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About GuildHE  
GuildHE is an officially recognised representative body for UK Higher Education. Our members include 
universities, university colleges, further education colleges and specialist institutions from both the 
traditional and private (“for profit” and “not for profit”) sectors. Member institutions include some major 
providers in professional subject areas including art, design and media, music and the performing arts; 
agriculture and food; education; maritime; health and sports. 

The Consortium for Research Excellence, Support and Training (CREST), a sub-association of GuildHE, 
exists for institutions that have achieved high levels, or aspire to achieve high levels, of research 
excellence concentrated in smaller communities of research practice. It is the only non-geographic 
collaborative research network based within the UK.  

 

Opening Comment  
1. GuildHE believes that the emergence of the Industrial Strategy offers government to challenge its 

assumptions about how it funds research and innovation within the UK.  

 

2. GuildHE supports the Industrial Strategy’s focus on place and ensuring growth in all regions of the 
UK. GuildHE institutions can develop and enhance the Industrial Strategy because they are 
embedded in local economies.  

 

3. In particular, we highlight the importance of considering the full research and innovation ecosystem 
and how excellent applied research found in small and specialist institutions based throughout the 
UK can be capitalised on.  

 

4. GuildHE & CREST further offer assistance and expertise to government in accessing and 
connecting with such institutions and localities.  
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The coherence and links between the Industrial Strategy Challenge Fund 
and the ‘sector deals’ 

 

5. Until the Industrial Strategy White Paper is published, it is hard to say how strong the coherence and 
links will be between the ISCF and the sector deals.  

 

6. That said, there are some links between current challenges and the potential sector deals, 
particularly around life sciences and looking into nuclear energy.  

 

7. However the challenges still feel very “safe” and as they stand may they might accidentally lock out 
other innovations. The Industrial Strategy and therefore the ISCF needs to look further than simple 
and easy links. For example, the current challenges are all focused on physically ‘making stuff’ - 
there is more to industrial strategy than that. We would reference in particular the recent Bazalgette 
Review of the Creative Industries.  

 

8. The recent letter to the Council for Science and Technology from Ruth McKernan (Innovate UK) and 
Melanie Welham (BBSRC) did suggest that “sector deals” will be aligned with ISCF and 
“cross-cutting themes for all challenges”.  

 

9. We would also point to evidence from the Industrial Strategy Commission Final Report highlighting 
that the ISCF could create new ways to fund “fruitful public-private partnerships”.  
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The model adopted by the Faraday Challenge and its suitability for future 
investments in other sectors under the Industrial Strategy Challenge Fund 

 

10. The concept in the Faraday Challenge of a virtual battery institute for fundamental research rather 
than a physical entity has great potential to exploit niche ‘islands of excellence’ wherever they occur, 
and could be applied to many other challenges.  

 

11. It will be important that the HE sector is included in such an institute’s translational relationships. The 
EPSRC Battery Institute call was focused just on business for the translational element, but many 
universities outside those with substantial funding for fundamental research (especially post-92) 
focus on applied research and have excellent well-established business links to facilitate translation. 

 

12. The Faraday Challenge model has a good spread across the range of research and innovation, 
including smaller feasibility studies. It will be important to ensure adequate budget for a large 
number of feasibility studies to maximize the chance of the best potential innovations emerging for 
downstream funding. 

 

13. Employing such a model more widely will need different approaches for different sectors depending 
upon how advanced and coordinated a sector already is.  

 

14. The model could further follow a recommendation that we previously made in our response to the 
Green Paper to develop “Hub and Clusters” networks to bring together academic and business 
communities for applied research that addresses large-scale industrial challenges.  
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The rationale and coherence for the distribution of funding: 

 

a) between the Industrial Strategy Challenge Fund (and its individual ISCF schemes) and 
the rest of the Science budget 

 

15. We welcome the potential diversity of challenges and ambition that the ISCF offers. We believe it has 
the potential to encourage world-leading applied research and knowledge exchange. It could help 
rebalance the almost exclusive focus that there has been on basic science for the last 30 years.  

 

16. There should still be core funding available to allow research and innovation to occur where industrial 
outcomes are not the primary purpose.  

 

 

b) between the various initiatives to financially support innovation and commercialisation 
of research 

 

17. It is important to maintain a healthy ecology of funding types and sizes. Innovate UK’s approach to 
funding, for example, allows for small-scale, high risk funding opportunities alongside those targeted 
at projects with a longer track record.  

 

18. This approach enables more innovative ideas to get off the ground and find appropriate levels of 
support, regardless of reputational advantage.  

 

19. It is less off-putting to SMEs and smaller HEIs who often do not need huge mutli-million pound 
interventions in order to achieve positive social and economic benefits for their communities. 

 

20. Often what they do need is funding to support capacity building and knowledge exchange to build 
upon their already successful work (see The Economic Value of Creative Focussed Universities and 
Colleges for example).  

 

21. We would therefore recommend that some smaller financial support packages are made available 
and that smaller HEIs are ideally placed to help deliver projects and funding at local levels.  
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c) between the two arms of the ‘dual support’ system — funding via the research 
councils and funding via Research England 

 

22. It is important to acknowledge that the Quality Related (QR) aspect of the dual funding system is 
essential for institutions that are developing their research capabilities and track record to gain access 
to support for their excellent research. QR funding provides the stability these institutions need to 
keep developing excellent research and to build a track record of performance.  

 

23. It is unlikely that such pockets of excellence routinely secure funding from the other part of the dual 
support system - the research councils - especially when those research communities have been 
more recently developed.  

 

24. Thus, without QR and more speculative funding options, we may lose support for innovative research 
across the full diversity of UK HEIs.  

 

25. QR is not project related, and therefore also has a specific and important role in underpinning the 
research activity of institutions, enabling the exploration of fruitful avenues of research, and allowing 
institutions to respond to opportunities as they arise. 

 

26. We would therefore not be supportive of any detraction or rebalancing of funding away from QR 
unless such rebalancing seeks to redress the balance in the research system to better support the 
innovative activities of small and specialist institutions.  

 

27. Thus we recommend that Government must invest in excellent research wherever it is found and look 
beyond the usual big names in research. 

 

Knowledge Exchange (KE) 
28. At present, the majority of KE funding mechanisms within the dual funding system are only available 

to those who already hold research grants, or to institutions with a critical mass of research grants.  

 

29. For example, many research council KE awards are given in the form of follow on funding, and are 
therefore only available for existing award holders. Impact Acceleration Accounts to support institution 
wide impact and KE activity have been routinely given to larger institutions with a high number of 
existing RC grants. These institutions are predominantly found in the south east of England.  
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30. Whilst the work supported by these grants is undoubtedly valuable, there is a danger that we miss out 
supporting other approaches to innovation, simply by skewing support towards existing recipients. 

 

31. Therefore, we recommend that new forms of funding through the ISCF should address the disparity in 
availability of funding for such activities and support the full range of possible innovations by not 
placing such limitations on possible applicants. 

 

d) between innovation and research 

32. We argued in our Green Paper submission that government should increase the focus and funding 
for, applied, practice-based research with the potential to achieve greater local and national impact.  

 

Higher Education Innovation Funding (HEIF) 

33. HEIF enabled innovation throughout the HE system that generated societal (as well as economical) 
returns. In particular, it supported smaller and specialist institutions throughout the UK (and not just in 
the south east)  to carry out locally valuable work.  

 

34. Prior to the introduction of the ROI threshold, HEIF was a vital source of funding for KE activity for 
smaller and specialist institutions as it did not come with some of the caveats as described above.  

 

35. Therefore we recommend that there is a review and broadening of the terms of HEIF, specifically that 
the current £250k income threshold limit is either scrapped or significantly reduced in order to 
generate innovation in all parts of the UK.  

 

Innovation  

36. One of the major challenges for innovations in industry is the ‘valley of death’ when good ideas have 
achieved initial proof of concept, but there is insufficient evidence for business to invest further. 

 

37. This should be explicitly recognised and more support targeted at this development stage e.g. by 
allowing potentially interested businesses to make smaller financial commitments in projects.  

 

38. One solution for government could be to increase the budgets provided to Innovate UK and innovation 
schemes, on the basis that a diversity of funding types is maintained. 
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The balance between different parts of the country in Government funding 
of research/innovation, the effectiveness of such place-based financial 
support, and how planned place-based funding might affect that balance in 
future 

 

39. We argued in our Green Paper response that the Industrial Strategy Challenge Fund should 
incorporate a place-based element focused on economically disadvantaged regions of the UK. It 
should pay particular interest to other sectors such as agritech, marine and the creative industries. 

 

40. Specifically, with regards to Higher Education, this means investing outside of the usual suspects in 
the South East of the UK (such as Cambridge, Oxford and Imperial) and to consider the entire 
spectrum of HEIs throughout the country.  

 

41. We endorse the principles discussed in the Industrial Strategy Commission’s Final Report (see 
Chapter 2) that recommend greater, consistent, long term, and collaborative working between local 
players within in a region (for example, that LEPs, Local Councils and HEIs should have a greater say 
in where to assign funding based upon their local climate).  

 

42. A significant proportion of the government commitment to increase the science budget by £2 billion by 
2020-21 should be used in such ways in order to address the inequalities found within the UK.  
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What further measures the Government should take to use its spending and 
facilities to strengthen innovation, research and associated ‘place’-based 
growth 

 

43. Government should invest in existing university networks to drive innovation and knowledge 
exchange. GuildHE’s research network, CREST, is ideally placed to support the collaborative 
commercialisation of research among smaller centres of research excellence across the country 

 

44. For example, GuidHE is already working with parts of government in this way.  

 

45. Following on from an Innovate UK presentation at GuildHE in July and some follow up by Plymouth 
College of Art, Innovate UK approached us a few weeks ago to assist them in contacting up to 12 
arts/creative institutions where they could hold creativity workshops for UG students. They were 
particularly keen to engage with places outside of London.  

 

46. Due to our existing connections we: 
● Successfully facilitated contact with appropriate members of staff in over 12 individual GHE 

members based upon a shortlist selected by Innovate UK within 2 weeks.  
 

● Ensured that we arranged introductions in England, Wales and Scotland.  
 

● Received very positive feedback from Innovate UK on the appropriateness of institutions. 
 

● Started discussions on how we are hoping to build upon this model to allow Innovate to access 
other specialisms within our membership.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Matthew Guest 
Senior Policy Advisor 

GuildHE 
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