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

It is important that the UK’s high-level objectives for FP8 align suitably with national strategy for innovation. The Technology Strategy Board’s (TSB), 'Connect and Catalyse, A Strategy for Business Innovation' outlines a plan for ensuring that the UK becomes a global leader in innovation. (1) FP8 must be regarded as one of the key tools by which the UK can implement this plan. The UK needs to take an active role in ensuring that work programmes for FP8 Cooperation thematic programmes align with national objectives. This will require significant input both at the outset of the programme and throughout.

The TSB’s strategy for innovation comprises a three-fold approach:

•
Innovation that is challenge-led

•
Innovation that is technology-led 

•
Overall innovation culture 

The UK’s high-level objectives for FP8 need to support these three strands to make sure that FP8 is used to its best effect on a national scale. 

The role of FP needs to be regarded in the context of the overall UK research landscape. Consideration must be given to current UK infrastructure and the areas where the UK can lead. The future network of Technology Innovation Centres (TICs) present an opportunity to create an infrastructure that can meet the objective of aligning with both national and European strategy. These centres will provide the expertise in translating research into innovative technologies for market. (2)
In supporting these strands, excellence in research is a high-level objective that must be supported by FP8. World-leading research underpins innovation. Organisations such as the European Research Council (ERC) must remain independent and support research carried out by single investigators, on the basis of excellence alone (see question 18 also).

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


For FP8 to deliver long-term economic growth, a focus on innovation is important. The translation of ideas into new technologies to solve problems delivers a clear economic benefit. The programme needs to be utilised in areas that have a far-reaching economic impact beyond their own immediate sector. Importantly, the areas of key underpinning science that feed into these sectors must be identified to benefit from the programme. 

A recent report on the Economic Benefits of Chemistry highlighted that consistent investment in chemical sciences in all areas (universities, research centres and industry) has meant that this key discipline has steadily contributed to the growth of the UK economy. (3) The upstream chemicals industry contributed £36 billion to the UK’s GDP in 2007. In addition, the report also examined the contribution of chemistry to a number of ‘downstream’ industries, where chemistry is a necessary, but not the only operating condition. Taking the contribution of this sector into account, a further £222 billion was contributed to the UK’s GDP, totalling 21 % of the UK’s total GDP. Furthermore, they form a key part of EU trade also; in 2009, the EU was the world’s top importer and exporter of chemicals, accounting for 40 % of total world trade in the sector. (4)
Providing tools to aid the translation of research findings to market are also important in delivering economic growth. The UK has a strong research base, yet in some areas, falls short in terms of translating this into outputs of economic benefit. (5) The provision of aids such as cheaper and simpler access to European patents and faster standard setting will mean a quicker delivery of research to market. Similar incentives in countries such as China and South Korea have led to these places taking a global competitive edge. Between 1998 and 2009, South Korea’s Electronic and Telecommunication Research Institute acquired 120 standard specification patents. (6) 


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

Europe 2020 puts forward seven flagship initiatives to implement smart, sustainable and inclusive growth across the EU. (7) FP8 can be used to support a number of these initiatives and the European Research Area.

The skills flagship aims to ‘to modernise labour markets and empower people by developing their skills throughout the lifecycle with a view to increase labour participation and better match labour supply and demand including through labour mobility’.  FP8 can support this through mechanisms that support researcher mobility to encourage interdisciplinary collaboration and skills exchange (see question 20 also).  

The resource efficiency flagship is an area where the chemical sciences are particularly relevant and have a useful contribution to make. Increasing the use of renewable energy sources such as solar, wind and water will require the development of new materials and better technologies for the storage and conversion of energy (see question 5 also).

FP8 will inform and shape the European Research area by encouraging collaboration between member states and so support alignment of objectives between nations to sustain the wider European context. The research performed in this framework will help to inform the direction of future EU policy. 

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 report found the alignment of FP priorities with national strategy was generally good. It found a majority of researchers cited participation in FP had enhanced their knowledge of their field in an international context, strengthening relationships between researchers on the global stage. Many researchers from both academia and small businesses expressed a belief that allocation of FP funding to a project would help to secure follow-on funding.

The RSC agrees that the programme encourages collaboration on an international scale. These collaborations are important in fostering interdisciplinary alliances to address future global challenges. 

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

The low-carbon economy will demand a range of innovative skills. Funding mechanisms to bring these skills together are crucial to the growth of the sector. Supporting projects which will encourage key interdisciplinary approaches are important in ensuring the growth of the low-carbon-economy. In particular, STEM (science, technology, engineering and mathematics) skills will be critical to delivering technology in a resource-efficient economy. (8) 

Implementing a successful low-carbon economy will require meeting a number of challenges, which are underpinned by research in the chemical sciences. These include improving the efficiency with which electricity is generated, transmitted and the way in which the resultant energy is used, creating and maintaining supplies of sustainable feedstocks and considering the total life-cycle of products in their design. There is also a general need to improve resource efficiency through improved processes and the re-use and recycling of materials, which should effectively lead to the elimination of waste.

Currently in the UK, there are Doctoral Training Centres (DTCs) which are specifically tailored to train researchers in low-carbon areas which will help meet the above challenges. These include the UK Wind Energy Research DTC, (9) the Energy Demand Reduction and the Built Environment DTC, (10) the Hydrogen and Fuel Cells DTC (11) and the Sustainable Chemical Technologies DTC. (12) Using FP8 to build on this existing base will make sure that the UK has both the workforce and the infrastructure to deliver the technological solutions that will be necessary to create a successful low-carbon economy.

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

Innovation is facilitated when stakeholders from different backgrounds can interact. FP8 needs to ensure that people from different scientific cultures across Europe are brought together. Encouraging innovation is important in creating the environment needed to deliver practical solutions to future societal challenges.

‘Chemistry for Tomorrow’s World; A Roadmap for the Chemical Sciences’ has identified a number of global challenges that need to be addressed. (13) These include human health, sustainable food, energy supplies and climate change. FP8 needs to be used to stimulate UK leadership in providing innovative solutions to these challenges.  

The future network of Technology Innovation Centres (TICs) present an opportunity to set up centres that will be used for the delivery of practical solutions to meet these challenges. They will be a critical tool in bringing together stakeholders to produce technology for market. 



Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
The split between Cooperation, Ideas, People and Capacities should remain broadly the same for FP8. 

Addressing societal challenges (see question 11) will require collaboration between different disciplines and sectors to deliver innovative solutions. Knowledge transfer is crucial in stimulating innovation, therefore continued support for the cooperation project is vital.

Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
The inherent nature of the Cooperation Programme provides EU-added value. It specifically focuses on projects which must involve collaboration between investigators in a number of member states, assisting the formation of research networks across the EU. This programme also delivers the knowledge and trained workforce which will fuel innovation. 

It could be suggested that the Ideas Programme provides the least immediate EU-added value due to its focus upon individual investigators. However, the programme assesses proposals in the context of the EU-wide research landscape and its focus on innovative, frontier research is important in strengthening Europe’s knowledge base in underpinning areas; a key initiative of the Innovation Union. (14) 

Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
No comment.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
A focus on grand challenges would enable the European research community to concentrate on areas that will deliver solutions to pressing issues that currently face society such as health, sustainable food, energy supplies and climate change. The RSC has identified a number of global challenges and the role of the chemical sciences in delivering solutions to these in ‘Chemistry for Tomorrow’s World; A Roadmap for the Chemical Sciences’. (13) A focus on specific grand challenges that play to the strengths of the UK science base would enable research communities here to make joint bids for European funding.

However, a focus on grand challenges must not weaken support for the fundamental research that will underpin all solutions. It is important to ensure that research that contributes to capacity building and that is not immediately aligned to grand challenges still receives funding. 

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?

With global change creating enormous challenges relating to energy security, food supply, sustainable resources, healthcare and climate change, action is both necessary and urgent.  The Royal Society of Chemistry is committed to meeting these challenges head on and has identified where the chemical sciences can work with other disciplines to provide technological and sustainable solutions.

41 challenges were identified in ‘Chemistry for Tomorrow’s World: A Roadmap for the Chemical Sciences’, in 2009. (13) Of these, ten were identified as priorities for the next 5–10 years. They are listed below, with details of which particular aspects would benefit from an interdisciplinary focus:

Agricultural productivity

Researchers will need to work together to gain a better understanding of the factors which improve the efficiency of crops and livestock production, as well as management of the resources needed, such as land and water, to meet the growing global demand for food supplies in a sustainable manner. 

Conservation of scarce natural resources

To sustain our current quality of life we need to ensure that new technologies use strategic elements more efficiently or use more abundant elements as substitutes where appropriate. Chemical scientists working with scientists and engineers from a range of other disciplines, as well as product designers, must find ways to reduce, replace and recycle scarce natural resources in commodity products.

Conversion of biomass feedstocks

New biorefineries that use different types of biomass to provide energy, fuel and platform chemicals with minimal waste will be needed. Solutions will be developed by interdisciplinary collaboration between chemical scientists, biotechnologists and process engineers. 

Diagnostics for human health

Detection techniques with increased sensitivity are required for better diagnosis of disease. Biomimetic structures for continuous, low-intrusion monitoring will need to be developed. A better understanding of the complex biological pathways of disease onset and progression is needed to develop new diagnostic (and treatment) solutions. In order to develop solutions in these areas, research from analytical chemists, materials scientists, biotechnologists, medical experts, physicists and engineers will be needed.

Drinking water quality

The availability of good quality drinking water is both an EU-wide and a global issue. The utilisation of all sources of water, including ground water and grey water, will be an important aspect in addressing supply issues. Development of new, energy efficient and low cost purification systems will also be a challenge. This will require collaboration between chemical scientists, process engineers and geologists.

Drugs & therapies

Basic sciences need to be harnessed and enhanced to help transform the entire drug discovery, development and healthcare landscape. A better understanding of the chemical basis of toxicology, drug transport/absorption and metabolism will require input from multidisciplinary teams and will be essential to reduce high attrition during drug development.

Energy conversion & storage

Methods to store electricity generated by intermittent sources, for example wind and solar, is the major challenge that needs to be addressed to make renewable energy viable. Collaboration between chemists, physicists and engineers will be required to develop the new materials that will be needed for producing commercially-viable solutions.

Nuclear energy

Nuclear energy generation is a critical component of an integrated strategy to face global energy challenges.  An increase in the capacity of nuclear energy generation will require an improvement in the understanding of the physio-chemical effects of radiation, such as materials fatigue, stress and corrosion in both nuclear power stations and storage facilities. This will require input from chemists, physicists, geologists, chemical engineers and mechanical engineers.

Solar energy

Improvements are required in fundamental and applied materials chemistry, photo- and electro- chemistry, catalysis and polymer science. Furthermore, efficient chemistry for solar fuels technologies need extensive development. Collaboration of chemists with chemical engineers and physicists will be needed to drive forward the development of both 2nd and 3rd generation solar cells and solar fuels technology. 

Sustainable product design

It is imperative that there are improvements in the collaboration between designers, chemists, engineers and customers for future product design. There needs to be agreed standards and methods for lifecycle assessment, with closed-loops on key materials and improved understanding of the relationship between the structure and properties of materials.

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

In order to tackle all facets of global challenges, a concerted, international response, utilising the expertise that exists around the world will be necessary. The nature of global challenges often varies between countries. The problems relating to infection in developing countries concern major infections, such as diarrhoea and tuberculosis, whilst in the developed world, the advent of antibiotic-resistant diseases, such as MRSA is of greater prevalence. 

Geographical separation can be a barrier to engagement. FP8 could facilitate ease of engagement with countries outside the EU by developing easily-accessible online networks and resources (see question 14 also).



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 should concentrate on grand societal challenges such as health, sustainable food, energy supplies and climate change (see question 11 also).
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

Whilst ICT is a key enabling technology, this sector also needs to meet the challenge of increasing demands on the current infrastructure, in a sustainable fashion.13 Research into new materials and technologies for data storage needs to be carried out to ensure that the ICT sector can maintain its position as a key enabling technology. The chemical sciences have a significant role to play in the research that underpins data storage, miniaturisation for device size and speed, power management and in the reduction, recycling and reuse of materials. (13)
The use of social and professional networking technologies could facilitate better engagement between stakeholders in FP8 and the wider research community. A robust means of online engagement could break down geographical barriers to collaboration and catalyse formation of online networks of expertise.  

Nanotechnology is important in energy delivery, new materials and has potential in the development of healthcare technologies. A thorough overview of this area to examine its role in relation to other areas of research is needed.  It is an area of underpinning science that needs support to ensure that is can fulfil its role as an enabling technology used to solve grand challenges.  

Alongside these technologies, consideration needs to be given to other underpinning sciences that support progress in a wide range of areas:

•
Analytical Science – analytical measurements are needed in all research areas to examine properties of novel substances, as well as monitoring the distribution of components over time.

•
Catalysis – this will be vital in the move towards a low-carbon economy, by making processes more efficient.

•
Chemical biology – by understanding the behaviour of complex biological systems, advances in the diagnosis and treatment of disease can be made.

•
Computational chemistry – the development of computational procedures for simulating, designing and operating systems that vary from a few atoms to complex organisms will provide new understanding in many areas of research.

•
Materials chemistry – the design and synthesis of new materials tailored to specific functions will be central to a number of other areas, including ICT and nanotechnology.

•
Supramolecular chemistry – alongside nanoscience, this area will be important in delivering new systems with applications in materials and medicine.

•
Synthesis – the invention of novel transformations will be an important tool in creating new and useful substances. 

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?

No comment.
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

In the 2005 report, ‘Frontier Research: the European Challenge’, frontier research is defined as ‘that at the forefront of creating new knowledge’. (15) It highlights that classical distinctions between ‘basic’ and ‘applied’ research have lost much of their relevance at a time when emerging areas of science and technology often embrace substantial elements of both. Frontier research is further defined as an intrinsically risky endeavour that involves the pursuit of answers to questions without regard for established disciplinary boundaries or national borders.

A frontier research model supports a grand-challenge approach to FP8 funding. To address the global challenges discussed in question 11, and to maintain the flow of future breakthroughs, it is critical to advance basic knowledge and to support curiosity driven research. This will be achieved by maintaining and nurturing areas of underpinning science. The following areas provide an indication of the fundamental role that the chemical sciences play in partnership with other disciplines (see question 14 also):

•
Analytical science

•
Catalysis

•
Chemical biology

•
Computational chemistry

•
Materials chemistry

•
Supramolecular chemistry and nanoscience

•
Synthesis

Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
It is important that FP8 provides instruments for funding of researchers from a diverse range of backgrounds. The support that the ERC provides is particularly valuable for early-career researchers. Alongside a greater focus on research into grand challenges, FP8 must continue to provide mechanisms to enable fundamental research to flourish and allow younger researchers to establish themselves.
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

There are a number of streams within FP8 that specifically require private sector involvement. The role of the ERC in supporting single investigators engaged in early career research is important (see question 18). This particular stream may not be the most appropriate mechanism to link with private sector interests. Instead, a focus on developing existing streams targeted at the private sector, coupled with streams encouraging the growth of early-career researchers working on underpinning science will be beneficial to the whole innovation chain. 
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

Researcher mobility and skills development is important and should continue to be prioritised in FP8. The two-way mobility of researchers between academia and industry is important in facilitating knowledge transfer between sectors to foster innovation. There needs to be increased mobility of researchers between key subject areas to allow this. These exchanges also need to be used to enhance infrastructure and build capacity in key sectors, meeting the TSB driver of enhancing overall innovation culture (see question 1). 

Exchanges brought about by the movement of single researchers also drive the potential to identify larger, more extensive collaborations.



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?
All of the areas in the capacities specific programme are of value, however, in terms of encouraging innovation as a high-level objective, some programmes deliver greater value than others.

Research done for the benefit of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) is an important initiative. The role of SMEs has been recognised as essential in the growth of the economy. (16) For SMEs with no research infrastructure of their own, this programme is critical. It is important in developing the overall pace of innovation, as well as improving knowledge transfer between sectors. This programme is particularly beneficial, as it is through innovation that economic growth can be delivered.

The future network of UK Technology Innovation Centres (TICs) will play an important role in the provision of research services for SMEs who may have little capability in this area. They will provide expertise, research infrastructure and specialist knowledge that many small businesses may not have in-house.

Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
The Joint Research Centre (JRC) supports a number of activities including themed research, intellectual property rights management and activities on the enlargement of the European Research Area. Of the several thematic research areas which the JRC is active in, development of a low carbon society and sustainable management of natural resources are major societal challenges that require greater focus (see question 11).
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
No comment.
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

FP8 should support initiatives such as KICs that aim to integrate education, research and innovation. The KIC model of regional clusters constructed around a ‘hub’ with a specific theme brings together stakeholders effectively. The linking of these three areas underpins the delivery of practical solutions to societal grand challenges.  These communities are made up of clusters of institutes, from a number of different countries. For example, the KIC Inno Energy community exists of over 30 stakeholders in clusters across 6 European regions. 

The future network of UK Technology Innovation Centres represents an opportunity for the UK to become further involved in networks such as KICs. They have the potential to act as a hub that could bring together stakeholders from other sectors to create a regional co-location centre. 

Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
Emphasis should be placed upon funding instruments which deliver long-term economic benefit and help tackle societal challenges. 

The integrated approach of JTIs in bringing together Europe-wide expertise in specific areas will enable effective delivery of solutions to societal challenges. There is a greater emphasis on the strategic importance of JTIs to the UK, considering the current financial pressures faced by bodies such as the Technology Strategy Board and UK Research Councils. The programme needs to incorporate flexibility to adapt as some technologies become more important, some less and as new technologies emerge. 

The Eurostars programme for research-performing SMEs is also of high value. It is an important tool in allowing this sector to speed up the delivery of innovative technology to the market. 

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

A scheme of this kind should be included; given the limited current access to capital and a more risk averse financial system, it should be emphasized. 
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 balance should be appropriate to meet global societal challenges that will drive the European economy or stimulate sectors that have potential to grow (see question 25). However, the role of fundamental research programmes in meeting global societal challenges needs to be recognised. 



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

Public-private partnerships should be used in areas where the EU has strength in terms of research capability and where there are well defined industry sectors that can quickly translate and exploit technologies into the marketplace (see question 25). 
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
No comment planned.
Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
Greater emphasis must be given to projects that have a sensible data dissemination and preservation plan, use EU-wide standards, and have tried to maintain sustainability outside a grant funding model. The main criterion for success is community take-up, so researchers must prove they have a problem to solve and community commitment to solution.



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 balance of funding for FP7 lies heavily in favour of the higher education sector. Altering this balance may be desirable, but care must be taken to ensure that any negative impact of such activity is minimised. Proactive efforts to award greater funding to research organisations and businesses may prove beneficial in the short term, but care must be taken to ensure that these changes do not harm the progress of other research programmes within the higher education sector. Whilst research targeted to grand societal challenges is critical to delivering future technology solutions, the role of underpinning science, mainly carried out within universities should not be undervalued. As well as delivering research that builds up the fundamental knowledge base, these projects contribute to the training necessary to maintain the skills pipeline, producing the skilled workforce needed to tackle grand societal challenges. 

There are already some businesses in some sectors that are closely involved in participating and even setting the Framework Programme direction. There needs to be mechanisms in place for bringing in the wider community within any given sector into this process to counter the same consortia winning funding in successive programmes.

The main reason why UK business is not as well as engaged as academia is the sheer quantity of bureaucracy involved, during both the application stage and during the project lifetime (see questions 32 and 40 also). 

Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Simplification of the grant application process is important in improving access to funding. Reducing the timelines associated with the process is also critical. A key reason why the intensity of involvement amongst businesses is low is that their interests are time-limited. The current timelines mean that by the time funding is secured, research priorities have changed. 

These problems discourage further applications from the sector, with companies that have participated in the past advising others not to because of the questionable benefit versus burden. 

For those that are successful, the requirements dictated by audit are onerous. A recent interim evaluation of FP7 found the reporting structure to be too complicated, it concluded a ‘too high level of detail is required for audit certificates and the upshot is a ‘zero-trust’ policy’. (17)  A system based on greater trust is needed to encourage engagement from business.

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)? 

Reducing the overall application process timescale significantly to 6 months (from application to recruitment) is needed to simplify the current system. A system based on greater trust will also contribute to the further simplification of the process. A recent interim evaluation of FP7 has recommended that the Commission must ‘switch from its present low-risk/low-trust attitude to a more trust-based and risk-tolerant approach’ to further the simplification of the system (See questions 32 and 34 also). (17)
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

A two-stage bidding process would result in a more efficient procedure for both the applicant and assessor. Unsuitable bids could be eliminated from the process early on, with successful initial bids only being further developed at the second stage, thus streamlining the process. (18) The ability to give and receive feedback on the first stage ‘expression of interest’, as happens in the LINK programme, would also serve to hone the second-stage bids considerably. (19)
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

Moving to a model based on performance is a system that is clearly applicable to business, but does not necessarily suit all research.

A move towards awarding funding on the basis of results could discourage applications for more risky frontier research (see question 17). In particular, early career researchers with new ideas will be discouraged from putting forward innovative proposals in favour of ‘safer’ research which will be more likely to secure funding.

There should be a balance dependent on the nature of the individual funding call. A results/outcomes/performance model may not be an appropriate method for assessing the impact of underpinning research. It may be appropriate to formalise a balance between cost/input-based programmes and results-based programmes.


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

No comment.
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?

This is dependent on the funding instrument. In terms of the European Research Council grants in the ideas area for single principal investigators, there are major problems with awards only allowing for 20 per cent overheads. This figure falls far short of the full economic costing that is typical in the UK.
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? 

Increasing the visibility of the programme is important. Identification of the specific FP instruments which will allow the UK to meet it strategy for innovation and promotion of these initiatives to the appropriate stakeholders is key. There are a number of existing organisations that could be used to encourage UK participation in FP such as the TSB’s Knowledge Transfer Networks (KTNs) and Technology Transfer Offices (TTOs). 

Centralisation of information on funding could potentially encourage participation. Information on the different funding streams can be difficult to access and for certain programmes (eg. Eurostars), the specific criteria for participation vary between member states. A single, website to provide researchers in all sectors with information on funding (domestic and international) could encourage further participation. 

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

No comment planned.
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Simplification of the grant application process is important in improving access to funding. Many small companies find the funding process bureaucratic and difficult to navigate. (20) The KTNs could lead in providing guidance to businesses on available funding, the application process, as well as facilitate links with potential co-bidders (see question 32). 

However, simplification of the process beyond applying for funding must also be dealt with. In FP7, to date, the stream in research for the benefit of SMEs (under the Capacities programme) has a mean time-to-grant period of over a year. (17) This must be addressed urgently to encourage further participation from this sector. Greater trust in the auditing process will cut bureaucracy and encourage participation (see question 33).

The provision of support services targeted at businesses is also important. The European Enterprise Network has provided significant guidance to businesses on the European market. Each nation hosts it own network of local contact points and provides an integrated source of information on funding sources (domestic and EU). In the UK, many of these contact points were arranged within the Regional Development Agencies (RDAs). In light of the future closure of the RDAs, it is important that support services of this type are still hosted in the UK to encourage SME participation.

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

No comment.
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
No comment.
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?
Layout of this document makes it difficult to insert references into the text (listed below):
(1) Connect and Catalyse, A Strategy for Business Innovation, Technology Strategy Board

(2) RSC Response to Select Committee Inquiry into Technology Innovation Centres, November 2010

(3) The Economic Benefits of Chemistry Research to the UK, Oxford Economics, September 2010

(4) Cefic Facts&Figures 2010; The European Chemicals Industry in a Worldwide Perspective, December 2010

(5) A Vision for UK Research – Council for Science and Technology, March 2010

(6) Models of Technology Development in Intermediate Research Organisations, A. Mina, D. Connell, A. Hughes, Centre for Business Research, University of Cambridge, December 2009

(7) Europe 2020: A Strategy for Smart, Sustainable and Inclusive Growth, March 2010

(8) RSC response to Meeting the Low-Carbon Skills Challenge, June 2010

(9) http://www.strath.ac.uk/windenergy
(10) http://www.energy-building-dtc.org.uk/about.html
(11) http://www.fuelcells.bham.ac.uk/DTC_HFC.shtml
(12)http://www.bath.ac.uk/csct/dtc
(13) Chemistry for Tomorrow's World, RSC, July 2009

(14) Key initiatives - Innovation Union - European Commission - http://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/index_en.cfm?pg=key
(15) Frontier Research: the European Challenge, European Commission, February 2005

(16) Backing Small Business, BIS, November 2010

(17) Interim Evaluation of the Seventh Framework Programme, European Commission, November 2010
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� 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� 





