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

To leverage funding to improve the UK's research output and economic competitiveness.  It is anticipated that this will include support for the UK's own research priorities through the strategic alignment of thematic areas, and also to maintain or grow capacity in areas where the UK is unable to invest.
To support the career development of researchers, particularly early career researchers.
To enabe facilitation of international networks that will benefit UK research and development in the public and private sectors.
To gain knowledge and skills from partner states to strengthen the UK's competitiveness.


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


By continuing to fund the range of activities supported in FP7, with the range of partners.

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

By adopting throughout FP8 the principles and values of research excellence established by the European Research Council. 
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? 

Yes, the benefits are identified appropriately.  There are particular benefits to highlight:

1) Benefits from the EU-funded Social Sciences and Humanities research to comparative method (Ackers et al (2009): Impact of the Framework Programmes on the Social Sciences and Humanities in the ERA.  Many UK academics felt that comparative method would not have developed as it has in the absence of EU funding.  

2) Networking gains are particularly important in the area of early career researchers.

3) Most large EU-funded projects are characterised by interdisciplinarity and this is one of their great strengths, and this is also intertwined with the internationalisation of research: both of these are benefits.  University of Liverpool SSH recipients have found it beneficial to work alongside scientists in "challenge-oriented" studies. 

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

In general FP8 can make a contribution to the UK economy by providing additional support for the UK's excellent research-base, which has a range of proven benefits for the economy.  It does this through a combination of support for researchers, thematic areas and capacity-building.  It also enables SMEs to engage in research and development where they would not otherwise be able to.  These benefits remain unchanged from those of FP6 and FP7.
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

FP8 can support innovation by providing support to business in key areas of R&D.  An example might be in the area of functional food.  Academic and SME collaborations would support innovation in an area where manufacturers are required to meet new rigorous standards (due to EFSA systems) and need support to enable them to develop ingredients that could, for example, enhance cognition/performance, improve eye health, physical wellbeing, control appetite, reduce cardio-metabolic problems and so on.  Innovation in these areas would have enormous social and economic benefits 
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
The Ideas programme administered through the ERC has been a welcome addition and the UK has performed well in this area - it would be beneficial to increase the budget for ERC to fund a larger proportion of the UK's (and EU's) best researchers.
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
The Cooperation element possibly provides the most added value due to the large networks created, and the focus on thematic challenges.  The Ideas programme also provides a crucial role in supporting new key areas of research despite the higher risks involved.
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
It might be possible to administer the People elements through the other programmes, as integral parts of them.  This might require some ringfencing of budgets.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
The EU's response to the grand challenges is fundamental to the future economic success of Europe and research needs to be properly funded.  There are significant benefits to be had from creating international networks of the best researchers in related research areas, and these are most likely to provide added value. 

There may be a disadvantage in focusing more on grand challenges when this is also the case for the UK's own policies - having continued support for non-UK priorities would be beneficial in terms of supporting UK capacity in emerging, rather than established, research areas.  This would be particularly true if the Ideas programme was diminished.  There area also significant thematic challenges that need to be addressed that might not necessarily fall under the umbrella of a grand challenge. 

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?

All grand challenges are best tackled on an EU-wide level if they combine the best expertise to address the key problems we are facing.  There would be a particularly significant benefit of targeting the interface between medicine/science and social science/humanities.  In the area of Health, an example of the benefit of the FP would be to support pan-European studies in obesity that would be larger in scale and scope than could be supported by the UK alone.  This might include the collection of longitudinal data on the effect of advertising on childrens' food choices, that would enable researchers to analyse the extent and impact of various voluntary codes and adherence to them.  This sort of study has a major potential benefit for the health of Europe, and reduction of the economic costs associated with obesity and associated health problems.  Another area for development would be research on the topic of addiction, where large-scale pan European projects could combine research from experimental studies with small-scale successful intervention studies, into something that would create a better understanding of the processes leading to and sustaining addictive behaviour with the goal of implementing large-scale public interventions that would have a huge beneficial effect.  In this arena the UK would be unable to support research of the required scale in a politically difficult area. 
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

FP8 should engage with countries outside the EU where there is a significant gap in the EU's expertise.  A good use of FP8 funds is to support network/researcher mobility that engages leading researchers outside the EU.  This helps to tranfer expertise to the EU's own 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?
Yes, thematic focus is still required.  Some thematic areas would benefit from increase budgets due to the large challenges to be addressed, particularly Health, Security, Energy and Environment  (with reductions to Transport and Space)
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

Enabling technologies should be embedded within other thematic areas.
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 see no need for services to be addressed specifically within the Framework Programme and would expect these to be included within other themes as appropriate.
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?

We would support the embedding of enabling technologies within the other themes, to ensure that they are well integrated.  Social Sciences and Humanities require underpinning support so that they have the capacity to address the grand challenges - this is a key area for development in FP8. 
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 should focus on funding research on the basis of excellence, and this is the most likely area that would produce benefits in frontier areas. 
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
Yes, as networks are well-supported through the FP Cooperation programme.
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

The links betweeen high level research as funded through ERC are already strong. Emphasis should be placed in encouraging the private sector to engage and co-fund excellent leading edge research. 
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

These are of moderate priority. The existing Marie Curie and other mobility programmes are sufficient. The UK currently has a broad skills base. This will doubtless be eroded if cuts to public expenditure reduce the numbers of postgraduate research students and postdoctoral researchers. The UK shoukld ensure that the supply of incoming research talent is not interupted going forward. 
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?
Research infrastructures - medium value
Research for the benefit of SMEs - high value
Regions of knowledge and support for regional research-driven clusters -  high value
Research potential of Convergence Regions - low value
Science in society - low value
Support to the coherent development of research policies - medium value
International cooperation - highest value
 Other area - Addressing SMEs explicitly and collaboratively through supply chains of larger companies.    

Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
Energy, health, environment and security in that order.
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?

Yes, this would complement UK initiatives and the EU innovation Union policy.  Funding would be helpful to develop and implement innovative programmes (eg: building on Knowledge Transfer Partnerships) and to enable centres, such as KIC's and similar, to develop, access and share best international practice.  

We would also welcome the support for knowledge triangle projects in key sectors (eg: advanced manufacturing, creative and digital) which worked across traditional business boundaries and focused on cross-sectoral techologyapplications in order to drive innovation and the development of new products, as well as seeking to apply those technologies in other key sectors such as life sciences and low carbon.  The focus should be on sustainable areas of technology where the barriers for the private sector to undertake projects themselves are high  

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?

The University of Liverpool has never had to call on this facility.  A decision about whether to include a similar facility for FP8 would depend on the experience of other organisations.
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?

There is some concern about the growth of very large projects which are administratively complex and suffer diminishing returns - many academics are increasingly disinterested in them.  The best returns for the UK might be to argue for the retention of smaller projects.
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

Private sector led partnerships in support of the Knowledge Triangle (ref 24.) should be encouraged
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development 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?
There should be a change to the approach to deliverables - see response to question 35, below.
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?

Other policy drivers are encouraging collaboration between universities, research organisations and businesses, so there should be no need for more proactive efforts in this area.
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
As is well-documented, the bureaucracy of the FP is the largest cause of low participation, and reducing this would have the greatest beneficial impact.  It is also important to reduce the time to grant so that businesses feel that they have the potential to realise benefits of research within timescales that are useful to their own strategic development.  More fluid budgets and the lifting of restrictions surrounding sub-contracting work would also be beneficial.
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)? 

Reduction of or a simplification of FP terms and conditions, apply generic FP terms and conditions across other programmes, reducing the amount of paperwork, eg, ESPON programme priority 2 paperwork = 265 pages of information for which EU will award 8 projects internationally.
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

Yes, this would be beneficial in reducing burden if the first stage was very simple, and it would encourage more individuals/organisations to engage with FP8.  It would also be an appropriate response to the low response rates experienced in previous/current FPs, to avoid wasted efforts of applicants.  Care should be taken, however, not to increase the time to grant.
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

Yes. However, in order to improve on the quality of research outputs associated with EU funded programmes it is important to change the current approach to 'deliverables'. A strong consensus exists that deliverable inflation has led to a reduction in the quality of outputs, that there are too many deliverables, there is no flexibility or scope for reflexivity, time spent producing outputs detracts from international-quality peer reviewed publications and the outputs themselves are not peer-reviewed.
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

     
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?

Yes, we think this is appropriate
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? 

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

     
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
     
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

     
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?
     
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� 





