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What is the BBSRC bsrc

biotechnology and biological

sciences research council

MISSION
* Fund first-class bioscience research
* Train bioscientists

» Support knowledge transfer and
economic impact

» Engage with public
STAKEHOLDERS

« PUBLIC: dialogue and consultation
« SCIENTIFIC COMMUNITY

« INDUSTRY: agriculture, food, chemical,
health, pharmaceutical

« GOVERNMENT: e.g. DEFRA, FSA

Why?
Quality of Life and UK plc




BBSRC Bioscience Funding oosIc
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sciences research council

* Budget £372M (2006-07)
 Employs 2700 staff at 7 sponsored institutes

 Funds research at 83 UK Universities

— 25% funding goes to 3 universities
— 50% funding goes to 9 universities

— 75% funding goes to 20 universities



“Mixed economy” of BBSRC funding bbSI’C
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Universities 2/3 Institutes 1/3
* basic research * strategic research
* curiosity-driven * Mmission-oriented

* shorter-term funding * longer-term funding
e research training  specialist facilities
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Research expenditure 2006/07 (EM)
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Chart 1. Research expenditure 2006/07 by fund type: HEIs vs

Institutes

O Responsive research grants
O Research Initiatives

O Equipment & Facilities

O Studentships & Fellow ships
B CSG

O Capital and buildings

HEls

Institutes




Evaluation in BBSRC bbsrc
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BBSRC Research Evaluation
Strategy

(http://www.bbsrc.ac.uk/about/pub/reports/eval_strat_ 01 02 _06.html)

e Provides framework
e Sets out levels of evaluation

e Ensures formal consideration of
outcomes

e |ncludes programme of evaluations



Why Evaluate? bbSI’C
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ACCOUNTABILITY /x FUNDING DECISIONS
Provides part of the evidence required for funding

Prowvides evadence enabling us fo aceount o !
»  Government decisions al a number of lavals:

#  The research comminity

*  The public Evidence Base

* [her stakeholders, incl. industry, charities {Strategy Board)

Prowvides evidience to feed into statutory reviews: U,;_E t_"d s

» uinguennial Review
o Parliamentary Scrutiny

Scienos Hixdoet
allocation
[Treasury)

EVALUATION |

Allocation
process
(DGR
BBSRC POLICY & PRACTICE
Maintaining performance [nternal funding
Dﬁ'lfhl:ﬂ'“ﬂ“ ﬂrpﬂiﬁﬁ Feeds imo maintainine and decisions {C owncil,
and programmes improving: B Strategy Board.
[nforms: o The quality of the research tha Strategzy Panels, "“-\ Allocations to
v Council we support \/ Research Committoes) TeSponsive
*  Sirategy Board s Procedures for awarding and mpde, schemes,
*  Siratcgy Pancls adminissering grars (inchading initiatives, elc
»  Rescarch Committocs the peer review process)
»  Peer revicwers & Staff morale
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sciences research council

* |dentifies achievements
* Informs future strategy
* Evidence for funding bids

» Accountability for use of public
funds

* Input to Government Performance
Management System



Evaluation Levels bbSI’C

Project

 Evaluation of final reports from grants

Programme/
Scheme

* Rolling programme of responsive mode
portfolio evaluations

e Evaluation of Research Initiatives 2-3
years after the grants have ended

* Periodic evaluation of funding schemes

Institution

* Institute Assessment Exercise,
conducted every 4 or 5 years at the
BBSRC-sponsored Research Institutes




Project Evaluation et

sciences research council

* Individual grants peer reviewed by
two experts and graded by
Committee

* Individual grades contribute to
“track record”

» Aggregated scores published In
annual BBSRC indicators



Final Report Grades oosrc
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A: Very high class work that has produced results of
considerable scientific iImportance in a cost effective
way and met all or almost all of the agreed or related
key objectives;

B: Work that has added significantly to knowledge in the
field and met the majority of its agreed or related key
objectives;

C: Work that has fallen short of the contribution to
knowledge or cost effectiveness expected from the
original proposal even though it may have met some
or all of its agreed or related key objectives;

D: Work that has not added significantly to knowledge In

the field and/or has failed to address the agreed or
related objectives.



Programme Evaluation bbg,sdbr.(;.

CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC

Responswe Mode Portfolio

7 committee areas covering BBSRC remit (Agri-Food;
Animal Sciences; Biochemistry & Cell Biology;
Biomolecular Sciences; Genes & Developmental
Biology; Engineering & Systems Biology; Plant and
Microbial Sciences)

On-going research
Evaluation of sampled grants funded since mid-1990s

Research Initiatives

Directed programmes in strategically significant areas
(eg Ageing; TSEs; Bioinformatics)

Time bound and fixed budget

Evaluation of all grants funded through the initiative
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Responsive Mode
 Logic chart

* Questionnaires to
sample of award
holders

e Desk research

— Grant detalls

— Contextual
Information

— Limited citation data
« EXpert peer panel

Research Initiatives
* Logic chart

* Questionnaires to all
award holders

 Desk research
— Programme details
— Grant detalls

— Contextual
Information

— Limited citation data
* EXpert peer panel
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Logic Chart for Biochemistry and Cell Biology Committee Responsive Mode Fundin
Overall Improved Increased economic U'; rema;ns‘? Do _the Public engagement
Objectives quality of life prosperity the warid lesders in with BCB research
) BCB research
Scheme I
Fan Support and z Promote innovation Seek new and Utilise resources
fOb]e;g\ga; c foster high 2:;12%32; Inv:: dms:i::ple and knowledge stronger partnerships. effectively and
S(tm’tn ic Plan) quality research transfer Engage with the public responsibly
rategic Plan
v Select Identify Encourage Select and fund highest Identify issues of public Monitor and evaluate
Activities Committee funding quality proposals as Interest or concern, sclenlists’ resource
priority areas ¢ ; .
members proposals judged by peer review take action as relevant use and outputs
! l 1
s Good number of Priority basic and Promising | Collaboration Research Research community has Public informed Resources used
Immediate uality applications strategic research new with industry projects achieve| confidence in BBSRC about the science efficiently, outputs
Impacts q reo[:a?ve d questions researchers | encouraged their funding decisions and supported by reported and
addressed funded |and supported objectives administration BBSRC evaluated
[ | I J ]
Quality research outputs:
- - Scientific knowledge
- New directions, collaborations and funding for research Evaluation results are
Intermediate - Trained people, increased skills PuBb:g;Be?egszgem:hh fed into BBSRC's
Impacts - New products, processes, tools & technologies policy and practice
- New intellectual property, knowledge transfer
- Further links with industry
v l
Ultimate Research findings Income to UK maintains its BBSRC maintains its Public confidence in
IrSaets used for the research community international standing | role as a key funder of UK BCB
P greater benefit and ‘UK plc’ in BCB research  [BCB research in the UK| research maintained




Programme Evaluation Scope olosrc
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Evaluation coverage
» Research quality

 Research relevance, to BBSRC
mission and programme objectives

» Outputs, outcomes, achievements
* Economic impact

» Success stories

* Process issues



Evaluation of schemes NSO
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Main approaches

e Internal mechanisms, methodology
similar to programme evaluation

- New Investigators (desk research)
— Modular Training for Industry (Logic
chart; questionnaires; panel)
e Use of consultants

— Other BBSRC Knowledge Transfer
schemes



New Investigators Evaluation ineftiostiort

|dentify

« Reason for scheme: to support new
researchers

« Scheme mechanism: additional help through
peer review process

Analyse

« Data from all NlIs

« Compared with all responsive mode



Modular Training for Industry bbSI’C
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» Evaluation objectives
—Is scheme achieving Iits aims?
—Impact in terms of support and wider
—Highlights/major achievements

—How to build on success/address
ISsues




MTI: How? oosTC
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» Evaluation methodology
—In-house
—Logic chart

—Questionnaire surveys:
* Previous award holders
* New awards holders
* Panel members



Evaluation outcomes: general ineftiostiort
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* |dentifies achievements
 Informs future strategy
* Provides evidence base for funding bids

» Facilitates accountabllity for use of
oublic funds

* Feeds into Government Performance
Management System

« Sheds light on internal procedures




Evaluation and change pftiliort

* Move towards funding longer, larger
grants

* Reconsideration of Knowledge Transfer
schemes

 Reconsideration of committee
structures and priority areas

 Refinement of NI scheme



Evaluation Reports bbSI’C
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 Genes & Developmental Biology Responsive Mode
Portfolio (July 2007)

« Biochemistry & Cell Biology Responsive Mode Portfolio
(June 2007)

 Animal Sciences Responsive Mode Portfolio (June 2006)
 Modular Training for Industry Programme (November 2006)
 Business Plan Competition Review (October 2006)

« Outcomes from BBSRC Supported Knowledge Transfer
Partnerships (February 2006)

* Institute Assessment Exercise (February 2006), with links to
reports on seven BBSRC-sponsored institutes

 Review of the BBSRC New Investigator Scheme and
Support for Early-Career Researchers (April 2007)

All available from BBSRC website:


http://www.ac.uk/

