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

The UK's specific high-level objectives should be supportive of the aims of Europe 2020, particularly as these aims can be regarded as mutually supportive of the UK research base.

In addition, other objectives should be to ensure that there is a clear rationale for the type of research supported, though this should be quite wide in scope and include research which 1) is more effectively carried out at European level 2) requires a critical mass of effort 3) has a clear European dimension 4) Promotes researcher mobility and research careers 5) achieves a good balance between "menu driven" and "bottom up", exploratory research 6) complementary to national research 7) Innovative research which contributes to a number of the broader Europe 2020 objectives and enabling technologies

Finally, the UK should continue to engage with and lobby for the simplification of the programme in order to improve ease of access for researchers and reduce the administrative overhead.   

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


It is now widely accepted that the 'linear model' describing a progression from research through innovation to jobs and growth is too simplistic. However, there is clear evidence that investment in research produces long-term benefits for economies.  Research-intensive universities have a key role to play, but this can only be sustained by adequate research investment at both national and European level.  FP8 should continue to support 'frontier' research as well as applied research focussing on key areas such as societal challenges.  There also needs to be a better synergy between European Innovation and Research programmes.  This would allow FP to focus on its main strengths. There is currently little incentive within RTD projects for exploiting potentially innovative results except in cases where industry already has indentified a market.  The goal of producing marketable products should be achieved in tandem with other programmes.   In summary, the Framework programme should continue to focus on the support of a broad spectrum of innovative research (including 'frontier research' through the ERC).  An improvement in research exploitation should be achieved through better coordination between FP relevant programmes such as CIP, which should encourage better academic-industrial linkages and support for technology transfer.   

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

Despite best intentions, the targets of Lisbon 2000, to increase research investment to 3 per cent of GDP, were not met.   Indeed the overall R&D intensity of EU-27 has remained unchanged.  At a time when national research budgets are under considerable strain, it is therefore even more important to increase funding at both national and European level, as otherwise the targets of Europe 2020 will also not be achieved. It is also important to improve programme simplification.  
Whilst it is recognised that a 'one size fits all' model is inappropriate, there is a danger that the new goals of Europe 2020 will lead to further new instruments with separate rules and therefore greater complexity.  Accordingly, any new measures introduced should as far as possible promote continuity and complementarity to exisiting rules and procedures. For example, the introduction of "European Innovation Partnerships" should complement "Knowledge Innovation Clusters" produced by the European Institute of Innovation and Technology.  They should not be seen as yet another new instrument with its own set of rules and financial procedures.  Similarly, Joint Programming (JP) should not be seens as a substitute for other collaborative research but, rather, as a way of complementing the aims of FP.  This can be achieved, for example, by linking Strategic Research Agendas for JP to Work Programmes, an approach which is already being adopted in the initial pilot JPs (e.g. on Alzheimer's and other neuro-degenerative diseases). 

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 study confirmed that there is a good alignment between UK national policy aims and those of the FP (Framework Programme)  which, as has already been indicated, should preferably continue into FP8.  Generally the measurable impacts were well identified; absent was an analysis of affects on citations, though this was acknowledged.  Many other studies have shown a benefit (increased level of citations per paper than average). There are some potential benefits that are harder to measure such as those relating to advantages of scale (e.g. pooling of equipment, access to complementary know-how and international profile). 
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

With regard to the low carbon economy, many of the European policy aims, notably the European Strategic Energy Technology Plan (SET), can be seen as supportive of and complementary to the UK's own policies on the low-carbon economy.  Through relevant RTD research projects and Joint Programming complementary to the relevant FP research areas, further synergies with UK programmes can be attained.  However, this should not be seen as purely a strategic, policy driven initiative but should lead to real opportunities for researchers, so that, for example, funding at a UK level programme might lead to potentially increased opportunities at European level (and vice versa). 
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

FP8 should be better coordinated with relevant programmes at both international and national level.  This should be a 2-way process so that, where feasible and/or desirable, national programmes are adapted to FP8 as much as the other way round. 
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
Currently nearly two-thirds of the budget is devoted to collaborative research.  Given that the programme is supportive to European level projects, this can be justified, but it is hoped that an increased budget in FP8 would also allow an expansion of ERC Grants and Marie Curie Actions, though the Capacities programme should be supported by other means, most probably structural funding.  However, the funding areas within the budget needs proper justification (See answer to Q8 below) 
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
There are concerns that not all programme topics within the collaborative budget have been properly justified in terms of overall policy goals of the programme.  For example, the Work Programmes should contain more justification of why each topic has been supported at the European level and to which policy goal they are contributing.  There also needs to be greater transparency in the process of how topics are selected within the WP.  Some parts of the Capacities programme do not seem to fit well within FP.  In particular, support for new and existing research infrastructures could be increasingly funded through structural funds, though this should be done in close coordination with FP8 policy aims.  Similarly support for SMEs could partly be funded through structural funds, leaving extra resources within FP for collaborative research, training and mobility and frontier research funding.  
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
The potential for this will naturally depend upon whether there are substantial changes to the overall programme structure.  Currently, overlaps do exist, with similar projects sometimes finding potential relevance in more than one programme.  If FP8 is based upon societal challenges then it will be important to ensure that programmes are designed to avoid overlaps.   There could also be greater linkages between Collaborative research, Marie Curie Actions and ERC Grants.  For example, the possibility of including collaborative 'frontier research' projects should be considered in FP8 as well as allowing existing Marie Curie networks to apply for collaborative funding where relevant to the thematic programme objectives.  All of this will require better coordination between different Directorates within the Commission.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
Arguments for: 

•
For the most part, grand challenges can only be addressed through a critical mass of researchers.  

•
Some current FP7 areas are already related to grand challenges so a focus on this would allow for a degree of continuity in FP8.

•
Generally an international, collaborative approach is more suitable to issues with greater degrees of complexity, such as grand challenges

•
Support at European level might also facilitate better coordination of funding at national level

Arguments against:

•
The greater scale of effort needed to address grand challenges will strain resources at European level.  (Though of course this is also an argument in favour of increasing the FP budget) 
•
In some areas better coordination is needed at national level rather than full funding through the FP

•
Some problems related to grand challenges need global, not just European responses

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?

The question assumes that grand challenges can be assigned to either national or EU effort.   Yet tackling some of the grand challenges identified will require greater coordination of national funding at European level.  As indicated above, some areas may not yet be ready for full-scale European collaborative funding and the increased interest in Joint Programming is perhaps acknowledgement that traditional collaborative research alone is insufficient to coordinate funding at national level; as previously stated improved Joint Programming should feed into increased opportunities for collaborative funding in FP8 in areas related to challenges.   

In summary, it is recommended that these issues are not tackled at purely national or European level, but the role of international effort should be to increase opportunities for researchers at both national and international level.  Nearly all the challenges identified will require considerable interdisciplinary effort.  Therefore, it does not seem appropriate to assign some areas as more significance than others.

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

In FP8 it is recommended to improve collaboration with 'developed countries', in particular Japan and USA. China is perhaps a special case as its own research effort will probably continue to expand during the lifetime of FP8 and this should be considered as a new potential source of increased cooperation.  There are examples where this has been achieved in FP7, but the opportunities for working with such countries, particularly the US, are still very limited.  It is recognised that this will require major strategic alignment with non-EU research programmes that may not immediately be workable, but nevertheless it is recommended that the possibilities are fully explored with a view to increasing scope for such collaboration based on a mutual opening up of programmes within the lifetime of FP8.  With regard to the favoured International Cooperation Partnership Countries (ICPC), the take-up of opportunities seems to be the main problem rather than their scope.  However, some SICA (Specific International Cooperation Actions) are unnecessarily restrictive in terms of targeted countries and there needs to be both greater transparency and greater flexibility with such calls in FP8.  Generally, the international dimension of research will be even more important for addressing global challenges.  
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?
For themes that have found to be effective the answer is 'yes'.  Even if it is decided to focus the overall objectives of FP8 on grand challenges, this should not be at the expense of thematic areas that have delivered useful science, though where possible they should link within the overall programme aims.  Some of this analysis should be based on the results of the mid-term evaluation of FP7 which is due to be published shortly.   
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

There is currently no coherent strategy for how these technologies should best be supported at European level.  However, most of the key technologies have several features in common, such as high knowledge intensity and multidisciplinarity, that should make them a priority area for support at European level.  (See also Q16)   
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?

Whilst it is important for the UK economy to support research into this area, there will be other equally important research goals which UK can benefit from.  Some of the research objectives of Framework are likely to have a good spin-off, including supporting research in UK's target areas, but it would be inappropriate to assign this to a dedicated part of FP8. 
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?

Many of the societal challenges will also require support for enabling technologies.  Support of technologies is of key importance but should be carried out within clearly defined priority areas which ensure demand led rather than technology push solutions.  The FET (Future Enabling Technologies) programme should also be continued and expanded beyond ICT to ensure adequate support for exploratory research.  
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

The ERC grants have clearly filled a gap in European funding landscape, evidenced by their popularity with researchers.  They were conceived as a means of funding frontier research with assessment based primarily on research excellence rather than impact.  These should be continued but could also be further expanded (See Question 18 below)  
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
The grants could also be expanded to include collaborative funding of frontier research.  Some of this funding could also be linked to Societal Challenges (Rather as the FET scheme has linked to ICT policy objectives), though this should not be at the expense of investigator-driven research to complement the thematic-driven areas.  
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

As the potential exploitation of ERC project results necessarily have a longer time horizon than traditional RTD within FP, the opportunities for short-term investment are more limited  However representatives from the private sector could be invited to participate on the relevant management committees of selected projects with a view to assessing long-term exploitation potential or for applying for relevant spin-off funding within the collaborative research programme.
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

The Marie Curie Actions (People programme) have proved highly successful and should be continued.  Marie Curie networks in particular have proved to be an excellent means of encouraging training and mobility of high-quality postgraduate researchers.  Inter-sectoral mobility, particularly by secondments from academia to industry, is also well supported.  Despite the acknowledged success of Marie Curie programmes, they require more administrative support by research offices due to the problems of trying to fit common European rules to very different national research environments.  Examples in the UK include the problem of fitting fixed rates of pay with local models of progressive salary pay scales and the different contractual status of PhD "students" and "Early Stage Researchers".  Therefore greater coordination is needed between relevant authorities (both at European and national level) to address this problem.  Furthermore, the requirement for commercial partners within Marie Curie networks should also take account of the nature of the research area.  For example, in less industrially oriented research fields such as the Social Sciences the emphasis should be on secondments relevant to future careers (.e.g. to relevant user institutions) rather than only to commercial enterprise as currently defined in the programme.  There is also a case for launching calls for thematic based Marie Curie Networks, though this should not be at the expense of traditional Marie Curie Networks.  The system of individual fellowships at postdoctoral level should be continued also.  
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?
The Science in Society programme (Part of the Capacities programme) has proved to be highly popular and should be integrated within the mainstream Specific Programmes.  Other areas, such as support for infrastructures, needs to be properly coordinated with FP but there is a case for supporting these with additional funding from Structural Funds. (See Q16 above). 
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
The JRC currently focuses on research in support of key EU policies including sustainable development, energy, transport and ICT.    Given that these will be key areas of FP8, there is no reason to change this approach radically.  Wherever possible there should be a good match between FP8 Work Programme goals and underpinning research carried out by JRC. 
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
The University has been involved in a number of COST networks and found it to be a useful platform for linking researchers and in some cases as a vehicle for subsequent FP bids.  Nevertheless there is a case for better exploiting the latter by for improving coordination between COST and FP.  One example might be to issue calls for networks in areas which were not yet well developed at European level, yet which clearly fit into FP programme areas.  The networks could also be used to develop strategic research agendas for subsequent FP calls similar to European Technology Platforms. Since the goal of COST is to better coordinate national research at European level, it would also be sensible to better integrate COST within Joint Programming initiatives. 
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

Given budgetary pressures, the danger of this approach is that it would be in place of other areas worthy of support through FP8.  A better approach would be to ensure proper coordination between FP and KICs with perhaps the opportunity for spin-off funding within FP8, whilst retaining the model of KICs to be funded from other sources, including private, as far as possible. 
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
Although it is recognised that a "One size fits all" approach is not always appropriate, new instruments should be avoided unless fully justified.  There are currently too many different models in the various programs and we welcome the ambition to align the financial and legal processes for different instruments.  JTIs have to some extent been successful at generating research investment, but they have not always been transparent and to some extent added to the complexity of the funding landscape.  Therefore they should be better integrated into the Framework.  The distinction between other instruments (large and small collaborative projects) has not always been clear cut and there is a case for simplifying this into one instrument simply titled "Collaborative Projects" (to include also what are sometimes described as STREP and IP). The difference in scale (for small and large projects) can then be left to the project work plan description within proposals or to the specification in the call text as appropriate.  As indicated above, there is a strong case for the continuation of other instruments, notably ERC and Marie Curie Actions.   
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

The EC contributes up to £1 billion into the RSFF.  So far RSFF has supported a number of projects that seem to be higher risk and has also successfully leveraged further funding.  Therefore, on balance, this should be continued in FP8.  However the debt-based financing is more suitable to industrial rather than academic partners even though it is open to all sectors.  It would be useful to see if there were ways of improving academic-industrial collaboration with the use of RSFF.  There is also a case for examining whether this could be linked more closely to European Technology Platforms.
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?

Large-scale programmes necessarily require very effective management and if not handled properly can be far less efficient than a well structured smaller project.  They are also a potential drain on resources, with the Galileo programme arguably a case in point.  From past experience and anecdotal evidence the most effective projects have around 6-15 partners, with larger projects tending to  splinter into smaller sub-projects.  Accordingly, large-scale projects should only be undertaken where it can clearly be shown that advantages of scale will result.  It is most important that funds are not diverted away from FP8 to support larger external programmes, which should be integrated into the FP8. Some measures, such as Article 185, have tended to favour industrial partners over academic and the rules of engagement are set at national rather than European level.  Collaborative funding at European level is still a better way to promote academic-industrial collaboration.   
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

PPP are industrially driven programmes.  There is a good rationale for this in areas where industry is best placed to assess future research requirements.  However, this should not be done at the expense of allowing academia to contribute know-how on a fair and equal basis. Therefore, where feasible, PPP should be better integrated within FP8 under the same set of rules as other collaborative funding.  It makes sense, however, for industry to continue to lead on these. 
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
1) The continuing need to improve overall programme simplification, time-to-contract and over subscription rates.  
2) The need for better inter-programme coordination between different Directorates of the Commission.  
3) The requirement for a procedure to deal with any delays in the legal adoption of FP which has previously resulted in difficulties particularly with regard to contractual and project management 
4) A clear and consistent definition and application of programme rules, with proprer training for programme desk officials. Under previous programmes too much time has been spent in trying to deal with different interpretation of rules.  

5) Acceptance of the concept of 'tolerable risk' so that research is not needlessly constrained by audits and unnecessary time accounting.  
6) A fully operational and stable Participants Portal should be introduced and applied at the beginning 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?
By better linking CIP, structural funding and FP, without diminishing the ability of FP to support ground breaking, cutting-edge research at European level.  For dissemination of research, greater clarity is needed on what is expected from RTD projects which possible focus on public understanding of science for certain areas and advancing the State-of-the-art through open publishing.  Another possibility is to have specific, additional funding devoted to exploitation of existing projects.    
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?

In our view, any changes which favour participation of one sector over another (with the obvious exception of SME specific measures) should be avoided.  Rather, the aim should be to promote better academic-industrial collaboration.  One way to promote better engagement by industry (and SMEs in particular) is through adoption of appropriate programme simplification in FP8, something that was not sufficiently carried through in FP7.  
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Allowing easier access to existing projects and thus eliminating the need to devote substantial effort at the proposal stage.  This could be achieved by allowing more project coordinators to launch calls for SMEs based on project requirements, with a part of a project's initial budget 'ring-fenced' for this purpose.  This should come out of the SME specific part of FP8 budget and not at the expense of other areas.
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)? 

We greatly welcome the fact that the Commission recognises the importance of reducing bureaucracy for programme participants.  Some of the proposals contained in the Commission position paper on simplification deserve detailed attention, but the focus should be on adapting and improving current procedures before trying to implement new measures (such as output based funding) which potentially entail further administrative burden. Too often in the past new ideas have been introduced without proper consideration of their potential affect (for example, the introduction of Networks of Excellence in FP6).  Therefore, any new ideas for simplification should be introduced only as limited pilot actions after proper consideration.  

The current Financial Regulation covers too many funding streams (research and non-research).  This has resulted in funding rules that are more suitable for purely development or infrastructure projects.  What is needed is a specific RTD Financial Regulation, geared more closely to RTD projects.  

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

FP already operates a two-stage approach in some of its programme areas.  As one of the problems with FP has always been the potential waste of effort involved with ultimately unsuccessful proposals, there is a strong case for a two-stage approach.  However, this approach also has drawbacks, most notably an increased time-to-contract which was one of the simplification aims of FP7.  Therefore, a two-stage approach should only be employed where time-to-contract is less of a potential issue.  Also, a two-stage approach should employ a short proposal in the first stage (no more than 3 pages outlining the subject) as some two-stage proposals in previous FP calls have involved nearly as much work in the first stage, thus defeating one of the main potential benefits.
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

The change from a cost/input based funding model to one more based on results/outcome/performance would represent a radical change.  Therefore, even before such an approach is employed, far more evidence is required before it can be considered.  Although there are potential benefits, there are also serious issues, such as how one judges a "successful" output and the danger that it could lead to much lower risk research in order to ensure payments.  However, a cost-benefit analysis is strongly recommended.   
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

The current IP rules for FP offer considerable flexibility to allow consortia to implement the most appropriate IP structure for their projects. However, there could still be improvements to the standard consortium model agreements, with different models competing and reflective of different sectors (notably academia and industry).  Therefore, the adoption of one recommended model (which still allows plenty of flexibility for consortia to develop their own rules), and which would favour neither academia nor industry, is highly recommended.  Adoption of the recommended model would be optional but would greatly assist simplification.  Europe is still at a competitive disadvantage with regard to the cost of filing patents so any further progress on the introduction of a European patent would also greatly underpin efforts within the FP itself.   
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?

Long-term sustainability of European funding programmes for HEIs in Europe should be a key driver of funding rates.  Low overhead rates are not sustainable in the longer term, though the issue is complicated by the measures needed to allow HEIs to identify the full-costs of their research (FC).  The UK has been successful in introducing a methodology (TRAC) which allows them to estimate their FC.   However, due to the differences between European and national funding, most HEIs in Europe are not yet in a position to introduce FC for their European funding.  Therefore, whilst FC is ultimately seen as a replacement for  flat-rate overheads, institutions which are unable to adapt such as system for FP funding should not be penalised by exposure to a lower overhead rate.


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? 

Studies have shown that it is more likely to be the process of applying rather than the lack of encouragement that acts as a deterrent.  It is important to maintain a good level of support for accessing the programmes.     
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

The system of information events in the UK is already well developed and UKRO (UK Research Office) already does an excellent job in explaining the programme, alongside other networks.  Whilst the overall quality of NCPs has also improved there is still a variance in that quality across different programmes areas, and this is something which should be addressed in FP8.   
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
It is well known that many SMEs do not have sufficient resources to apply direclty to FP.  Therefore, it would be more efficient to allow SMEs to apply directly to existing projects, where a particular expertise was required.  Proposals would then have to issue calls for proposals for the SMEs and be allowed to choose the best one to suit their purpose.  This would require far less effort for an SME than preparing a full proposal for FP funding.  
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

In terms of academic participation the UK already does well   Therefore the main area requiring attention is industrial participation.  There could well be rigidities in the sector itself that need to be addressed and the reasons for better industrial participation levels in some countries should be examined.  
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
The impact paper showed that there is a good overall match with UK interests.  Continued success cannot be taken for granted but needs to be maintained by proper investment in research at both national and European level.   
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?
We summarise the key points as:

1)
Funding Pressures and Research Excellence:  FP8 should primarily focus on supporting excellent research, whether thematic based or through bottom up schemes.  Despite funding pressures, we need to ensure that Framework’s most successful areas, in particular ERC Grants and Marie Curie Actions, should be protected and even expanded

2)
Programme Structure and Content:  

The need to address policy issues such as Joint Programming and Grand Societal Challenges should not be at the expense of further complication.  A greater transparency in the formulation of Work Programmes is also needed 

3)
Internationalisation

We advocate further opening up of the FP, on a mutual basis, to opportunities in the US and Japan.   In addition, we strongly support continuation of cooperation with International Cooperation Partner Countries but with less restriction on the eligible countries within SICA calls.  

4)
Simplification Measures:  the most important improvements needed are: 

•
Funding Based on True Application of Own Accounting Principles and trust: 

•
Improvements to Participant Portal 

•
Clarity: One set of rules without room for interpretation 

•
Continuity:   Where possible retention of funding instruments that work. 

5)
Financial Sustainability  Retention of sufficiently high flat rate overhead rates for institutions unable to implement full costing;  

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� 





