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

The UK’s high-level objective should be to ensure the continuation of the programme, and to continue supporting UK participation in FP8.
The UK should work to ensure continuity between the FP7 and FP8, to facilitate easy access to the Programme. There should be maintenance /continuity in the balance between funding for bottom up / top down research activities and projects. 
The Framework Programme should see a budget increase, compared to the average annual budget under FP7. Reimbursement rates for universities should reflect the need for financial sustainability to allow for continued applications, and should at a minimum be kept at FP7 levels. 

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

To ensure integrity and a high impact of the programme, FP8 should ensure that only the best projects are funded. ‘Scientific excellence’ must be maintained as a key criterion for funding.
FP8 should continue to fund the training of researchers through, for example, the People Programme (Marie Curie Actions), as a means to attract researchers to Europe and develop the researcher workforce, and to retain human capital in Europe. 
Budget allocations to individual projects must be sufficient to deliver the programmes of work set out in the projects. The financial rules and reimbursement rates should not become a disincentive to participation. 
To ensure maximum impact, FP8 should contain a balanced portfolio of ‘blue skies’ and closer to market research. 


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

FP8 should have a structuring effect on the European Research Area (ERA). This could be achieved, for example, through the continuation of the People programme (Marie Curie Actions), which attracts researchers to Europe and helps to build and enhance European research excellence
FP8 should have built-in flexibility to respond to changing or emerging research priorities and current issues

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? 

· No comment

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

Imperial supports the continuation of FP8 in addressing societal challenges, including but not limited to low-carbon economy issues.  
The attraction of excellent researchers to Europe, including the UK, through e.g. the People programme has a positive impact in attracting, retaining and recruiting talented researchers. 

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

FP8 can support innovation in the UK by continuing to support and make available funding for “blue skies” and bottom-up driven research.  Within FP7, such funding is available from programmes including: 

· Future and Emerging Technologies (FET) http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/ict/programme/fet_en.html, 
· Ideas programme (European Research Council)  http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/ideas/home_en.html 
· People programme (Marie Curie actions) http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/people/home_en.html 
· Energy Future and Emerging Technologies (FET)
http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/dc/index.cfm?fuseaction=UserSite.FP7DetailsCallPage&call_id=256&act_code=ENERGY&ID_ACTIVITY=5


Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 

In the absence of information on the overall budget available for FP8, and of the high level objectives of the Programme, it is difficult to comment further on the prospective budget split across programmes. 
In developing FP8, is important to ensure that the programme has a balanced portfolio of ‘bottom-up’ blue skies research, and ‘top-down’ research, as well as sustained support for the current ‘People’ programme. 

Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?

The different elements of the Framework Programme (People, Ideas, Cooperation, Capacities) have different aims and objectives, and outcomes therefore cannot easily be compared against a single benchmark.  
For example, the added value of a Collaborative Project within the Cooperation programme might be the establishment of a new research network, whilst the outcome of a Marie Curie action might be the establishment of bilateral link between two institutions, which could lead to further collaborations in the future. The Marie Curie Actions play a crucial role in allowing Europe to recruit and retain excellence researchers. 
There is a strong merit in ensuring a balanced portfolio of complementary programmes, as is the case in FP7. 

Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?

The different elements of the Framework Programme have different aims and objectives, with no obvious overlaps or inefficiencies. 

Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?

As per the 2009 Lund Declaration, any move toward the funding of grand challenges in FP8 would require a consensus at the European level on what constitutes a “grand challenge”.  Whilst it may be challenging to reach agreement on ‘grand challenges’, this should not become a barrier to the continued availability of funding.  
The funding of research activities which address grand challenges could be a component of FP8 but this should not come at the expense of the funding of bottom up driven research projects or the sacrifice of the flexibility of the Framework Programme to respond to emerging research priorities and objectives.

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?

We would expect a European working definition of a ‘grand challenge’ to need to be addressed at a European level, in order for it to be contained in the definition of a grand challenge.
Addressing grand challenges only through nationally coordinated ‘Joint Programming’ could run the risk of fragmenting efforts, and not including all relevant actors / stakeholders. In proposing further Joint Programming Initiatives, stakeholders should consider whether this would have a detrimental effect in fragmenting the research landscape further, and take measures to prevent such fragmentation.
Interdisciplinary aspects are an important dimension in all areas of research, as is increasingly recognised in FP7. It is imperative that this also be recognised in FP8.



Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?[footnoteRef:1] [1:  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.
] 


The role and mandate of FP8 as compared to other funders which address global challenges would have to be clearly communicated to prospective applicants, to ensure that applicants can make decisions about the most appropriate source of funding for their research.
FP7 contains a variety of ways in which participants based outside of the EU can participate in a research project (e.g. as a partner, or through the launch of joint/coordinated calls for proposals in the EU and a Third Country).  Before FP8 prioritises one method of participation over another, the Commission should assess the efficacy and outcomes from such methods in FP7.  
Imperial’s experience in this regard is that participation through joint/coordinated calls for proposals with third countries leads to inefficiencies and is impractical to administer. This could potentially outweigh any benefits that might be achieved.  Imperial would support reciprocity over joint/coordinated calls with third countries (see, for example, within the FP7 Cooperation programme Health Theme the reciprocity available through the opening of the US National Institutes of Health programmes to European researchers).

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?

FP7 provides a good basis for future programmes. If FP8 retains a thematic focus, the themes should reflect current research needs and priorities.  FP8 should have built-in flexibility to respond to changing or emerging research priorities and current issues, as is the case in FP7. The increasing relevance of interdisciplinary research must also be recognised. 
It will be important to ensure that information is readily available to applicants, so that it is clear what research is funded under the different strands of the programme.  

[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

ICT should maintain and continue to encourage participation in the Future and Emerging Technologies (FET) scheme 
http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/ict/programme/fet_en.html
FP8 should support quick response times in these or any research area where the state of the art and field of research changes rapidly.

http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/sectors/ict/key_technologies/index_en.htm



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 comment 

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?

The Framework Programme should provide a balanced portfolio, with ‘bottom-up’ as well as top down research, with opportunities for both individual PIs and collaborative research projects. 

Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

Imperial supports the continuation of the ERC.  The level of interest from and success rates of Imperial researchers in obtaining ERC awards demonstrates the demand in the research community for support for the type of research funded by the ERC.
The ERC currently has a clear mandate. Before the Commission considers extending the current mandate, it should take account of the ERC’s performance to date, and ensure that an extension of the ERC mandate does not risk increasing overlap with other parts of the programme.
The ERC mandate should not be extended at the expense of collaborative research or of the Marie Curie actions, which have a long, proven track record and significant European added value. 
In the absence of clearer guidance or direction from the ERC, prospective applicants sometimes have difficulty assessing their proposed research projects against stated criteria of “frontier” research. 

Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  

Yes.  No area of the Framework Programme other than the individual fellowships within the People programme (Marie Curie actions) affords this focus on single investigator.  The single investigator focus gives a dimension of prestige to the ERC awards as compared collaborative research called for in other areas of the Framework Programme.

Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

The type of “blue skies” or frontier research funded by the ERC is unlikely to be supported at the private sector level, where research interests are likely weighted towards research that is closer to market.  
Over the course of an ERC project, opportunities for commercialisation of research results may arise.  Imperial would support the introduction of a third funding stream that would allow for the exploitation of innovations (e.g. commercialisation grants), provided there would be no adverse impact on the continued availability of funding for basic research.

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

The People programme (Marie Curie actions) is an essential component of the Framework Programme and  should be a priority in FP8.
The individual fellowships – Intra-European Fellowships (IEF) and International Incoming Fellowships (IIF) – are valuable in bringing highly talented researchers at the post-doc levels. 
Initial Training Networks (ITNs) and Industry Academia Partnerships and Pathways are valuable in fostering collaboration between research groups. 
Any major change to the actions, such as devolving administration to national programmes (e.g. through ‘Co-Fund’) could lead to a dilution of research excellence due to the potential lack of coverage of research fields and reduced visibility of these programmes to 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?
Imperial supports the continuation of the Research Infrastructures dimension of the Capacities programme as it offers valuable opportunities for the funding of research and activities not offered elsewhere in the Framework Programme.
If it is to be continued in FP8, then the aims and objectives of the Capacities programme need clearer definition and communication to prospective applicants. ‘Capacity building’ should be clearly defined and communicated to prospective candidates. 
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
· No comment.

Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme

Funding opportunities available through COST should be streamlined and universalised into the Framework Programme.  COST restricts participation to participants based in only selected European countries which contribute to the COST budget.  The Framework Programme, by contrast, is universal and open to applicants based in any EU Member State or Associated Country.  

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

FP8 should maintain the principle of open competition for funding. KICs should be eligible to apply for funding; however at the same time funding should not be presumptively directed to KICs at the expense of other prospective applicants.

Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?

Imperial recognises the strategic importance of the JTIs and article 185 initiatives, and the importance of the research that is carried out in this context. 
However, we would welcome an operational assessment of JTIs and Article 185 initiatives before any further decisions are taken with respect to continuing these or similar schemes. Standardised rules across the different schemes should be encourages, as should full Commission control of all research initiatives funded wholly or partially through FP7.   
Institutions must have opportunity to plan, consider and respond to new funding instruments.  The introduction of new instruments before they have been fully developed and before new funding bodies are fully operational is destabilising. As an example, experience of the introduction and roll out of IMI could potentially detract from positive perceptions of the efficiency and benefits of other areas of the FP.
Public Private Partnerships (PPPs), as they work with in the ‘Cooperation’ programme of FP7 provide a valuable way of interacting with industrial partners, under rules that all participants are familiar with, and which have been proven to work. 

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

- No comment  

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?

There is great merit and integrity in a Framework Programme where all EU MS and AC are eligible for participation. The Framework Programme should not be limited to national priorities or national funding restrictions, but should surpass these. An increase in the use of Art 185 programmes risks fragmenting the field further, and diluting the structuring effect of the Framework Programme. 
Public Private Partnerships as they exist in the ‘Cooperation’ programme of FP7 provide a valuable opportunity for working with industrial partners. 

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

C.f. question 25, there is a clear danger in fragmenting the research landscape. The more private-public partnerships, such as the Joint Technology Initiatives (JTIs) are introduced and managed by new organisations, the more difficult it becomes for researchers to apply to these schemes. Past experience shows that the promise of less bureaucracy and less administration does not always materialise. 
As a basic principle, if new initiatives are receiving FP funding, then FP rules should apply and the European Commission should manage the schemes, acting as a neutral governing body. 

Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?

It is highly disruptive to change rules and funding instruments significantly from one programme to the next. There is great merit in continuity wherever possible; it is time-consuming for individuals and institutions to learn new rules and adapt, especially where aims are substantially the same. The need to introduce significant changes could therefore be questioned. 

Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?

The open access clause should be maintained, thereby ensuring that information is easily accessible. As is the case in FP7, projects should be encouraged to have clear dissemination plans. Funding for dissemination activities should continue to be made available at 100% reimbursement. 
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?
Imperial does not believe any effort to alter the current balance of funding between universities, research organisations and businesses would be appropriate. It is essential that scientific excellence remains the key parameter for participation in the Framework Programme. As in FP7, the goals of the programme and the funding streams within FP8 should be clearly defined. 
If there is a concern over the balance of funding then the initial step would be to examine barriers to participation, and to address these. 

Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?

· No comment 

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)? 

C.f. question 29 above, the Commission should ensure continuity from FP7 to FP8. 
The Commission, the Research Executive Agency and the ERC EA should continue to ensure that staff is appropriately trained, and that there is a consistency across the schemes of how rules are interpreted and implemented. 

Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board[footnoteRef:2]? [2:  For details of Technology Strategy Board processes see www.innovateuk.org ] 


The framework programme currently makes use of two-stage applications and one-stage submission, two stage evaluations. 
Where two-stage applications are used, the aims should be clearly communicated to applicants. The Commission should also be mindful of any roll-out of two-stage applications where this risks increasing the workload for applicants, without any apparent benefits.
Before introducing two-stage applications on a wider scale, the European Commission should be encouraged to assess and demonstrate the success of the two-stage process used in FP7, and should also consider the add-on impact on ‘time-to-grant’.  

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

Imperial does not believe the programme should move from a cost/input based funding model to a model based on results/outcome/performance. This would be extremely difficult to audit and risks shifting the burden of administration to scientists. 
For more information on this topic, please refer to: 
http://www.leru.org/files/publications/LERU_Advice_paper_FP8_final.pdf

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

The current FP7 rules concerning intellectual property are acceptable, and achieve a good balance between the European Commission setting minimum requirements and consortia having the flexibility to negotiate terms and conditions for access to IP.
The key incentive to participation is that ownership of Foreground must lie with the participant who developed the Foreground, and that Background is owned by those that have developed it. There should continue to be opportunities for owners to exploit their IP. 
Imperial would be strongly against any change to IP regulations in favour of industrial participants, as is the case in e.g. IMI. 

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?

Any reduction in overheads or reimbursement rate of direct costs would prove a strong disincentive to participation. Imperial would be in support of an increase of the current funding rates, to ensure that participation in FP8 is financially viable to UK institutions. 


Question 38: Within the current UK public expenditure constraints[footnoteRef:3], could the UK do more on a cost-neutral basis to encourage participation in FP generally?  [3:  See http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spend_index.htm ] 


There is great merit in the current NCP system where scientific experts are at hand to advise researchers on topics and encourage participation. 

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

The current system is effective, in particular where NCPs are experts in their thematic area. The current approach (Connect UK) is however disjointed, and there is no one-stop-shop website for participants at the UK level. 
The role of support services in information dissemination vs. advocacy on behalf of stakeholders is not immediately apparent. Opportunities for applicants and participants to liaise with decision-makers and feed into the process may therefore be missed. 
It is unclear what merit Connect UK has brought to the NCP system. 

Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?

· No comment 

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

Networking grants and travel grants to foster collaborative discussion could potentially be of great benefit, as there are considerable costs associated with proposal preparation and submission. 

Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.

The Marie Curie actions have extremely beneficial impact, and should be continued in FP8, with an emphasis on the Intra-European Fellowships, Incoming International Fellowships and host actions. 
In view of issues around university sustainability, it is important to ensure that the Framework Programme continues to provide attractive reimbursement rates, so as not to jeopardise participation of the UK university sector. 
[bookmark: _Toc273607891]Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?

General comments 
FP7 achieves a good balance of ‘bottom-up’ and ‘top-down’ research, and funding for both individual PIs and for consortia of different size. As the Programme has continued to develop the EC has introduced a series of new initiatives, such as the Joint Technology Initiatives (JTIs). This has led to a significant fragmentation of the research landscape, which creates difficulties for individual academics and institutions alike.

At an administrative level, FP7 is a significant improvement on the programme before it, FP6. We welcome the Commission’s effort to streamline grant management and create a comprehensive IT system for FP7. 

Clinical Trials in FP8
The rules for participation and reimbursement should accommodate greater flexibility in the delivery of academically-led clinical trials.  The current rules and shared cost principle have the potential to deter participation by universities in such projects. For example, in an academically-led clinical trial, the university as beneficiary necessarily must involve a third party service provider (e.g. a hospital or clinical practice) to deliver the project.  FP7 rules allow for reimbursement of only a percentage of the eligible direct costs (e.g. 75%).  A beneficiary normally can apply an overhead rate to its direct costs which beneficiaries use to help recover the shortfall resulting from the shared cost principle. Where a beneficiary uses a third party service provider, however, the rules prevent the beneficiary from applying an overhead.  The beneficiary thereby experiences a 25% cost shortfall with no mechanism for recovery.  
In such cases, and more generally wherever a beneficiary necessarily must engage a third party service provider, the Commission should address this disincentive to participation.  Universities and academic health science centre stakeholders must be consulted prior to the introduction of any rules relating to third party service providers and more generally in relation to further engagement by the FP in clinical trials. FP8 must recognise that one size does not fit all and must accommodate a variety of relationships that exist between universities and associated hospitals and clinicians. 


Immigration changes 
The immigration changes are of concern to the college in respect to our ability to recruit and attract leading scientists and researchers to achieve our academic mission. The reduction in Imperial's quota of Certificates of Sponsorship will affect our ability to recruit the calibre of researchers needed. 
There is also a lack of clarity around entry requirements for those attending on short collaborations and Imperial awarded fellowships which is causing further difficulties for all involved. We hope that the needs of research-intensive institutions are properly considered when the government introduces its proposed changes in April.

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. 
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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? 
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