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Question1: What should the UK’s high-level objectives be for FP8?

1. The UK intends to diversify its economy in the aftermath of the crisis in the financial services sector, upon which it has been overly reliant. It should aim to encourage greater industrial participation in FP8 with a view to expanding technology based elements of the economy including the manufacturing, healthcare and IT sectors.  

2. It should aim to sustain and if possible increase UK academic engagement with FP8 to counteract the real terms reduction in research funding from national sources, for example the research councils, and maintain European academic networks which can be accessed by UK industry. Participation in FP8 is one mechanism by which UK HEIs generate impact from basic research funding.

Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


Economic growth is stimulated by innovation. FP8 supports innovation by funding research and development, and by encouraging industry to work with universities and other research organisations thus capitalising on the new opportunities emerging from basic research and the specialist expertise of the research base. This emphasis must be maintained if economic growth is to be enhanced. 
Excellent science and research contributes to economic growth. It is important that FP8 is aligned with the UK’s strategy for long-term economic growth.  FP8 should be further aligned with the UK strategy for supporting research excellence. 

Care should be taken to preserve thematic breadth and scope within FP8 however and not to attempt to focus the programme too tightly on any one nation's priorities. The European Research Area should be able to support and capitalise upon excellent research wherever it can be found and wherever it is needed. The Technopolis report points out that some UK companies have been able to have their research funded only through the Framework programmes, as national support has been withdrawn. Likewise some areas of basic research strength in the UK are no longer national priorities, but remain industrial strengths on a European scale. The semiconductor chip industry, for example, is enjoying a resurgence in Europe, but not in the UK. Yet the UK has considerable basic research expertise in this area and Framework funding should be able to draw on that skill set.
FP8 should also make a clear commitment to a wide interpretation of infrastructure: for example, improvements in ability to handle large quantities of data can underpin exploitation of cultural heritage in support of economic growth.  Similarly, the publication and dissemination of cultural products (books, films, music, etc.) are major economic growth areas in and of themselves but also have the ability to generate new ideas in society that can be critical for economic growth. 


Question 3: How should FP8 support the wider European context including Europe 2020 and the European Research Area?

FP8 has a separate role to play from other initiatives in developing and enabling a critical mass of knowledge in Europe.  The main focus of FP8 should remain research excellence with some alignment to other initiatives. Research excellence in itself will contribute greatly to Europe 2020 and the ERA

FP8 could support the wider European context by including Europe’s shared and incomparable cultural heritage and current practices. Closer alignment and engagement with cultural programmes  would allow the scientific and technological research supported by FP8 to contribute to the underpinning documents such as Europe 2020. 

Study of the historical and other development of the characteristic political and social institutions of Europe can assist in wider political, cultural and social integration.

Question 4: The study Impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK has indicated a number of broad benefits to the UK of the programme. Are these benefits identified appropriately and there other impacts that should be considered in addition? 

UK research excellence underpins the UK's ability to compete internationally. The contribution of EU RTD, including the relationships it builds, to UK research excellence is understated in the paper.
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

ICT has a major contribution to make to the low-carbon economy, and Green ICT in particular.
Research into renewable energy sources will also impact on the low-carbon economy.

The key way in which FP8 can make a positive contribution to the UK is by supporting outstanding research and assisting in linking that research with industry. 

Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

FP8 should be focussed on research and creating a critical mass of knowledge in Europe.  Supporting leading research can provide strong support for the innovation process.  SMEs are often seen as key to future economic growth, but the impact of research institutions on creation and growth of these organisations should not be underestimated.

Creative industries are also important to this and so FP8 should look to build across domains and look at interdisciplinary approaches to problems.  

Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
The introduction of the Ideas funding area within FP7, and therefore support of frontier (basic) research, has proved to be extremely useful and beneficial in terms of the research support and the results achieved from FP7.

At the same time, FP8 needs to continue with the theme of supporting cross border research collaboration and in particular providing solutions to problems more efficiently than would be achieved at a national level.

We believe the overall budget split within FP7 is about right, although the value of the Capacities programme to the UK seems limited.

Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
Cooperation, Ideas and People all provide substantial added value, while the return from Capacities seems limited. Multi-party research and cross border collaboration should remain key aspects within FP8.
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
Yes, efficiencies can be found. At the moment we have different projects, under different funding schemes, which actually have very similar objectives. The objective of producing excellent research results often underpins all these projects.

Efficiency could also be increased by greater consistency between different funding schemes. For example, the JTIs being consistent with the main parts of the FP. Other European Union funded research programmes should also, as far as possible, be consistent with FP8.

Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
Terminology is important here. The EU 'grand challenges' are equivalent to the RCUK cross-council themes, or societal challenges - climate change and the ageing population being good examples. Within the UK a  'grand challenge' refers to a visionary research theme which challenges a research community to take a significant leap forward in knowledge and understanding - for example in the development of a digital version of the human brain.

Funding for grand challenges is important, but this needs to be balanced with funding a wide range of activities to exploit the variety of potentially economically beneficial research activities.

Grand challenges could well be better addressed via national funding or even the combining of national funding schemes. The UK already places considerable emphasis on societal challenges in allocating its own funding. 

Question11: Which grand challenges (see above) are best tackled on an EU-wide rather than a national level? Within these areas which particular aspects would benefit from an interdisciplinary focus?

Grand challenges would generally be better funded at a national level. However, those with a strong infrastructural requirement, such as: information and communication technologies; ; nanosciences, nanotechnologies, materials and new production technologies; space; security and also minority languages could be tackled at an EU-wide level. Care should be taken to ensure that FP funding for societal challenges is made available only where research needs to be undertaken on a pan-European scale for example on the impact of climate change on patterns of migration.
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

When addressing global problems it's important the key players necessary to resolve the individual problem are involved. The EU should not necessarily support research from other developed nations, but a method needs to be found to include those researchers appropriate to resolve the problem.

Developing countries also have a key role to play in the solution to many global challenges, so their involvement is crucial in many projects and funding should be available for them.

Question 13: Should FP8 still provide some thematic focus e.g. in areas such as space and transport?  Should any of the current themes be re-visited over the course of FP8 – and if so, how?
FP8 should continue to have some thematic focus, but whether FP8 is the appropriate forum for funding some areas should be looked at. Both transport and space research are likely to be more effectively moved forward at either a national level or as part of specific international programmes. 
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

Enabling technologies are key to progress and improved European competitiveness in almost any area. Further progress in these areas is crucial and will underpin success in the rest of FP8.

Research in these areas should look beyond addressing a specific problem and should instead create technology platforms which can then be applied to other fields.

Question 15: Services form a crucial part of the UK economy. Should research into services be addressed specifically in the Framework Programme, and if so, how?

No. The FP isn't the appropriate forum for progressing service industries. Higher priority could be given to the creative industries and engagement with cultural heritage, which are also important parts of UK economy, and potentially better placed to engage with the different areas of the framework programme.
Question 16: What are your views on how the Framework Programme allocation for collaborative research should be apportioned between themes; enabling technologies and underpinning areas of research e.g. social sciences and humanities?

There should be a greater stress on enabling technologies and underpinning areas of research than in FP7 as these have the widest impact on innovation and will ensure that the results achieved in FP8 have a greater and longer term impact on the European Union.   
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

The ERC should continue to focus on frontier research, though funding for outstanding research which progress a field should also be important, rather than always requiring a step change which may be over-ambitious and unrealistic.

It is probably too early yet, but the outputs of ERC projects should be reviewed to find if attempting such ambitious steps has been effective.

Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
The focus should still be on the individual researcher, but with more importance place on the team around them for the project. Research isn't generally an individual activity and interdisciplinary research will be encouraged by the emphasis on the team. This should though be distinct from cooperative research.
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

No. There are other parts of FP funding that do this. The frontier nature of ERC research means that it's objectives are too far removed from private sector interests for such a link to be made.

ERC funding will lead to substantial benefits to the private sector in the long term, but these will be a long way down the line from many of the original ERC projects. Making this connection would undermine the primary objectives of the ERC.

Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

Researcher mobility and skills development should have a high priority in FP8 as it should underpin the development of the ERA and contribute to the long-term development of the EU's research capability, with training and mobility within research heavily contributing to that long-term development.

Without wanting to create overly complex projects, such as many of those funded within FP6, mobility and skills development can often achieved within outstanding research projects. One way to support this is to include skills development and mobility with the funding of such research projects.

Funding could also be provided to add researcher mobility and skills development aspects to ongoing research projects, either funded at a national or European level.

Crucial to the UK's continued success within the Mobility Programme is ensuring that some of the practical problems currently suffered by UK HEIs within FP7 are addressed. One key issue is the funding of fees for training. Within the UK, fees form a normal part of the costs of a PhD but they aren't an eiligble cost within FP7. There is a substantial cultural mismatch in this area. The funding of fees within FP8 could either be addressed at a European level or the UK could look to find a national solution.   

Question 21: The capacities specific programme currently covers several policy initiatives relating to capacity-building. Which of these are of most value? Are there other areas which would merit funding?
There is some value in the coordination of national programmes, the provision of research expertise to SMEs and the large grid projects funded as a 'combination of CP and CSA'  but the benefits from the Capacities programme to the UK are limited and this area should not be heavily focused on for FP8.
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
The JRC should be a low priority for FP8. The vast majority of the skills and resources it has are available elsewhere within the European Union. The focus should be on funding those who can provide the highest standard of research.

The JRC should focus on activities where it can provide something unique to FP8 and to the European Union.

Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
The COST framework provides a good way of bringing together researchers on a European level and so providing a catalyst to further research activity.

COST supports activity which can be similar to that funded as Coordination and Support Actions under FP7 and it's not clear why it needs to sit outwith the FP.

COST also only generally provides funding for travel, event and administrative activities. The activity expected to be undertaken within a COST project should reflect the level of funding COST provides.

Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

The focus of FP8 should be on research, as it is in FP7, so no funding should not be given to directly integrate the three sides of the triangle. Education and innovation will both benefit from such research, but the integration of research with education and innovation should not be the focus of funding.
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
Article 185 is of little relevance to the majority of participants in the FP programme. JTIs do provide excellent opportunities to link industry and academia together. However, there are too many instruments within FP7, leading to confusion, mistakes and misguided applications.

The number of instruments should be reduced with the focus remaining on funding outstanding research that will benefit the life of the EU citizen or increase the EU's competitiveness.

JTIs should, as far as possible, follow the same rules as the rest of FP8.

Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

As a public body, the Risk Sharing Finance Facility doesn't have a significant impact on the university. 

It is important that European public money is not abused or wasted, but it also needs to be recognised that the FP strongly encourages cross border collaboration, the building of new relationships and the involvement of SMEs, as these are seen as crucial for future growth.

It is important that collaborators are not held liable for failings of their partners that they could not be expected to control, as this would be a major disincentive to participation. The RSFF seems a reasonable compromise.

Question 27: What should the balance be between funding large-scale programmes e.g. the article 185 programmes above and smaller projects individually administered by the Commission?

The focus should be on funding the smaller projects administrated by the Commission. These provide a better balance between impact and administrative costs and complexity.
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

Public-private partnerships are highly suitable for delivering some aspects of FP8. These should be used when such partnerships are expected to be the best model to deliver the desired outcome for a particular theme.

Private sector funding should also contribute to the costs of research in areas where the private sector already has a strong research infrastructure, should it be decided it is still worthwhile supporting these activities within FP8. Successful examples of public-private partnerships can be seen within some of the JTIs.

Public-private partnerships are not though essential for all parts of FP8 or for all areas of research. The lack of private sector involvement should not therefore be seen as a significantly negative aspect when evaluating many applications for funding.

Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
Evaluations of previous FPs have shown that, overall, the programmes have been a major success with a substantial return to Europe from the investment. With this in mind, the funding level, and so the momentum and benefit, needs to be at least maintained and ideally increased.

Attempts to simplify the programme should continue. Simplification allows precious resource to focus on research and not be wasted on either over-complex administration or via misinterpretation of the funding rules. A reduction in the number of funding schemes and, as far as possible, harmonising their rules, would contribute significantly to efficiency gain.

Harmonisation with European Commission funded research outwith the FP should also be looked at.

Medium sized projects seem to strike the best balance between having a potentially significant impact, while not being overcome by the complex administration needed for very large projects and the difficulties these have in maintaining working relationships.

The link between project officers and the audit process needs to be strengthened. FP8 should look to have its rules interpreted and implemented as consistently as possible.

Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
Support of long-term relationships is one way of ensuring knowledge is used over time, as is funding for the initial aspects of exploitation activities.

For many fields, open access publishing would provide a way of ensuring the knowledge is as easily accessible as possible. This needs to be combined with normal publication practice and ensuring the best route for the long-term development of the knowledge produced within funded projects.

Question 31: Would any proactive effort to alter the current balance of funding between universities, research organisations and businesses be appropriate or effective? If so, what might be involved?

FP participation requires a significant undertaking from any organisation. Efforts to change the balance would not be beneficial as it would lead to FP8 participation from those not fully committed to do so.

Proactive effort should only go as far as ensuring commercial organisations are aware of the opportunities available to them, the activities that would be supported and the commitment required from them.

FP funding is based on a cost-sharing model. It should be noted that in a time of extreme financial pressure, both UK universities and UK research organisations and making a substantial investment of resource in order to participate in any FP project.

Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
SMEs would find participation easier if the timescales involved in the application and awarding process were shorter, if they could be confident of always receiving their funding up front and in time and they felt supported through the application process.

Applying for funding with both public and private sector organisations from other European countries can be daunting and seen as high risk. One of the key ways SMEs could therefore be encouraged at an EU level to participate is to provide incentives and mechanisms for SMEs to partner with universities or research organisations on a national level, to enter a European project together. This type of national partnership would provide the SMEs with more support and is likely to make them feel more comfortable about European collaboration.

The option of late SME entry into a successful bid could be considered for example in the second stage of a two stage selection process. This would reduce the risk and resource commitment for small companies. Alternatively funding could be set aside for SMEs to join a successful bid, or to encourage SMEs to take up otherwise unused outcomes from an existing project. This might require a change to standard IP terms  



Question 33:  What could the Commission do to reduce bureaucracy of FP8 over and above the current simplification proposals (including changes to the Financial Regulations and Implementing Rules)? 

The Commission could reduce the number of funding schemes, simplify the rules for funding and make these as consistent as possible, increase the use of a two-stage application process, simplify the documents they produce, focus on funding of direct costs with a fixed rate indirect costs and ensuring consistency between application process, desk office project management and any audit process. It should also support current accounting practice, particularly in relation to public bodies and national accounting rules.

Delays in issuing the Grant Agreement cause significant problems for all participants, can cause cash flow issues particularly for SMEs and put projects immediately behind schedule.

Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

Yes, a two-stage application process provides a greater incentive for participation as it removes the need to produce a full application before any feedback is received, positive or otherwise.

Care needs to be taken though that this process does not significantly lengthen the timeframe between initial application, the project being funding and the Grant Agreement being received.

The rules for evaluation of stage one need to be extremely clear and consistently applied, to ensure fair treatment of all applicants and that the best projects are funded.

Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

No. Research should not be funded on the basis of the results achieved. Funding should be based on the actual costs incurred and on performing the research as proposed and guided by the Commission.

The results of research, by their very nature, will always be uncertain and so funding should not be based on a successful outcome. The projects with the greatest potential for impact often also have the greatest risk of failure. Those with the greatest ambition should not be penalised if the evaluators have supported an application.

It is also hard to imagine how such a model would help with simplification or encourage participation.

Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

There should not be a significant change to the intellectual property rules as there is now a reasonable balance between publication and exploitation and between protecting the rights and interests of an individual participant organisation, encouraging participation and ensuring the best return to Europe.

Increased support for the costs of exploitation and easier access to publications would increase the impact the results of projects have for the EU. The University of Glasgow has recently announced its EasyAccessIP scheme, offering IP which it does not intend to exploit itself free of charge to any third party with a plan to use it on condition that the university is able to continue research using the IP and will be acknowledged as the originator. FP8 might consider adopting such a rule to ensure that any IP which consortium members do not plan to exploit can be taken up by any party willing and able to do so at no cost.

Question 37: Is the proportion of overheads funded by FP7 appropriate? Should this be adapted in FP8 to create more consistency with other sources of funding?

The UK should look to deliver a return from FP8 that is at least (on average) comparable with the funding from a Research Council, though the flat rate overhead should remain (though at an increased rate). Applying for European funding is more complex than applying for Research Council funding, the projects have a more direct impact than Research Council funded projects(as reflected in the greater importance placed on dissemination or exploitation) and the research is more often top-down driven than Research Council funding. All these factors should be reflected in a greater funding rate.

The UK approach to VAT within FP7 is a major disincentive to universities and other non-commercial bodies participating in FP7. If FP8 will not fund indirect taxes then a mechanism needs to be found at a national level to recover such costs. It is unreasonable for a participants to be caught in the middle between EU and national rules and so be left to fund the VAT costs themselves. This has a significant negative impact on the return the UK generates via FP7, as it is a significant disincentive to participation.

The inability to recover PhD fees, which are fully built in to the UK HEI funding model, is also a significant disincentive to participation. 

Question 38: Within the current UK public expenditure constraints
, could the UK do more on a cost-neutral basis to encourage participation in FP generally? 

Much of resolving the VAT issue discussed above would be cost neutral to the UK, as the shortfall is largely funded out of public sources, but would greatly enhance the return to the UK.

The UK could look to ensure information is available as widely as possible via user friendly websites.

Support for the costs of setting up an application, for all organisations, would greatly enhance participation levels. Increasing the opportunities to influence the European research agenda would also increase participation levels.

It is often not clear how individual participant organisation can influence the research areas the Commission look to fund and the position taken by the UK.

Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

The impact of UK support services is limited. The support is not consistent across the different parts of FP7, with support provided by many different organisations and most organisations who regularly participate pay for support services.

The publicly funded partial support for organisations such as UKRO is reasonably successful.

Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
The UK could seek to partner SMEs with universities to make the application process less daunting. This mechanism should also be recognised at a European level.
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

The main lessons from other countries is the level of support they give applicants and the link between national funding and European funding. Other countries use national funding to resolve the problems highlighted earlier in this document, such as VAT issues and student fees, and support the cost of applying for funding, while the support in the UK for this seems limited. 
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
FP7 has been a great success both in general and specifically for the UK. The UK should be extremely supportive of FP8, should look to iron out the problems with the funding mechanisms and provide support and incentives to those who are seeking to obtain funding.
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?
     
Please use this space for any general comments that you may have, comments on the layout of this consultation would also be welcomed.

Thank you for your views on this consultation. 
Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge receipt of individual responses unless you tick the box below. 
Please acknowledge this reply  FORMCHECKBOX 

At BIS we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be okay if we were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes    
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� FP7 participants can in principle be based anywhere. There are different categories of country which may have varying eligibility for different specific and work programmes: the EU-27; associated countries– with science and technology cooperation agreements that involve contributing to the framework programme budget; EU accession candidate countries; and third countries whose participation is justified in terms of the enhanced contribution to the objectives of FP7.





� For details of Technology Strategy Board processes see � HYPERLINK "http://www.innovateuk.org" ��www.innovateuk.org� 


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spend_index.htm" ��http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spend_index.htm� 





