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	Devolved Administration
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	Funding Council
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	Professional Institute
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	Trade Association
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	Major Research Charities
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	Universities
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	Industry 

	x
	SMEs

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Individual researcher from a university

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Individual researcher from industry

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (please describe): 


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

· To support the UK, EU and greater global society’s transition towards a fair and sustainable global society via research, technological development and demonstration.

· To support the EU in becoming more socio-technologically sophisticated by ‘holding the space’ for collaborative research – by developing people, capacities, infrastructure, partnerships… The UK and EU is falling short of other industrialised countries in many sectors. 

· To help develop a sense of ‘global neighbourhood’ in research that will support problem solving around global issues such as resource scarcity, over population, international disasters, climate adaptation, behavioural change towards sustainability…

· To support the interaction of sectors and disciplines in research, technological development and demonstration

· To be flexible to the rapidly merging needs of the 21st century

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


· By supporting research into the costing of externalities  - to create opportunities for business development in the context of a growth based ecologically sound economy.
· By supporting research into the concept of economic growth itself – more and more research points towards the need for adapting old models and reconsidering mechanisms.
· By supporting research, technological development and demonstration around the production of sustainable goods – closed loop cycles, cradle to cradle etc – we need to produce tangible ‘things’ to spin the economy, however these should be beneficial to a sustainable future UK society.
· To develop a sense that EU sourced products are ‘excellent’ through supporting collaboration towards excellence in production
· Creating a knowledge economy around the production of sustainable goods and services can support the development of CSO’s and SME’s that currently provide an important link between Government, Private Sector Organisations and Research Institutions.  

· By providing to funded projects funding specifically for dissemination after the project is complete – i.e. for a 4 year project, allow funds to disseminate via at least a project website for 6 years after the term ends – i.e. 10 years in all.

· To fund a project that interlinks all the previous and currently funded projects ensuring maximum opportunity for partnership – perhaps a fully funded internationally visible exhibition event, or an annual FP event.
Question 3: How should FP8 support the wider European context including Europe 2020 and the European Research Area?

· More systems thinking, tools and analysis to ensure that prior to funding research is well placed to contribute positively to the EC.

· More thinking about the role of research, technological development and demonstration for creating a better EU for citizens today and for future generations

· More weight on impacts on future generations

· Greater trans-disciplinarity and support of trans-disciplinary working.

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? 

· Development of young researchers and potential future leadership of research, technological development and demonstration

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

· Taking a long view of the UK economy I would suggest we need to improve economic stability and that certain products, though contributing to GDP do not contribute in a positive way to UK society. An exploration of ‘beyond GDP’ economics for the EU and therefore UK would be beneficial. I hear this is already going on and thus should be continued in FP8.

· Equally certain products / services that are beneficial to society are not sellable via ‘the market’ and tend to be taken up by funded SME’s and CSO’s. FP7 support of SME’s has really been great for ensuring these invaluable services are continued – this again should be continued in FP8. 
· Thinking about the Low-Carbon-South-West network, it seemed hard to action advancements due to lack of funds and a lack of innovation in approaches to managing the interactions of the network. It would be great to have funds for the development of low carbon networks and trade associations.

· I see a real need to the mixing of skill one might get from an MBA with the skills of an MSc, MEng or PhD.  Business School like training for researchers – so that they actually understand how to manage an organisational processes – that would be great. Perhaps under something similar to the ‘People’  programme initial training networks, FP8 could demand that these types of skills are brought in. 

· More and more organisations are sharing resources – from printers to coupled plasma spectrometers. The EU research agenda could support the development efficiency in research, technological development and demonstration. For example by requesting efficiency saving plans via resource sharing be written into proposals.

· In a world where resources will become increasingly scarce the market on cheap quality disposable goods becomes constricted. Furthering our reputation as trustworthy perveyors of quality goods and services – the EU as ‘the best’, would help export goods and services from the EU. Developing standards, labelling systems could all be looked at. 
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

· We need to reduce systemic counters to advancement that exist in the UK – funding could support a systems analysis of innovation in the EU, exploring barriers to collaboration, innovation and product / service development.
· The complexity of the FP7 process made it difficult to collaborate particularly for non academic institutions. Greater simplicity in funding for collaborative projects would be so helpful in encouraging greater private sector, CSO and SME participation in research, technological development and demonstration and therefore greater Innovation.
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 

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

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

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

My only concern is that the benefit to society (rather than the lining of pockets) is not always the key driver for this research. Focusing so much on economic growth and trade over the development of a stable, fair and sustainable EU seems unsustainable in the long term.

Pro FP8 in this context, I think that the collaborative space FP8 opens is great. It brings masses of opportunity for partnership, collaboration and innovation.
Question 11: 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?

Of all the grand challenges listed I think there is a case for both EU level and national level research. EU level has many benefits regarding collaboration, sharing and UK level research enables a case specific approach, that is more ‘doable’ by local actors who can feel greater ownership over processes. This also gives space for healthy competition between MS towards excellence for all of Europe providing the environment of collaboration does not become protective.
I would suggest the addition of a ‘grand challenge’ for systems thinking that would provide greater interconnectivity.
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

Its quite difficult to work in a trans cultural environment so more support in engaging with the barriers to this could be provided in FP8.  For example the imposing of a budgetary minimum to be maintained for international aspects of the management budget during the proposal negotiation could be enforced – i.e. working with an ACC or the likes should have a minimum management allocation of x % of the full budget in the management allocation. Cutting from international workshops and travel towards salaries during negotiations is commonplace in my understanding.  

Funding for outside EU countries could be offered at 100% under certain circumstances to support engaging with developing world SME’s and CSO’s that find it difficult to find the additional 50-25% of funds if it is well evidenced that their participation is essential to the consortium. 

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?

Sometimes the thematic focus is limiting, however if a theme is deemed to be a necessary research area for the EC / EU than this is understandable. Ensuring that participation in drawing up the research foci is open and transparent would help. I would say that the processes is neither open nor engaging enough given that I had to go out of my way to find out about the current engagement and my organisation already participates in FP research. There must be a way to engage a wider audience in the negotiations.

Perhaps the foci could be split between thematic foci and more open foci where the proposal must be detailed, and be understood to be important / relevant by the proposal assessing board during negotiations.
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

Question 15: Services form a crucial part of the UK economy. Should research into services be addressed specifically in the Framework Programme, and if so, how?

Absolutely these should be addressed however given the differences in ways that services versus products are monetised, and also valued, their inclusion into funding is complex. As predominantly a service provider, we have found ways to be included in research, and think that the greater acceptance of service based deliverables would be great – for example the provision of an educative course, or training programme within a cooperation project (over the people programme which has more space for these) would help greatly with the likes of CSO’s operating at the governance – science - academic – business interfaces

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?

I would like to see greater investment in food, health, energy and environment to enable better exploration of wider sustainability. 

Its currently quite hard to take a full systems approach – perhaps a linked programme of several consortiums working to look at for example health, environment and energy in the transport sector (or equally the food sector) under the title of “sustainable systems” would be a way to address the interlinking of themes.

Alternately, within themes the cross-over between calls could be opened up allowing the presentation of proposals that cover aspects of multiple themes – sounds complicated – perhaps something that can be researched in FP8 for use in FP9.

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

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

Yes but only with a full stakeholder analysis that explains why funding a consortium was not appropriate.

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

Again a stakeholder analysis would help with assessing if a funding request would be better serviced by a particular partnership

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

Researcher skills is a highly important component. Many barriers to advancement and innovation come from silo mentalities of researchers or organisations and this needs to be addressed by the development of trans-disciplinary/sectoral/cultural skills in researchers coming through our academies. 

Question 21: The capacities specific programme currently covers several policy initiatives relating to capacity-building. Which of these are of most value? Are there other areas which would merit funding?

Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
     
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme

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

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

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

Anything to support risk sharing is appreciated. But also greater flexibility to deal with consortium risks would help so much. For example when a partner is not doing their ‘bit’ to know that the board can make the decision to re-allocate their funds would support greater security in a consortium. 

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?

More smaller projects would be great but perhaps hosted via another mechanism. The whole coordis online thing is a total pain for a small project.

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

As in PPOE?s or as in working in consortiums with a public engagement component. The latter I see as incredibly important and an aspect of research that needs more funding to be directed towards it in each project. Frankly the interplay between research and the public is currently poor. Projects seem not even to be aware of each other.

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

We had a great session in Brussels with all the sustainability FP7 project coordinators where we share experiences. Making this a regular thing and allowing the findings of these meetings to be entered into the programme would be great – i.e. more flexibility in adapting the programme as it runs. 

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

Additional funding for networking FP projects would help – ensuring similar projects are aware of each other  via networking events, and that these projects can then disseminate each others work would be fab. It would be great to have a transdisciplinary journal dedicated to the outcomes of FP8 research  - that publishes news and deliverables from the many projects quarterly. It could be sent out to universities and relevant research stakeholders.  It could also have commentary on the ongoing EU’s developments written by FP funded projects – a sort of EU frontier journal. I’m imagining a sort of ‘new scientist’ for FP8.

A really well tagged Open Access FP8 database would be great too – I imagine this is in the works – if it isn’t is seems totally an obvious low hanging fruit. That way all Masters and Phd students as well as researchers will have some sort of ‘web-of-knowledge’ to refer to.

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?

Additional support for SME’s and CSO’s would help – if they are deemed important to a particular project. It is currently difficult for them to participate. 

The SME’s in our project contribute more for less money- that’s for certain – so far SME’s have provided the best value of all the participant types, save in cases where 1 individual is extremely motivated. 

SME / CSO research organisations are contributing massively to the front-line of research. They occupy the space between business, government and academia. Staff tend to be academically trained with as many PhD’s and Master’s as the academic partners. We need to start recognising the huge role they are playing in delivering all these FP projects. 

Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?

Better funding conditions, less bureaucracy and having the financial reporting inline with the normal financial reporting an organisation undertakes. Say 1 month after the end of the tax year for that organisation.

I quite like in the ITN that the SME’s just send a letter or participation – could this happen in the first phase of applying – that only the coordinator registers their details and the other organisations must send a letter of participation and register fully during the negotiation phase?

Question 33:  What could the Commission do to reduce bureaucracy of FP8 over and above the current simplification proposals (including changes to the Financial Regulations and Implementing Rules)? 

· There is an argument for capacity building in organisations like mine that can act as a link between universities and other participants (particularly businesses), that are willing to specialise in administration of projects and dissemination of outcomes. This is capacity building not for core research skills but for the other factors required for successful projects. It seems several SME’s are coordinating FP projects and that actually the coordination role is unpopular because it is so complicated – compared to participating in the research.
· Simple and clear documentation of process in lay language. 

· Intuitive electronic systems requiring a low degree of technical sophistication for the operative – google systems as an example are so much easier on the mind!

· The financial reporting I can understand being electronic, but the online version of the system was clunky when introduced. It would be nicer to have a protected excel spreadsheet with explanations tracked in so that you can explore all the calculations and requirements in that space.

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

Yes

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

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

I’m all for a mix of open source, creative commons and science commons for FP8 – the EU taxpayer funded the research – it should be owned by EU citizens. I can understand that IP entering an FP8 project may need to be under the condition of some kind of value exchange – however I would say creative commons still accounts for this. I suggest that IP be open source, but that products and services can be ‘sold’ and therefore owned.

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?

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? 

There could be a lot more info on the web and a forum – actually you’ve been beaten to it in a way – I love the linked in FP7 group – however this is not a place that I would go to ask questions. 

I wasn’t even aware of the NCP until 1 year into the project It would’ve be great if they had contacted us automatically and all the UK organisations in the project with a clear description of what is offered. Could that service be provided?

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

I’ve never used them. I hope to in the future. Ironically through a partner I got more help from a Hungarian NCP!

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

The NCP could do a lot to translate all the paperwork and beaurocracy for SME’s, private sector organisations and CSO’s to get involved. It could help network similar projects and could send around a newsletter – probably all this goes on – how on earth did we get through one year of FP7 without knowing??? The role of the NCP is not clearly communicated in the grant application and negotiation process – that would definitely help.

Where the cordis website is a minefield when you are looking for a particular document – (you can never be certain you actually have the right template). It would be totally amazing to find the call on the NCP website, with everything nicely laid out – the translated details of the grant and what it means for different types of organisations – so you actually know what your in for BEFORE you go into the negotiation phase!
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

In Hungary there was funding available for Hungarian partners to attend overseas grant writing meetings – do we have that?

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?

Can we please add a ‘grand challenge’ for systems thinking – allowing for more interconnected research.
Co-operation looks across geographic boundaries but what about across disciplines?
 
There is an argument for capacity building in organisations like ours that can act as a link between universities and other participants (particularly businesses), that are willing to specialise in administration of projects and dissemination of outcomes. This is capacity building not for core research skills but for the other factors required for successful projects. It seems several SME’s are coordinating FP projects and that actually the coordination role is unpopular because it is so complicated – compared to participating in the research.
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? 

x 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� 





