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Name:      
Organisation (if applicable): University of Hertfordshire
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Please return completed forms to:

Amy Ackroyd

International Science and Innovation Unit

Department for Business, Innovation and Skills

1 Victoria Street

London SW1H 0ET 

Tel: 020 7215 1211

Email: Amy.Ackroyd@bis.gsi.gov.uk  

Please indicate your affiliation:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Government Department or Agency

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Research Councils and the UK Research Office



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Research Institute



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public and Private Research Bodies



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Devolved Administration



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Regionally-based special interest group

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Funding Council

University representative organisation



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	National Academy

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Professional Institute



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Trade Association

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Major Research Charities

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Universities

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Industry 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	SMEs

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Individual researcher from a university

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Individual researcher from industry

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (please describe): 


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

Excellence and relevance to the UK's economic and innovation strategy in funded projects, with a minimum administrative burden.
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


It must support outstanding research and innovation from whatever source/area against foresight objectives distilled from member countries' strategic growth plans.  An emphasis on value for money should also be incorporated.

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

By giving more weight to Research impact in its evaluation of proposals and funding projects offering the greatest impact in terms of contributing to the development of the European Research Area (Europe could learn something from the UK on Research impact...)
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? 

Methods to determine the value added of the Framework Programmes would be most useful and beneficial.
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

If support continues to be provided to assist UK universities and companies to bid for FP8 Funding we are confident that they can continue and be even more successful than in previous Framework Programmes.  This is particularly important in the context of the reduced availability of research funding in the UK.
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

FP8 should focus on research bearing in mind that innovation can be promoted by the Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP).  The UK is facing tough funding times for research, with Research Councils seeing their budgets frozen or reduced and researchers increasingly looking to Europe for funding opportunities. Innovation, however, does need to be further supported in the UK.
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
The current split appears to have been equitable - more time is needed to see if major underspends and/or oversubscriptions occur and adjustments are needed.
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?
There are overlaps between the Framework Programe and other EU funded programmes that need to be looked at; for instance, the Public Health Programme should be combined with the FP Health Theme.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
FP7 is currently Europe's largest research funding programme - to restrict its application to grand challenges would only seriously limit the areas that could be funded.  There is also the issue of timeliness - what is a grand challenge this year might not continue to be in the next few years.  Having annual cycles under FP7 has allowed for Work Programmes to be updated to take account of emerging priorities and challenges - this practice should continue.
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?

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

FP7 already allows for engagement with countries outside the EU - that should continue under FP8.
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?
The ten themes under Cooperation should remain, including the Social-Economic Sciences and Humanities (SSH) theme, as funding of SSH projects is currently under threat in the UK.  Thematic focus is an absolute must, especially if Grand Challenges are to come into the equation.  The UK should argue against any Commission proposal to replace the thematic focus with Grand Challenges.
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

These two themes, especially ICT, already receive a fair share of funds under FP7.  The UK benefits greatly from this theme and should resist any proposal to diminish its importance in FP8.
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?

The UK should consider funding for research on services, as these tend to exhibit a national focus; FP7 already funds research on services under many of the different themes (especially SSH) but it should not become a separate theme under FP8.
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?

DIfferent stakeholders will all have differing views on this aspect.  FP7 came up with an equitable split between them all, and time should be allowed for a longer-term evaluation of how it has worked out before suggesting any radical changes.  In summary, the Commission should not  be hasty in making radical changes in the apportionment of resources between priorities. 
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 was set up to focus on frontier research and reward excellence, and has proved to be a remarkable success.  It should be continued in its current form.
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
Absolutely yes!  That was the greatest innovation to come out of FP7 - the popularity of the ERC has shown that there is a huge demand for funding for single investigator-led projects.  Partnerships and consortia are also fruitful, but they incur associated administrative burdens which take time and resources away from research.  FP7 offers the full range and that should continue under FP8.
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

The private sector could consider funding some of the applicants to the ERC which are turned away because of lack of funding but have been recognised for the excellence of their proposals, under some sort of sponsorship arrangement, where the resulting outcome would be shared or owned outright by the sponsor.
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

Development of the European Research Area will still be a priority under FP8, and the People programme plays a vital role there.  Some of the Marie Curie schemes are generously funded (the individual Fellowships schemes, for instance) and are therefore quite attractive to host institutions, but others are not; for example, the International Researcher Staff Exchange (IRSE) scheme only provides funding to cover travel, accommodation and subsistence of visiting researchers, but at a very low level, with no funding for administration.  Host institutions should not be expected to co-fund this type of scheme, especially considering the full funding available for other Marie Curie schemes.
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?
     
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 treated in the same manner as any other research organisation.  The Commission should ask itself whether there is a need for the JRC - what benefits has it brought?  
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
COST funds networks but not research - these networks can then apply for research funding under a Framework Programme.  Areas funded by COST are rather limited though; its scope could be expanded if links between it and the Framework Programme are to be improved, but not if this takes away funding from research to fund yet more networks, conferences and workshops.
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

The three sides of the knowledge triangle are respectively served and supported by  FP7 (research), CIP (Innovation) and LLP (Education). In some cases, these programmes complement each other.  Although integration is useful, only limited funds should be dedicated to promote it. 
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
These instruments are fairly new and more time is needed to conclude evaluations as to their usefulness before any more are contemplated.  Scarce resources should not be diluted any further.
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

It is useful and should be continued in FP8.
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?

History has shown that large projects do not always provide the most benefit (i.e. NoEs).  In these recessionary times, smaller scale projects and more of them are likely to result in a greater number of significant scientific advances and developments.
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

We suggest that current JTIs and JUs are evaluated before considering any additional increase in public-private partnerships.
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
The need for simpler funding details/rules, together with clearer information which makes it easier to apply still remains.
Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
     
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?

The UK has been successful with the current balance of funding and therefore should be cautious in relation to any proposed changes.  Businesses find it difficult to take part, however, because of time constraints, longer-term commitment and not always immediate results.  Perhaps these aspects could be improved, in the Commission's constant quest for increased simplification and reduced bureaucracy, making participation more attractive.   
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Reduced bureaucracy, shorter timeframes and greater funding.
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)? 

There is no question that bureaucracy needs to be further reduced.  Great steps have already taken, but more could be done.  A single portal to handle all aspects of reporting requirements would be useful; for instance, Form C Editor (on Force) should be accessed via the Participant Portal. The Participant Portal has been a great innovation, but is still not working to its full capability, and it is still causing great stress and irritation. People who need to be involved in the project  should have easy access to all the required forms.  A reminder could also be sent automatically advising of impending deadlines.

The LEAR is another FP7 innovation, but it does not seem to have the power one would expect such a role to carry.  LEARs should be given access to NEF and GPF at contract negotiation time to speed up the process rather than having to rely on the researchers to access the NEF and GPF when they do not necessarily have the previous experience to deal with such systems.  LEARs tend to have developed a body of experience over time, and dealing with forms on the NEF and GPF is a straightforward issue for them.  Not so for a first-time FP researcher, who often needs to briefed by the LEAR to obtain all the required information.
Timesheets have added to the bureaucracy without any benefit to the research or deliverables and should be removed.
Identifying interest-earned by the pre-financing should be dropped, especially in these times of low interest rates and quick disbursement action by coordinators to the partners. 
Finally, more use of lump sum payments for travel and subsistence could be made. 

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

The Health theme already makes use of the two-stage application process, saving much time and effort.  That is to be welcomed and used more by the other themes.  The ERC uses a two-stage evaluation process, but in this case the saving of time and effort appears to be more for the benefit of the evaluators and the Agency than researchers!
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

Unfortunately this approach creates problems for universities as they are not able to easily fund across projects.
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

No, the existing FP7 rules are satisfactory.
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 previous FP6 version is preferable - 100% funded, with 20% for overheads.  Only have one percentage for reimbursement - all Commission funded programmes should offer the same rate.  For instance, the Public Health Programme administered by the EAHC only provides 7% for overheads.  There should be consistency across all Commission-funded programmes.
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 Government should be pressing for a more user-friendly FP8 which is well aligned with areas of research foresight interest and strength for the UK economy and supported by UK universities.
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

UKRO plays a major role in supporting university participation - universities subscribe to UKRO, who are funded by the UK research councils.  It is to be hoped that the current precarious funding situation facing the councils will not adversely impact on UKRO.

NCPs are also a great source of support, financed by the Commission, but the UK could have done more than it did to promote involvement in FP7, especially at a regional level, where Regional Development Agencies all operated in different ways.  The Midlands Agency provided stipends to researchers to meet with prospective partners, while the East of England Development Agency gave a contract to an external firm to promote involvement which turned out to be strictly for participation in the Capacities Research for the Benefit of SMEs scheme.  That is a moot point now that RDAs are disappearing, but the UK now needs to consider how it is going to promote and support involvement in the Framework Programmes. 

Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
See reply above to Question 39 - now that the RDAs are disappearing, what will replace them in relation to EU engagement?
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

None that we are aware of.
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?
     
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� 





