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	Universities
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	Industry 
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	SMEs
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	Individual researcher from a university
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	Individual researcher from industry

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (please describe): 


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

The UK's high level objectives should focus on ensuring scientific “excellence with relevance” as a key priorty for FP8.  We need to avoid the programmes becoming too strategic and near market and achieve an appropriate balance of research.  Research focussed purely on strategic results prevents the development of a constant pipeline of new fundamental discoveries which are essential to feed the innovation pipeline. The scientific focus should synergise with the UK scientific grand challenges, exploit the added value gained from the collective skills and expertise of Europe and ensure ability to leverage national funding. 
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


FP8 will be crucial in the development of economic growth for the UK.  European programmes facilitate the undertaking of large multi disciplinary research programmes which would be difficult to achieve with national funding alone. Difficult because of the size of the budget required and in the limitations of the national skills base.  Many of the grand scientifc challenges require large scale multidisciplinary long term research priogrammes which create knowledge to feed the innovation pipeline.  We need to be adventurous and not risk averse in terms of supporting frontier research. From this will flow innovation, job creation and product development.  In addition there needs appropriate levels of funding for industrial involvement including SMEs. 

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

Research and development is one of the 5 key targets for Europe 2020, along with job creation, climate change, education and poverty reduction.  To ensure that Europe can compete with USA and the emerging technology countires such as China, FP8 has to increase investment and invest wisely and not become risk averse that all science is product focussed. High risk research can catalyse the economic delivery required.  FP8 needs to continue its successful structure with the  Ideas (ERC), people (Marie Curie) and cooperation collaborative programmes.  The funding modalities need assessment to ensure better cost recovery of overhead costs to encourage greater involvement.  The size of the collabortative programmes needs review. FP6 were too large, but FP7 has probably swung too hard the other way. 
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 Report reflects the benefits well. The UK benefits from collaborative research programmes, particulalry in the life sciences. FP does provide an innovation pipeline which can potentially be exploited at the national level. Although exploitation at the national level is perhaps an area for improvement. The mobility of european researchers in the Marie Curie programme also brings impact with job creation and delivery of exceptional scientifc outputs.
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

By influencing the content of FP8 to align with the UK grand challenges. Particularly focus on the life science cooperation and the 'ideas' and 'people' pillars. 
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

Collabortive programmes which tackle the scientific grand challenges, exploiting european wide specialist skills and catalysing interactions including with industry has the potential to deliver knowledge and innovation to drive economic benefit for the UK. The ERC instrument, in which the UK has been very successful, funds exceptional frontier research with the potential to deliver significant breakthroughs and innovation.
The UK needs to be bold with a political push to promote the funding of biotechnology and genetic modification (GM) as solutions to food security, well being and sustainability.

Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
It will be essential to maintain or preferably increase the budgets for ERC, Marie Curie and Life Sciences collaborative projects.  Unsure as to whether the capacities instrument provides value for money. The Joint Research Centres are not a strength for UK. The FP7 budget for the food  agriculture and biotechnology theme is very small, yet the research that is required to meet the grand challenges in many cases falls within this category of funding.  The Health theme has a much larger budget but the scope is relatively narrow.  The health call needs to broaden scope to include food quality/diet/sufficiency. The majority of the budget should be focussed on long term fundamental research. Industrial involvement and SME participation are valuable as part of the exploitation pipleine and therefore also require appropriate funding.
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
The ERC, Marie Curie and Cooperation pillars provide the greatest EU added-value.  
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
There aren’t really opportunities for efficiencies through overlaps. Areas are generally distinct e.g. a project that is suitable for a collaborative project would not be suitable for a Marie Curie proposal or an ERC grant. The scientific areas are also generally distinct and where there are overlaps e.g. between topics in KBBE and Environment, there is already a joint call. 
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
The argument is strong for collaborative projects and the UK grand challenges. It is essential that we support the research which underpins the needs of the grand challenges.  There is a requirement for long term research, building expertise and creating an ongoing wave of innovation and success.  The ERC should remain unrestricted to allow the best blue skies frontier research to be conducted.


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 of them would benefit from multidisciplinary collaborative research, which could complement (leverage) nationally funded activity.
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

In the past there have been highly successful coordinated multinational programmes which we should repeat, such as the mutinational programme to sequence the Arabidopsis genome. New strategic alliances which parallel this arrangement with eg USA/Australia on the plant epigenome -[other examples please] should be initiated 
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?
Space and transport are not areas where the UK has received significant funding in the past.  Greatest benefit on investment would come through focussing on the Life sciences.
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

Key enabling technologies are clearly still important and need the international perspective to develop high class scientific programmes. Development of Technology Innovation Centres (TICs) is being addressed at national level. 
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?

No.  Diluting effort too much.  
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?

To keep Europe at the forefront requires funding excellent research.  Budgets across the cooperation themes need revisiting to address the balance of need.  Cooperation provides better returns on investment and promotes more economic development then the underpinning areas of research.
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

100% - it should fund excellence and excellence only. Frontier blue skies research is the foundation of innovation. Beware of restricting the scientific freedom of the ERC or driving towards short term market activities. 
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
ERC is a flagship of the best in excellent research and should continue to focus on sole investigators.  There should not be any needs to involve industry.  From the ERC research will flow knowledge which will be the basis of future collaborative research projects.  It is absolutely essential to maintain this vibrant academic excellence in Europe.
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

No. The ERC is there to encourage excellent blue skies frontier research. Its strength and competive edge derives from it not being restricted to specific science areas or private sector interests. ERC is the start of the innovation pipeline and will deliver the best outcomes to be taken up by industry in the longer term. 
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

FP6/7 saw a good balance of these activites which should be maintained in FP8.
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?
We do not believe that the majority of the capacities programme is a particularly high priority or carries significant value. The support of the SMEs research capacity may be the one exception.
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
Not a priority for the UK
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?

The three sides of the knowledge triangle are education, research and innovation.  We do not believe it is appropriate to use FP8 to fund this kind of integration.  Regional colocation will not be transnational. Natural centres of excellence for KICs should be funded nationally.



Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
The ERANET schemes as part of the Article 185 are welcomed, although the sharing of national pots in this way can be problematic. FP8 needs the programmes to be as flexible and pragmatic as possible to be able to respond to the changing needs over the course of the programme.
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

     
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?


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

To perform excellent research where science push and private pull synergize.
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?
Needs to be done by each project using the most appropriate methods. It does not require special infrastructure or extra levels of bureaucracy.  
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?

: No
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
SMEs in particular would benefit from simplification of rules for participation, reducing the time to contract.and less auditing/reporting requirements.  SMEs need to work within short time frames, Tax incentives and the ability to claim VAT. Also need the UK politics to support small companies, and brave politicians prepared to support biotechnology and genetic modification as a solution to food security and sustainability.  
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)? 

Currently bureaucracy is too risk overse with unecessary over accounting and accountability.  Need to introduce more trust (all projects are audited). Bureaucracy in FP7 is simpler than in FP6, and this is welcomed, but more simplification is needed with a reduction in the level of detail of reporting required. Reporting on the Participant Portal could also be streamlined. The guidance manuals for using the Participant Portal are hard to understand and don’t match how the system works in practice. This makes reporting very difficult, especially for partners with little experience of EU projects. The complicated system of security permissions in the reporting system make it difficult for coordinators to help partners or add information for them. It is overly complicated to have to attach a separate file for each deliverable, even if the report on that deliverable is only a couple of sentences.



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

Putting a full applciation together is a significant investment in time and effort. A two stage proposal could save significant investment, but the outline application needs to be simple and reviewed quickly. There is already an issue of the time it takes to contract.
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

No. Research by definition is not always going to deliver the original outputs defined. Funding on the basis of outputs alone makes the participation in the programmes unattractive.  This sits with the current thinking of risk averse systems, which quash innovation and the creative research pipeline we need for global economic competitiveness.
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

The model grant agreement terms are fit for purpose. Problems only really arise when partners try to move significantly away from them in the collaboration agreement e.g. stopping certain partners owning the Foreground they generate. The Innovative Medicine Initiative IP rules are a problem as they start from the position that all IP is owned by the industrial parties or is transferred to them on very favourable terms. These IP rules are very unfavourable to academic participants.


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?

The overhead rates which can be claimed are below that supported through national research council funding, even for the most favourable scheme of collaborative projects. The overhead rates on many of the other schemes are extremely low, meaning that substantial investment is required from the participating organisation in order to meet full economic costs. Marie Curie actions (currently 10% of direct costs, but due to change for IEFs in the 2011 work programme to an flat rate for IEFs and IIFs), 20% for ERC and Coordinated Support Actions (7%) are too low and not realistic. There doesn’t seem to be any logical basis for the different rates for different types of project. It would be better for each organisation to be able to recover its overheads across the whole FP.



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? 

Lobby for better overhead rates for organisations participating in EU programmes. This will encourage more participation.
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

We primarily use UKRO. They provide an excellent service and are particularly valuable at the start of a framework programme when all the new rules are introduced.
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
A major change in FP7 was the removal of VAT as an eligible cost. Can this be reinstated for FP8. This would have benefit to all UK contractors.
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?
All references to grand challenges refer to the UK challenges, not the Lund granhd challenges
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� 





