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

Sustainability of research funding to remain competitive both in Europe and internationally. Continuing to attract high quality researchers to the UK in order to maintain innovation in the UK.
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


Knowledge economy: investment in research helps to make Europe a world-leader in the knowledge economy. Funding near-market applications and product development and testing. Technology transfer: enabling universities and industry to work more closely together. Providing pump-priming and economic stimulation for innovative ideas which have real-world and enterprise benefits.

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

     
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?

Investment in innovation in green/low carbon technologies is vital and will help to deliver economic growth via cost-savings, energy reduction and because fossil fuel reserves are declining. Development of low carbon vehicle recharging infrastructure across Europe, mirroring some US states which lead in this area.
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

Forging stronger Higher Education-Business links (see question 2).
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 favours collaborative research over individual investigator projects (blue skies research) and researcher mobility and development. Collaborative research (funded through Cooperation programme) facilitates significant advances in research and knowledge exchange across Europe. However, given the current austerity measures in the UK and across Europe, we should not lose sight of the benefits of individual investigator-driven research.
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
The Cooperation scheme clearly provides the largest amount of added-value for the EU since it allows large scale challenges to be addressed cooperatively, contributing to a common EU policy formulation. Researcher mobility via the Marie Curie (People) funding stream is, however, useful as this provides an element of collaboration and hence contributes to EU added-value. Ideas provides less added-value across the EU. Nevertheless, generation of original and innovative approaches underpins all research. Without continued investment in these areas both across the EU and in individual member states the sharing of knowledge will be hindered.
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
Emphasising and increasing funding for interdisciplinary research over individual discipline-specific funds could lead to efficiency savings in some areas, particularly the Cooperation scheme. 
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
The existing funding schemes - particularly Cooperation - lend themselves towards addressing large scale problems and challenges. These generally require collaboration across several EU member states which can introduce different perspectives and approaches to tackling a particular large-scale problem. Currently FP7 projects lack strong connections with other funded projects addressing similar themes and issues. To address this, we would suggest using "sandpits" which have been demonstrated within the UK and other countries to be a good approach to research cooperation. All funded projects should have a compulsory open sandpit event after 18 months. The key is keeping lines of communication open between PIs working on different projects, ensuring collective aims are addressed. The main argument against addressing grand challenges is that a move towards this type of funding takes investment away from excellent research. Researchers may find that they are chasing policymakers' targets rather than their own independent lines of inquiry and investigation. 
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?

Climate change is one grand challenge which is best addressed on an EU level. Social impacts of climate change, people's attitudes towards it and their behaviours necessitates a wide interdisciplinary approach incorporating social sciences and humanities. Similarly major cultural and societal issues, such as economic equity, can benefit from EU-wide perspectives. For example, the arts and humanities are essential in creating social cohesion and a shared sense of belonging. These disciplines and the contribution they can make must not be overlooked in the drive towards technological development and efficiency improvements. Market integration, competitiveness, regulation and globalisation and global competitiveness together consitute a major ongoing challenge to the European Research Area as it seeks to remain competitive in the future. Community issues such as engagement and mobilisation also require large-scale multi-disciplinary involvement.
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

Making clearer the links between FP8 funding and funding programmes in individual countries which allow their researchers to collaborate with EU projects. In particular, clear links should be established between EC funding and BRICs countries and US.
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?
Yes, but the key is prioritisation. In light of austerity measures and tightened international budgets, themes which contribute to economic competitiveness should remain a high priority. Priority should also be on research which makes a direct and significant contribution to society.
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

Social networking technologies play a key role across a number of disciplines. Particularly important is their potential contribution to health and social sciences.
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. Social sciences critically evaluating services. How do individuals access services? Higher education becoming a service industry and students as consumers.
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?

Social sciences and humanities should not be overlooked, especially with the cuts in UK funding for this subject area. It's even more vital that other avenues of funding for these disciplines should not be cut further - if anything they should be increased to make up for the shortfall.
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

Yes. Supporting network building between excellent scientists and enterprise/industry.
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
The scope should be widened so that it is more acceptable to include Co-investigators from the same or other institutions. This could increase added-value.
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

ERC should exist to support academic freedom, not serve private sector or policy maker interests. Other funding schemes such as Cooperation and Capacities already support research which links with private interests. The University of Lincoln's collaboration with Siemens is a good example of industry supporting research; perhaps more collaborations of this nature could be promoted through the ERC programme.
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

Attracting international incoming researchers is an issue in light of the UK Government's decision to cap visas for skilled workers. The ability to recruit international researchers is vital if compete in a global knowledge economy with growing BRICs countries. FP8 should work more closely with national research funding agencies to ensure this is addressed, taking national and local training needs into account.
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?
Research for the benefit of SMEs is of most value, particularly in rural economies such as Lincolnshire since it allows HE to link collaboratively with businesses to address a business need. Sharing of different capacities (e.g. researchers within institutions and access to specific equipment and markets).
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
     
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
The mechanism of COST funding whereby new partners can join existing and established consortia should be transferred to large-scale FP8 funding schemes. This would ensure that smaller partners can get more experience of FP funding, utilising "pockets of excellence" already identified in the RAE 2008.
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

Yes (see answers above addressing the essential links between industry, research and society).
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
Too many instruments makes FP8 over-complicated. This question is a perfect example of the need to simplify EC funding mechanisms. Universities and industry are employing people just to find out how EC funding schemes work and to communicate this information to academics. Simplification and rationalisation of some of the many overlapping schemes would help along with less bureaucratic form-filling processes.
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within 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?

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

Continuation of present practices whereby high level problems are addressed by HEIs and industry working collaboratively. Further to simplification suggestions above, if it is possible all joint public-private activity should be incorporated under a single umbrella scheme within FP8.
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
     
Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
Ongoing funding for a knowledge and output repository for all FP8 funded activity. Production and publication of impact/benefit statements following project completion could help to more effectively communicate benefits of the funding to the public. Re. exploitation, accessing follow-on funds for successful projects which are easy/quick to apply for and enable researchers to link with industry to exploit technology and fund near-market research.
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?

     
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Simplification and promotion of funding mechanisms. More flexibility on inclusion of partners from EU countries - not always possible to include a wide spread of partners from across Europe, particularly when knowledge base is not there. In some existing projects including partners from across Europe is seen as a "box-ticking" exercise to get the 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)? 

It is often difficult to locate and understand the remit of different funding schemes. Some simplification of the myriad complex funding mechanisms is necessary to increase involvement of smaller institutions and SMEs, without dedicated EU funding expertise.
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

Yes, as long as the first stage is easy to complete and brief. Alternatively, expanding and reinforcing the existing abstract comment facility (e.g. in the ICT programme) would give prospective bidders a chance to determine whether their project is likely to be successful at an early stage. Establishing a direct link with EC desk officers rather than being mediated through third-party organisations (e.g. UKRO, East Midlands European Office).
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

No, because you can't predict outcomes of research in advance.
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for 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?

The current level of overhead funding is too low for UK HEIs but the suggested TRAC-EC mechanism is too onerous for institutions with only a small amount of EC funding.
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? 

Joined-up approaches between RCUK funding and EC funding: for example, establishing a referral scheme for unsuccessful UK funding applications perhaps to ERC or other FP schemes. Also, research councils could apportion budgets for projects to increase involvement in European research. 
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

UKRO is very experienced and provides a prompt and detailed support service. There is some overlap between UKRO's services and other support services, such as East Midlands European Office and other National Contact Points. The fact that so many support services exist highlights the difficulty in applying for EC funding. Restructuring and simplifying the funding schemes would reduce the need for such services, and many could be carried out in-house at individual institutions.
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
See Q32.
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?
     
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� 





