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

To stimulate innovative research, particularly  early stage and that bridges the increasing gulf between universities and industry (e.g. pharma which is divesting from early stage R&D), for the UK’s internationally competitive science base in areas including in drug discovery and medical technologies.  
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


The formation of small R&D intensive companies (e.g. biotech outfits) and contract research organizations will increasingly fill the gap between universities and industry, and will provide nimble and responsive units of economic growth.
There remains a cultural challenge in EU and UK academia in which universities prefer grant income over licensing income, and prefer licensing income over spin out income.  This is in part due to risk/reward perceptions, but has become entrenched in contracts, management systems and terms for commercializing new technology.  In order to rev the innovation engine we will need institutes that are geared to support innovation, or a restructuring of university systems to provide effective space and support to foster of innovation hubs.

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

Consortia that 1) are focussed on major challenges, 2) develop technologies that provide step-changes in capability and 3) provide multidisciplinary breadth and training are needed to ensure the EU’s sustainable growth and competitiveness.   In addition the support of infrastructures with state of the art equipment (including medium size instruments like high field NMR spectroscopy) as well as proper management and business plans is important for the broader EU community to benefit and flourish.
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? 

The number of patents resulting from EU projects should be measured as well as the number of SME and industry partners.  It would also be of interest to see how many companies are spun out or formed by UK based partners of EU projects, helping to resolve whether EU funding is simulating the innovation process.
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

This is IP intensive, and hence should also focus on funding of of IP generators, including chemistry of energy storage, as well as less exciting but impactful areas like insulation of homes, and energy distribution from small scale local generators.  Also measuring climate change and its ecological impact.  Scaling low carbon technology to global capacity will be a real challenge, funding consortia building exercises could help here.
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

1. More advanced research grants to PI’s, including incentives to commercialize research outputs
2. Consortia and training grants that link internationally competitive R&D from multiple EU member states

3. International programmes that support reciprocal exchange including a research and travel allowance.

Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
ERC grants should increase, particularly for overcoming key technical barriers (as well as fundamental scientific challenges), as should funding for networking meetings to foster local cluster formation.  Pilot studies for IP generation and exploitation (with minimal red tape) would also benefit the innovation process.  
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
Most value: enabling a ‘critical mass’ of technical / capital equipment or knowledge; 
Least value: development of a common evidence base across Europe to facilitate policy development.
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
Funding for research infrastructures intended to provide cross-EU access are sometimes used to supplant local and national support for local/national access to facilities.  More open competition for funding infrastructures and transparency about business plans of individual infrastructures could help minimize such inefficiencies.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
The basic idea is good, and is already embedded in most scientist’s (and much of the public’s) minds. However, many challenges that are not identified as ‘grand’ are very worthwhile.  Moreover, grand challenges can also be overcome by serendipitous means, e.g. importing a solution from an adjacent field.  A linear and singleminded focus on grand challenge funding could be counterproductive.  Fostering local knowledge ecosystems is also critical, where researcher exchange and training remain important.  We should avoid overly focusing funding on research Czars, and ensure that young and agile researchers also can compete. 
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?

EU-wide funding is needed to tackle challenges that require cross-EU consortia and networking due to their scale and complexity.

Health is increasingly important due to restructuring in industry, and the growing need and potential to effectively capitalize on postgenomic knowledge.
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

Reciprocal exchanges with those nations committed to building research infrastructures that address grand challenges and that support effective training (building of human capital). 
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 focus is helpful in terms of structure, but increasingly leading research will occur at interfaces between themes.
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

These will typically need to be transferred to the open market (where they can be valued).  In some cases where there is sufficient  demonstrable public good, effective management and stakeholder support, ongoing funding from FP8 could be justified.
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, particularly if they support innovation (and especially as many of the old services supported by the UK govt have now evaporated). 
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?

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

ERC could also focus on supporting innovation, rather than the apparent focus on pure research. 
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
Yes, this is the primary unit of generating and exploiting new knowledge.
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

UK industry and SME’s in particular are under-represented.   Onerous reporting and sustainability of funding remains concerns.  Highlighting success stories would be a start.
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

     
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?
Food safety is increasingly important, as is the need for biotech and drug discovery  infrastructure / CROs that link academia and industry.  Infrastructures that provide access to high and medium value equipment that is unaffordable by most universities is also vital for realising the potential gains of post-genomic science.
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
It should be clarified why the UK is not host to one of the Institutes, and how it stands to benefit.  As it is, I’m not sure this is good value for the UK.  It could play an important role, e.g. around nuclear fuel technology and waste disposal.
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
I have not seen evidence of the impact of this.
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

Yes, completing the circle is good.  However, research should be the primary driver and EC-funded element.
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
n/a
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

n/a

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?

n/a

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

This is important for global delivery of scientific & technological advances that address grand challenges, particularly giving difficulty in financing this through banks/VC’s on those solutions that focus on delivering public good (rather than invester returns).
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
Smaller groups (e.g. 5-8 partners) are more manageable as projects.  Infrastructures with poor (senior) management can be a waste of resource.
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 for international databases and repositories.
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?

Support for spinning out by workable financial formulas (i.e. spin-out can retain IP and revenue) should be encouraged, this would align university and business cultures.
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Small amounts of funding for innovative new products and services with minimal red tape. UnLtd is a worthwhile example of effective national micro-support disseminated at a local level.
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)? 

Focus on supporting individual groups, shortening and simplifying application and reporting process. 
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

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

Although the principle is good, the reality is that fEC is not actually working effectively enough, particularly in the current climate and with the present university management structures.  At a macro level the total cost of even the UK research machine is significantly underfunded and requires a diversity of non fEC support to stay operable, at a micro level depreciation is rarely covered or available, and studentships and fellowships are excluded.  I don’t see how an output model works though (unless you are selling products/services, which scientists/uni’s generally don’t).  An input model with a flat rate seems most practical.
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

No, although patent law should continue to be harmonized, costs of cross-EU patents (e.g. of translation) should be reduced, and retention of know-how will remain equally important until China and the rest of the world play ball.
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?

appropriate
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? 

Not try to control competition or access to infrastructure funding.
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

Good in large universities
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
National on line service desk to support SME access and simplify applications and reporting, e.g. offering national registry of SMEs helping to advertise their services and partnering interests.
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

Norway and Finland tend to have more integrated and effective supports.
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
Integration between omics disciplines and technologies, e.g. lipidomics and proteomics should be a priority, as should focussed discovery of mechanisms of key target families for drug discovery.

Funding for open EU- access to infrastructures of medium-sized equipment, e.g. NMR spectroscopy, where there are operating national infrastructures already in place, is increasingly important as national funding becomes curtailed in many member states.

Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?
Open line portal for ongoing comment on specific issues could be useful.
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� 





