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The evaluation food products RS&T funded by the Foundation is based on a survey of food companies and industry associations completed in May/June 2004.  The survey targeted end-users of Foundation-funded RS&T in plant and animal/meat products (excluding dairy and seafood).  The survey was completed by Andrew Fletcher Consulting.
The Foundation portfolios covered were mainly Product Quality (PQA), Niche Biologicals (NBP), and Innovative Foods (INF), and some New Physical Technologies (NPT).  Non-food plant and animal/meat products RS&T were excluded.
The food industry survey was the first in a suite of end-user surveys in 2004/05 focussing on selected areas of Foundation research programmes in the new portfolios.  As well as the food products research, surveys cover research in plant and animal production/agri-technology, energy, building and construction, and medical/health services.  These will complement the earlier user surveys that focussed on seafood, freshwater management, manufacturing and ecosystem research.
The Foundation research covered by the current surveys is specific to the areas of research scheduled for re-investment in 2005.  The findings will also be used to inform future investment strategies by the Foundation, and contribute to accountability reporting to Government.
The conclusions from the food industry survey are summarised here, and the main findings are given in the Appendix.  The final report on the survey is available from the Foundation on request.

Food industry surveyed:

· 191 organisations (excluding dairy) surveyed – 56% response rate:

· Research users of Foundation-funded RS&T in plant and animal/meat products ($18m).
· 17% of respondents reported ‘over 5%’ annual investment in RS&T, 22% reported ‘2%-5%’.

· 17% reported annual turnover of ‘over $100m’, 36% reported ‘less than $5m’.

· 35% exported ‘over 50%’ of their plant and animal/meat products or processes annually, 16% reported no exports.

Conclusions and Implications

a. Coverage:

i. Industry
Within the overall survey response (56%), there was a response bias towards organisations that are well-connected with research providers and/or the Foundation.  Non-response was more likely from medium, small and/or low growth companies.  This can be seen below in the response distribution for the groups of participants:

Table A – Survey Response Summary

	Groups

surveyed
	Distribution
	Response within groups

	
	Total
	Response
	

	Co-funders
	19%
	29%
	86%

	Small/emerging companies (GPSRD)
	15%
	17%
	64%

	Other organisations
	66%
	54%
	46%


The survey does not provide sufficient information on the medium, small and low growth companies regarding their knowledge of the Foundation research and its actual or potential relevance to their business.  The pattern of responses in the survey indicates that user engagement in RS&T in the food products sector is probably circumscribed, and a large proportion of the food companies are currently not engaged.  The response patterns also may be indicative of a distinct lack of awareness among the non-respondent group of, research, the Foundation, and Foundation-funded activity in the sector.  These are areas for further investigation.

ii. Portfolios

The survey findings are specifically relevant to the INF, PQA and NBP portfolios.  However, the areas of development reported for positive outcomes showed that for almost a third of respondents, the portfolio differentiation could not be applied:

	23% novel/innovative food
	(INF)
	
Portfolios (equivalent)

	48% food products/ processes (other)
	(PQA, NBP, NPT)
	

	29% both
	
	


b. Awareness of plant and animal/meat products RS&T

Overall, low levels of awareness were reported of the Foundation research programmes in plant and animal/meat products.  Within these levels there was considerable variation, ranging from a strategic alliance between a user and an individual research programme, to a user only knowing particular scientists but not their work.

Respondents frequently commented on the lists of the Foundation research provided.  Their comments included:

· Surprise at the extent of the science being funded by the Foundation in the sector.

· Interest in relevant research and a desire to know more about previously unknown programmes.

· Questioning how they can become more aware of the research.

This suggests that for a number of companies there may be untapped potential in the research that is not being realised through current user engagement strategies.

Although few respondents were aware of the research programmes, they acknowledged the value of Foundation funding for RS&T.  Important issues identified by some users if there was no Foundation -funded RS&T included:

· A lack of New Zealand scientists in the sector.

· Loss of basic research that the companies cannot support themselves.

· Problems for companies in deciding where best to invest their own limited funds in research.

· A lack of continuity and stability in some areas of research in the sector.

Companies commented that they have difficulty seeing a commercial focus in research programmes.  However, other comments were made that the value in Foundation-funded research may be more in building research platforms rather than achieving commercial outcomes.  Such platforms are seen as too expensive for the companies to support themselves, but the platforms can provide the basis for companies’ using applied research that leads to commercial outcomes and benefits.

c. Outcomes from Foundation RS&T
A number of positive outcomes were reported by the organisations surveyed.  However, about half the respondents did not report any outcomes, and this applied across most of their subsequent responses to questions on outcomes, benefits, and relationships with research providers.  Furthermore, it is evident that a third of respondents also reported ‘less than 2%’ annual investment in R&D, and 21% did not answer the RS&T investment question.  The results on outcomes, therefore, need to be seen within the context of the above survey responses.

The outcomes that were reported appear to be consistent with expected returns from respondents who are reasonably committed to R&D as part of their business, and have established relationships with research providers and/or the Foundation.

The extent of attribution of outcomes to Foundation-funded RS&T in plant and animal/meat products is often uncertain.  Respondents’ statements on outcomes indicated non-linear relationships between research and outcomes achieved.  In describing particular outcomes, respondents would sometimes refer to recent outcomes being related, in part, to current and/or past Foundation-funded research programmes, to Technology NZ projects, and/or to their own research.  Foundation-funded research was also described at times as ‘background work’ – i.e. important as essential base research, but the degree of attribution to later outcomes was difficult to judge.

Some elements of successful outcomes recurred in responses, as follows:

· Effective relationships with research providers.

· Successful technology.

· Successful commercialisation.

Respondents noted the challenge of getting results from research out to the productive sector.  Innovative approaches in science were suggested for deliverable outcomes to industry, but commercialising of science by providers was not favoured.  Potential was seen in broad based outcomes by companies through industry clusters.

d. Strengths and constraints associated with Foundation RS&T

The major strengths of Foundation-funded RS&T were:

· Benefits of science research to New Zealand.

· Strengthening knowledge and building capability.

· Investment in science – e.g. funding projects that would not otherwise be funded.

Three major constraints were identified that prevent organisations from using the Foundation research:

· Lack of information on the research.

· Lack of contact with researchers.

· Differences in approach between companies and researchers.

The first two are consistent with the findings on awareness of the FRST research and outcomes achieved.  The differences in approach between the companies and researchers, as a major constraint, may reflect the tension between market-led and research-led orientations.  In this regard, the inter-relationships between research providers, Foundation, and end-users are important to meet the needs and expectations of all parties.

As well as the constraint of companies’ limited RS&T capability, there was evidence of other factors within the companies that act as constraints to their using Foundation research – e.g. lack of time to find out about programmes, attending/not attending R&D seminars, workshops or conferences.

e. RS&T and the sector organisations
The findings on respondents’ relationships’ with research providers reflect, again, the situation of those groups with reasonably well established links with the science sector.  Many of their responses were very positive and some relationships are clearly very important. Companies’ strategic alliances with research providers were clearly evident, and most likely to be with CRIs.

Within and outside these relationships, there was evidence that companies would like more interactions with research providers in a way that the companies’ business is understood.  In this regard, providers’ packaging research as a business opportunity, when it is not, is seen as counter-productive to provider/user relationships.

Some respondents suggested that the primary relationship in RS&T in New Zealand currently is between the research providers and the Foundation.  As such, Foundation signals determine the behaviour of the researchers, including their interactions with end-users.  For this reason, industry, basically, are not seen to be engaged by FRST regarding their business and commercial needs in relation to R&D, and end-users’ points of view are not taken into consideration.

f. Organisation’s concerns on wider issues
Respondents frequently referred to wider issues regarding Foundation and RS&T in New Zealand.  The major issues, summarised below, have been identified in previous end-user and stakeholder surveys, and they represent continuing challenges.

· Foundation communications
There was support for proactive communication by Foundation aimed at reaching a wider audience of interested parties and raising awareness of research.

· RST&T funding
The funding process is seen as difficult, and could be made more user-friendly.  Timeframes required for submitting applications are seen as too tight for companies, and the protracted application process may obviate their achieving benefits from applying for funds.  Some small companies feel disadvantaged and unable to compete for funding with bigger businesses.

The funding criteria/model is not always easily understood by companies, and can be perceived as narrow and lacking in flexibility.  There can also be issues regarding the length of time the funding is provided for, and the relevance of the programmes.

· CRIs
Some companies expressed concerns regarding the commercial focus of CRIs, and the difficulties this can bring, and also IP issues.

g. Implications:

The responses from the food industry sector suggest a number of specific implications for the relevant portfolio strategies:

· Building on areas of successful outcomes, such as in innovative foods.

· Effective engagement of food industry organisations that can benefit from RS&T, as well as those sector organisation with already well-established linkages with research providers.

· Specific Foundation signals to research providers and how this affects end-user engagement in the sector.

· End-user perspectives on Foundation /provider/user relationships and objectives, and how this affects interactions, technology development, and innovation.

· Undeveloped RS&T applications, commercial potential and successful outcomes, both technological and commercial, in the sector.
Appendix

Main Findings:

1. Awareness of Foundation research:

· 50% of respondents were aware of any of the Foundation RS&T.

· Awareness for individual research programmes was around 4%-5%.

· Respondent groups’ awareness of Foundation RS&T:

· 84% of co-funders.

· 86% of food industry associations.

· 50% of small/emerging companies (GPSRD).

2. Outcomes from the Foundation RS&T in the last 3 years:

a. Positive outcomes:
· Positive outcomes were achieved by 36% of respondents, 21% were ‘unsure’, and 36% reported no positive outcomes achieved.
· Positive outcomes were achieved by:
· 61% of co-funders, 28% of small/emerging companies, 31% of ‘High growth’ groups.
· 80% of organisations with over 10 strategic alliances with researchers.

· 67% of organisations with ‘over 5%’ annual RS&T investment.

b. Outcomes achieved*:
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· Technical solutions to technical problems – 52% of co-funders.

· New or improved products – 58% of companies in novel/innovative food area of development.

· Contribution of Foundation RS&T to outcomes (scale: 1=’partly useful’ to 7=’very useful’):
· Technical solutions to technical problems, mean=5.4.
· New or improved products, mean=5.2.

· New or improved processes, mean =5.1.

c. Benefits:

· Commercial benefits* obtained by respondents:

· New or improved goods and services for export markets – 35%.
· New or improved goods and services for New Zealand market – 23%.

· Significant new business or market opportunities – 20%.

· More competitive production costs – 18%.

· Other benefits* obtained:

· Development of human capital/skills – 19%.

· Reduced environmental risk – 18%.

· Informed policy and decision-making – 16%.

d. Examples of outcomes reported:
· Good outcomes and benefits:

· Range of pet food.

· Technical solution for processed peas.

· New product with right flavour for specific Asian market.

· New range of instant soups.

· New gold kiwifruit cultivar.

· Development of integrated fruit production processes.

· Benefits quantified:

· Over $100,000.

· $600,000 per year for 4 years.

· Additional $1 million sales annually.
3. Factors* preventing organisations’ from using Foundation RS&T:
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4. RS&T in respondents’ business:
a. Relationships with research providers:

· Partnerships or strategic alliances*:
	
	CRIs
	NZ universities
	Private companies
	Overseas research organisation
	Other

	Co-funder
	71%
	55%
	42%
	29%
	16%

	Small/emerging
	22%
	11%
	22%
	-
	11%

	Other
	29%
	19%
	21%
	7%
	5%

	Total
	40%
	28%
	27%
	12%
	9%


· Relationships with research providers were mostly medium or long term.
· Purpose of relationships*:

· Developing/commercialising new products – 43%.

· Using research knowledge or new technology in business processes – 40%.

· Collaborating in research – 30%.

· Obtaining RS&T support/consultancy – 29%.

· Nature of relationships*:

· Co-funding of research, 56%.

· Fee for service contracts to secure IP ownership – 33%.

· Providing facilities for Foundation-funded programmes/teams – 26%.

· Providing technical resources for Foundation-funded programmes/ teams – 26%.

b. Organisation’s RS&T capability:

· Organisations’ sources of RS&T information*:

· Publications (industry/trade) – 82%.
· Internet sites – 68%.
· Direct contact with external researchers – 66%.

· Conferences/workshops/seminars – 59%.

· Overseas contacts – 58%.

· Organisations’ sources of RS&T expertise:

· 45% reported both internal and external.

· 31% mostly in-house.
· Impact of RS&T on areas of business (scale: 1=’no impact’ to 7=’high impact’):
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· Research for new or improved products, processes or services: achieved positive outcome ‘Yes’, mean=6.2.
· Technical solutions to technical problems: annual investment in RS&T ‘2%-5%’, mean=6.0.
*Multiple responses.
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