected disruption to UK life science. This 
should look particularly at how the European Medicines Agency and the Unified Patent Court 
might have to leave London, how medicines would be approved and regulated, and the likely 
impact on investment. 

I look forward to the opportunity of being here and expanding on these issues today. 

Q70  The Chairman: Thank you, Mr Bates, and we will move on now to the questions which 
we would like to put to you. Could I start by noting that the evidence we have had shows 
that, as a country, the United Kingdom does rather well out of European Union-funded 
research but, when you mine into the figures, it looks as if it is the universities which are 
doing well but not the business sector, which is, after all, a larger share of the research in 
this country. I wonder if you can account for the fact that United Kingdom large business 
participation seems to be rather low compared to some of our competitor countries, and 
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why SMEs appear to be doing rather betterτalbeit, again, not brilliantlyτcompared to 
competitor countries? 

Dr David Hughes: I am not surprised to hear the statistics that you are citing there. I can 
ǎǇŜŀƪ ƻƴƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ {ȅƴƎŜƴǘŀΩǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǾƛŜǿΣ ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ōǳǘ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ŀǎ ŀ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ 
mechanism is not particularly good from our point of view. Speaking from a big corporate 
point of view, there are better mechanisms, through schemes like the research councils and 
Innovate UK, that are far superior to Horizon 2020, so I am not at all surprised that big 
companies in the UK would prefer to use those mechanisms over and above Horizon 2020. 
Of course, big companies based in Europe do not necessarily have access to funding schemes 
of the same type. So I am not at all surprised; if you have such good funding schemes 
available, why would you resort to Horizon 2020? 

The Chairman: Would you like to comment, Mr Bates? 

Mr Steve Bates: I think this is all about access to finance and the different types of finance 
you can choose. All money comes with strings; the question is, which strings do you want to 
take with that money? Money is not only available from public sector support. Large 
companies in our sector may have the resources to avoid the hassle of onerous forms of 
money that come from the public sector. We held a round table on Horizon 2020 in the 
House and people were concerned about the burdensome process. However, SMEs perhaps 
are not as lucky with opportunities to get money; getting money for early-stage medical 
research is particularly risky and they do struggle to attract private investment, therefore 
Horizon 2020 is seen by many members as a useful component in a plethora of funding 
schemes.  

There are a couple which I think work particularly well, and people do like the partnership 
working that you get with this. If I can just cite New Drugs 4 Bad Bugs, part of the Innovative 
Medicines Initiative, that is a good one, where you have companies in seven partnerships 
working on antimicrobial resistance, where it would be much harder to get investment. So I 
think it is to do with the attractiveness of the scheme and whether it works for you. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: Dr Hughes, I was very struck by that paragraph in your 
evidence about the problems with Horizon 2020, which you have alluded to already. Could 
you give us the order of magnitude of difficulty of getting money from that source compared 
to a British research council? Also, if we stay in, and we were to respectfully suggest that 
there needs to be a little more reform than the ones the Prime Minister has come back with, 
and Horizon 2020, in a burst of open-ƳƛƴŘŜŘƴŜǎǎΣ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ȅƻǳΣ άIƻǿ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǿŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ƻǳǊ 
ǿŀȅǎΚέ ǿƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ǎŀȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳΚ 

Dr David Hughes: In terms of the order of magnitude, I would say approximately one. It is 
significantly more difficult to get money out of Europe but it is not impossible. 

Lord Fox: Ten times worse! 

Dr David Hughes: Yes, significantly worse. 

Baroness Morgan of Huyton: When you say worse, do you mean it is more complicated or 
we do not get the money? I am sorry to interrupt, but from what you were saying earlier, it 
seemed to me to suggest that a lot of companies did not bother to try to get the money. Are 
you saying they try and they do not get it, or the complication just puts them off? 
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Dr David Hughes: A little bit of both. We have strict rules of engagement defined by our 
ƭŜƎŀƭ ǘŜŀƳΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎŀȅΣ άhƪŀȅΣ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнлΣ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ ǘƛŎƪ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜǎŜ ōƻȄŜǎΦέ ¢ƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ŀƭƭǳŘŜŘ 
to already were the hassle and bureaucracy of doing it; there is a big overhead in terms of 
what you need to do in order to get money. But it is more than that from our point of view. 
There are significant issues around the intellectual property aspects in terms of what 
intellectual property rights we have to give other people, if that is relevant to the project, 
and what intellectual property rights are associated with the results of the projects that are 
actually done, also unacceptable from our point of view. It is not as if it is impossible to 
overcome these but, if you have other means of supporting these same projects, it is much 
easier to do so. For instance, from the research councils and Innovate UK, it is between the 
partners, who are free to negotiate what those intellectual property rights are, and that 
works very well indeed for us. For Horizon 2020, they are more or less defined and beyond 
where our red lines would normally be. 

The Chairman: I am not sure I entirely follow all that because, presumably, the intellectual 
property rights issues are the same for other countries as they are for this country. Are you 
saying that, given that that will be equal inconvenience for both countries, it is simply the 
hassle and overheads which is the relevant factor? 

Dr David Hughes: Yes. It comes down to a cost-benefit analysis: so if the costs associated 
with putting these agreements in place exceed the benefits that we perceive in terms of 
getting that funding out of the European Union. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: It is inherent to having 28 countries involved. How would you 
reform Horizon 2020, or is it beyond reform?     

Dr David Hughes: My impression is that Horizon 2020 was not really designed with big 
companies in mind. I think it was designed to encourage collaboration, primarily in the 
private sector, with small and medium-sized enterprises. You can tell that by what is missing 
in some of these boilerplate agreements; there are certain things to do with corporate 
structure, which is very important for big companies, which do not appear in these 
boilerplate-type contracts. Again, that is beyond our red lines. We would not necessarily be 
allowed to share results from a project that has been driven from the UK. I would not be 
able to share those results with other researchers in different countries, for instance, 
because they are working for different affiliated companies and that structure is not catered 
for in these standard agreements. That is never usually a bone of contention but the fact is 
that clause has never been included in the contracts that we are being asked to sign. Again, 
the lawyers would have to get involved and renegotiate what should be a boilerplate-type 
agreement, and that is just time and expense. 

Lord Fox: So are we wrong to worry about big business not going to Horizon 2020, in that, as 
you say, you do not think it is designed for big business? Should we not be concerned about 
that or should we continue to worry? 

Dr David Hughes: In our view, the processes in place via the research councils and Innovate 
UK are much better. We do 25% of our collaborative research in the UK, which is a 
remarkable statistic for a global company. We think the UK is a fantastic place in which to do 
collaborative research, and these support structures are a very important component of 
that. 
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Viscount Ridley: Can I just press a little bit further on this point? You also said of Horizon 
нлнл ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŀǊŜ ǾŜǊȅ ƴŀǊǊƻǿΣ ǘƻƻ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ 
ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ Ŧŀƛƭ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōƛƎƎŜǊ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƛǎǎǳŜǎέΦ  
What do you mean by that? Are you referring to the loss of agrochemicals in Europe or the 
GM problem or something like that? What is the fundamental, big-picture thing that Horizon 
2020 is missing? 

Dr David Hughes: First of all, the way the funding structures are set up within Horizon 2020 
is highly fragmented, so there are some big questions affecting agriculture in Europe right 
now which do not seem to fall within any of the categories that we can actually use. For 
example, the neonicotinoid in bees question remains scientifically open. We would suggest 
that the evidence we have to date suggests that there is no impact if these chemicals are 
used as they are designed to be, yet there are no Horizon 2020 opportunities to actually 
investigate that on a significant scale. The really appealing thing about Horizon 2020 is the 
ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΣ ǎƻ ȅƻǳ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ǎŀȅΣ άhƪŀȅΣ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎǇŜƴŘ 
ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ƳƻƴŜȅ ǘƻ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ƎŜǘ ŀ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛǾŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴέ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ Ƙŀǎ 
been missed. 

Mr Steve Bates: Perhaps I can give a perspective from the other side. You talked about 
whether Horizon 2020 tackled the big challenges, and I think an example where perhaps 
Horizon 2020 is tackling a big challenge is antimicrobial resistance, New Drugs 4 Bad Bugs. If 
you look at that, I would say there has been a development from the FP7 processes, the 
former processes, to the H2020 processes. They are not perfect but there has been an 
improvement. If you look at that, that is part of the Innovative Medicines Initiative, which is 
the largest public/private partnership in the world, which does have the engagement of 
global players in pharmaceuticals: GSK UK, European branches of AstraZeneca, Janssen, 
Sanofi-Aventis and others, with academic partners, SMEs and non-profit organisations, on 
the challenge of science, regulation, businesses around antibiotics. So there are some 
examples of things that are working as well as some that are not. 

Viscount Ridley: Is it fair to say that Horizon 2020 is working better in biomedicine than in 
the agro-industry area? 

Mr Steve Bates: Probably. 

Dr David Hughes: Probably. 

The Chairman: You are agreed about that. Lord Peston. 

Lord Peston: Could you clarify something for me? The business sector is not a set of 
charities, is it? Companies are in business to make money, and they do, particularly in our 
country; the pharmaceutical companies are rather good at it. Do you accept that the 
taxpayers, who provide some of the money we are talking about, are entitled to some 
benefit as well? Can you let me know how they get a benefit, other than the pride that we 
financed whatever drug it was that saved so many lives? What is your position on how we 
recompense taxpayers, not just in our country but throughout Europe generally? 

Mr Steve Bates: The major benefit to taxpayers or society of the development of new 
pharmaceuticals is the actual development of the product to tackle a disease or an unmet 
medical need. It is the translation of the science into something that turns into practical 
benefit. Without some support, many of the small and medium-sized enterprises in fact are 
pre-revenue companies, so you are right that the global pharmas do make money, but pre-
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revenue companies are putting at risk significant amounts of venture capital, perhaps capital 
from other sources, to make the difficult steps from the breakthrough in the laboratory into 
something that can make a practical difference. That endeavour is not always a journey that 
private money will go on alone. Having the support of money from the state, as we see in 
the USA, as we see in Japan, as we see in Europe or in the UK, is an important component in 
getting that translation to happen. 

Lord Peston: Do you accept, on the intellectual property side, where a lot of secrecy is of 
importance, that one group that ought to be able to benefit from this is university 
ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΚ ¢ƘŜȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǘƻƭŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǎŜŎǊŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ 
ƭŜǘ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƪƴƻǿέΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ȅƻǳǊ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŀǘΚ L ƘŀŘ ŀƴ Ŝxample years ago of a 
PhD in pharmaceuticals where I was the external examiner and I discovered I was not 
allowed to see the original data. I had a real ethical problem: did I reject the PhD because I 
could not see the data and so on, or did I award the PhD because it was a very good PhD? 
²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǎŜŎǊŜǘΚ 

Mr Steve Bates: You are right that some intellectual property is held by universities, for 
instance through the work done by PhD students, and they then look to license that to a 
company for a royalty, and some of that money goes back to either a research council or a 
university. There are some good examples of new drugs, like Keytruda, which the Medical 
Research Council or MRC Technology will make a significant amount of recompense through 
to be able to reinvest. Similarly, if you look at a drug like Campath, an early monoclonal 
antibody, that also provides significant revenues back through the licensing deals they have 
done. So I think the intellectual property, where it sits, who owns it, is always a process of 
negotiation, and I would say a small percentage of something that goes to make a real 
difference in the world is better than a deal falling apart and something not being translated. 

Dr David Hughes: I think I would echo that. We have seen a step change in philosophy over 
the last 10 years or so about how collaborative research is done. In the past it has been 
ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǘǊŀƴǎŀŎǘƛƻƴŀƭΥ ōƛƎ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ Ǝƻǘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ƳƻƴŜȅΦ ά²Ŝ ƎƛǾŜ ȅƻǳ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴŜȅΣ ȅƻǳ ƎƛǾŜ ǳǎ 
what you know ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ǿƛƭƭ ǎŜƭƭ ƛǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀƴƪǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƳǳŎƘΦέ  bƻǿŀŘŀȅǎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ ƳǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ 
collaborative. We recognise the fact that collaborations are much more likely to succeed if 
the partners collaborating are much more open with each other and the benefits are shared. 
A collaboration which does not benefit all parties involved is very unlikely to succeed, and 
we have woken up to that now. Maybe it was not like that in the past but it is today. 

Lord Maxton: Is not one of the better ways, however, that the university that has done the 
research then sets up its own company to carry out the financial benefits that come from it? 
Is that not the best way forward? That is happening in some universities in this country. 

Dr David Hughes: It is one way. I would not say it is necessarily always the best. We are very 
ƻǇŜƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƛƴ ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƛǎ 
commercialised. Exactly how it is commercialised and how the value is shared is up for 
negotiation. 

Q71  Lord Cameron of Dillington: Good morning. I would just like to ask Dr Hughes about 
{ȅƴƎŜƴǘŀΩǎ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ǊŜƎƛƳŜΦ ¸ƻǳ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǊǘ ƻŦŦ ōȅ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ 
because of the deficiencies of the EU regulatory regime, you think Britain would be better to 
come out and have its own regulatory regime after a period of time. One has to question 
whether being subject probably, if you have to trade in Europe, to two regulatory regimes is 
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ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ȅƻǳ ǎŀȅΣ ά!ŎǘǳŀƭƭȅΣ ƴƻΣ ƻƴ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘǎΣ ƻǳǊ 
position really is that it is best if Britain stays in the EU and uses its influence to change the 
9¦ ǊŜƎƛƳŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǿŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀƭƭ ōŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊΦέ Lǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ŦŀƛǊ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΚ 

Dr David Hughes: Well, yes. It is more of a thought experiment really. You have heard from 
many people that harmonisation of the regulatory environment is very important, and we 
would certainly concur with that, though I think in our particular case the argument is more 
nuanced, because for agricultural technologiesτat least, some of themτthe regulatory 
systems that are defining those technologies in Europe are not fit for purpose. They are non-
scientific, scientifically unjustifiable and dysfunctional. It is a bit of a mess, quite frankly. 
From our point of view, it is at least worth considering what the options might be, so if the 
UK were to be in a position where it could somehow define its own set of rules, there would 
be benefits to that, clearly. Farmers are the obvious beneficiaries but also, by knock-on 
effects, British consumers would be too, innovators, UK PLCτthey would all see benefits 
from thatτbut of course, on the flipside, there are significant costs, as you have outlined. 
For example, you would have to set up and run your own regulatory system and that would 
have significant costs. There would be the costs from our point of view of de-harmonising 
the regulatory system, which are very significant. There would be trade issues with Europe, 
as you outline, but the real key for us is that, if Britain went its own way in Europe, we would 
lose the most powerful, most influential, significant voice pushing for a rational, science-
based regulatory system governing our technologies. If Britain went its own way, Europe 
would be in a pretty desperate situation, from our point of view. The chances of actually 
achieving a continent-wide, rational, functioning regulatory system for our technologies 
would be distant. 

Viscount Ridley: Can I just follow up on that and perhaps encourage you to follow the 
courage of your own convictions here a little more? In our previous inquiry, on genetically 
modified insects, we heard, exactly as you said, that these regulations are not fit for purpose 
and that harmonisation has achieved harmonisation in the wrong direction, as it were; it has 
achieved harmonisation of a scientifically illiterate consensus, if you like. Therefore would it 
not be possible to imagine a world in which it might be better for Syngenta if Britain were in 
Europe, but it might be better for Britain if Britain were not in Europe? 

Dr David HughesΥ ¸ŜǎΣ ȅƻǳ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀǊƎǳŜ ǘƘŀǘΣ ōǳǘ ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ L ŀƳ ǎǇŜŀƪƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ {ȅƴƎŜƴǘŀΩǎ 
point of view. What we would like is a strong, predictable regulatory system which keeps 
farmers, consumers and the environment safe, and is harmonised across the whole trade 
bloc; that is our position. 

Viscount Ridley: But you spoke of de-harmonisation. Is that not exactly the process by which 
we have tried to reform the genetically modified crops policy in Europe, to say it should be 
subsidiarity, it should be delegated to individual states? Is that not de-harmonisation? 

Dr David Hughes: Again, that is scientifically unjustifiable because it is all based on non-
scientific factors, is it not? We do not support that way forward, but that is what appears to 
be happening. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: You alluded to but did not expand on this: you said there might be 
trade issues when you were talking about a different regulatory regime, say in a UK outside 
the EU. What is in your mind? 
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Dr David Hughes: I am a little bit out of my field, because I am a scientist, clearly, but I am 
following what is going on in terms of the TTIP negotiations, which is exactly the same kind 
of issues, and how difficult those negotiations have been. Following that thought 
experiment, if that is the way we decided to go, I would imagine that similar issues would 
arise with similar difficulties. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: That is to say? 

Dr David Hughes: That is to say that growing food under a different set of regulatory 
conditions may act as a trade barrier between food produced in the UK and consumers 
based on the continent. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: That is the point I wanted to get to. 

The Chairman: I note that we have provoked a thought experiment, perhaps a suitable role 
for a science and technology committee. 

Q72  Lord PestonΥ aȅ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƻƴ [ƻǊŘ wƛŘƭŜȅΩǎ 
intervention. A priori, I am inclined to the view that, if you are in Europe, harmonisation is 
the right way to do things. A seriesτI have forgotten how many countries there areτof 
different harmonisations would just be a mess. It would be an intellectual mess and a 
practical mess. But Lord Ridley pointed out that if the harmonised system is itself 
nonsensical, you are in for a major catastrophe, so I am not clear how we get the right 
harmonised system, in your view. 

Dr David Hughes: It is a very difficult question. I am not sure I have a good answer to that, 
other than to say that other parts of the world do seem to have more rational harmonised 
regulatory systems, but Europe has got itself into a mess where the regulatory system has 
become highly politicised, so the regulations being made do not make scientific sense any 
more. We have now gone so far down that path that it is difficult to see a straightforward 
way back but, from a rational point of view, that has to be the ultimate destination, has it 
not? We have ourselves a situation where we have a dysfunctional regulatory system, where 
technologies like GM crops, without actually being banned, have been taken out of the 
hands of farmers for 20 years, such is the dysfunctionality of the system that we have to 
operate in. That cannot be right. What is the solution? I do not know whether I have a good 
answer to that. 

The Chairman: Perhaps Mr Bates would like to comment on the biopharmaceutical sector, 
as to whether you see the issues of harmonisation in the same way. 

Mr Steve Bates: We see them very differently, I think. We would say that the overall balance 
of the benefits of regulatory harmonisation versus detrimental effects is positive. These are 
designed for patient benefit and, as an EU member with a seat at the table, we have had the 
scope to improve EU regulation. In fact, I would say that the challenge in recent years has 
been the interpretation of European Union legislation when it has come to the UK; that has 
been the actual challenge for the pharmaceutical sector rather than the other way round. 
The majority of UK legal frameworks governing medicines, clinical trials, marketing 
authorisation, licence to manufacture and pharmacovigilance is based on European Union 
legislation, and that is a harmonised benefit. The key purpose from our sector is that it is 
very attractive for the UK within Europe to be a place to place your European HQ for this 
sector. It is interesting that I am here representing over 300 companies based from the UK; 
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Syngenta is based in Switzerland, and the majority of companies that do GM crop work are 
not based in Europe.  

Lord Peston: Just one other point of clarification. Supposing we cannot reform the 
harmonised system, would it then happen, if we all went our own separate ways, that any 
company exporting to another country in Europe would be subject to their regulatory 
system? They would have to convince the country they are exporting to rather than us, 
ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŀƭƭ ǊƛƎƘǘΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎŀȅΣ ά²ŜƭƭΣ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǎǳƛǘ ǳǎΦέ ¢ƻ Ǝƻ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ Ƴȅ 
a priori argument, if we really did have a free-for-all, that would also be a total disaster, 
would it not? 

Dr David Hughes: It would be a mess, yes, absolutely. 

Lord Peston: There are two possible messes. Are you optimistic that somewhere between 
the two we can find the right way? 

Dr David Hughes: That an outbreak of sanity prevails? Am I optimistic? No, frankly, I am not; 
I cannot see it happening, but it has to be the ultimate destination. 

Lord Hennessy of Nympsfield: I am very struck, Dr Hughes, by the case you have been 
building over the last three or four answers you have given that the UK is a bringer of 
rationality to the benighted. It is a modern version of our civilising mission, a last imperial 
pang. I may well share it; it is just that you have been building this very big case. What is it 
about the other 28 that leads them to not follow the evidence in the way we do in our cold, 
damp isles off the mainland of Europe? What is it that is so special about us, and why are 
those other poor souls, as Frankie Howerd would say, so benighted so continually? 

Dr David Hughes: I do not know, to be honest, but that is the case. This Government and 
previous Governments have been very supportive about applying rational, science-based 
principles to regulation, and that has been extraordinarily welcome. We do not see that 
same political will in other countries in Europe; the situation is more politicised there. They 
seem to be more willing to make poor decisions based on political judgments rather than 
scientific judgments. 

Baroness Morgan of Huyton: Is it not the effect of having a PR system with lots of Greens? Is 
it not as basic as that really, that they have not been represented in our Government 
particularly? 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: The fact is you came up with the first remarks about being anti-
scientific, for those people obviously all across Europe, the Greens and so on, who are very 
concerned about, essentially, the degradation of agriculture. You go to America and have all 
these marvellous things you like but the food is terrible; it is disgusting to eat an American 
tomato, and that is the point. As you said at the beginning, you do not understand the 
question of the bees and the plants. There are a lot of unknown scientific questions and, 
while these are unknown, the people in Europe who like tomatoes, and farmers and so on, 
are not persuaded by what you call the rational, scientific approach. Surely a bit more 
humility on that point of view would be appropriate. You have been, if I may say so, almost 
arrogant in the way you say scientists know and these benighted people do not. That is 
rubbish. 

Dr David Hughes: I can give you some examples of some of the things we have to deal with. 
We are seeing an increase in hazard-based regulation as opposed to risk-based regulation, 
which is wrong. Safety correlates with risk; it does not correlate with hazard, yet we are now 
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seeing increasingly hazard-based regulation coming in. We are seeing an assumption in some 
cases that things which are natural are assumed to be safe; things which are synthetic are 
assumed to be harmful, and that is nonsensical, and, if anything, it should be the other way 
around, should it not? If you list all the most heinously toxic and carcinogenic substances 
known to science, almost all of them are natural.  

We are seeing regulation on process rather than product, so we end up in the situation 
where identical products potentially would be regulated in very different ways according to 
the way they were producedτthe genetics of a seed, for example. There is nothing wrong 
with precautionary approaches to regulation but the way it is applied in Europe makes it 
literally philosophically flawed and hopelessly open to abuse. So there is a lot wrong with the 
regulatory systems that we see in Europe. 

Viscount Ridley: Just to congratulate Dr Hughes on that excellent little speech and to answer 
Lord Hennessy by saying that Scottish enlightenment is the answer to his question. I wanted 
very quickly to press Mr Bates on one point. You said that on the whole the various 
directives have been helpful in terms of your industry. What about the clinical trials 
directive? We have heard on other occasions that it has been really problematic for many 
parts of your industry. 

Mr Steve Bates: The EU Clinical Trials Directive was not a step forward but the significant 
challenge with that was the interpretation of it into UK law. The EU Clinical Trial Regulation 
that is now going through, with significant input from the UK, we believe will improve things 
and make things speedier, simpler and more straightforward. If you look at some of the 
latest things coming from the European Medicines Agency, such as the PRIME scheme, or 
the ability of patients to get speedier access, we believe that that will be a positive step 
forward. 

Lord FoxΥ L ŀƳ ǎƻǊǊȅ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƭƻƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎǎǳŜ ōǳǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŜ ŦƭƛǇǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ [ƻǊŘ IŜƴƴŜǎǎȅΩǎ 
question. Clearly, the scars on your back seem largely to be due to the genetically modified 
argument that has been going on around regulation. If regulatory competence was 
transported back to Westminster, what evidence do you have to suggest that the great 
rationality that was discussed on my left would prevail were Westminster under the same 
sort of pressure, political, social and otherwise, whether it is rational or irrational, depending 
on your viewpoint? Westminster has the privilege of being rational because it is not the 
competent authority. Once it became the competent authority, would it then revert to some 
of the same arguments that we find in Europe? 

Dr David Hughes: I guess that would always be possible, though the arguments for science-
based regulation in order to keep people and the environment safe are compelling, in my 
view. Whether the politicians would be able to resist the inevitable pressures that would 
come to bear is another question. I cannot really speculate. 

Lord Fox: But it is not a given that our rationality, as you call it, would suddenly transform 
the regulatory horizon were it transported back to Westminster. 

Dr David Hughes: I guess that is true. 

The Chairman: I am going to move on to Baroness Neville-Jones. 

Q73  Baroness Neville-Jones: I have one last question on the effects of the regulatory 
regime in Europe. Could you comment on the following? It has been claimed to us that the 
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regulatory regime has actually had a negative effect; that is to say, a reduction in commercial 
R&D in Europe, deriving from the nature of the regulatory regime. I sense that you may not 
be united in this; it may differ according to the regulatory regime, but I am interested to 
know whether you agree with that as a factual assessment of what has happened, i.e. there 
has been a decline, and what view you have as to its causes and how it could be reversed. 

Mr Steve Bates: On this point, I would like to clarify that this is not a point in evidence that 
the BIA made, and our sense is that this point was made in relation to GM crops, because if 
you look at what the BIA sees, this point is not representative of the medical bioscience 
industry. In partnership with Ernst & Young we have published data on the UK and European 
biomedical research R&D business activity for the last few years, and the data shows that in 
terms of financing the UK leads Europe, and that Europe as a whole is also improving in 
terms of our sector. Europe experienced its best ever financing year, with total innovation 
capital raised of £3.9 billion, up 77% from 2013. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: Are you arguing that the effect is actually positive? 

Mr Steve Bates: I certainly do not think that we are seeing commercial R&D declining as a 
consequence of the regulatory environment. I think there are other factors to do with the 
business cycle and the fact that we are coming out of the banking crisis, which may be more 
significant than the regulatory environment, but I think what you are seeing is that the 
regulatory environment is not a barrier. The UK has raised almost a third of the innovation 
capital that is available in Europe, and perhaps the reason why the UK has the position to 
rival some of the big US biotech clusters is because of or despite our membership of the EU. 
So I think that is where we are at. 

Dr David Hughes: From our point of view, I think I would differentiate one word in the 
question: commercial R&D in Europe, I do not think, from our point of view, has declined. 
We lost a big slug of people in 2004, when we shifted our GM crop research from the UK to 
the United States but the number of scientists that we now employ in the UK and in Europe 
is pretty much as it was before. What has declined though is the proportion of R&D that is 
aimed at developing products for use in Europe. That has declined significantly. I can tell you 
that anecdotally from conversations that I have been involved with in our R&D organisation. 
We see chemicals coming forward, for instance, which look very promising. Then the 
realisation is made that it would be a great product for use in northern European wheat and 
you can just see the energy drain out of the people involved, because you know that the 
hurdles in terms of commercialising such a substance are very, very difficult. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: Does that mean that product development and exploitation goes 
elsewhere, outside Europe? You may develop the science here but the commercial 
exploitation goes elsewhere? 

Dr David Hughes: If the European market would be the key driver, the commercial driver for 
a particular research project, and we realise that the hurdles are so tough, it is likely that we 
would focus on different research projects, aimed at developing products for use by farmers 
elsewhere. I have a report here which says that the proportion of global R&D aimed at crop 
protection for farmers in Europe went from over 30% in the early 1990s to 6% or 7% in 2013, 
when the report came out. So we have seen a catastrophic collapse in the amount of 
investment for developing technologies for use in Europe. The problem is, though, these 
technologies have a very long lead time; it takes 10 to 12 years sometimes to get these 
technologies from the bench to the market, so the fact is that people have not really noticed 
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yet. Because the investment stopped happening back here, we have not seen the lack of 
products coming to the marketplace, but we will. We can see this as a big gap in terms of 
new products coming forward and, of course, when that gap actually hits and farmers start 
struggling, it will be 10 or 12 years before we can start filling that gap again. It is a very 
serious situation. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: As regards the future, if a company, a commercial organisation, 
assessed that a given product was unlikely to pass the regulatory hurdles for use in Europe, 
would it then simply not pursue that bit of science? 

Dr David Hughes: That is right. 

Baroness Neville-Jones: Are such decisions being taken? 

Dr David Hughes: Yes. Consider the neonicotinoids, for instance. Neonicotinoids have been 
banned in Europe. They are one of the most effective and safe forms of insect control 
chemistry that has ever been invented, and if that is now the benchmark, you have to be 
safer and more effective than that, no chemistry has yet been invented. If that is the height 
of the bar, if you like, and it is just so difficult to jump that bar, why would you bother if 
there were lower hurdles in big commercial markets elsewhere? 

The Chairman: Could I just follow this up? Clearly, the concern that Syngenta has about the 
European market arises from a regulatory background in which there is much more concern 
in Europe about agricultural leakages into soil, air and water than there are perhaps in other 
countries. Does it follow from that that you might expect new technologies which are less 
leaky, which are more precise and better targeted, to start in Europe rather than elsewhere? 

Dr David Hughes: Yes, I think there is a very good chance that that will happen, if we look for 
alternative technologies, but some of those alternative technologies exist. At the moment 
though I think it is fair to say, in terms of cost-ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǾƛŜǿΣ 
they cannot compete with the best chemistry that is currently available. Farmers would be 
looking at a step down in terms of efficacies, costs and profitability in order to adopt those 
technologies, but if those technologies are not available, then farmers will have no choice. 

The Chairman: I am simply making the pointτand I had better declare an interest as a 
farmer hereτthat society has a right to look at the external costs that agriculture is 
imposing, and if there are indeed leakages into soil, air and water from agriculture, then it is 
not unreasonable for the regulation to take this into account in trying to capture these 
external costs. Of course, that will not be the case in other parts of the world where people 
do not live alongside their agricultural production in the same way as we do in Europe. 

Dr David Hughes: True, though you have to make sure that the regulation is proportionate. 
For instance, the groundwater issue that you were alluding to: the limit for any single 
chemical in groundwater is 0.1 parts per billion. That is a number it is very difficult to relate 
to but you just need to understand how low that number is. If you drank a litre of water 
contaminated with a chemical at that limit, one litre of water per day for the whole of your 
life from birth to the age of 80, your total exposure would be under 3 mgτyour lifetime 
exposure. That limit is incredibly low, yet you have to ask what sort of consequences would 
actually entail if it was one part per billion, 10 times greater. Would that really be 
environmentally significant? 

Baroness Morgan of Huyton: Is it not fair to say that your businessτI do not mean your 
particular business but your businesses, your sectorτfailed from the beginning to be part of 
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a sensible dialogue with the public? We saw it in the UK, let alone the rest of Europe, for a 
long time. It is not as if per se the EU regulatory regime is stopping any new technology 
developing. It appears to me from what I hear from both of you that, in your particular 
sector, it is from a historic failure at the beginning to have the correct dialogue with the 
public. 

Dr David Hughes: Yes. I need to be a little careful what I say here, because my company was 
not the only company involved at the time 

Baroness Morgan of Huyton: No, exactly. I am not talking about your company; I am talking 
about the companies which perhaps lost it for you. 

Dr David Hughes: Quite. You would understand that maybe I should not comment too much 
on that particular question. 

Q74  Lord Fox: A sigh of relief from everybody that this question does not involve the 
regulatory environment. It is people. Dr Hughes, in your evidence you cited the importance 
of free movement of people. I really want to probe that a bit and put it into context but also 
to set it into the context of European employment versus employment of people from 
outside of Europe in your European work; in other words, the balance of importance 
between those two groups of scientists and intellectual contributors. 

Dr David Hughes: Looking at global megatrends in science at the moment, there are two big 
overarching megatrends. The first one is convergence, which is the blurring of scientific 
boundaries. The second is internationalisation. International collaboration and the physical 
movement of people to different locations around the world is now the norm; it is a very 
important trend, so anything which went against or hindered this free movement of people 
would seem to be a detrimental thing in terms of global science. In terms of how important 
employment of European nationals is, I got some statistics from our human resources people 
ȅŜǎǘŜǊŘŀȅΦ hŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ŀǘ WŜŀƭƻǘǘΩǎ Iƛƭƭτthere are about 750 scientists thereτ
10% are non-UK EU nationals, and 5% are from further afield. So a significant proportion of 
our workforce is non-UK nationals. 

Lord Fox: Another global trend is, of course, collaborative working without necessarily being 
in the same place. Do we need people to actually have to move and travel in order to 
contribute to your groups of researchers? 

Dr David Hughes: I think you do. What you say is quite right but there is nothing like meeting 
people face to face to develop relationships. I mentioned earlier on the shift from a highly 
transactional way of collaborating to a more relationship-based way of collaborating. 
Nothing builds relationships like actually working with people and meeting them face to 
face. You can Skype or teleconference or whatever, and we do, but meeting people face to 
face is important. 

Mr Steve Bates: Our sector is talent-based and is highly dependent on highly skilled 
employees at every step of the R&D and commercialisation pathway. We are a global sector. 
I echo the points about the different skills needed to make it successful. A lot of talent is 
home-grown from the UK science base, but business needs access to the best talent in the 
world, particularly from Europe, and any impediment to the freedom of movement of skilled 
employees in the EU inhibits the dynamism and success of bioscience in the UK. 
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Lord Maxton: We have been talking all the time about the UK but, to be honest, I come from 
a part of the country where, say, agriculture is not under the control of the UK. In Scotland it 
is the Scottish Parliament and the Scottish Executive, and they have said that they are going 
to ban GM crops totally in Scotland. How do you deal with that particular problem? 

Dr David Hughes: You need to ask what that declaration actually meant in reality, because it 
is not as if any GM crops have ever been developed that could actually be used in Scotland. 
There is none on the horizon and nobody in their right mind would actually work on 
developing that. 

Lord Maxton: What about fracking then? 

Dr David Hughes: Okay. That is a little bit out of my area of specialisation, I am afraid. 

Lord Hunt of ChestertonΥ /ŀƴ L Ƨǳǎǘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΚ ¸ƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƎŀƛƴ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άǎŎƛŜƴŎŜέ ƛƴ 
this very specific way but surely one of the points about both of your areas of expertise is 
that the science has to be applied in the cultural context. Surely that is one of the reasons 
why you have to have people from other countries, other cultures, working together. Even in 
weather forecasting this is very important, and how you interpret weather in different 
countries is part of what you have to do in a research lab. Is that not an important argument 
for why you have to have mobility? 

Dr David Hughes: Absolutely. Quite right. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: Science is not something you can do aculturally. 

Dr David Hughes: That is right. We have over 100 R&D sites around the world. We have 
probably 10 big sites with 100-plus scientists working at them, everywhere from China, India, 
the United States, Europe, and we have to work together as integrated teams. The cultural 
compatibility between the scientists who are actually doing the work is a very important 
factor. 

The Chairman: You referred earlier to the European Union presence within this country. 
Would you like to comment on the freedom of movement aspect of that? 

Mr Steve Bates: I suppose if you look at the European Medicines Agency, which is staffed 
from people across the European Union, that is based here, that is providing jobs, and there 
is a number of service businesses that help support that through the people who do the 
regulatory dossiers, the people who do the intellectual property, which is part of the mix you 
get in London as a result of that. Those businesses depend on and need talent from across 
Europe and support jobs from across Europe. The flipside of this is, if the UK were to be a 
less attractive place for global businessesτwe do not hear much these days about what was 
ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ¦Y άōǊŀƛƴ ŘǊŀƛƴέ ōŀŎƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Řŀȅτthe US is still there as a very attractive 
proposition for scientists from the UK; Boston, Massachusetts, the Bay area are very 
attractive prospects and, rather than attracting in, we may see the flipside of this, which is 
people going out as used to be the problem. 

Q75  Lord Hunt of Chesterton: We understand Syngenta is headquartered in Switzerland, 
and we have heard lots of very negative remarks by Swiss colleagues about what has 
happened to them with them leaving the EU. Nevertheless, are there advantages for 
companies to be in the European Economic Area, just outside Europe, and how has 
{ȅƴƎŜƴǘŀΩǎ ƳƻǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ 9¦ ǎŀƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƳǇƻǎŜŘ ƻƴ {ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘΚ 
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Dr David Hughes: This is quite a complicated question, because I am actually employed by a 
British company; I work for Syngenta Ltd, which is a wholly owned subsidiary of Syngenta 
parent company, which happens to be headquartered in Switzerland. Discussing this 
question among my colleagues, we came to the conclusion that it makes very little 
difference where our parent company is actually headquartered; it makes little operational 
difference, quite frankly. It is a bit of an unsatisfactory answer perhaps but it does not really 
matter where the headquarters are in terms of what we do in science and technology. 

Lord Maxton: Is your company divided in that way because it is headquartered in 
Switzerland? 

Dr David Hughes: No, it is not. Dividing up big, multinational corporations into smaller 
subsidiary organisations, often nationally focused, is quite a common thing to do. It is a very 
complex, byzantine, corporate structure we have, which means that when we do deals in the 
UK, collaborations in the UK, it is the British company actually signing the contract with 
partner organisations and the research councils, not a Swiss company, so in actual fact it 
really does not make any significant difference. 

Lord Peston: I missed one point. Surely, where your headquarters are has major effects on 
your tax rate? 

Dr David Hughes: I guess so. 

Lord Peston: There is the current catastrophe over Google. If Google were situated in 
London, it would be paying several orders of magnitude more in tax than it does in Dublin. 
That is important. 

Dr David Hughes: From a tax point of view, yes. I am talking from a science and technology 
point of view. 

Lord Peston: You are talking from a science and technology point of view, and only that. 

Dr David Hughes: Yes, that is the angle I am taking. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: It is a wider question. We have a lot of companies in Britain that 
are owned overseas, and in many of these cases you could say the R&D strategy is defined 
outside. The UK has clever labs and people doing clever things, but actually, like Honda, for 
example, all the big decisions are taken in Japan. In the case of Syngenta, you have some 
clever people in Bracknell and wherever it is, but is in fact the strategy of Syngenta all 
defined in Switzerland? 

Dr David Hughes: It is by people who are located in Switzerland but they could just as easily 
be located in London or Beijing or New York. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: But the fact is therefore the strategy, the big strategic decisions, 
are being made outside the UK, wherever the headquarters of companies are. 

Dr David Hughes: That is right, by the leadership. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: You think that is okay, do you? If all the companies in Britain were 
in that way, it means we are just service providers of science and technology for strategic 
goals defined outside the UK. 

Dr David Hughes: The important thing is the people who are making those decisions, not 
their physical location. I do not think that makes very much difference in any kind of 
practical sense. 
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Lord Hunt of Chesterton: Well, it is a point of view. 

The Chairman: Can I move on to intellectual property rights? Lord Hunt again.  

Q76  Lord Hunt of ChestertonΥ Iƻǿ ǿƛƭƭ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛƳǇŀŎt on the intellectual 
property and patent landscape in the UK? There has been some progress in the EU about 
patents. 

Mr Steve Bates: May I say something? 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: Please do, Mr Bates. 

Mr Steve Bates: Intellectual property is the life blood of our industry, and the new European 
unitary patent and Unified Patent Court aim to facilitate more consistent decisions in patent 
litigation across Europe and to reduce the costs for patentees by limiting litigation to a single 
forum, and that is the same whether you are a university or a company or whoever owns the 
rights. The signatories to the UPC agreement and participating EU member states will 
benefit from this, and the central division that deals with chemical and pharmaceutical 
patents is to be based in London. It is in progress at the moment. From our perspective, it is 
ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ƭƛŦŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ 
leader in life science that we have the key organisations based here. We are very concerned. 
We want the Government to set out clearly what the implications would be of a Brexit for 
the life science industry, and the logistics of how any changes for the UPC, like leaving 
London, a political likelihood, would be managed. That is really our take on this one. I think 
the UK Intellectual Property Office has a strong international reputation. Its five-year 
strategy, launched last week, includes a commitment to joining and shaping this EU-wide 
patent system, and it intends to take the lead and use our influence in Europe for this, which 
we think is a very good thing. 

Lord Hunt of Chesterton: Can I just understand? Does that mean we have reached the stage 
at which you can just take out one patent for the whole of Europe, or do you still have to 
take out 28 patents? 

Mr Steve Bates: We are in the process of developing a unitary patent. If you went to the 
patent court today, you would probably take out something that is nearer the former than 
the latter. You would probably take out patents only in the major six or seven rather than 
the 28. We are going to a system where you have one. 

Dr David Hughes: I think I would agree with that. Again, from a practical point of view, the 
UK is a signatory of the European Patent Convention, which is independent of the European 
Union, so other signatories include Switzerland and Norway. That is driving the convenience 
ƻŦ ŀǇǇƭȅƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǘŜƴǘǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 
membership of the EU or not. We are looking very closely at the unitary patent and how that 
might be used. There are pros and cons but we are generally supportive, and it may well be a 
very useful tool for us to use in the future, but it seems independent of whether Britain 
belongs to the EU. 

The Chairman: Thank you very much. Looking round the Committee, I think we have 
exhausted our questions to you. We are most grateful for the very patient way you have 
responded to our inquiries. There will, of course, be a transcript sent to you for any minor 
corrections that you feel would get the record absolutely accurate. On behalf of the 
Committee, I thank you both for a very informative morning. Thank you very much.
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Technopolis ς Written evidence (EUM0037) 
 
Who are we to talk? 
 
Technopolis is a contract research and consulting house, spun off from the Science Policy 
Research Unit, Sussex University in 1989.  Since then we have undertaken about 2,500 
projects on research and innovation and related policies across some 40 countries.  With 120 
staff in eight European offices, we represent (together with the Fraunhofer-ISI Institute in 
Karlsruhe) one of the two largest concentrations of expertise on research and innovation 
policy in the world.  Our multinational configuration is unique in the field, providing a broad 
comparative base for policy analysis.  
 
We have been privileged to be able to study the EU Framework Programme (FP) in 
considerable depth over a sustained period ς essentially since the Fourth Framework 
Programme, which was the point at which the Commission and some member states started 
to commission serious evaluations and other studies of the Framework.  Our roughly 95 
studies related to aspects of the FP include evaluations of specific programmes in the FP, 
drafting the overall evaluation of the Sixth Framework Programme, doing national studies of 
the impacts of the Framework in most of the countries that have undertaken them ς UK, 
Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Ireland, Austria, The Netherlands, China ς as well as long-term 
impact studies of the Framework at national and EU levels.   
 
Lƴ ƻǳǊ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΣ ǿŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ п ŀƴŘ р ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻŦ 
ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǿŀȅǎ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ct ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ Ψ.ǊŜȄƛǘΩ ς which we recently 
explored in quite some depth for the Norwegian Ministry of Education and Research, 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ bƻǊǿŀȅΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ct ōǳǘ 
without the privileges that attend EU membership.  These are areas where our responses 
can be solidly based in evidence from our own studies. While of course we have opinions 
ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΦ   
 
Question 4: Benefits of participating in EU collaboration 
 
UK science and research derives at least three main types of benefits from participation in 
the EU collaborations and funding programmes: First, it benefits financially from EU funds. 
Second, UK research organisations benefit from access to networks and complementary 
knowledge. Third, participation has long-term structural effects, which are beneficial to the 
UK science and research system as a whole. 
 
In absolute financial terms, the UK benefits significantly from the FPs (see Appendix). During 
FP7 (2007-2013), UK participants total fundƛƴƎ ƻŦ ϵс ōƛƭƭƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ ŀōƻǳǘ ϻлΦсōƴ όŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ 
exchange rate) per year from FP7. This compares with an annual budget of £3bn for 
competitive project funding allocated through the UK research councils. The UK also gains 
significantly in relative terms. According to one estimate,699 ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ϵмΦфōƴ 

                                            
699 Fisch, P. (2015), Monetary (re-)distribution effects of FP7, THINK piece 2/2015, available at: 
http://www.peter -fisch.eu/european-research-policy/think-pieces/. 

http://www.peter-fisch.eu/european-research-policy/think-pieces/

























































































































































































































































