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EU Framework Programme: Call for Evidence response form

This form is available to download from www.bis.gov.uk/fp8-call-for-evidence. 

URN: 10/1177RF

The Department may, in accordance with the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information, make available, on public request, individual responses.

The closing date for this call for evidence is 4 January 2011

[bookmark: Text45]Name:      
[bookmark: Text46]Organisation (if applicable): Scottish Agricultural College
[bookmark: Text47]Address:      

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:


	|_|
	Government Department or Agency

	|_|
	Research Councils and the UK Research Office


	|_|
	Research Institute


	|_|
	Public and Private Research Bodies


	|_|
	Devolved Administration


	|_|
	Regionally-based special interest group

	|_|
	Funding Council
University representative organisation


	|_|
	National Academy

	|_|
	Professional Institute


	|_|
	Trade Association

	|_|
	Major Research Charities

	|_|
	Universities

	|_|
	Industry 

	|_|
	SMEs

	|_|
	Individual researcher from a university

	|_|
	Individual researcher from industry

	|_|
	Other (please describe): 




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

1) To combine the strengths of the UK science base with synergistic capabilities in Europe to help resolve the grand challenges facing Europe and the world
2) To ensure that participation of UK organisations in FP8 is financially sustainable ie the real costs of involvement in EU projects are fully economically funded
3) To grow the UK's capacity for research at least to the extent that reflects the UK contribution to European funding

 

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

1) By targetting some specific research on issues that will contribute to economic growth and by creating an environment in which industry will readily join with academia in pursuing relevant research goals. Large scale Industry should be encouraged to take a longer term view of the value of research but allowing them to contribute "in kind" as well as with an actual financila contribution.  However to do this Industry would need to be involved in agreeing all or sections of the forward programme to ensure appropraite "buy in".

2) By also continuing to support appropriate 'blue skies' research in disciplines of relevance to Europe's main economic drivers 

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

By encouraging truly competitive, collaborative resaerch that involves a multiplicity of relevant partnerships not just predominantly academic ones.

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? 

Not qualified to comment


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

1) By UK research funders being more flexible in their willingness to align UK funding with EU opportunities where these are of clear relevance to the UK economy and carbon economy. This is important as many  FP projects rely on 'matched funding' contributions and presumably will continue to do so. UK funders are less flexible than those in some other member states in being willing to reorient existing national lines of funding to make it more possible for UK players to bid strongly into EU opportunities.


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

1) See answer 1) to Question 5.
2) By UK partners seeking alignment with more successful and innovative partners in proposals to allow learning from those with greater expertise
3) By enabling UK players mobility to visit other European players to learn how to innovate more effectively.  COST while useful is less attractive to some institutions that need to justify full economic costs in order to exist.  Some element of support for staff when undergoing mobility exercises would be helpful and would incraese partcipation rates.
4) By finding ways to make involvement of UK industry in FP8 activities simpler, more attractive and more obviously cost-effective

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

The balance is probably reasonable. It would be wrong for 'ideas'/ERC activity to grow much further if this were to be at the cost of the other existing sectors as the value of EU support is more to allow joint learning and cooperation in solving problems than in simply adding to the 'research base'. The value of the research base is that it can be used to advantage. Member state funding can equip partners with core research understanding that can then be brought together through EU partnership to address issues of practical importance. That said it is important that these partnership activities are fully funded (see answer to Question 1.  The emphasis in EU FP programmes should be on applied specific research  for the mutual benefit of various interest groups across the EC.


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

Cooperation probably the most and JRC activities the least..

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

Possibly. Cooperation projects allow some element of mobility that is also covered by 'People' projects. However it is important to maintain a significant element of support for mobility and training that is not tied to specific projects, but see Q6 above. 

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

1) Some of Europe's 'grand challenges' are the same as those facing all member states (eg how to manage emissions that contribute to global climate change). Cooperation to find useful solutions is likely to be much more efficient and useful than each member state seeking its own solutions.
2) Quite a number of member states, including the UK, have given most weight to 'blue skies' research and have reduced emphasis on applied (closer to potential application) research. In the case of the UK this has led to a loss, or severe reduction, of critical skills in some areas. We see it as extremely important that the balance of effort between 'science base' and 'science application' is readjusted so that 'grand challenges' can be met. Where the 'grand challenges' are shared across member states it is logical to join forces and cooperate at EU level. To allow this to happen, though, member states need to continue to support research that ensures an appropriate skill set to allow involvement in this cooperation. 

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?

1) Climate change and 'Food security' issues both merit EU-wide effort. In each case, though, solutions that are generated through EU-wide collaborative effort will need to be tailored to local situations. The fact that EU-wide effort is meritted does not mean that local (member state) investment can be foregone. Indeed, as per our response to Question 5, it is important that memeber states are willing to be flexible in the orientation of local research funding to enable involvement with EU level actions.
2) Most, if not all 'grand challenges' have a social as well as a technical dimension. It therefore almost goes without saying to meet grand-challenges requires interdisciplinary research effort in which social and technical/natural sciences are brought together.

Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?[footnoteRef:1] [1:  FP7 participants can in principle be based anywhere. There are different categories of country which may have varying eligibility for different specific and work programmes: the EU-27; associated countries– with science and technology cooperation agreements that involve contributing to the framework programme budget; EU accession candidate countries; and third countries whose participation is justified in terms of the enhanced contribution to the objectives of FP7.
] 


The arrangements for FP7 are a good start. Provided that engagement with non-EU countries does not diminish the pool of funds availabale to EU players the involvement of other partners should be encouraged where this adds weight to the robustness of the science that is deleivered.

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 to shape the programme around areas of perceived priority. It was remarkable that climate change and food security issues had relatively low importance at the start of FP7 in the Food, Agriculture and Fisheries and Biotechnology Theme. It is to be hoped that the emphases in this theme in FP8 are more appropriately balanced. If not some revisiting of priorities will be needed.

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

1) Continuing discovery (to keep Europe at the the leading edge in these technologies) but also specific action in other thematic areas to enable beneficial adoption of these technologies to accelerate progress towards solutions to 'grand challenges'.


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?

Suppliers of services have a considerable impact on the "grand challenges" such as climate change and enery usage.  As noted in Q2, in FP8 it should be a priority to involve all relevant sectors in helping address these challenges otherwise the solutions will not be universal or robust.

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?

In FP8, if greater concentration of resources would be devoted to "grand cahllanges" as we think it should be, then projects will require to be truly interdisciplinary and collaborative across sectors.  This does not imply unwieldy projects rather carefully defined ones with a more flexible attitude to how to achieve effective solutions to problems.

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

1) ERC should continue to support frontier research but especially in ways that bring the forces of innovation and imagination across Europe into better mutual awareness. The ERC could act as the 'coffee room of great European ideas and debate'
2) One of the great challenges in the areas in which we are aware (Food, agriculture, environment) is to learn how to bring together knowledge at the micro level to be relevant to solutions at the macro level. This may apply to other areas too. Finding ways to do this is research at the frontier but with real practical intent. It would be good to see the ERC operating in this are more effectively. This might mean finding ways to link ERC activity to some cooperative programmes.

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

No; the emphasis could shift to help deliver the suggestion in our answer to Question 17 2) above.

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

Funding that is available for ERC must be  guifded by the principle of providing new underpinning knowledge for a range of sectors, but such underpinning does need to be focused to priority areas, especially the "grand challenges outlined above.  Such underpinniing research needs to be assessed by various representatives across these sectors as part of the application process.

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

About the same as in FP7
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?
No Comment
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?

The Future strategic need for a JRC should be reviewed as part of the planning for FP8.  How will the JRC really help with elucidation of solutions to the "grand challenges"?  More integration of its activities with other collaborative ventures in FP is required.  At present from our perspective JRC looks a little isolated and therefore of questionable value for money.


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

COST while valuable needs to widen its appeal across sectors and promote cross sector collaboration not just cross country collaboration among the scientific community.  It needs to reform its funding regime to support staff time, appropriately, to undertake COST based activities.

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

The idea of supporting activities that strengthen Knowledge and Innovation Communities is one that we find attractive as this may be a way to improve the focus of research effort on delivering practically relevant solutions to problems and getting them adopted..

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

There are probably too many "instruments" at present. Focus should be on good, required, collaborative research that address key pan-European problems. Article 185 involves trying to integrate national and EU research efforts, in itself a laudable aim.  However, the current initiatives ie AAL, Bonus (Baltic sea Research) and EMRP (the science of measurement) do not look central, essential  priority research issues from our perspective, so we question the value for money of such initiatives.  A greater focus on the "grand Challenges" is required.

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

No comment

Question 27: What should the balance be between funding large-scale programmes e.g. the article 185 programmes above and smaller projects individually administered by the Commission?

See Q25.

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

Such partnerships could be used effectively to lever more finance, say from industry, to match fund to key areas of the RTD programme. Industry itself would howver need to be involved more with defining such a programme of RTD.

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

Particular attention should be given to lessons learnt about approaches and structures that overcome obstacles to the adoption of research outcomes.


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

(1) Investment in the better understanding of what makes effective KE
(2) A scheme that specifically funds co-operative pan European KE focused on outcomes not outputs.
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?
To encourage truly collaborative RTD between sectors relevant to industry needs, where industry contributed in kind and actual funds into particular focused initiatives.
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?

The amount of perceived bureaucracy in developing research proposals for EU support is seen by many SMEs as unaffordable. Companies with tight margins cannot afford the time and associated costs that are involved in the preparation of proposals. The EU might review its procedures for supporting SMEs to get involved with EU proposals to make processes simpler. Also to encourage and accept in kind contributions see Q31.


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)? 

FP are not now really that bureaucratic compared to other non FP ED funding (eg ERDF).  It is these schemes that need with greater urgency to be revised.

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


There continues to be a case for a 2 stage process for large collaborative projects (say above 10 M Euro)  But if bureaucracy is to be kept to a minimum selection for projects with less funding that this should stay a one stage process.

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

While this might sound attractive to some it is difficult to see how this would work. Most organisations could not afford to take the risk of significant involvement in EU programmes if the costs of that involvement might not be met. Research is an inherently risky process; costing models need to reflect that risk from the outset.  The EU should consider a more even distribution model for its grant funding rather than the current one based on lumps of staged payments.  This can  cause severe cash flow issues for some smaller institutions. 

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

No

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?

Inclusion of reasonable "Overheads" in costing models are essential for organisations to remain sustainable and viable.  FP7 is reasonable in that respect compared to other EU schemes, which, frankly are not viable for a number of UK based organisations  Different institutions "enjoy" different levels of  national underpinning support for their activities.  This requires to be recognised at an EC level (as well as a national one) and in turn be reflected in the overheads charged that should be able to be fully justified by external audit. Therefore FP8 should move to a FEC model.

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


Not qualified to answer this question.

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

Apart fom the excellent work of UKRO not particularly.

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

Make it worthwhile participating.  SMEs do not have large resources to undertake RTD.  A funding mix that allows SMEs to contribute "in kind" would be helpful.  Also a flexible programme that is applied, focused and relevant (devised with the help of input from SMEs)would help.





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

The UK participation rate is already quite high, maybe representaton from certain sectors is less so, but that reflects the limitations of scheme funding and subject matter which have been alluded to in answers to previous questions above.

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

No.

[bookmark: _Toc273607891]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. 

[bookmark: Check11]Please acknowledge this reply |_|


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? 

[bookmark: Check13]|_| Yes    		|_| No
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