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ABOUT AAMRI 

AAMRI is the peak body representing medical research institutes (MRIs) across Australia. Our 

45 member organisations are leaders in health and medical research, and collectively represent over 

10,000 staff and students and an annual turnover of more than $1 billion. The majority of our members 

are ‘independent’ MRIs, that is, mission-driven charities legally independent of a university or hospital, 

and generally co-located with a hospital or healthcare provider. The remainder of our members are 

university- or hospital-based institutes, or an alliance of research partners.  

Australia’s MRIs work on an extensive range of human health issues, from preventative health and 

chronic disease, to mental health, Indigenous health and improved health services. Their research 

ranges from fundamental biomedical discovery through to clinical research and the translation of 

research findings from bench to bedside. Together, they aim to drive innovation in healthcare to 

improve the lives and livelihoods of all in the community.  
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RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS 

A. Is the CRC programme the right vehicle for achieving the Government’s priorities 

for applied science and research? If not, what sort of programme would be more 

effective? 

The CRC programme is one of a suite of funding schemes – including the R&D Tax Incentive, ARC 

Linkage Grants, the recently announced Growth Centres, and the Entrepreneur’s Infrastructure 

Programme – that address different needs in the innovation system, and together drive innovation, not 

just in industry, but also in the not-for-profit sector and government services.  

Importantly, the CRC programme complements other Australian Government innovation 

schemes, and is clearly distinct in its purpose and capabilities from the recently announced 

Growth Centres, which will not have the project focus, decentralisation, or flexibility of individual 

CRCs, nor tackle the same type of problems / opportunities, being more general in nature.  

We strongly urge against combining the CRC programme with the ARC Linkage programme, as 

suggested by the National Commission of Audit. These are two very distinct schemes with different 

objectives – one with an emphasis on tackling industry issues/opportunities, the other facilitating the 

translation of research discoveries to the point of investor interest. The completely different scales of 

funding, duration and partner numbers of projects/CRCs from these two schemes means that they 

address completely different research and development programs. 

To eliminate the CRC programme would be a significant step backwards for innovation in 

Australia. It would also mean a significant burden on the ARC and NHMRC, with many researchers 

coming out of the CRC scheme – who have developed important industry skills, but who consequently 

may not be able to compete with other researchers in the more traditional research output metrics – 

being forced to compete for funding from these more traditional sources. Meanwhile, industries and 

sectors (including government agencies) that do not fit the five Growth Centre focus areas would no 

longer be eligible for funding to collaborate at significant scale with research organisations. 

Does the CRC programme effectively encourage and facilitate industry and the research sector to 

work together to: 

 solve problems for business, 

 help industries adapt to change, and 

 improve economic outcomes for the nation? 

Yes 

How should the objective of the programme be articulated so as to best convey the Government’s 

priorities for applied science and research? 

The CRC programme is the most effective programme in Australia at bringing together a 

critical mass of multi-disciplinary partners to meet an industry’s research needs to overcome a 

major barrier or capitalise on a significant opportunity for improved products, services or outcomes. 

The scale and duration of CRC grants – greater than any other Government innovation scheme – is 

critical to the CRC programme’s unique role in tackling major innovation problems of significance. 
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While the CRC Programme Review Discussion Paper focuses on industry outcomes of the 

programme, the important role of the CRC programme for the not-for-profit and government 

sectors should not be overlooked. In addition to improved community, health and/or environmental 

outcomes, these ‘public good’ CRCs have important economic outcomes, both through cost savings to 

the sector/community (e.g. through efficiencies in health service or emergency service delivery) and 

through indirect economic impacts (e.g. more effective health services improves labour participation 

rates; more effective emergency services can reduce unnecessary deaths and property damage).  

In addition to these end-point outcomes of CRCs, other ways the programme stimulates 

innovative, competitive sectors include: 

 strengthening a ‘business ready’ research culture in Australia, and facilitating a 
connectivity between the research and industry sectors that would otherwise not happen; 

 skilling researchers and research organisations in commercialisation, business 
development, service delivery implementation plans and other skills fundamental to working 
with industry; and educating industry workforce and organisations in the nuances of research; 

 providing a distribution network through industry partners; 

 building critical mass in multi-disciplinary research and networks to address complex 
industry needs; and 

 developing ongoing relationships between research and industry partners beyond the 
original objectives and period of the CRC.  

Several aspects of the CRC programme are essential to its unique purpose and ongoing 

success: 

 The scale and duration of CRC grants are critical to the success of the programme. Not only 
does this provide the incentive necessary to get substantial industry buy-in; it provides the 
critical mass and commitment necessary to make significant headway on a major 
industry/community issue or opportunity.  

 The governance framework is a cornerstone of the CRC programme. The certified CRC 
structure provides the assurance and legitimacy necessary for businesses to get involved. 

 The education component of the programme provides extremely cost-effective and high 
quality capability development for researchers in how to operate with industry. While only a 
drop in the ocean, the CRC programme is arguably the most effective scheme available in 
skilling researchers and research organisations, and bringing about bottom-up cultural change.   

 The outreach component builds important linkages with the community and/or 
consumers, key, but often over-looked, stakeholders in informing the direction of a research 
and innovation program.  

 Flexibility in the programme, including in the duration of grants and period of individual 
partner involvement, is key to engage industry partners in the scheme. 

 The CRC programme is the only Australian Government scheme that allows funds to be 
used towards the protection of intellectual property (IP). Neither ARC nor NHMRC grants 
can be used for early-stage IP protection. In this way, the CRC programme fills part of this 
significant gap in funding, currently a major obstacle to improving commercial outcomes from 
Australia’s research discoveries. 

Are there other domestic or international approaches to driving industry growth and competitiveness 
through applied science and research that might be more appropriate in today’s economy? 

We urge caution in transferring successful international innovation schemes to Australia. Australia’s 

industry sector, small market, distance from foreign markets, and innovation system are distinctly 

unique. Simply implementing innovation schemes from other countries is unlikely to result in the same 

success here. Adapting well-tested and proven existing Australian schemes is more likely to succeed. 
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B.  How can the government’s investment in the CRC programme better deliver 

outcomes for industry? 

Do the governance, IP and other commercialisation-related practices of CRCs inhibit application of 

CRC-driven research? How can this be addressed? 

As noted in section A, the governance framework is a cornerstone of the CRC programme, with 

the certified CRC structure providing the assurance and legitimacy necessary to instil the confidence 

and trust of business partners. Obviously, each CRC will differ in the success and efficiency of their 

governance model. Key to success is a management team with a strong track record and a skills-

based Board.  

The CRC programme could facilitate better governance practices by defining roles of CRCs Boards to 

ensure they have the necessary skill set rather than simply being representative of partners in the 

CRC.  

Similarly, the negotiation of IP and other commercialisation-related practices by each individual CRC 

will in some cases involve issues with the policies of certain partners. However, enforcing IP and 

commercialisation practices on CRCs would be inflexible and unlikely to work.  

There will always be a spectrum of CRC success from those CRCs that are hugely valuable to those 

that function less well. In most part, success is the result of the CRC partners themselves – their 

flexibility in contractual arrangements, having a unified vision, a genuine commitment from partners, 

the skill set of the Board, diversity of input into the CRC, and ensuring the CRC is industry-led.   

To what extent does the programme address the needs of small and medium enterprises? To what 

extent are the research activities undertaken driven by industry (as opposed to research 

organisations)? 

While the CRC programme does engage and add value to SMEs, the reality is that, generally, the 

larger industry partners set the agenda of CRCs. The extent to which CRC proposals are led by 

industry could and should be improved. 

Do ‘priority areas’ assist in meeting the needs of industry? 

We recommend against setting priority areas for CRC rounds. The Government cannot predict in 

which areas CRCs of highest national imperative are likely to be. Other priority-driven innovation 

programmes (i.e. Entrepreneurs’ Infrastructure Programme, CSIRO and Growth Centres) already 

ensure that the Government’s priority areas for industry are addressed. It is important that at least 

some innovation schemes provide the opportunity for highly worthy applications in other areas.  

If priorities are not used for CRC selection rounds, we strongly recommend a change to the 

application process to include an Expression of Interest stage (see section D below). If priority 

setting is to remain, we recommend that priority areas be well-defined and communicated through a 

consultation process. Otherwise, creativity ensues, with prospective CRCs evolving their aims in order 

to fit into a priority area in order to be eligible. 
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C.  How can the Government’s investment in the CRC programme further drive more 

frequent and more effective collaboration between industry and the research sector? 

Does the CRC programme encourage industry and the research sector to work together in new ways 

or engage new players? Does the programme encourage universities to make a cultural change from 

focusing on publishing to focusing on collaboration and commercialisation? 

As outlined in section A, the CRC programme is an important driver of industry-research sector 

collaborations and cultural shifts in both research and industry organisations.  

Is the education and outreach element of CRCs addressing the workforce needs of industry and the 

research sector? 

The education element of the CRC programme is arguably the most cost-effective and high 

quality scheme in providing researchers with in-depth skills in how to operate with industry. 

Such skills will be extremely valuable in bringing about bottom-up cultural change and providing 

individuals who can be leaders in propagating industry-research links in the future.  

However, the CRC programme can only achieve so much, and other more generalised 

schemes are needed to ensure a broad industry/commercialisation understanding and skills across 

the research workforce (e.g. changes to PhD training suggested in the Boosting the commercial 

returns from research Discussion Paper).  

The outreach component of the CRC programme builds important linkages with the community 

and/or consumers, key, but often over-looked, stakeholders in informing the direction of a CRC’s 

programme and outcomes. 
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D. How could contractual and administrative requirements of the CRC programme be 

streamlined? 

Are there elements of the programme guidelines that limit the ability for industry to effectively engage 

with researchers? 

Like any research project or business endeavour, a CRC must be able to adapt to change. 

While the CRC programme has improved in flexibility arrangements over the past decade, there is still 

an opportunity for improved agility and adaptability with respect to entry/exit of partners, changes in 

contributions, and variations in milestones. Compensating or replacement strategies for such changes 

would ensure that the accountability of CRCs is not eroded. The programme could also be more 

flexible in bringing skills in from offshore. Improved flexibility would increase industry participation in 

the CRC programme and the likelihood of successful outcomes.   

Is the current selection process excessively onerous on participants? 

There is a major issue in prospective CRCs being required to get industry partner 

commitments including contractual arrangements, a full budget, detailed plan, CVs, etc. before 

there is any indication that the CRC is likely to be successful in receiving Government funding. A 

typical CRC application costs around $150,000-$200,000 and takes a year to prepare. This high risk 

process of a significant financial and time commitment without any certainty of financial return is a 

deterrent for businesses to engage in the programme. This process also reduces the likelihood of 

businesses involved in unsuccessful bids engaging with the research sector in other ways in the 

future.  

We recommend that there be a less onerous Expression of Interest (EoI) stage to the CRC 

application process, and that Government funding be likely / committed for successful EoI 

applications on the condition that they reach certain requirements during the next more intensive stage 

of the application process. 

The impact tool used by the CRC programme is clunky, hard to understand, and not 

standardised in a way so that different CRCs approach it in the same way. We recommend that it be 

standardised and streamlined. 

Do the current reporting requirements appropriately balance the need for the Government to be 

accountable to taxpayers and the need to allow participants to focus on research, development and 

commercialisation? 

The programme would be improved by implementing simpler reporting mechanisms that focus 

on genuine indicators of performance, rather than contractual compliance. Greater flexibility with 

respect to entry/exit of partners, changes in contributions and variations in milestones would ensure 

greater adaptability and agility of CRCs. Compensating or replacement strategies for such changes 

would ensure that the accountability of CRCs is not eroded. 
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E. Is there sufficient demand within the research sector and industry for a programme 

that builds collaborative structures that facilitate end-user driven research? 

Yes.  

What is the pattern of demand for the programme from within industry and universities/other research 

organisations over the past 10 years? 

No comment 

If there are changes to demand, why have they occurred and how could they be addressed? 

There are several reasons why industry (and research organisation) confidence in the CRC 

programme is not optimal, including: 

 inconsistent Government commitment to the programme, including the cancellation of 
selection rounds at great expense to those who have prepared bids; 

 insufficient lead time and lack of clarity around the announcement of selection round priorities; 

 increased expense of preparing submissions; and 

 increased expense of collaborative research and the need for higher funding levels than are 
being provided. 

These issues could be addressed by: 

 a firm, long-term Government commitment to the CRC programme; 

 the removal of priorities from CRC selection rounds; 

 the introduction of an Expression of Interest stage in the application process; and 

 increases in the amounts allocated to individual CRCs. 

Are there specific industries of significance to the Australian economy or specific types of enterprises 

that have not engaged in the CRC programme, and if so, why? 

No comment 

What are the factors that influence business and industry to initiate engagement with the CRC 

programme? 

For researchers, the CRC programme is an important pot of funding for the translation of research, 

and an opportunity to engage with industry to have a direct impact on the community and economy.  

For industry, the programme is attractive because it provides collaborative (rather than service) 

access to research capabilities, allows the testing of potential new researchers and sharing of risk, 

and leverages funding and in-kind support for every dollar invested. Being involved in a government 

program also gives their research legitimacy, particularly to external collaborators (e.g. research 

collaborations with organisations from China often require involvement in a Government programme).  
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