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

FP8 programmes should be accessible by virtue of simplification of the processes involved to apply and successfully participate in FP8 projects.

Increased involvement across all sectors and across all  themes/ pillars in FP8 as a result. 

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


An option would be for  economic growth to be specifically addressed as part of the impact sections of proposals; while the opportunities will of course vary according to the topic areas and not all projects will or indeed perhaps should be focussed on this in the short term certainly,  this element could be encouraged specifically.

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

see Q10
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? 

     
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

The FP8 programme should  ensure that this theme is  comprehensively addressed in the forthcoming programmes;  the contribution to the ecomony could be a specifid element of the impact sections of proposals and the outcomes of project in this regard could potentially be closely monitored.
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

IF the FP8 programme can encourage more participation of SME's this will facilitate innovation. Another route would be to have  increased access to calls that ore open, such as the FET calls which may give more opportunity for diverse ideas to be funded.



Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
Increased funding for the ERC would be beneficial and for some of the Marie Curie programmes ( the ITN's and individual fellowships). The emphasis on  co-operation/thematic areas however should be maintained.
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
     
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
across the  4 pillars of FP7, the goals of the areas were quite different and so efficiencies here may not be found. Should the shape of FP8 remain roughly similar, efficiencies may not be identified.

However, it is felt that efficiencies could certainly be identified by better communication between different elements/ DG's of the commission as there is undoubted redundancy in the  plethera of different schemes/ terms and conditions/ financial models/ auditing rules that are  not only wasteful, but which in fact deter the use of certain schemes due to the apparent complications and administrative burden that some schemes exhibit.

Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
if the EU and its Member States are serious about the 2020 Strategy  the Grand Challenges must be addressed in FP8.  
However, to focus down to much on these within the programme would be an error as many other areas of research absolutely require European collaborative research in order to  bring about the benefits that they also will undoubtedly have for Europe; we  cannot know exactly what the grant challenges of the future will be.  Hence the thamatic areas should remain broad in range covering  physical Sciences, life sciences, socialsciences and humanities. If European cohesion and integration is to  be enhanced, funding for the social sciences and humaities is also key to European development.
Hence focussing on 10 or so key thamatic areas, but  key thematic areas calling topics on grand Challenge areas. A key point is that workprogramming  should have the ability to adapt to  current events and needs. 

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?

All Grand Challenges have to be tackled on an international and national level if they want to be successful. Issues like Climate Change and an ageing population permeate all areas of life, and thus a multitude of disciplines. 
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

Engagement with countries outside the EU, especially the USA, China and India, but also emerging economies in Asia and South America is extremely important for the UK and the EU in general. This is no less important for social sciences and humanities than for  more technical topics if the EU is to  bridge the gap with the US etc in social science research. Greater flexibility in this respect would be welcome. It would also facilitate  projects is the rules applicable to third countries were consistently applied. 
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?
 Thematic areas are key to accesibility of FP funding as a key issue with increasing engagement is targetting  project areas to relevant interested parties.

•
Energy/Environment ;As there is often overlap between some themes, e.g. energy with environment or ICT with health, in order to improve accessibility of topics to  potential applicants, FP8 should provide a clearer method to search  open calls for topics/keywords.
•
Food, Agriculture, Fisheries & Biotechnology  (consistent labelling of this theme, either as KKBE or as FAFB would clarify the confusion that use of  two different terminologies causes)


Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

They should remain key areas for FP8. Combining key enabling technologies with the grand challenges, such as Climate Change, low carbon economy should probably be one goal of future Framework Programmes.  Calls for non-grand challenge topics and open topics should also still be maintained as we should be careful not to focus on only the issues that are currently the grand challenges. FET open calls in ICT and NMP would still be beneficial.
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?

YES, research into services is essential. This could be adressed by allowing research into services under each specific thematic areas but also by potentially by calls which are simply for service development.
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?

 To focus down too much on enabling technologies within the programme would be an error; many other areas of research absolutely require European collaborative research in order to  bring about the benefits that they also will undoubtedly have for Europe; we  cannot know exactly what the grand challenges of the future will be.  Hence the thematic areas should remain broad in range covering  physical Sciences, life sciences, social sciences and humanities. If European cohesion and integration is to  be enhanced, funding for the social sciences and humanities is also key to European development both specifically ( addressing topics such as political development/ social inclusion/ poverty/ hard policies such as   business regulations/ risk assessment; and within the other thematic areas to ensure the social integration of technologivcal developments. 
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

The focus of the ERC should remain on frontier research across all diciplines. The ERC reviews should be  consistent and rigourous as with other FP funding mechanisms. It is sometime difficult for evaluators to  differentiate between starters and colsolidators and this may need further refinement/guidance.
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
YES. A limited scheme to fund consortia bids may have some scope for specific research areas where research by a single individual may not  make it certain projects feasible. 
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

A follow on scheme that allows  further work folowing an initial ERC grant, but not just for development projects, there may be a need for an interim phase.
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

 The mobility and skills programme is very important for career development across europe and should be encouraged more in the EU. However there are issues with the  schemes under the Marie Curie umbrella;

 for the individual fellowships the salaries are considered to be too high in very many cases; this should be addressed so that the salary is in line with a good salary for the level of experience of the person recruited but not so high that they are paid far in excess of their experience/credentials or their peers. The funds should instead be used to allow increased funds for the execution of the project/experimental costs and training.

 Within ITN's the ability to recruit experienced researchers is key to development of the network and should be retained
The risks associated with International outgoing fellowships should be removed/limited in order to encourage use of the scheme by UK researchers 

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?
INCO, SME and SIS  calls
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
If the JRC is necessary, it should focus on its strengths and how they can be applied to the 2020 agenda
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
The COST programme is a useful method for consortia development which can feedn into FP and we would like to see COST continue. However, its administration should  be simple and the structure and working mechanisms of the schme should be clearer prior to application/clearer documentation. 
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

No;  the focus should be on funding via tried and tested mechanisms that are accessible to all. The KICs are as yet an unknown in terms of their success and it would be beneficial both to retain focus on known funding mechanisms and also review if the KIC's already started achieve their stated goals before developing them further.
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
no new instruments should be developed in FP8, the programme should use schemes already active so that  accessibility to funding is improved. Development of more mechanisms restricts further access to the funds to those organisations with the resource to decipher the rules and access it; these are not necessarily the organisations who are best placed to carry out a project.
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

YES, it simplified this issue for certain partners and removed the need for complex and  contentious common funds to be held by project co-ordinators.
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 currently ative Article 185 programmes would be thoroughly tested for the effectiveness prior to further expansion; if they are proven to be effective, they can be expanded in later FP programmes.

Especially for SMEs it is nigh on impossible to engage with the large-scale programmes, so small scale projects are important if SME participation is to be increased, we believe this also to be the case for eu funded research in the newer EU nations.

Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

     
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
 Evaluations need to be  consistently carried out; 

evaluators should be well qualified to ensure that the evaluations are fair, stringent and consistant across  evaluation groups. If the evaluators available do not have sufficient credentials/expereince overall, then a delay may be preferable to use of inexperienced panels. Evaluators should be screened/ selected earlier to ensure potential availability at the relevant time for evaluation.
 The balance of  scores may need to be reviewed; Currently the marks available for  collaborative projects are evenly distributed across the Science/ implementation/ Impact sections. While implementation is important, it is often felt that discrimination between projects on scores in difficult as the research does not compase sufficient of the marks.

Consistancy and transparency in the process of  the transition of results through workprogramme committees would be beneficial; often information becomes available through other countries National contact points before the same infomation is available to the UK; this causes  leakage of results/data/information inconsistantly which  should not be the case. It also results in some  enverence that other countries can influence the outcome of  project selection more that others. The processes for all stages of the application/ evaluation/ contracting process should be clear/transparent and rigourously adhered to.


Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
An increased emphasis on the productisation of research is felt to be essential - coherent follow-on funding, that builds on the results of a FP Project -either within FP8 or from other sources- after the research has been completed would be beneficial. This could entail the acknowledgement and eligibility of project results/experience/and assets from one Programme for other national and EU funding streams.  
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?

This would not be appropriate or effective.
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Simplification (see below).
More national support for SME's to support their bid preparation. The work of support orgaisations such as Enterprise Europe is good but there could be even more support for bid preparation/appropriate training as often the process is not clear enough for SME's to commit to investing time in applications given the complexity of the schemes.
As the funding level may cause concern for SME participation, it may be worth considering if their participation in FP is on an subcontracting financial basis, certainly for initial fp participation of microSME's.

INETS and KTNs could support SME participation to a greater extent. 

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)? 

Access to workprogramme development:

The calls for proposals are very technical and specific, with limited time to develop a well polished and competative application. This can deter participation.We suggests that: 
- The Commission could make the development process for work programmes more transparent and assessible such that  ideas for projects can readily be input to the relevant  workprogramme development  group. currently the processes involved are not consistant across themes and vary in their accressibility or apparent accessibility. The topics should be influenced  not only by the views of the relevant commision staff but by the state of the art in an area as indicated by  key researchers in the field ( not only  already  researchers funded by EU FP). 
- the documentation supplied should be consistant across workprogrammes in terms of its format and content.

 The content should be simpler and less EU jargon used.

the advent of executive agencies has  caused training and inconsistancy issues in project officer support to projects.

- The Commission and/or UK Government be more transparent on which strands are particularly over-subscribed / lacking in take up (in order that potential participants can better understand the opportunities, chances of success etc) and where the UK  has existing Framework Programme strengths and experiences on which we could build. 
- Application, monitoring and evaluation procedures remain onerous and complicated. This particularly deters the participation of businesses, notably SME's. As a result, the Programme currently fails to engage with all relevant stakeholders. There is a need for a stronger facilitation service to assist the development of relevant partnerships (making links between universities, local authorities and businesses across the EU and beyond) as well as to specifically target and support the involvement of under-represented groups. This is particularly important if the UK is to deliver against its objective of private sector-led growth. INETS and KTns may be able to assist more here.
 The application: effort and timing: times from workprogramme publication to deadlines are short and this can impeed good proposal preparation. this should be lengthened to allow good proposal preparation especially if a single stage scheme. time to contract from successful evaluation must  be shorted.
- There is currently a lack of coherence between The Framework Programme and other European funding programmes, notably the   Structural Funds. Stronger linkages should be made between Cohesion Policy / Structural Funds (ERDF) and FP8, allowing organisations to build on previous/current ERDF projects and initiatives through the FP8 Programme.  
This requires a more cohesive approach to programming and greater alignment of application, monitoring, eligibility etc. procedures and requirements. 
Ultimately, greater coordination and stronger working relationships are needed between DG Regio and DG Research.
-Innovation, as opposed to purely research and development, should be a strong element of the next Framework Programme. In order to ensure the success of EU2020 Strategy and to increase the overall research and innovation capacity in Europe, the Commission needs to help ‘lagging’ and ‘middling’ regions to progress rather than simply focusing on further driving forward leading organisations/regions in this field. 
Otherwise there is a risk that a ‘two- speed Europe’ will develop with respect to innovation and the knowledge economy. Regions with little or no research experience currently focus attention on developing and delivering projects under ERDF and are not incentivised to develop experience accessing other  funds. To address this, FP8 (and other funding streams) should be much better synchronised with the structural funds. a more coherent approach here would produce the efficiencies needed in programmes.
 Post contract: 

the commission should have consistant processes for interation with Project Officers and the level of involvement that Project Officers should have in influencing and directing projects.

 The rules for auditing should be clearer as some variation appears between institutions which have been audited by different  auditors. the requirements across different EU schemes needs to be resolved; a clear unified approach across schemes is essential.

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

In many cases we feel that this would be very beneficial to get the duration of the application process down to  sensible time-lines and effort input. 
Proper feedback at the end of stage 1 is essential as well, so applicants can understand why an application has been unsuccessful or what exactly they can improve. 
 It is critical that there is consistancy of evaluators between stage 1 and 2 in 2 stage evaluations. Perhaps evaluation needs to be a more attractive proposition in order for it to be taken up by the best researchers.

At the moment the waste of ressources to go through a lengthy process without any feedback on the way is very high, and a definite contributor to SMEs' and smaller local authorities' reluctance to engage with FP7. 

the time available to develop a stage 2 proposal needs to be sufficient to prepare an excellent stage 2 bid, this timing needs to be consistant across schemes 

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

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

The FP7 rules should be maintained as they are reasonable, workable and understood. There is benefit to be derived from  some consistancy in this and other elements of the core contract terms between Framework Programme 7 and FP8
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?

Ideally the funding of overheads should be increased in FP8 although it is clear that a move to funding on FEC rates is not  likely to be possible both financially nor administratively, some increase in the overheads would be beneficial to encourage FP8 participation. It is equally important that the rules for funding are evenly and consistantly applied and that the overall level of funding for FP8 is maintained. perhaps more importantly, a simplification of the level of funding available to differnt types of activity would be greatly beneficial both for simplification of access, project management; i.e oveel 80% reimbursement as opposed to 7% for RTc and 100% for some other activities and 50% for others, this is overly complex and burdonsome ofr project management.
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? 

The fact that VAT can currently not be claimed back is an issue. If the situation could revert to that in FP5 that would be a major boust to certain projects where the VAT costs can be a distinct disadvantage to a project.
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

The support of UKRO to UK universities is good and the Enterprise Europe Network also works well. However, more support is needed in order to facilitate/assist the development of relevant partnerships. Smaller local authorities, SMEs and third sector organisations have difficulties setting these up themselves and are thus under represented. 
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
For SMEs the deciding factor is resources - the time and money it costs to go through an application process, which is currently even for big businesses and universities an honerous process. 

Involving SMEs in smaller projects or in projects for which the majority of admin and monitoring work lies with a bigger partner could be a starting point to introduce SMEs to European Projects and also help them to raise their profile and find European partners. 
Another idea could be financial help, in form of, for example, Innovation Vouchers, that can be used by businesses to get professional help with Applications. 
Contact points across the country that actually help SMEs with their applications would be welcome, however the Group acknowledges that this might be an unrealistic goal.



Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

     
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
     
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?
 For ERA-NETs, these are often very good programmes but the UK does not always participate; it is felt that the UK should participate in these more as UK researchers would benefit.



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    

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


































































































































� 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� 





