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1.
Introduction 

1.1
The Higher Education Authority (HEA) welcomes the OECD review. The OECD has historically played an important role in the development of education policy in Ireland. In Ireland as in many countries the role of higher education and research has never been more important. The decision of the Minister for Education and Science to ask the OECD to carry out this review is timely and significant. We look forward to the outcome.

2.
The Role of Higher Education

2.1
The HEA fully subscribes to the roles and purposes of higher education set out in the terms of reference of the review team. In common with other OECD countries, Ireland is experiencing a continuing shift in the policy environment and expectations from higher education. It has long been recognised that each individual student who participates in higher education should be enriched by that experience, through the acquisition of new knowledge, the development of skills and competencies, fostering their personal development and the enhancement of his or her individual life chances. That remains and will remain true. 

2.2
But today, policy makers increasingly recognise that the positive effects of higher education extend far beyond those to the individual. Higher education is now also recognised as an essential contributor to national well being. At the risk of some oversimplification, these changes (and in particular the evolution of public policy) can be characterised as a movement from a view that higher education was an activity that had a value that was worthwhile in itself to one where it is, in addition, seen as a means of achieving important public policy objectives. The Irish Government and society now look to the higher education and research system and to the higher education institutions (HEIs) for delivery of a number of important national policy goals in addition to their historical missions of teaching and learning, scholarship and research. These policy goals include:

· Promoting social inclusion and citizenship particularly through widening participation in higher education and through provision of opportunities for life-long learning.

· Enhancing the skills levels of the population to meet the needs of a modern high-technology economy and society.

· Promoting economic development, traditionally through developing and enhancing the skills and abilities of the labour force but increasingly through research, the development, application and commercialisation of new knowledge and the emerging role of HEIs as potential and actual sources of enterprise and economic growth.

· Promoting regional and cultural development. 

A changing higher education environment– opportunities and challenges

2.3
The environment in which HEIs are expected to meet these challenges is increasingly complex and demanding. The pace of change is quickening; the expectations of government and society are increasing. As well as confronting new demands, HEIs are faced with new and developing accountability and regulatory responsibilities and requirements. 

2.4
The financial environment has also become more demanding. Notwithstanding the increasingly important role of higher education and research in the economy and society, the sector and its institutions need to be increasingly persuasive in making the case for public and private funding – not just because of demands for public expenditure from other sectors of education and areas such as health and infrastructure, but also because of government and other stakeholder concerns about accountability, value for money and effectiveness. 

2.5
The sector and the HEIs also have to contend with a number of other external challenges. Ireland’s demographic structure is changing. A fall in the birth rate which has persisted since the early 1980s
 will, notwithstanding an increase in inward migration, reduce the numbers of school-leavers (who have until now accounted for more than 90% of student enrolments
.  On the other hand the increasing importance of knowledge based skills in the labour force, as well as social policy concerns, will encourage the participation in higher education of increasing numbers of mature students availing of opportunities for second-chance education and for continuing professional and personal development.  

2.6
Irish higher education now operates in a global environment.  The number of new providers of higher education, both from abroad and within Ireland, is increasing. This is facilitated by the development of e-learning which presents challenges and opportunities for pedagogic development within institutions as well as for distance education. Irish students will increasingly have the choice to participate in higher education abroad. At the same time, more and more students from other countries are choosing to enter Irish higher education institutions. Taken together, these changes are creating a new competitive landscape for Irish higher education. 

Strengths and weaknesses of Irish higher education moving forward

2.7
The Irish higher education is in a position to draw upon a number of strengths moving forward.  In particular,

· Irish society has consistently placed a high value on all education; in higher education this is reflected in a growth in the participation rate from some 11% in 1965 to over 50% today.

· The quality of Irish higher education has been consistently demonstrated through the generations of graduates who have been successful in their personal development and careers both in Ireland and abroad.

· Notwithstanding the absence of a coherent strategy at national level, students from overseas account for c. 7% of the enrolments in Irish HEIs.  We anticipate that there is significant potential for further growth in the international student population.  A policy review is now underway.

2.8
Against this, there are serious weaknesses.

· Performance in Irish higher education in certain critical areas, including graduation rates at both degree and post-graduate level is some way below best international performance (see Appendix 1 for a comparison of graduation rates.).

· The funding of Irish higher education is below that in many OECD countries (see Appendix 2).

· Ireland has traditionally under-invested in research, and despite the recent welcome investment provided for under the National Development Plan, at a rate of 1.17% (2001 figures) of GDP we still lag well behind leading OECD performers, and are far short of the EU target of spending 3% of GDP on research & development by 2010.

· We have a relatively large number of institutions for a small country; although there is growing evidence of a collaborative approach in research and development, there are concerns that there is inadequate collaboration among institutions in key areas of teaching and learning, student transfer and progression.

· There are concerns that the institutions have not adequately put in place structures to fully realise their contribution to society (e.g. in terms of technology transfer, development of life-long learning).

· There are perceptions that the higher education sector is not sufficiently accountable or responsive to the needs of Irish society.

3.
Strategic Management and Structure 
Introduction

3.1
The current structure and management of higher education in Ireland reflects policy decisions and economic and social developments which have taken place over decades and in some instances longer.    The sector has, by and large, served Irish society well. The institutions have played an essential role in educating and training the skilled personnel required by an increasingly sophisticated economy. However, the economy and society now face the formidable challenges involved in effecting the paradigm shift of transforming Ireland into a world leading knowledge based economy
.  The structure and management of higher education, at sectoral and institutional levels, is no longer adequate to fulfil the complex role and meet the multiple demands which society requires from the higher education and research sector and the HEIs. 

3.2
We believe that policy changes in the areas of governance, management, institutional autonomy and finance are central to equipping Ireland with a higher education sector relevant to the needs and challenges of the first decades of the new century. Important issues also need to be addressed in relation to research and development policy, quality assurance, lifelong learning, access and social inclusion. 

The institutional landscape – a brief overview

3.3
Within the higher education sector, the universities have a high level of legal, budgetary and strategic autonomy - underpinned by the Universities Act (1997). However, these freedoms are constrained by their high level of dependence on public expenditure (about 80% of recurrent funding to the universities is sourced from the Exchequer) and by central Government controls on staff pay levels. The institutes of technology are subject to a more restrictive regime. They do not enjoy the same levels of statutory independence as the universities, their dependence on central government finance is higher and staffing numbers and levels, and decisions on the introduction of new academic programmes need the approval of the Minister for Education and Science. A broadly similar approach applies to the level of state supervision and funding of the teacher education colleges. Finally, a small number of private higher education providers operate on a largely commercial basis.
 
3.4
We believe that reforms are needed which will provide for higher levels of institutional autonomy and independent capacity within a framework which allows Government to address vital issues of public policy. 

3.5
In a complex, and indeed rapidly changing environment, HEIs need to have the independence and flexibility necessary to respond strategically to changing requirements and challenges. This is particularly true if HEIs are, in line with wider public policy objectives, to engage successfully in the increasingly important areas of knowledge production and transfer and engagement in enterprise and commercial activities. We do not believe that centralised control systems will enable the sector to meet the challenges with which it is now presented and to meet the demanding requirements of public policy. Centralised control systems cannot deal successfully with multiple policy objectives.  They invariably focus on input (staff and finance) controls. Strategic issues tend at both national and institutional levels, to be displaced by day-to-day management and control issues under this type of regime. Centralised control systems are characterised by slow and incremental decision making and tend to encourage structural and staffing rigidities and to confuse responsibilities for outcomes.  Under this model, Government rather than the institutions themselves assume responsibility for financial sustainability. 

3.6
Nevertheless, the view (which we do not share) that publicly funded HEIs are essentially publicly funded state agencies and instruments of public policy is understandable. It reflects concerns about securing value for money and accountability in respect of the high levels of state funding allocated to higher education as well as the vital role of the sector and of HEIs in the delivery of key State policies. The challenge is to find a framework whereby those important accountability and value for money concerns are addressed properly without also diminishing the contribution of the institutions to society. We believe that this can be done. 

A new approach

3.7
We see the way forward as one where HEIs, as autonomous, but strategically governed and managed institutions, have the capacity to address complex portfolios of aims within an increasingly diverse funding environment. In this model increasingly autonomous and market-sensitive institutions have the capacity to respond quickly and effectively to public interest agendas at national and regional levels while also taking a greater responsibility for their own financial sustainability.
Conditions for Success
3.8
We believe that there are three key conditions for success. 

· An outcomes based focus for Government

· New funding mechanisms and strategies
· A new role for the HEIs 
An outcomes based focus for Government

3.9.1
The state does not and should not need to ‘control’ higher education institutions. The focus of the state should be on outcomes, where public investment in institutions is directed towards achieving the outcomes required by the State in the context of a limited number of strategic national goals. 

3.9.2
The Government through the Minister and Department of Education and Science would set out its medium term vision for investment and outcomes for higher education and research.
 It would describe a selected set of high-level outcomes it requires from the higher education and research sector in respect of key strategic areas such as participation (current graduation benchmarks are attached in Appendix 1), access, lifelong learning, subject mix, the distribution of provision for different levels of courses, research performance and contribution to society and to the economy. We suggest that the national strategic statements and goals should be revised by Government on a five yearly basis but should be kept under regular review.

New funding mechanisms and strategies

3.10.1
Funding frameworks can play a key role in setting incentives and appropriate signals to facilitate HEIs in achieving strategic goals. The Programme for Research in Third Level Institutions (PRTLI) offers an interesting case study of how HEIs responded to a funding initiative which required them to articulate clear strategic goals and programmes consistent with these goals. The strategies and programme choices were selected by the institutions themselves within the framework of the strategic goals approved by the Department of Education and Science. A short description of the programme is provided in Appendix 3. 

3.10.2
In our proposed new model, the achievement of the high level outcomes by the institutions should be supported by an appropriate funding model.  The development and implementation of this model would be a key task for the HEA.  Funding would be allocated by the HEA on the basis of this model and informed by the strategic plans of the HEIs (and the HEA evaluation of these plans). Where appropriate in respect of the performance related elements in the funding, the model would be underpinned by agreements between the HEA and individual institutions in regard to the delivery and achievement of specific outcomes and performance criteria. The recently established National Office for equity of access to higher education will have a critical role in advising on appropriate outcomes for equity of access to higher education.  An outline scheme for the funding framework is described in Appendix 5. The new framework would include core funding, which would give greater weight to key performance measurements.  It would also provide for an element of funding to be allocated with the specific objective of encouraging a strategic approach by institutions. This approach would support the institutions in achieving the national goals identified by Government, as well as long-term institutional development. Finally, it would provide for competitive funding for major new initiatives.  In developing the funding framework appropriate performance and output measures should be put in place to assess the extent to which institutions have achieved specified targeted outcomes. The HEA would report on these to the Minister for Education and Science.

A new role for the HEIs

3.11.1
The desired outcomes can best be achieved through the creation of a range of strong, flexible, innovative and responsive institutions, with a variety of missions and strengths and with a deep commitment to quality. 

3.11.2
The institutions should have clear strategic missions.  A range of institutions with a diversity of mission will be required to achieve national objectives.  Each institution and mission, which is achieving the appropriate strategic objectives, should be recognised as an important element in the whole system. 

3.11.3
An essential requirement is a substantial presence by external stakeholders in the governance of the institutions, and in particular in designing and implementing the processes to assess performance outcomes. It is equally essential that institutional strategies and processes, as well as management processes, staffing structures and systems are appropriately integrated to fully reflect the fundamental mission of the HEIs as teaching, learning and research institutions with key roles to play in achieving vital national goals. It is essential that all members of the institutional community are fully and cooperatively engaged in the formulation and delivery of strategies and programmes.

3.11.4
In addition to the funding allocated under the framework described above, institutions would continue to compete for funding from other sources, including for example the research agencies, such as Science Foundation Ireland (SFI), the Health Research Board (HRB), the Research Councils and Enterprise Ireland (EI).

3.11.5
It should be exclusively the responsibility of each institution, consistent with its statutory and strategic mission, to decide how best to internally allocate the funding it receives through the HEA so as to ensure that agreed outcomes are achieved. The performance of an institution should be assessed on the basis of those outcomes, not on a priori evaluations of programme budgets and expenditure proposals.

3.11.6
Having regard to the level of public funding and the real and strong public interest in higher education, the institutions should, in addition to assessment on the basis of outcomes, be accountable for their actions, both internally to their students and employees and externally to Government and the public.  They should also be transparent in their operations. A clear accountability framework embracing such issues as quality, access, value for money as well as research and objectives reflecting the contributions of the HEIs to society and the economy is an essential counterpart of the funding model. The proposed funding framework will, through the identification of objectives and the assessment of outcomes, provide an enhanced system for accountability and transparency. This will be complemented by the HEA review of the strategic plans and equality policies already provided for in legislation and the external review of quality assurance procedures (see Section 4 – for further proposals on quality assurance.)

3.11.7
Institutions should be encouraged to develop non-Exchequer sources of funding – through for example, tuition fees from overseas students, through research and development and commercialisation of intellectual property and through collaboration with the private sector.  The activities of an institution should always be coherent with its educational mission and strategic plan. 

3.12
This model enables the state to ensure that the diversity of needs is met appropriately across the spectrum of institutions and consequently that the return to society for Exchequer investment is maximised. It creates a coherent link between desired outcomes, funding allocation, development of institutions and assessment of performance, while offering a significant degree of flexibility as requirements change in the future.

Diversity of provision and the “binary” structure of higher education 

3.13
The range of student needs and public policy objectives is such that a capacity for diversity of provision both within the sector and, in many instances within institutions, is essential. The creation of the so-called binary system of higher education composed (broadly) of the universities on one hand and the institutes of technology on the other has, to date, been an important element in ensuring the necessary diversity of provision within the overall system of higher education.  However, notwithstanding some areas of co-operation (including under the PRTLI programme), the two sectors and the institutions within them have tended to develop in parallel rather than in an integrated way. There has also been concern about mission drift. We have a concern that these trends might result in the loss of valuable synergies between the two sectors, in areas such as research, teaching and learning, progression and student transfer, and coherence with the further education sector.   

3.14
On balance we favour the retention of the binary system but we are strongly of the view that both systems should be subject to broadly similar resource allocation, governance and quality assurance regimes, and that the funding system should incentivise inter-institutional co-operation both within and between the sectors. We believe that this would go some considerable distance to securing the necessary parity of esteem between the two sectors and would encourage the growth and evolution of a diverse range of institutions. The proposed transfer of funding responsibilities for the institutes of technology from the Department of Education and Science to the HEA should also facilitate these developments. 

3.15
Our proposals would also provide a financial and strategic framework for a process which would allow the individual “public institutions” to evolve into private institutions, where appropriate, with essentially contractual arrangements with the state along the lines of some of the leading research-based universities in the US and elsewhere. This process should be provided for in legislation. Any transition to the new status should be subject to a priori evaluation by a high-level international panel and should have regard to issues such as quality of teaching and research conducted in the HEI, its financial position and the appropriateness of its governance and management structures. Legislation should also provide that any institution that takes this route should be legally structured as a not for profit entity, entrusted with a mission focussed on higher education, research and development and service to society and the community. There will also need to be a legal requirement that property and assets of this type of HEI should be used only in accordance with its legal mission. There should also be measures in place to protect the public interest in the form of previous Exchequer investment. 

3.16
The public interest considerations of this proposal go beyond the matter of the use of property. The rationale for this proposal is that, for some institutions the move to this new status will significantly enhance their flexibility and capacity in carrying out their core functions of teaching, research and service to the community. This could be in the form of enhanced research and development, greater links with industry, or new specialisations in teaching and learning. Whatever the area, any enhancement of the institution’s capacity to deliver on its core mission, will also enhance its contribution to society.

3.17
These proposals are designed to strengthen the capacity of our higher education sector to evolve to meet the changing needs of Irish society. The proposals are not prescriptive; we do not consider that any single solution generated at a point in time can adequately meet the needs of a complex and changing environment. Instead, the outline structure for strategic management and funding outlined in this paper would, particularly through the financial allocation mechanisms, supplemented where appropriate by agreements between the HEA and individual institutions, support the institutions in ensuring an appropriate balance in the third level system at national and regional levels as between subject, and disciplinary provision, the levels of under-graduate and post-graduate provision and research and development activity.

Change in the Higher Education Authority

3.18
The structural proposals we have outlined in the previous section have major implications for the HEA, its mandate, governance and staffing. We believe that there is a continuing need for the provision by the HEA of an intermediary function and role between the Department of Education and Science and the HEIs. The role of the Department is to provide the policy advice and analysis required by the Minister in respect of her or his role in policy and resource provision at national level.  The role of the HEA would be twofold

· The policy review and advisory role; to review policy in higher education and to provide policy advice to the Minister and Department.

· The funding role; this is to manage the distribution of institutional level funding in accordance with the broad scheme outlined in sections 3.10.1 and 3.10.2 and Appendix 5 to monitor and evaluate outcomes, to ensure as far as possible that national goals are achieved  and to advise the Minister accordingly.

3.19
We believe that there is a need for a change in the structure of the HEA in order to best deliver on these two roles. The policy advice role can best be carried out through an Authority with a broad base of membership, drawing on the expertise of individuals from the HEIs, relevant state agencies, and the private sector, and ideally including distinguished international membership.

3.20
Within the Authority, particular attention is required for the funding role. It is essential that the resource allocation function be carried out rigorously and objectively and not be driven by the agenda of particular interest groups, or be perceived to be so. 

3.21
We suggest the designation, within the Authority membership, of a small (3-4) group of members, who would, supported by the Executive, have sole responsibility for the management of the resource allocation function. The members of this group would not during their terms of office be members of the staff or governing bodies of any of the HEIs funded through the Authority. These members would have considerable experience in the areas of higher education and research, business and public policy. This group of members would join with the other members of the Authority in its wider policy formulation and review role, and would be informed by the policy deliberations of the Authority and the Minister in their resource allocation role. 

4.
Teaching and Learning

Introduction
4.1
The role of teaching and learning is central to the higher education system. It is also a role, that today, is under intense scrutiny and open to challenge.

4.2
We see the need to address two overarching challenges in this area:

· The need for the institutions to continuously develop and enhance teaching strategies and methodologies, particularly to take account of new ways in which learners can participate in higher education and new developments in pedagogy, including developments in information and communications technology.

· The need for effective and reputable systems of quality assurance (QA) to ensure the effectiveness of all services, including teaching, being delivered by each HEI.

Improving teaching and learning

4.3
The primary focus of improving teaching and learning should lie with the institutions themselves. This places a responsibility on the institutions to consider their arrangements for staff development, structures to support and incentivise quality teaching, and, in collaboration with the quality assurance agencies, to review their quality assurance/improvement procedures to support best teaching.

4.4
The HEA has played an important role in supporting the universities and other HEA designated institutions in this task. The provision of dedicated funding, on a competitive basis, to those institutions has helped to support innovative approaches to enhance their capabilities in key areas. These ring-fenced funds currently support new schemes in -

· Supporting excellence in teaching

· Supporting students at risk of non-completion

· Supporting the use of technology in higher education

· Supporting the development of quality assurance systems, and quality improvements

· Supporting the training of academic staff.
 

4.5
We consider that the HEA will continue to have a key role in this regard. In the first instance, the planned transfer of funding responsibilities for the institutes of technology from the Department of Education and Science to the HEA will allow for similar support for the institutes. In addition, under our new funding model, we consider that supporting excellence in teaching and learning will be a key strategic priority, against which institutions will be measured in the allocation of funding (see Sections 3.10.1 and 3.10.2 above and Appendix 5). This will provide a means to constantly encourage institutions in the continuing development of their systems for teaching and learning.
Systems for Quality Assurance

4.6
The Irish third level system should provide its students with a high quality service which is comparable with best international standards.  A quality culture should permeate throughout each institution and underpin the range of activities provided for students e.g., teaching, learning, research, library, computer services, health and leisure facilities, etc.  It is also important that the system can demonstrate to all its stakeholders - students, staff, Government, society, business etc that it is providing a high quality service, which can be benchmarked internationally.   Effective QA procedures and processes, benchmarked against international standards, are essential for success in this area.

Role of the HEIs in Quality Assurance

4.7
We consider that responsibility for the development, implementation and on-going review of QA procedures and processes should lie with each institution. An imposed quality assurance regime will not inspire trust or commitment.  

4.8
We consider that the Irish system performs well against this first and critical criterion. The Universities Act provides that it is the statutory responsibility of each university to develop, implement and review its own quality assurance procedures.  The HEA has a role to support the universities in this regard. The Dublin Institute of Technology has similar obligations, and is supported by, and subject to periodic external review by the National Qualifications Authority of Ireland (NQAI). Finally, the other institutes of technology develop their procedures in agreement with, and are subject to review by the Higher Education and Training Awards Council (HETAC). However, HETAC has already indicated that it is their intention to transfer greater responsibility to the individual institutes as they continue to develop the capacity to take on greater responsibility in the management of their own quality assurance procedures.

4.9
The present system is moving towards a structure whereby each institution is fully responsible for their own quality assurance procedures.

Future Challenge
4.10
Into the future, we see the challenge as two-fold:

· How to ensure that the HEIs continue to take full responsibility for, and ownership of, their quality assurance procedures?

· How to assure the higher education stakeholders, students, parents and wider society of the effectiveness of these procedures?

4.11
We believe that any solution should encompass a number of elements

· Leveraging external expertise to assess in an impartial way the effectiveness of HEI QA procedures, measured against best international practice.

· The proactive willingness of the HEIs to engage with external stakeholders in this exercise.

A model for the future?

4.12
The HEA has with the universities commenced a process which may offer some possibilities for the future. The HEA and the universities have undertaken a joint review of the QA procedures in universities. The review will be undertaken by a distinguished group of international QA experts (drawn from both Europe and North America), working under the direction of the European Universities Association (EUA). This review will assess the procedures in place and report on their effectiveness. 

4.13
The review fulfils statutory objectives of both the universities and the HEA, but goes beyond those obligations.  The universities have agreed to commence the review much more quickly than required by the Act. They have also agreed, as part of the collaboration with the HEA, to the establishment of a high-level reference group, composed of distinguished national stakeholders, who will review the process and report to the HEA on its effectiveness. 

4.14
We would hope that this external review will meet the two challenges we have identified above. On the one hand, the universities have themselves agreed to the EUA undertaking the external review role, which should ensure a high quality review, informed by best international practice. On the other, the high-level reference group will observe and report on the process, and address the concerns of external stakeholders.

4.15
We are conscious that this process is at an early stage and may benefit from revision or improvement. However, we would consider that the process, and in particular its grounding principle that the institutions should be centrally involved in planning the process of external review, while providing adequate security for the concerns of non-academic stakeholders, offers a useful model for the future development of external review of QA procedures for all HEIs. 

Agency roles

4.16
Finally, we note that at present a number of agencies are involved in supporting and assessing quality assurance procedures across the higher education sector.  There are opportunities to simplify this system. The NQAI has an overarching role in the establishment of the national framework of qualifications. We suggest that the NQAI might become the statutory agency with overall responsibility for external review of quality assurance in the higher education sector.

5.
Research and Development 

Existing levels of activity are insufficient

5.1
The HEIs are a critical part of the national research capacity. 22% of total national research activity is carried out in the HEIs, 10% in the Government sector and the balance of 68% in industry (2001 figures) The level of total expenditure on research and development in Ireland at 1.17% of GDP (2001 figures) is significantly below OECD and EU norms and falls far short of the target of 3% set by the EU at Barcelona in 2002 as part of the Lisbon strategy. Notwithstanding a considerable increase in research expenditures since the late 1990s – and particularly through the HEA managed PRTLI (see Appendix 3) and through (SFI) - expenditure and research activity falls well short not just of the EU targets but also of the levels required to ensure the successful transformation of Ireland to an innovation society. 

5.2
We have described the challenge entailed in this transformation in our strategic policy document “Creating and Sustaining the Innovation Society”
.  In our view the key organizational building blocks for building up the required national research capacity in knowledge production are now in place through a number of key funding instruments and organisations including the HEA/ PRTLI, SFI, the Research Councils and the HRB. These are illustrated in Appendix 6.

5.3
These agencies, and others, are working together through the recently formed Standing Committee of the research funding bodies (the Merrion Group) to ensure co-ordination and coherence in process, planning and scheduling, and the exploitation of inter-programme complementarities. 

5.4
We also suggested in “Creating & Sustaining the Innovation Society” that there was a need for the development of State funded systemic support for knowledge transfer and development (i.e. applied research and development, technology transfer, commercialisation of research etc). 
5.5
We have proposed, in our submission to the Enterprise Strategy Group appointed by the Tánaiste, that Exchequer support needs to be provided (for perhaps a period of five years subject to review) for the knowledge development and transfer functions at the level of individual HEIs. This would be carried out through the allocation by the HEA on a competitive basis of funding to support the institutions in these strategies. Further detail on this proposal is attached at Appendix 7.

There are serious shortcomings 
5.6
The key shortcomings in the present arrangements are in the areas of an overall strategic approach to State funding for research and development and, related to this, the need for an appropriate and effective oversight and review structure at Government level which transcends individual Government departments and funding agencies. The one year pause in 2003 in capital funding for the third cycle of PRTLI illustrates these shortcomings and the problems encountered when, in the absence of appropriate transcending structures and frameworks, Ministers have, within their individual departmental budgets, to balance short term funding pressures against the long term need for sustained investment in research. The PRTLI Cycle 3 capital pause is perceived to have seriously damaged the overall innovation agenda by creating uncertainty – notwithstanding the continuation of recurrent funding for the programme and a significant increase in the allocations for SFI.  We propose that the present shortcomings in the areas of policy oversight and consistency and medium term financial commitment be addressed by the establishment of a Cabinet Committee for Research and Development and the establishment of a new statutory fund (“the Knowledge Ireland Fund”) for research and development.  This proposal, which we have also made to the Enterprise Strategy Group, is described in Appendix 8. 
5.7
Finally, the intrinsic link between education and research does not mean that every HEI can be research-led and focused on basic research. National research investments must be based on the most rigorous assessments of quality and strategic capacity. Successful research activity usually arises from a highly selected cohort of personnel and generally requires a degree of critical mass.  It would be damaging if we were to assume that each of the 43 third level institutions in the country were entitled to a proportion of national basic research activity and basic research funding.   Institutions which are not research-intensive, and their staff, do have a part to play in the research agenda.  Through alliances with research-intensive institutions, through engagement in applied research and through secondment and transfer opportunities, researchers in all institutions can play a part.  

6.
Investment and Financing 

Introduction

6.1
We have in section 3.10.1 and 3.10.2 above and in Appendix 4 described the organisational and funding model which we recommend for the strategic development and state funding of the sector and for individual HEIs. 

6.2
The Irish HEIs are largely state funded, particularly in respect of recurrent expenditure – see table 1 below. 

Table 1 Public Expenditure on Educational Institutions as % of Total - 2000

	90 – 100
	Greece, Denmark, Finland, Austria, Norway, Turkey, Iceland, Portugal, Germany, Slovakia

	80 – 90
	Sweden, France, Czech Republic, Belgium

	70 – 80
	Mexico, Ireland (79.2), Italy, Netherlands, Hungary, Spain, OECD Mean (78.6)

	50 – 70
	UK (67.7), Canada, Australia

	50 <
	Japan (45), US (34), Korea (23)

	Note :  Ireland 69.7 (1995)


6.3
Funding levels expressed as funding per student are above mean OECD levels but significantly below the levels in some OECD countries (see Appendix 2)  

New sources of finance?

6.4
Our proposed organisational and funding model would enhance value for money by improving the efficiency and of resource allocation and utilisation both between and within HEIs. Nevertheless, the future development of the sector will in our view require increased finance – not all of which is likely to come from the State. It is unlikely that Ireland will be able to sustain internationally competitive third-level institutions without increased private financing.  The proposed organisational and financial model will, with its emphasis on the strategically focused autonomy and flexibility of HEIs encourage them to increase revenue from existing non-Exchequer sources and to develop new ones. 

6.5
It is critical that HEIs are encouraged to increase non-Exchequer income and that success in increasing income from private sources should not, as it does at present for some HEIs, lead to the risk of reductions in Exchequer support. 

6.6
Equally, it is essential that institutions, in pursuing such options, take account of the issue of full cost recovery.  Institutions will need to ensure that income generation activities do not undermine the financial stability of the institution and that they are sustainable.

6.7
Finally, it is essential if HEIs are to develop the necessary strategic capacity that they are empowered to manage their resources so as to achieve strategic goals.
6.8
Active consideration should continue to be given to the individual’s contribution to the cost of his or her higher education. The degree to which the State should subsidise an individual’s learning should take account of the returns to that education and in particular the returns which accrue to the individual, and also the spillover impact on broader society. Arising from that consideration, the introduction of any mechanisms through which an individual would contribute to his or her higher education, (which could include such options as tuition fees, with or without a designated scheme of student loans, a graduate tax etc) should be on a carefully planned basis. In particular, any proposal for change should have regard to the development and application of policy in other countries and the consequences for social inclusion, access, increased overall participation and ensuring an internationally competitive sector with a robust financial base which enables it to contribute to national policy goals. Any change would also need to take account of systems for student support; reviews of the current schemes of student support have already concluded that these schemes do not provide a sound and equitable platform for the reintroduction of student fees.
 

7.
International Competitiveness 

7.1
Higher education in Ireland is increasingly operating in a global context. The sector must be competitive in all of its aspects, the quality of education for our students, the research being performed, and its broader contribution to society.

7.2
We consider that our proposals in this submission will enhance our ability to create a competitive system. We believe that the identification of appropriate national goals will focus attention and effort on those key national outcomes to which our higher education sector must contribute. We expect that many of those outcomes will be set against international references. Already, we consider our graduation rates against best OECD performance (see Appendix 1). We are also committed to the EU goal of dedicating 3% of GDP to research and development by 2010.  

7.3 Our proposals therefore, through the identification of high level goals, the creation of a funding framework and the empowerment of the HEIs to achieve those goals, will create the conditions for a competitive system.
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Appendix 1

Graduation Benchmarks
 

	Diploma/Certificate
	Degree
	Advanced Research Degrees

	Rank
	Country
	Rate
	Rank
	Country
	Rate
	Rank
	Country
	Rate

	1
	Japan
	27.4
	1
	Australia
	42
	1
	Sweden
	2.7

	2
	Ireland
	19
	2
	Finland
	40.7
	2
	Switzerland
	2.5

	3
	France
	17.9
	3
	New Zealand
	40.2
	3
	Germany
	2

	4
	New Zealand
	17.6
	4
	Iceland
	39.5
	4
	Finland
	1.8

	5
	Switzerland
	16.1
	5
	Denmark
	38.8
	5
	United Kingdom
	1.6

	6
	United Kingdom
	11.5
	6
	Poland
	38.6
	6
	Austria
	1.5

	7
	Spain
	10.9
	7
	United Kingdom
	37.4
	7
	France
	1.4

	8
	Germany
	10.7
	8
	Japan
	32.8
	8
	Australia
	1.3

	9
	Denmark
	8
	9
	Spain
	32.1
	9
	Netherlands
	1.3

	10
	Iceland
	7.6
	10
	Sweden
	29.6
	10
	United States
	1.3

	11
	Finland
	7.3
	11
	Ireland
	29.3
	11
	Norway
	1.1

	12
	Czech Republic
	5
	12
	France
	25
	12
	Belgium
	1

	13
	Sweden
	4
	13
	Italy
	20
	13
	Denmark
	1

	14
	Slovakia
	2.3
	14
	Germany
	19
	14
	Ireland
	0.9

	15
	Italy
	0.3
	15
	Switzerland
	18.7
	15
	New Zealand
	0.9

	
	16
	Austria
	16.6
	16
	Poland
	0.9

	
	17
	Czech Republic
	14.1
	17
	Spain
	0.9

	
	
	18
	Korea
	0.8

	
	
	19
	Czech Republic
	0.7

	
	
	20
	Japan
	0.7

	
	
	21
	Slovakia
	0.7

	
	
	22
	Hungary
	0.6

	
	
	23
	Italy
	0.5

	
	
	24
	Greece
	0.4

	
	
	25
	Turkey
	0.2

	
	
	26
	Iceland
	0.1

	
	
	27
	Mexico
	0.1


Appendix 2

Funding of Irish Higher Education – Comparative data

Table 1: Expenditure on Tertiary Educational Institutions per Student (US$PPP)
 

	Rank
	Country
	Expenditure (US$PPP)

	1
	United States
	20,358

	2
	Switzerland
	18,450

	3
	Sweden
	15,097

	4
	Canada
	14,983

	5
	Norway
	13,353

	6
	Australia
	12,854

	7
	Denmark
	11,981

	8
	Netherlands
	11,934

	9
	Ireland
	11,083

	10
	Japan
	10,914

	11
	Germany
	10,898

	12
	Austria
	10,851

	13
	Belgium
	10,771

	14
	United Kingdom
	9,657

	15
	France
	8,373

	16
	Finland
	8,244

	17
	Italy
	8,065

	18
	Iceland
	7,994

	19
	Hungary
	7,024

	20
	Spain
	6,666

	21
	Korea
	6,118

	22
	Czech Republic
	5,431

	23
	Slovakia
	4,949

	24
	Portugal
	4,766

	25
	Mexico
	4,688

	26
	Turkey
	4,121

	27
	Greece
	3,402

	28
	Poland
	3,222

	OECD Mean
	9,571


Figure 2: Expenditure on Tertiary Educational Institutions per Student (US$PPP)
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Table 2: Income per full-time Student (€) – Comparisons with selected European Universities
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Appendix 3

The HEA and PRTLI – a case study of strategic change

1. We have set out in this submission the key role of the intermediate body in managing a funding framework to support autonomous institutions in meeting national goals. We believe that the case of the management of the Programme for Research in Third Level Institutions (PRTLI) illustrates this point.

Context 

2. A HEA report in 1996 on research and development in Ireland noted the low level of funding applied to R& D in Ireland and the lack of research strategies within the universities. This had led to an opportunistic approach to research activity by the institutions, driven by availability of funds rather than strategic intent. In such conditions, the potential for the development of critical mass, and institutional co-operation both within Ireland and internationally was low. The report recommended a new approach, emphasising in particular, the need for 

· strategic funding of institutional strengths and core competencies in research, 

· more explicit institutional planning and prioritisation and 

· the promotion of greater inter-institutional co-operation and inter-disciplinarity within the third level system

3. In response, in 1998, the Government commenced a programme of investment in research and development, located in the higher education institutions. The Minister for Education and Science requested that the HEA manage this programme.

Features of the PRTLI

4. A dedicated funding framework was developed and put in place for the PRTLI. The main features were

· PRTLI funds were additional to existing monies and allocated on a competitive basis 

· private counterpart funding was required as a condition of awards

· scoring criteria and the funding rules were focused on encouraging prioritisation and strategic focus within institutions and collaboration between institutions. 

· assessment was carried out by international experts, to ensure the quality of assessment, and to bring impartiality and fairness to the difficult funding decisions required.

5. Quantitative Outcomes

· Funding has been provided for a total of 33 research centres across many research disciplines.  

· 90,000 m2 of new research space has been created in the sector.

· Over 850 new researchers are at work in PRTLI programmes.

· Over 2,000 publications have been produced by researchers in PRTLI programmes in a period of 2.5 years. (a 250% increase in previous outputs)

6. Qualitative Outcomes

· The focus and requirement for institutional strategy has placed a premium on institutional leadership to best position the institutions for success; the institutions have responded through strengthened leadership. This has in turn had a spillover effect, enhancing a strategic approach to other key aspects of institutional operation.

· The focus on inter-institutional collaboration has led to the creation of some 40 inter-institutional collaborations, allowing for the creation of critical mass well beyond the capacity of individual institutions. 

· The concept of competition as the basis for funding allocation is accepted. 

· A research infrastructure is being established within the institutions which in addition to its role in PRTLI projects is supporting the research activities of other state agencies, the research councils, SFI the HRB and others.

Impact Assessment

7. A full impact assessment of the PRTLI, again using international experts, is now underway – results of that assessment will be available by summer.

Role of the HEA

8. The HEA has, through the management of the PRTLI had a transforming effect on the Irish research landscape. That transformation has been effected by the institutions themselves, taking, in many case difficult decisions, to develop and implement focus and prioritised research strategies. That change in behaviour was driven in its turn by the incentives and signals built into the PRTLI funding framework. We believe this is a powerful illustration of the successful outcome that the type of model which we have described above can create.

Appendix 4

Proposal for a new funding model

1. The new model proposed in this submission would have the following objectives: 

1.1. Support institutional autonomy, while providing meaningful accountability to the various stakeholders.

1.2. Promote a strategic approach by institutions to their long-term development, consistent with their existing strengths and capabilities.

1.3. Reward institutional responsiveness to national and regional needs.

1.4. Support excellence in teaching, learning and research.

1.5. Increase opportunities for students from all types of backgrounds to benefit from higher education.

1.6. Provide positive incentives to institutions to diversify and increase their income from non-state sources, consistent with their mission.

1.7. Provide stability in funding from year to year and encourage efficiency in the use of public funding.

1.8. Be transparent and rational.

1.9. Monitoring and review of outcomes is vital, but should not give rise to disproportionate compliancy costs.

2. Building on these design principles the following is the funding framework that is envisaged:

2.1. “Core” funding linked to student numbers and types but distributed on a “block” grant basis i.e. internal allocation of funds is at the discretion of the institution.  Money should “follow the student”. The funding rate and criteria should be relatively simple, transparent, rationally based and equitable as between institutions and reflect cost differences between subject disciplines and students categories. Some performance related elements should be included in the “core” funding formula (e.g. intake and output rates). Ideally these should be benchmarked against best international practice. Share of performance related funding should be sufficiently large to influence institutional behaviour positively, while at the same time it should not put at risk the financial stability of the institution.

2.2. Strategic funding to be provided in priority areas and the funding should be allocated on a competitive and performance related basis. (see 3 below).

2.3. Major new initiatives to be funded on a competitive basis e.g. new faculties, research programmes etc; experimental and innovative programmes to be provided, as appropriate, on a pilot basis, after which they should be evaluated and either abandoned or main-streamed.

3. Strategic Funding

3.1 It is proposed that a provision amounting to c. 10% of the overall block grant, (potentially rising to 15% over time), be made available to support the development of strategic, long-term planning and processes in the institutions. Funding will be allocated with the specific objective of encouraging a strategic approach by institutions to their long-term development, and will be allocated by the Authority following external evaluation of strategies submitted by the institutions.  It is proposed that an independent assessment panel comprising both international and Irish members be set up to review the proposals and recommend funding outcomes.  

3.2 Priority areas currently identified by the Authority include:

· Teaching and Learning

· Access/Equality

· Quality Assurance, (including Training of Trainers Programme)

· Institutional responsiveness to national economic, social and cultural needs

3.3 It is envisaged that the specification of outputs and processes will be a key element of the revised framework. 
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A possible approach to assessing institutional responsiveness?

Capital funding

4. The provision of appropriate capital funding is an essential underpinning condition for the success of the sector. The provision must be underpinned by reference to projected student intake, economic and social needs, and the development by the institutions of a strategic approach in their higher education provision. 

5. The HEA is currently managing a sector-wide process to review and make recommendations on the capital requirements of the HEIs. The process, which is being undertaken by an external review group, will support the development of a prioritised set of projects over the coming 5 years, taking account of national, sectoral and institutional priorities. 

6. In addition to that process, where major new capital projects are required, for example in response to unforeseen skills needs, major new initiatives should be allocated on a competitive basis.

Research funding 

7. We consider that the research funding framework should take account of the following principles:

7.4 ‘foundation’ funding allowing institutions to develop research capacity, allocated on a non-competitive basis (through a block grant mechanism)

7.5 performance based institutional funding programmes, funded on a competitive basis on the basis of strategic and quality  criteria; funding at this level is required to support institutional research strategies and prioritisation such as is done at present under the PRTLI;

7.6 competitive funding for research projects, programmes and fellowships (through SFI, IRCSET, IRCHSS and the HRB).

8. We have outlined in section 5.2 and Appendix 6 the current research funding infrastructure in Ireland.[image: image4.wmf]27
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 We consider that that infrastructure meets the principles set out here.

Appendix 5

Targeted Funding

1. Overview

1.1 A small percentage of recurrent funding is allocated for specific earmarked purposes through the Targeted Initiatives Programme.  This seeks to establish or to grow specific areas/initiatives which have been identified nationally as policy priorities, e.g. initiatives on Access, Equality, Retention, Progression, Teaching and Learning etc.  Funding for these initiatives is allocated by the HEA following assessment of the quality and merit of individual submissions from the universities.

1.2 The key features of the targeted initiative funding are as follows.

· Funding is allocated on a competitive basis.  The HEA reviews proposals and outcomes annually.  External assessments are carried out on periodic basis.

· Institutions are required to matching funding

· The initiatives provide institutions with the opportunity to develop and pilot new strategies to address stated priorities

· There is commitment to provide medium term in order to provide greater certainty for institutions

1.3 Targeted funding is particularly important in the light of the roles of the HEA in assisting the universities (which is set out in section 49 of the Universities Act, 1997) and in furthering the development of higher education and promoting equality of opportunity in higher education (which are set out in section 3 of the Higher Education Authority Act, 1971).

1.4 In addition to this the Universities Act sets out a number of important responsibilities of the universities, such as the development and implementation of statements of equality policies and their implementation. The targeted initiatives provide a mechanism for the HEA to facilitate actions in the universities and HEA-funded institutions in respect of important priority areas.

1.5 We have set out below descriptions of the various targeted funding programmes and details of the funding allocations that have been made.

2. Quality Assurance Programmes funded under the National Development Plan 2000-2006

2.1 Objectives

This programme is being funded from within the Quality Assurance sub-measure of the Employment and Human Resources Development Operational Programme of the National Development Plan.  The aim of the Quality Assurance programme in the third level sector ‘will be to promote a quality culture across the whole range of activities in third-level institutions, and at the same time addressing society’s concern for greater transparency and accountability’.  The objective of the HEA is to facilitate and to support the development of a sectoral approach to QA in the Universities.  The overall strategy is that universities move towards a systematic approach, with key common elements, to quality assurance and one that is consistent with the legislative provisions and the Council Recommendation of 24 September 1998 on European Co-operation in Quality Assurance in Higher Education.

2.2 Funding

Over the period 1996 to 2001 a total of circa €3.8 million was allocated to the quality assurance.  The 2002 and 2003 recurrent grant allocation also included provision of €2m in respect of quality assurance measures in each year.  

2.3 Projects emerging

The call for proposals encouraged, as a priority, applications for funding for cross- institutional development activities such as:

· The development of a common manual for quality assurance in the university sector, which would include, inter alia

· A code of practice for quality assurance – self-assessment, peer review, publication of outcomes

· Criteria for self-assessment, peer-review etc

· The development of lists of relevant national and international experts

· The development of common approaches to self-assessment and peer review

· The publication of outcomes of procedures on a multi-university basis

· Participation in the activities of the European Network of Quality Assurance in Higher education 

· In early 2003, the Conference of Heads of Irish Universities produced a publication entitled ‘A Framework for Quality in Irish Universities – Meeting the Challenge of Change’, which is a framework document for Quality Assurance in Irish universities aiming to provide information on principles and practice.  

· The HEA has commenced a review of university quality assurance procedures as provided for under the Universities Act. 

3. Training of Trainers

3.1 Objectives

Allied to the Quality Assurance procedures is the need for ongoing professional development and updating of teaching methodologies.  The Training of Trainers measures provide targeted funding for staff development programmes and skills updating for staff in the university sector.  This is funded from within the Quality Assurance sub-measure of the Employment and Human Resources Development Operational Programme of the NDP.

The aim of this programme is to provide the necessary training for staff in the third level sector to enable them to adapt to the new technological, scientific and organisational challenges of the education sector.  In response to the broadening of higher education and training opportunities, this measure will provide additional programmes to address these needs while also focusing on pedagogical training, teacher evaluation and appraisal and the development of management skills.  This measure will also aim to address the gender equity and the particular needs of non-traditional students groups, such as students with disabilities, disadvantaged students and mature students.

3.2 Funding

Over the period 1997 to 2002/03 a total of €6.8 million has been allocated under this initiative.

3.3 Projects emerging
Institutions are invited to submit course proposals for funding in the following areas:

· Staff development in teaching methodologies and course delivery, including:

· The use of technology in learning, e.g. internet-based learning, and

· The needs of wider groups of learners, specifically socio-economically disadvantaged students, mature students, students with a disability and refugees

· Development of management skills for all categories of staff (including training for compliance with Freedom of Information legislation)

· Development of skills in relation to implementing quality assurance self-assessment reviews

4. Support for Teaching

4.1 Objectives

This initiative is intended to be utilised towards strategic activities underpinning the importance of teaching and learning as a core part of institutional activity.

Funding is provided for strategic activities which underpin the importance of teaching and learning as a core part of the institution’s activities, such as:

· Identifying excellence in teaching

· Rewarding excellence in teaching

· Recognition of excellence in teaching in career development and promotion

· Planning for the development of teaching strategies at institutional, inter-institutional and subject level

4.2 Funding

A total of €2.3 million has been allocated under the support for teaching initiative over the period 2000 – 2003.

4.3 Projects emerging

· Proposals concerning the continuation and establishment of schemes that reward excellence in teaching were dominant throughout the institutions’ submissions

· Continuation or development of schemes that recognise excellence in teaching in promotional systems such as the assessment of teaching portfolios

· The evaluation of teaching effectiveness – including the involvement of students or alumni in the evaluation process

5. Technology in Education

5.1
Objectives

The aim of this initiative is to provide support for the development of institutional strategies and approaches which develop and support the use of technology in learning.  Particular support is given to initiatives which support a sectoral approach to the application of technology to education.

5.2 Funding

Over the period 2001 to 2003 a total of €2.9 million has been allocated under this initiative.  

5.3
Projects emerging

Development of IT Learning Centres – the purposes of these centres is to develop a general competence in the application of technology to learning, which can be applied to areas of learning on a case-by-case basis as required by the institution.  The proposals would also serve as pilots of such a structure, and for the future development of other such structures in different colleges.

6. Student Retention

6.1
Objectives

This initiative is aimed at improving retention rates in third level institutions.  Its objectives are to fund specific interventions in areas of science and technology where there are high levels of non-completion and also to support proposals that seek to implement the findings of research into non-completion.

6.2 Funding

Over the period 2000 to 2003 a total of €2.9 million has been allocated to this initiative.

6.3
Projects emerging

A number of trends are evident in the types of student retention initiatives:

· The provision of support to students in specific subject areas, notably in the areas of mathematics, science or languages.

· The engagement of full- or part- time retention officers responsible for strategy development and implementation in the area of retention.

· Particular activities aimed at providing targeted support to first year students.  These include various orientation and first year mentoring / peer support proposals.

· The provision of advise / support to students on study and revision techniques, e.g. exam preparation, stress management.

Appendix 6

Overview of National Research System

Core capacity for research funding

People and facilities (physical infrastructure etc.) are the essential building blocks for the research system and provide the foundations for programme and project funding. The HEA, DES and Research Councils are providing this core capacity through ‘horizontal’ funding mechanisms. 

Mission oriented:  

Strategic Research Funding

The strategic stand is where research is focused on activities which support the achievement of broad sectoral objectives e.g. in relation to industrial and health policy.  The activities of SFI, EI and the HRB are perhaps most appropriately described as being those of research funders with a strategic mission orientation.

Functional research funding

The funding support for research provided by organisations such as the Marine Institute, the National Council for Forest Research and Development (COFORD) and Teagasc might on the other hand be more appropriately described as ‘functional’ in character.  In these cases our understanding is that funding tends to be directed more towards very specific objectives (including problem solving) which arise from the objectives and mission of the funding organisation.

While this distinction between strategic and functional orientation are useful for conceptual purposes they should not be pursued relentlessly, as it is clear even from this brief outline that ‘mission-oriented’ research funding organisations may have both strategic and more tightly focused functional dimensions to their activities.

Appendix 7

Proposals for enhanced support for knowledge transfer and development

Structures for knowledge production and dissemination

1. As we argued in “Creating and Sustaining the Innovation Society” we see two essential elements to an effective research & development strategy to support competitive advantage.

2. Knowledge production relates to education, training, basic research and learning – areas where the higher education institutions have key roles to play.

3. Arising from our review of international funding structures for knowledge production, we consider that the funding structures in place in Ireland are appropriate and are working well.
 The structures provide for a balance of individual, project, and institutional funding. They support a balance of traditional discipline based research, as well as newer forms of trans-disciplinary, inter-institutional and team based research.  The system is centred in the higher education system (particularly the universities), which draws on multiple funding sources.  Like the US system, it is focused on developing institutional leadership and puts its emphasis on strengthening research within the higher education framework and the development of centres of excellence which combine graduate teaching and research. We also consider that the funding structures also reflect the need for the funding of mission-oriented research – including within the higher education system. 

Knowledge development and transfer 

4. The second key element is that of knowledge development and transfer, covering the dimensions of dissemination, transfer, mobility and commercialisation. In this domain, there is a need for flexible, user driven policies for commercialisation. Structures that provide for close proximity to both research users and companies are required. Without such appropriate structures, the benefit of the investment in research and development may be lost. 

5. In “Creating and Sustaining the Innovation Society” we identified the successful operation of this dimension as a key success factor in the development of the innovation society.
 We note there have been a number of recent initiatives by Enterprise Ireland including:

· development of a framework for state funding in commercialisation

· facilitation of development of best practice guidelines for higher education institutions to optimise the commercialisation of research funded through public sources

· Development of a new scheme (at pilot phase) to provide expertise to the higher education institutions in their industrial liaison function (ILO)

· Provision of a new commercialisation fund to support individual researchers, in establishing proof of concept, and supporting technology development and business development. 

Knowledge development and transfer – need to support institutional strategies?

6. However, we suggest that that in addition to, and complementing these actions, there may be a need for strategic development of the knowledge development and transfer functions at the level of individual third level institutions. One means to achieve this would be the allocation, by the HEA, on a competitive basis, of funding to support the institutions in their development of institutional capacity for knowledge development and transfer. While Enterprise Ireland would continue to provide support to individual researchers or groups of researchers, this funding would be dedicated to the development of an institutional infrastructure to best support knowledge transfer and development at an institutional level. 

7. At one level, this would establish and maintain support for key institutional activities such as training of researchers, particularly in technology transfer and commercialisation which are not addressed by other research funders. At a broader level, and mirroring the PRTLI process, a criterion for funding would be the development and implementation of institutional strategy for commercialisation, ensuring that institutions plan, prepare and implementing knowledge development strategies as a key part of institutional mission.
Appendix 8

Proposal for a new approach for sustainability of research funding

1. A key problem in the allocation of research funding has been the need for Government to balance the pressures of individual and sometimes short term funding pressures against long term strategic investment in research. The argument is sometimes made that in times of fiscal constraint, “research must wait”. This is not sustainable. It is relevant to note that Michael Porter, in his recent assessment of Irish policy, considered that, while the steps to achieve the innovation society had been identified, the key challenge now was to generate consensus about the need to achieve this strategy and commit to the process of implementation
. While the Authority welcomes the recent decision by the Minister for Education and Science to re-start funding for PRTLI we consider that there is a need for a means to place research funding in a medium to long-term context.

2. Equally and as we argued in “Creating and Sustaining the Innovation Society”, there is a need for ensuring effective oversight and review of public expenditure and policy. In “Creating and Sustaining the Innovation Society” we proposed the establishment of a Cabinet Committee for Research, Development and Innovation Policy, supported by a small but high calibre dedicated secretariat in the form of an office for Research, technology and innovation. The oversight role of the Cabinet Committee would include:

· review of national policy for research, technology and innovation and the policies and performance of the individual research funding organisations.

· review of the adequacy of Exchequer expenditure on research, technology and innovation and its distribution.

· ensuring that potential synergies between the funding programmes of the various organisations are being achieved and that opportunities for engagement in international research programmes (particularly within the EU) are being fully realised.

3. We propose that the role of the Cabinet Committee is giving effect to these responsibilities would be implemented principally through the establishment of a new statutory fund (“The Knowledge Ireland fund”).

Creation of a National “Knowledge Ireland” fund

4. The Fund would be established on a statutory basis – with an indefinite existence.

5. Exchequer provision for the Fund would be projected forward for 5 years and would be rolled forward annually.

6. Allocations to the Fund would be confirmed by Government at an early stage in the estimates cycles – prior to the beginning of the process of settling individual departmental estimates.   In addition, business and other private donors would be encouraged to contribute to the Fund.  A proportion of Exchequer capital receipts might also from time to time be allocated to the Fund. (e.g. from future privatisations or asset sales).

7. Expenditures from the Fund would encompass the following basic research programmes (i.e. those with the greatest long-term impact) and would include both capital and recurrent expenditures:

· HEA/Programme for Research in Third Level Institutions 

· Science Foundation Ireland

· Health Research Board

· Irish Research Council for Science Engineering and Technology

· Irish Research Council for Humanities and Social Sciences 

· The basic research elements in the programmes funded by other agencies such as Teagasc, Marine Institute and the EPA.

· Enterprise Ireland (Research and innovation activities) 
8. Outlays from the Fund would be agreed for multi-annual time horizons by the Cabinet Committee on Research and Development, chaired by the Taoiseach, and including the Tánaiste and Minister for Enterprise, Trade and Employment, the Minister for Finance, the Minister for Education and Science, the Minister for Health and Children, the Minister for Agriculture and Food and the Minister for Communications, Marine and Natural Resources and the Minister for the Environment and Local Government.

9. The Cabinet Committee on Research and Development would also be responsible for reviewing and submitting the final proposals to Government for the allocations to the Fund and would be supported by a high-level Inter-Departmental Committee and by a cross-departmental secretariat.

10. The Fund would be established by legislation – along the lines of the precedent established by the 1997 Scientific and Technological Education (Investment) Fund Act.  The 1997 Act provided payments to the Fund for three successive financial years.  That precedent could be followed to create a system of three to five year advance minimum allocations to the proposed new Fund; this would meet the objective of ensuring evidence of guaranteed future outlays from the Fund.

11. We believe that acceptance of this proposal would further strengthen and support the argument for having effective national oversight and review mechanisms.  The organisational arrangements outlined in this note locate responsibility for allocations to and expenditure from the fund at Cabinet Committee level of Government. They would enhance co-operation and co-ordination of research spending as well as the development of joint programmes (e.g. between HEA/PRTLI and SFI). They would also support the maintenance of the necessary clarity between research funders and missions.

Appendix 9

Student Population Projections

	Student Population Projections

	ADMISSIONS
	Year

	
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Population Projection (18)
	61,560
	61,000
	60,244
	57,549
	55,514
	56,082
	56,375
	55,077
	52,828
	52,263
	52,452
	53,381
	54,587

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2001 First Time Admission Rate
	55.7%
	56.7%
	57.7%
	58.7%
	59.7%
	60.7%
	61.7%
	62.7%
	63.7%
	64.7%
	65.7%
	66.7%
	67.7%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	First Time Admissions:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Universities admissions 
	16,420
	15,875
	15,955
	15,505
	15,212
	15,625
	15,965
	15,851
	15,446
	15,521
	15,818
	16,343
	16,963

	IT admissions
	16,151
	16,854
	16,938
	16,461
	16,150
	16,588
	16,950
	16,828
	16,398
	16,477
	16,793
	17,350
	18,008

	Other admissions
	1,710
	1,850
	1,859
	1,807
	1,773
	1,821
	1,860
	1,847
	1,800
	1,809
	1,843
	1,904
	1,977

	Total First time entrants intake
	34,280
	34,579
	34,752
	33,773
	33,134
	34,034
	34,776
	34,526
	33,644
	33,807
	34,454
	35,598
	36,948

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mature Students/Second Timers:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Universities
	1,524
	1,685
	1,844
	1,943
	2,058
	2,273
	2,489
	2,640
	2,742
	2,930
	3,168
	3,467
	3,804

	Its
	2,768
	3,060
	3,350
	3,529
	3,737
	4,128
	4,520
	4,796
	4,981
	5,322
	5,755
	6,297
	6,909

	Other
	382
	423
	463
	488
	516
	570
	624
	662
	688
	735
	795
	870
	954

	Total Second Time entrants
	4,675
	5,167
	5,657
	5,960
	6,311
	6,971
	7,634
	8,099
	8,411
	8,987
	9,718
	10,633
	11,668

	Additional Students from 

Socio-Economic 

Disadvantaged Backgrounds
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unskilled / Ag. Workers
	included 

above
	86
	172
	268
	271
	273
	276
	279
	282
	285
	287
	290
	293

	Unskilled Social Class
	included 

above
	75
	149
	224
	226
	228
	230
	233
	235
	237
	240
	242
	245

	Other access & socio-economic 

groups
	included 

above
	50
	50
	50
	50
	50
	75
	75
	75
	75
	75
	100
	100

	Total Additional Socio-Economic Groups
	210
	371
	542
	547
	552
	582
	587
	592
	597
	602
	633
	638

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Intake
	38,955
	39,956
	40,781
	40,275
	39,992
	41,556
	42,991
	43,211
	42,647
	43,391
	44,774
	46,863
	49,253


	STOCKS
	Year

	
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015

	Universities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	First Timers
	16,420
	15,875
	15,955
	15,505
	15,212
	15,625
	15,965
	15,851
	15,446
	15,521
	15,818
	16,343
	16,963

	Second Timers
	1,524
	1,685
	1,844
	1,943
	2,058
	2,273
	2,489
	2,640
	2,742
	2,930
	3,168
	3,467
	3,804

	Proportion of Access
	included
	105
	185
	271
	273
	276
	291
	293
	296
	299
	301
	316
	319

	Total admissions
	17,944
	17,665
	17,985
	17,719
	17,543
	18,174
	18,745
	18,784
	18,484
	18,749
	19,287
	20,126
	21,086

	Multiplier
	4.000
	4.020
	4.040
	4.060
	4.080
	4.100
	4.120
	4.140
	4.160
	4.180
	4.200
	4.220
	4.240

	Total Stock Universities
	71,776
	71,012
	72,658
	71,940
	71,575
	74,511
	77,230
	77,768
	76,894
	78,372
	81,006
	84,931
	89,403

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IoTs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	First Timers
	16,151
	16,854
	16,938
	16,461
	16,150
	16,588
	16,950
	16,828
	16,398
	16,477
	16,793
	17,350
	18,008

	Second Timers
	2,768
	3,060
	3,350
	3,529
	3,737
	4,128
	4,520
	4,796
	4,981
	5,322
	5,755
	6,297
	6,909

	Proportion of Access
	included
	105
	185
	271
	273
	276
	291
	293
	296
	299
	301
	316
	319

	Total admissions
	18,919
	20,018
	20,474
	20,261
	20,160
	20,992
	21,761
	21,917
	21,675
	22,098
	22,848
	23,963
	25,237

	Multiplier
	2.815
	2.865
	2.915
	2.965
	3.015
	3.065
	3.115
	3.165
	3.215
	3.265
	3.315
	3.365
	3.415

	Total Stock ITs
	53,248
	57,353
	59,681
	60,075
	60,783
	64,340
	67,785
	69,367
	69,685
	72,149
	75,743
	80,636
	86,183

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	First Timers
	1,710
	1,850
	1,859
	1,807
	1,773
	1,821
	1,860
	1,847
	1,800
	1,809
	1,843
	1,904
	1,977

	Second Timers
	382
	423
	463
	488
	516
	570
	624
	662
	688
	735
	795
	870
	954

	Total admissions
	2,092
	2,273
	2,322
	2,294
	2,289
	2,391
	2,485
	2,510
	2,488
	2,544
	2,638
	2,774
	2,931

	Multiplier
	3.391
	3.441
	3.491
	3.541
	3.591
	3.641
	3.691
	3.741
	3.791
	3.841
	3.891
	3.941
	3.991

	Total Stock Other
	7,094
	7,820
	8,106
	8,124
	8,220
	8,706
	9,172
	9,388
	9,432
	9,771
	10,265
	10,933
	11,698

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL STOCK (Fulltime students)
	132,118
	136,185
	140,445
	140,140
	140,578
	147,557
	154,187
	156,523
	156,011
	160,291
	167,013
	176,501
	187,285


1. Below are the assumptions underlying the student projections.

Population Projections

2. The projected number of 18 year olds in the population is the starting point for the student population projections.  These 18 year old population projections are taken from CSO data and are based on the 1996 Census of Population
 
.

Admission Rates

3. The first time admission rate for 2003 is derived using the admission data reported by the higher education institutions
.  In every subsequent year, an increase of 1% has been applied to the admission rate on the previous years.  Levels of growth in excess of these increases were evident in the previous decade, e.g. the first time admission rate to higher education was 35.9% in 1992; this figure was 44.4% in 1998
.  

4. Increases in admission rates will also be required in order to meet labour market demands.  The ESRI found that the number of persons in employment in the State with third level qualifications increased from 235,000 in 1991 to over 480,000 in 2001, and is expected to rise to nearly 680,000 in 2010
.

5. Admission rates comprise first time entrants to higher education and second time entrants.  The starting point for the percentage rate of second time entrants was taken to be 7% - the rate determined in the survey of new entrants to higher education which was carried out in 1998
.  

6. Percentage increases in the order of 1% each year were applied in respect of mature students admissions to the higher education system (using the rate of second time entrants in 1998 as the base year).  These increases reflect the growth required to meet the target for mature students (15% of entrants and rising to 25%) as set out in the Report of the Commission on the Points System
.  They are also consistent with the scale of percentage growth in mature student intake evident from the CAO statistics
..

Students from Socio-Economic Disadvantaged Groups

7. The Report of the Action Group on Access to Third Level Education
 determined that two out of the six socio-economic groups were particularly under-represented in Irish higher education, namely the unskilled/agriculture workers and unskilled social class groups.  The report recommended specific targets for participation for each of these groups up to 2006.  The student projections are based on the assumptions that these targets are met on a progressive basis
.  In subsequent years, modest increases of 1% each year are applied.

8. In relation to other under represented socio economic groupings (including students with a disability) a steady number of 50 additional admissions is applied up to 2008, growing to 75 additional students from 2009 to 2013 and to 100 additional students in subsequent years.

Multipliers

9. Multipliers for 2003 are derived using the admissions and student stock figures reported by the HEIs.  The multiplier is calculated by dividing the student stock figure in each sector (i.e. university, IT, other institutions) by the admission figure for that sector.  This methodology is based on the approach taken by the Steering Committee on the Future Development of Higher Education (1995)
.  Increases of 0.02 per year are applied to the university sector and 0.05 per year to the IT and other institutions sector.  The rationale for these increases include:

· The implementation of the Bologna process is likely to mean that a greater number of students are likely to remain at third level for a minimum of three years.

· In the context of our further development as a knowledge-driven innovation society, it is likely that a growing number of students will strive towards higher qualifications (e.g. postgraduate awards) and will therefore, remain in higher education for a longer period of time.  A demonstration of this trend is evident from the finding that in 1992, 33% of diploma graduates continued in education; by 2001, this figure had increased to 64%
.

Conclusions

10. The admission and stock figures relate to full-time students only.  Provision has not been made for part-time students in these projections.

Appendix 10

Selection of Recent HEA Publications

· The PRTLI Transforming the Irish Research in Education Landscape (2003)

· Provision of Undergraduate and Taught Postgraduate Education to Overseas Students in Ireland (2003)
· Report of the Group on Research Overheads (2003)
· Creating Ireland's Innovation Society: The Next Strategic Step – Professor Liam Downey (2003)
· Reports, Accounts 1997 & 1998. Student Statistics 1996/97 & 1997/98 (2002)


· Creating and Sustaining the Innovation Society (2002)
· Euro Student Social and Economic Conditions of Student Life in Europe 2000 - (HIS) (2002)
· First Destination of Award Recipients in Higher Education (2000): A Composite Report (2002)
· College Entry in Focus: A Fourth National Survey of Access to Higher Education – Professor Patrick Clancy (2001)
· The Financial Governance of Irish Universities - Balancing Autonomy and Accountability (2001)
· Euro Student Survey 2000: Irish Report - Social and Living Conditions of Higher Education Students - Professor Liam Ryan and Ms Caroline O’Kelly (2001)
· The University Challenged - A Review of International Trends and Issues with Particular Reference to Ireland – Professor Malcolm Skilbeck (2001)
· Programme for Research in Third Level Institutions - Information Guide 2001
· First Destination of Award Recipients in Higher Education (1999): A Composite Report (2001)
· A Study of Non-Completion in Undergraduate University Courses - by Dr. Mark Morgan, Ms Rita Flanagan and Dr. Thomas Kellaghan (Educational Research Centre) (2001)
· Social Background of Higher Education Entrants – Professor Patrick Clancy and Ms Joy Wall (2000)
· Report to the Higher Education Authority on the Evaluation of the Targeted Initiative on Widening Access for Young People from Socio-Economically Disadvantaged Backgrounds. (2000)
· Forum on the Need for Pharmacy Graduates (2000)
· Report on Symposium on Open and Distance Learning (2000)
· Analysis of 1997/98 Student Application & Entry Data in and between the UK and Ireland (2000)
· Meeting the Equity Challenge in Higher Education: A Review of International Experience. [A Short version of Access and Equity in Higher Education An International Perspective on Issues and Strategies] by Professor Malcolm Skilbeck (2000)
· Access and Equity in Higher Education: An International Perspective on Issues and Strategies by Professor Malcolm Skilbeck (2000)
· First Destination of Award Recipients in Higher Education (1998): A composite Report (2000)

· The Humanities and the Social Sciences: A Case for a Research Council (1999)
· Technical Working group on the Review of Outreach Centres of Higher Education Institutions (1999)
· Assessing Supply in Relation to Prospective Demand for Pharmacists in Ireland (1999)
· Declining a Third Level Offer (Report by Professor Patrick Clancy) (1999)
· Report of Review Committee on Post Secondary Education and Training Places (1999)
· HEA Submission to Commission on the Points System (1999)
· Recommendation of the Higher Education Authority to government in accordance with the terms of Section 9 of the Universities Act, 1997 (1999)
· Review of the application by the Dublin Institute of Technology for establishment as a University under Section 9 of the Universities Act, 1997 (1998)
· A Comparative International Assessment of the Organisation, Management and funding of University research in Ireland and Europe Report of the CIRCA group Europe for the Higher Education Authority (1996)

A possible approach to assessing institutional responsiveness?





A key issue moving forward is the ability of the institutions to collectively meet national social, cultural, economic and service needs of society and to examine their course provision to meet both student and societal demands.  In reviewing course provision, (both existing and new courses), institutions should be guided by the





Need to meet national needs, in economic, social, cultural and service terms


Need to reflect student choices and preferences


Need to support and reinforce the institutional mission, with provision built upon institutional strengths and capabilities





Institutions will also need to be transparent and accountable in relation to this process.  One means of achieving this would be through the establishment of process checks.  In the case of new courses, this process check might involve the following steps.





A review of existing/similar programme provision in other higher education institutions.


A review of the programme fit within institutional strategy/strengths


A review of student demand for such courses.


A review of business demand for such courses.


Investigation of opportunities for collaboration with other institutions, including progression routes.





Similarly, a process check on existing courses might include a review of 





Student graduation/completion rates


Labour market outcomes for students


Progression to future study options for students


Business/industry and other stakeholder views of programme effectiveness, including the quality of graduates and their relevance to the perceived need for them.


The impact of programme outcomes in meeting national needs, taking into account views of Government, business, social partners and other key stakeholders.





These process checks would provide a means for institutions to assess future course provision, and to demonstrate the broader relevance and value of such courses to wider stakeholders.  The checks would also act as a valuable signal to institutions where courses may not be meeting original expectations.  The process checks would also provide a means for the institutions to demonstrate their responsiveness to national needs.  





Much of what is described above is already taking place in many institutions.  The HEA is also developing a comprehensive student record system for the entire third level sector which could be of further assistance in this process.  The challenge now is to place those processes on a more systematic and transparent basis.  The implementation of such processes would help to inform the allocation of funds under this strategic priority.








� EMBED PowerPoint.Slide.8  ���








� In 1980, there were some 74,000 births in Ireland; by 1994 this had dropped to 48,000. The effect of this decrease has been mitigated to some extent by increased inward migration.


� In 2002, over 90% of the c36,500 students who entered higher education through the Central Applications system were aged 19 or less.


� The HEA has recently published proposals for a new approach to increase participation of overseas students in Ireland. (Provision of undergraduate and taught postgraduate education to overseas students in Ireland. (HEA 2003.)) The Minister for Education and Science has also established a working group to advise on a new strategy.





� The HEA is working with other stakeholders under the auspices of the Inter-Departmental Committee on Science and Technology to prepare an action plan to achieve this target.


� We have described the extent of the change and transformation required and the implications for research policy in our research strategy statement “Creating and Sustaining the Innovation Society” (2002)). 


� Students at some courses in some of these colleges may access state maintenance grants. In addition some of these courses may be validated by the Higher Education and Training Awards Council. The Royal College of Surgeons in Ireland is a statutory (and not for profit) HEI involved primarily in medical education and more recently in research and development. Its degree of financial dependence on the Exchequer is much less than for the other statutory HEIs. 


� This very much accords with the review of the Department of Education and Science carried out in 2000 which calls for the Department to be less involved in operational tasks and undertake a more strategic role, focussed on outcomes. Review of Department’s Operations, Systems and Staffing Needs Department of Education and Science 2000.


� “..together with meeting the cost, the development of effective teaching is perhaps the greatest challenge arising from the continuing expansion of student numbers in tertiary education” (OECD Redefining Tertiary Education 1998)


� See Appendix 6 for more complete description of the purposes and funding levels for these schemes


� Creating and Sustaining the Innovation Society, HEA 2002.


� Source OECD Education at a Glance 2003


� Supporting Equity in Higher Education, Department of Education and Science 2003.


� Report of the Advisory Committee on Third-Level Student Support 1993





� Source: Education at a Glance, OECD Education Indicators 2003 (data refers to 2001)


� The graduation rate is the ratio of tertiary graduates to the population at the typical age of graduation, multiplied by 100.


� Source: Education at a Glance, OECD Indicators 2003 (data refers to 2000) 


� Funding levels are presented in terms of overall annual expenditure on educational institutions per student in equivalent US dollars converted using PPPs, based on full time equivalents.


� Creating and Sustaining the Innovation Society, Sections 3.6 and 3.7 pg 44.


� Ibid, Section 6.5 pg 97


� Ibid Section 6.13, pg 99.


� Michael Porter, “Strategy – the Ultimate Competitive Imperative”, Irish Management Institute, 9 October 2003.


� We have used the M1F2 scenario, the most likely occurring scenario.


� Population projections based on the 2002 Census of Population have not been produced to date.


� A small number of HEIs had not submitted admissions data in respect of 2003 (St. Patrick’s College, COICE, St. Angela’s College, Tipperary Institute).  In these cases the figures for 2002 were applied.


� Source: College Entry in Focus: A Fourth National Survey of Access to Higher Education, Professor Patrick Clancy (2001)


� Source: FÁS/ESRI Manpower Forecasting Studies No. 11, Occupational Employment Forecasts by Region for 2010


� College Entry in Focus: A Fourth National Survey of Access to Higher Education, Patrick Clancy (2001)


� Published in 1999


� Refer to CAO Board of Director’s Reports


� Published in 2001


� The population for these groupings are sourced from the Report of the Action Group on Access to Third Level Education


� Report of the Steering Committee on the Future Development of Higher Education (Based on a Study of Needs to the Year 2015), June 1995


� Source: First Destinations Report, 2001
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