[image: image1.jpg]Department for Business
Innovation & Skills

BIS





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

Name: 

Organisation (if applicable): The University of Manchester
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:

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Government Department or Agency

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Research Councils and the UK Research Office



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Research Institute



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public and Private Research Bodies



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Devolved Administration



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Regionally-based special interest group

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Funding Council

University representative organisation



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	National Academy

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Professional Institute



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Trade Association

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Major Research Charities

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Universities

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Industry 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	SMEs

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Individual researcher from a university

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Individual researcher from industry

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (please describe): 


Question 1: What should be the UK’s high-level objectives for FP8?

One practical objective should be clarification concerning the remit and funding of FP8 as a complementary research funding stream to those of the national research councils and other bodies in the individual EU member states. Ideally one would hope to see some deeper and shared understanding of the specific roles of FP8. 

A second high-level objective should be to ensure that FP8 continues to support the creation of networks and knowledge flows and shared resources across Europe’s universities, research centres, businesses, etc. It is this aspect which provides a clear value-added to national level endeavours.

A third objective is that FP8 requires a more comprehensive and coherent understanding of the ‘knowledge economy’ which recognises that it has cultural, social, economic and scientific dimensions. The ‘knowledge economy’ is not a synonym for a high tech economy. Leading on from this, all objectives should have a ‘human’ dimension embedded within them. Purely technical research abstracted from the cultural context in which it is produced and applied is unlikely to have lasting impact. 

At least some of the objectives should also be ‘outward looking’ and take into account the fact that the UK economy and society is part of an increasingly integrated global network which, however, retains key intercultural differences at its heart.

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

The contribution of FP8 cannot be understood in isolation of what is happening in the individual EU states, and what they are trying to do with their own research budgets. Greater levels of cooperation and information sharing will be required of the EU and RCUK. 

It is looking increasingly likely that FP8 will be a programme to implement Innovation Union rather than ‘just’ ERA; this may mean that the FP is broadened to include areas that are currently outside of it, such as CIP and the EIT.  Whilst bringing the various elements together under a single umbrella might make sense from a policy perspective, it needs to be done in such a way that it does not produce an overly-complex and inaccessible programme. 
Also member states should consider the long term socioeconomic and technological questions and challenges that Europe as a whole will be facing in the future and which can only be addressed by Europe-wide cooperation and funding. With the national research councils under pressure to demonstrate socio-economic impact over relatively short periods, FP8 should take a higher risk approach to fund novel step-changing discoveries that will develop the next generation of products and services and which will subsequently drive European economic growth. 

In addition, FP8 can deliver economic growth by providing sustained funding of the highest quality research through a variety of funding tools - if calls were less restricted to very precise topics or research areas, then there would be less research stagnation and the ability to maintain momentum from project to project.

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

The policy objectives and priorities should be taken into account when specifiying some of the thematic calls for projects.

We recommend that there is an inventory of current initiatives and instruments, to ensure that those that go forward are fit for purpose. It might be advisable to look at education programmes alongside this, so that all three elements of the knowledge triangle – research, innovation and education – fit together especially the administrative aspects. 

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 are other impacts that should be considerd in addition?

Benefits could be identified more appropriately. Alignment  is required not only to national strategies but also to the wider European and Global strategies. There is considerable influence on how the rest of the world aligns itself politically, strategically and economically as a direct result of analysis of which areas are being funded by the EU.

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

An important grand challenge is enivonmental sustainability and progress towards a low carbon economy. This challenge includes the need for investment in a research and knowledge base about how best to stimulate changes in social practices and human behaviour (eg consumtpion patterns) as well as in energy and environmental technologies.  It may be pertinent to look for collaborations with partners beyond the EU to secure the necessary advances in this arena; hence the FP8 regulations should provide for this greater global reach in collaborations.

It is also important that FP8 provides funding of biomedical and bioscience areas, and the translation of discoveries funded by the EU through UK companies and SMEs. We need strongly to emphasise and facilitate the potential of UK SMEs to deliver new products to the EU market. 

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

FP8 can support innovation by supporting collaborations with non-UK partners. The EU dimention might be better focused on making links across the continent for researchers to share best practice and collaborate on joint initiatives rather than fund separate independent projects that do not demontsrate mutual benefits. 

There could be better links between FP and CIP, with the possibility for follow up funding for research exploitation for specific FP project participants.  This should not be at the expense of ‘mainstream’ collaborative research funding.
Innovation can also be supported by providing funding programmes for start-up companies that are building on IP generated from basic research, and by providing better financial incentives for existing SMEs by funding 100% costs for small companies without an R&D budget, and through strengthening (and expanding) the ERC programme of support for top scientists and their innovative discovery science.

FP8 can also support innovation by increasing awareness of UK researchers in academia and industry of competing technologies abroad and indicate where the UK stands in relation to them. 
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8?

The FP7 split between Cooperation, Ideas, People, Capacities and the JRC (nuclear/environmental) is heavily weighted towards cooperation funding, but the balance seems fairly reasonable. More resource could be allocated to the ERC with the objective of supporting the very best researchers and extend the current schemes to include funding for mid-career researchers.

Some of the themes currently under Cooperation (e.g. Information and Communication, Social Science and the Humanities, and Security and Space) might also be dealt with under Ideas and People. The divisions seem a little arbitrary. For research in the humanities, cooperation is important but the benefits can be diminished when the collaboration is across large, unwieldy networks. The kinds of outputs in which the most advanced knowledge is produced in humanities rarely require more than 4-5 national partners (i.e. PI and their team per country). The FP8 budget division and related project design requirements should be designed to recognise this. 

It is crucial to retain support for the training of top EU scientists (People/ Marie Curie), and Frontier Science (ERC) which allows PIs to undertake innovative discovery projects with high potential for future translation. The Cooperation grants are valuable in terms of added value to complementary collaborative research. Capacity building could be strongly targeted to key areas such as funding biomedical scientists at the clinical interface, and interdisciplinary scientists at the life/physical sciences interface. Network funding is also crucial for supporting the establishment of new cooperation programmes. 

In short, the current balance should continue for the most part but with a strengthening of those areas most likely to have a societal or economic impact, and with continued (and possibly increased) support of the Ideas & People programmes.

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

We are not confident that robust enough evidence exists to adequately determine this. There is a difference between marriages of convenience and real partnerships. There is a growing need to see co-operations being more than the sum of its parts. Ideally for some collaborations the funding and project design should consider the production or consolidation of collaborations that may be sustainable and productive beyond the life of the funding. It is felt that the Cooperation strand could benefit greatly from being less restrictive- in terms of call topics- in order to increase competition in the funding process and reduce time spent on lobbying and pulling together artificial networks. 

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

See response to Question 7 - benefits might be gained from combining and/or streamlining some of the Ideas and People themes. 

Also whilst overlap is not necessarily a bad thing if the overlap results in complementarity rather than duplication of effort and the Cooperation area were made more flexible to allow smaller groupings and calls made less prescriptive, then its contribution to the goals of 'people' and 'ideas' would be much more substantial.

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

Grand Challenges provide a means to demonstrate the relevance of research and its funding at a time of severe competition for resources. At the same time  they provide a coordination envelope that allows actions complementary to research to be taken by DGs, national ministries and other actors who can influence the regulatory and demand environments that may be crucial for the initiative to have economic and social impact.

Funding research and development at the EU level is a huge opportunity to exploit EU-wide expertise to make step-advances in major issues that directly affect the EU population. Such an approach would carry greater weight than these challenges being addressed on a national level, and grand challenges can only be tackled through consortia (as already exist within the Framework Programmes). We strongly support more collaboration with ‘end-users’.

Grand challenges need to be genuinely ‘grand’ and multi-disciplinary, but also defined sufficiently well in order that the funding programmes which are organized around them operate coherently.  The Grand challenges also need to remain relevant for the duration of the FP and must be allowed to evolve over time.

Although Grand challenges are welcomed, there is a risk that areas of research, which may carry great benefit, but which do not fall into a "grand challenge" will be under-resourced. 

We would also like to see ‘Humanities’ as an approach integrated into the others, rather than a separate category; or at least broken down into specified themes which are to be humanities led. It is important to be fully aware that humanities research is vital to helping to shape and understand current approaches to Energy consumption etc.

We see and accept the logic of the shift towards Grand Challenges and would like to see the potential for humanities contributions to meeting those challenges reflected in the way they are framed. We feel, however, it is essential that the development of these themes takes place in the context of constant and extended dialogue with researchers across a wide range of disciplines. Grand Challenges that are imposed from the top down are unlikely to be met and there will be a need to guard against criticisms that such developments might be considered a waste of valuable resources and funding. 

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?

Some of the Grand Challenges are obvious candidates: energy, security, social cohesion, environment, food, health, migration, ageing societies, work-life balance, for example. We would like to reiterate the importance of cross-national perspectives on all of these issues. Knowing how these issues play out in societies other than our own would ultimately ensure that we address them with more sophistication with respect to the UK.

Specifically with Health-related research, we would suggest that the most important areas which would benefit from interdiciplinary focus will be research on debilitating rather than fatal diseases; including, but not limited to, mental illness, arthritis, obesity, diabetes, congenital disorders. Other areas also include aageing, the environment, novel therapies for chronic and infectious disease, and poverty. An area that will particularly benefit from an interdisciplinary focus will be bringing systems biology from the cellular to organismal level. 

Energy and the environment would appear to be well suited to EU-level grand challenges as they have a global impact and require input from a large number of disciplines. , 

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

We support the proposal for FP8 to make more of an effort to engage with countries outside the EU. If the BRIC countries and the South and East Asian giants are to play a greater role than ever in shaping the world economy, then it will be senseless not to reflect this in research carried out in European universities. We should find ways of ensuring that the EU accession countries, along with Japan, India and China, Latin America, the Middle East and Russia can all be involved in FP8 funded research. We would welcome linking this to the training of junior scholars from outside EU, visits of senior colleagues and joint working on grand challenges across different sites. This could be at research institution leadership level as well as on particular research projects – so that capacity of non-EU research institutions is supported.

A greater linkage of FP8 with governmental organisations (outside the EU) and national/ charitable funders looking at Global issues, e.g. health issues in the developing world would increase engagement with these countries. 

In the developed world, greater interaction could be encouraged if the governments of the countries involved (outside the EU) are willing to commit funds, and if there was a demonstrable EU and global advantage in terms of research output in working with partners outside the Union

We also suggest that FP8 continues to support the current EC funded project ACCESS4.EU which provides European researchers with information on funding opportunities outside the EU. Similarly the BILAT-USA and Link2US projects can also continue to be supported in providing information on funding opportunities to European and US researchers. 

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?

FP8 should still provide some thematic focus for the themes that require substantive advances and generate the greatest benefits e.g. health, environment and energy. 

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

ICT underpins most of the funding priorities in FP7 and this should continue in FP8 and should be applied / incorporated as needed into grand challenges. For enabling technologies to work well they must be connected with the other disciplines that they “enable”. Isolated work on these areas leads to technology that no one wants. 

Nanotechnology received a boost in FP6 and FP7 – funding needs to be maintained to increase competiveness against the rest of the world.

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?

We agree with this approach but the information provided in the consultation document is quite vague. Within the Social Sciences and Humanities theme potential approaches may wish to consider how to maximise declining resources in light of the current cuts in public expenditure. This is an issue of increasing relevance across the entire EU. One way of approaching this area might be to enhance and retain, or reconfigure, the Social Sciences and Humanities theme. The latter could also be a vehicle for focusing on SMEs. 

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?

There needs to be a broad effort to support existing strengths in all disciplines.

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

The ERC programme should continue to fund individual leading scientists with innovative and ground-breaking proposals. 

ERC should certainly prioritise frontier research – more or less exclusively. It would be useful to see if also some humanities-led themes featured in the calls under this heading. We would be particularly interested in the following themes: 

· Ageing and generations

· Migration, 

· Multiculturalism and multilingualism; including transnational and diaspora identities and language ecology

· Socio-economic inequalities including poverty and inter-ethnic social cohesion;

· Sustainable cities/societies

· Screen media and globalisation;

· Heritage (including historical remains, architecture and the built environment, tourism etc)

All these key areas come together as a major income generator across Europe and would benefit from more systematic research focus.

Whilst also supporting more coordination across these major areas there should also be a focus on ensuring that world class researchers are retained and/or attracted to the EU.

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

We are in favour of retaining significant individual investigator funding though there was not complete consensus on this issue. Some areas felt that it would be more appropriate to support and retain world-class strengths rather than lone scholar activity. The ERC should continue funding inter-disciplinary research within the same and across different institutions. 

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

It remains important to keep a ‘blue sky’ dimension to ERC activities and not to go too far down the route of applied and end-user emphasis in this strand of research funding. Where the private sector’s interests are concerned with achieving results and impact in the short term then ERC funding is not an appropriate funding mechanism. 

However, there are opportunities for some topics or questions that might be funded under ERC to be linked into a range of interests, business as well as for example, cultural, heritage and voluntary sector organisations. 

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

Skills development is important but the dominance of UK in this category perhaps suggests that the distinction between skills development and career development is not as clear as it could be. Mobility is part of this but only to a limited extent.

There is also scope for rationalizing the Marie Curie schemes, and concentrating on those with the highest added value; indeed, a ‘stripped down’ model could potentially include individual fellowships, some form of ITN-like scheme and a revised and very much simplified industry-academia scheme. The sector will need to be clear regarding what it wants to see for the future of Marie Curie.

Differences in employment legislation across the EU could be investigated and harmonised as far as possible

Further flexibility and support could be provided to allow researchers at all levels of seniority to visit other EU member states for periods of between 8 weeks and 2 years.

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?

Since Europe is living in a time of austerity, and permanent jobs for young academics are scarce, FP8 could engage in capacity building at the level of Early Career Researchers, channelling more money into schemes designed specifically to support recent postdocs, thus helping to ensure that Europe does not ‘lose’ a generation of scholars.

In addition, Research infrastructures are of great value, and could be extended; other areas of value are the science in society and international cooperation streams. 
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?

As far as possible all JRC activities should be reviewed to assess whether the same or better results could be achieved more cost-effectively through contract research to institutions or consortia in Member States. However, there will remain a need for a core capability to provide the Commission with independent expert advice to support its regulatory and other functions in the same way that national governments receive such advice. An increased focus on the quality of such advice and its application in policymaking is needed.
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme

Despite serious concerns about how it has been managed over the years, the COST scheme remains a valuable tool for network activities and consortium building.

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

We find this to be a rather simplistic in its approach and needs further justification. We need to understand the added value of the KICs over and above what is currently offered by the rest of the framework programme. 

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

JTIs (EU + private sector funding) are worth retaining as they can offer good value for money linked to translational opportunities. While remaining industry-led, their scope should be extended in both directions – to engage more clearly in innovation-related activities and to draw more effectively on leading edge science.
Some attention should be given to concentrate resources to support collaborations between world-class research groups. 

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

Partners in large projects supported by FP7, such as joint technology initiatives, collaborative projects and research infrastructures, are automatically eligible for this facility and this is included in FP7 contracts as a matter of course. The European Commission has defined precise eligibility criteria and has set up an eligibility panel to deal with these issues and in our experience this seems to works effectively. 
In addition to benefiting riskier projects, the RSFF enables R&D stakeholders and financial institutions to learn to work together, paving the way for further R&D loans in Europe.  We think this should continue in to FP8 following a possible review of the effectiveness of the facility during FP7. 

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 answer to question 25 – the balance should be attuned to the need to resource the collaborations of world class research groups while also providing resources to establish small projects and nascent collaborations on new and emerging topics.

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

PPPs offer an opportunity to universities and the private sector to identify and implement industry-led research. An increased role would be beneficial in promoting knowledge transfer between the two sectors (and represents good value), although the IP implications for academics and HEIs need to be more transparent.

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

Lessons from past evaluations have indicated that organisations are still frustrated with the administrative burden associated with the Framework Programmes- if this could be dealt with at the development stage of FP8 it would certainly encourage more participation from UK organisations (especially SMEs)

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

The application form should require the applicant to set out a dissemination plan, and the evaluation should attend to whether the work programme includes a robust and resources programme of dissemination to academic and non-academic users. 

More use should also be made of institutional repositories and/or national data archives where research data and outputs can be easily accessed.

There is a need to find a balance between patents and free publications – encouragement of consortia to stay together after a project has ended by offering second stage development projects.

Data archives need to be used and required; these exist in the UK and should be set up on a European scale.

The focus should be on peer-reviewed publications and on open-access data. In particular it would be extremely useful if FP8 required and enforced that data be made publicly accessible as it is published. Perhaps there is even room for research on how best to publish data to benefit most researchers and the public.

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? 

Changing the profile of funding so that more resource is allocated to one particular sector runs the risk that consortia are formed- and forced together- based on the types of organisations, rather than on which partners- regardless of type of organisation- would be the best fit to do the project. 

Current calls have specifically limited the amount of the project funding to SMEs and other participants, in some cases as much as up to 50% of the funding going to SMEs.  There is a danger that in some cases these restrictions will have a negative impact in the quality of the research. We recommend that these restrictions should be more flexible/removed/more precisely justified. It is not always the case that involvement in research (as opposed to knowledge transfer) is beneficial to all SMEs.
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs – to apply?

It would be useful to consider the UK KT model as an area of best practice. Also, SMEs needs to have access to high level professional administrative support at regional and national level to provide them with clear advice on how to access EC funding. At the moment we believe this is quite impenetrable. UK HEIs should be actively encouraged by the EU to engage with SMEs on a more proactive basis especially concerning projects of regional benefit (such as major regeneration initiatives). In addition the EC may want to consider offering follow-on funding opportunities for exploitation and commercialisation of successful project outputs. 

Also SMEs will be encouraged to participate by reducing the administrative burden, providing 100% cost recovery and highlighting the translational advantages of participation. 

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

Irrespective of the structure and thematic areas, real simplification for the beneficiaries (and not just the Commission) needs to be a primary focus.  There have been efforts made in this respect of late, for example with the Commission’s consultation and communication on simplification, however there is serious concern and scepticism over its outcomes and their implementation. The greatest simplification is arguably the rationalization of instruments, however other important simplification measures include:

· Consistency of advice and information between all project officers, and a transparent ‘mediation’ service for disputes of interpretation.

· The possibility of removing the requirement for time recording – moving towards a more trust-based approach in which national certification systems and usual accounting practices are acknowledged. Some of the best researchers avoid participation precisely because of this requirement.
· For those involved in applying for funding, managing and administering FP projects, an element of continuity is essential, and so rules and procedures should only be changed where there is a clear rationale and tangible benefit.

· Reduce audit requirements, less strict timesheet requirements, and administrative burden and reduce the timescale for the negotiation and grant agreement preparation.

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

A two stage application process should at least be considered. There is an opportunity here to filter out less ambitious projects and/or projects that do not yet demonstrative rigorous scientific quality. 

However this needs to be countered by the fact that this might be seen as creating an additional level of bureaucracy and may also increase administrative resources to support it.

It would be useful to clarify whether or not partners can be associated with more than one application in a given call. This was ambiguous under FP7.  A more restrictive practice would have the advantage of curtailing current practice where a given partner can become associated with several bids on a similar topic under the same call and instead would be obliged to focus their energies in the development of one bid.

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

We would advise that future Framework programmes offer clear advice and guidance to applicants about the scale and ambitions of the research that they expect to fund. Too often we see applications that offer vague even flippant statements and tend to be over- or under-ambitious about outputs (when applications span 4-5 countries and/or 9-10 researchers it is easy to generate lists of intended outputs that, in the event, fail to live up to their billing; this is particularly true for humanities research). However, to go too far in that direction would run the danger of killing off innovative, ‘risky’ thinking. Emphasis on results/outcomes is likely to make frontier research harder to articulate and therefore there needs to be a balance between different funding models.
Specified deliverable are often ritualistic reports with no readership beyond the project officer. Scientific projects should be judged far more on their ability to produce high quality publications and user impacts.
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

Licence terms

The Background IP that is made available is licensed royalty-free for the purposes of the Project and to allow a participant to be able to use its own Foreground unless otherwise agreed.  Whilst it probably makes sense that the use of Background for a project is royalty-free, it may be more appropriate that any such licence should always be on "fair and reasonable conditions".  Foreground is also available royalty-free or on fair and reasonable conditions as agreed to allow a participant to be able to use its own Foreground.

Licences for the use of IP post-project have to be requested within one year of the end of the Project.  This means that the possibility of a licence being requested is around for a year less than under FP6, which is beneficial to universities.
Definitions

The actual definitions of Background and Foreground are better than previously when the EU used the terminology Pre-existing Know How and Knowledge instead.  At least Background and Foreground are closer to the concepts of Background IP and Foreground IP which the UK universities are used to using.  Though they are still a bit unclear with Background being:  "information .... as well copyrights and other intellectual property rights pertaining to such information ...." and Foreground being "results, including information .... rights related to copyright, design rights; patent rights; plant variety rights; or similar forms of protection".

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?

There needs to be better recognition of an institution’s own practices and methods; this includes possible full costing methodologies, where these are nationally accepted and quality assured, however, the flat rate models should still be available.

The sustainability of EU projects should not act as barrier to the participation of leading researchers and institutions (and so distorting excellence in the Programme). Cost recovery on EC-funded projects is amongst the lowest of all funder categories – particularly as it does not benefit from any supporting stream such as the Charity Support Funding element of QR driven by eligible charity-funded projects. This is exacerbated by the inability to recover specific direct costs (principally input VAT which hits equipment–heavy projects very badly) and the real administrative costs of managing these projects. We strongly believe that the flat rate option for indirect costs should be maintained into FP8 and that it should be increased to reflect more realistically the total cost of a project.

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?

Apart from the time and bureaucracy involved in putting FP7 bids together, one of the factors discouraging UK participation in the programmes is lack of clear information about which ones are relevant to which researchers at which times. The ERC website is a labyrinth that puts off all but the most intrepid. The various ‘Alerts’ systems are often similarly non-user friendly and difficult to set up in a targeted manner. Information about when a call is about to be launched often appears to depend on being ‘properly networked’ into Brussels; as a result, UK researchers seem to have reduced notice time compared with some of their European partners. (Again the Humanities seem to be particularly affected by this and it is likely that large numbers of experienced scholars are not aware of the opportunities available to them at ERC.) If the UK Research Councils could play a more active role in pointing their respective ‘audiences’ towards emerging opportunities within FP8 before and as they are formally announced, they would be doing a great service. We are also aware that the expenditure constraints have already been an encouragement to participate. At the moment Research Councils seem to operate very separately from ERC – and more dialogue between the two, or directing between the two areas might help. The AHRC web site, for example, is focused on its own programmes and perhaps could direct researchers to others, such as the ERC, more systematically.

Improved measures for greater transparency in the process of Work Programme formulation are urgently needed in order that it is seen as being fair and in line with overall strategic goals of the specific programmes.  The process for participation in the content of Work Programmes should be more widely publicised in order to increase the participation of potentially excellent research input. 
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

UKRO is an extremely useful resource for UK HEIs- much more so than the EC's Cordis service. The thematic NCPs vary in their usefulness, with some being pro-active in engaging the academic/ Higher Education community (e.g. NCPs for Health and ICT) whilst others to a lesser extent.  More consistency in the services they provide, especially with respect to lobbying in Brussels, would be beneficial.
The UK NCP for ICT is funded by the TSB.  Although the support that the NCP for ICT provides via the telephone, the website and email is valuable and of good quality, in our recent experience it has been difficult to invite the relevant NCP to visit the university and speak to research administrators and academics about EC funding issues. The main reason being that since the NCP is funded by the TSB the objective of the visit needs to have industry/business relevance. 

With the increasing cost of hiring premises in Brussels, UKRO could benefit from having premises comparable with those that many much smaller countries and regions are able to offer their nationals for networking and other events. These could be hired out at economic cost but would signal a UK presence.

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

Seed funding (from the UK government) could be useful for SMEs to build networks and therefore position themselves for an application. 
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation? 

Develop better links with the project officers and appropriate EC bodies. 

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

The Framework Programme brings people together across Europe who otherwise might not have done so, and it thus adds to the options for funding – they are the attractors to EC funding.   UK universities are pretty proficient at getting funding – so get them linked into more programmes with industry and make it attractive to use their experience to assist SMEs.

    
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?
     
Please use this space for any general comments that you may have, comments on the layout of this consultation would also be welcomed.

Thank you for your views on this consultation. 
Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge receipt of individual responses unless you tick the box below. 
Please acknowledge this reply  FORMCHECKBOX 

At BIS we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be okay if we were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes    

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


































































































































