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

UK’s high level objectives for FP8:

•
To increase the UK share of European funding and ensure it plays a leading role in EU R&D.

•
To ensure that FP8 is structured in such a way that a broad spectrum of the best research in the UK is eligible to compete for EU funds, not just narrowly focussed projects.

•
To support blue sky research.

•
To continue supporting the contribution of the humanities and social sciences and strengthen the humanities and social science research base.
•
To sustain and develop research excellence and increase European competitiveness in world research.

•
To establish a less bureaucratic framework for funding that FP7, particularly for relatively small awards (fellowships and smaller grants).  

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


•
Increasing support for postdoctoral or early career researchers. Many of these will branch into non-academic careers which will bring benefit from their research training and experience.

•
Through knowledge dissemination and transfer activities

•
Stimulation of innovative thinking about the inter-relationship between the needs of society (people, institutions) and the needs of the economy.

•
Understanding what limits economic growth and developing alternative models.


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

     
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 benefits of the FP Programme to the UK have been appropriately identified in the mentioned report. 
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

•
Increasing the UK share will lead to job creation in itself.

•
Increasing opportunities for knowledge transfer and other third stream activity will directly benefit the UK economy.

•
Increasing support for postdoctoral or early career researchers. Many of these will branch into non-academic careers which will then benefit from their research training and experience. 

•
There is considerable scope to create cross-national multidisciplinary networks, facilitating research on the scientific, economic and political dimensions of a low-carbon economy.

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


By ensuring that FP8 themes are structured in such a way that a broad spectrum of the best research in the UK is eligible to compete for EU funds, not just narrowly focussed projects. 
•
By reserving a part of the budget for ‘blue sky’, by which we mean research on themes outside the framework of the main programme topics.

•
By providing funding for research in areas where funding is not directed by immediate economic or market considerations. 



Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
64% of the FP7 budget is allocated to the Co-operation programme. This should be reduced to at least 50% in favour of a greater allocation to ‘People’ and ‘Ideas’ programmes. We would welcome around 50% of FP8 allocated to the Ideas and People  programmes combined. Increasing funding for the ERC and expanding programme to support mid-career researchers would be very beneficial.
In terms of specific thematic areas, enabling technologies and science should remain the focus, but there is also a need to ensure a balance between STEM subjects and arts and humanities and social sciences. 

Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
'People’ and ‘Ideas’ programmes add the most value; they represent an excellent means of attracting talented researchers into Universities and enabling the sharing of approaches and ideas on level terms, regardless of greatly varying levels of national funding.

Co-operation and Capacities programmes provide the least added value. In collaboration programme the bureaucracy can build up and people are unwilling to take the lead, although understandably happier to take part when others take more of the management burden. The “cooperation” model tends to require extended or elaborate collaboration beyond a level appropriate for the majority of humanities or social science research.
Thematically, the most EU-added value is provided by those funding areas that address issues across the EU unlikely to be funded commercially; the least value is provided by those areas that already are in a position to attract funding from the commercial sector.

Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
Potentially yes, but it could be difficult, because different instruments are funding different type of activity - e.g. multi-national collaborations / single researcher / mobility. 
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
Grand challenges can catch the public imagination and enhance the recognition and appreciation for European funded science. They provide an opportunity for collaboration that can facilitate effective networks able to respond to grand social, economic or environmental challenges, in a way that researchers working in UK alone are not able to do. 
However, by funding grand challenges, there is a risk that everyone is working on the same thing on the superficial level and not allowing basic research to happen, which would bring real advances in these areas. 
The grand challenges must be topics that have significant social support across Europe and there is a need to ensure flexibility and guard against duplication of effort. If rapid, policy-focused reports are required, smaller groupings might be desirable and can still be undertaken within a Framework Programme. 

Also, FP8 should tackle both grand and small challenges and not make grand challenges focus of the programme, while reducing funding for other topical areas, especially those that are not likely to be funded from other sources (e.g. commercial sector).

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 areas best tackled on an EU-wide level are those where, internationally, a critical mass of researchers and research facilities is concentrated in the EU (rather than, say, the Americas or Asia), the topics where large cross-disciplinary networks can respond to in a way that researchers working in a single country are not able to do. 

Climate / environmental change and biodiversity are some of important themes that need to be addressed multi-disciplinarily, through an EU-wide collaboration, and include both current and historical investigations. 

Support would be also welcome for the study of emerging common diplomatic and security practices across the EU. There is also a need for timely exploration of the issues around borders and immigration in the EU, which demand a multi-disciplinary response. These might together form a grand challenge of ‘Migration, social integration and public security’. 

An emphasis on digital transformation, chiming with challenges set by UK sponsors, would be timely as well. The development of a pan-European digital research archive might be an aspiration.
In the biomedical area, neuroscience, food security and ageing are also hugely important. 

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


By working so as to ensure "open borders" for high level researchers; by acting as an exemplar in providing opportunities for EU-external researchers to participate at all levels in all areas of research.

On topics such as Biodiversity, much of the available expertise (and key resources such as collections) lie in Europe, but many of the key actions need to be taken in countries with poor scientific infrastructure and little funding. Collaborative projects (including training) between for example European and Tropical nations can make a disproportionate impact, as evidenced by the UK Darwin Initiative.

Another target region for collaboration could be the EU-bordering countries – North Africa, Turkey and the Levant. 

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?
The EU and UK have very good research infrastructure in space and transport and they support vital industries, so it would be good to continue. The other themes we would like to see maintained are health, food and environment. Dedicated support for socio-economic sciences and humanities, without restriction of thematic approach, should be continued from FP7 as well. However, the thematic areas should not be too narrowly described. 



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

The EU and UK has very good research infrastructure in these areas and they support vital industries. An emphasis on digital transformation would be very welcome as well. Finally, it would be good for FP8 to provide funding for research in areas where funding is not, or is not likely to be, directed by immediate economic or market considerations.
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?

Services form a big part of UK's economy and for social scientists these areas represent a  priority, so they should be more specifically addressed in the Framework Programme.



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?

Opportunistically, to take best advantage of the perceived scope for funding in respect of developing themes, whilst ensuring a broad funding base for areas of research. Maintaining humanities and social sciences funding at the current level would be welcome as innovations in business and the social sphere bring an important contribution to societal changes around climate and energy consumption as well as other grand challenges.
The provision of small-scale funding to facilitate early discussions between EU researchers would be a useful means of encouraging collaborative responses. The Framework Programme might usefully recognise the merits of smaller projects and the reduced co-ordination costs that they carry.

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’s greatest strength is the breadth of subjects it funds and it should continue in the same way. It supports basic science and it does so in a reasonably flexible way, primarily on the criterion of scientific quality, with few restrictions as to the topic. It adds special value because it can be used for basic long term research, when many agencies are moving to a more targeted approach. 
Care needs to be taken on the definition of “frontier research” for the humanities:  if what is intended under this term is "current, high impact" research, then it's probably too late; such research is likely to have developed its own funding and output trajectory that might be prolonged but is unlikely to be renewed by focused ERC funding.  ERC should focus on emerging areas of research interest.

Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
ERC’s current emphasis on supporting basic science and providing single investigator funding for long term research is working very well. We would also welcome the provision of attached studentships and postdoctoral Fellowships as part of the support of individual investigators in building research teams as well as support for mid-career researchers. 

While ERC should continue focussing on single researchers, having some funding provision for groups of researchers would be welcome.  Flexible funding, such as EPSRC’s platform grant scheme, would be also attractive.

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

ERC activities constitute public goods rather than private, and to shape ERC activities so as to be more consonant with the conditions that allow private goods would be to second-guess the market operations that are likely to derive and seek benefit from unfettered research activity.
ERC could stimulate exchange with industry by making some of the additional funds contingent on industry involvement such as in kind support and matching funds. Such linkages are natural, e.g. power companies have little idea on how innovation in the smart metering or smart grid technology will affect domestic consumption.
The development of knowledge transfer schemes, similar to the UK Knowledge Transfer Partnerships, would allow Universities to capitalise on links with industry and community partners.
However, the ERC will play an increasingly important role in supporting excellent basic sceince and engineering and it should not be distracted from this mission.


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

Marie Curie training networks have been of value to us in bringing excellent staff to work here, particularly at the postdoctoral level. They can establish a real sense of community within a research field across Europe, and this can be particularly important in a small research field with a distributed community.  Not all of these networks work well, and the bureaucracy associated with them deters many scientists from participating (particularly if they are already well funded) but at their best, these can change the experience of science in Europe for a whole community. One good example of such a network is the Zoonet network of comparative Zoologists.

There is still a need to strengthen the sense of European Science as a single community with open access and free exchange. Current visa requirements are pushing us in the opposite direction.  By working so as to ensure "open borders" for high level researchers and acting as an examplar in providing opportunities for EU-external researchers to participate at all levels in all areas of research, European funding helps to mitigate the effects of this, so it is very welcome for FP8 to continue supporting research mobility.
One of areas of development for Marie Curie schemes would be to link it more strongly to PhD studentships or career pathways. 

Question 21: The capacities specific programme currently covers several policy initiatives relating to capacity-building. Which of these are of most value? Are there other areas which would merit funding?
     
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
University of Cambridge has not had any involvement with the Joint Research Centre.



Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
University of Cambridge has had little contact with the COST framework.



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

University of Cambridge has not participated in any of the KICs.



Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
University of Cambridge has not had any involvement with JTIs or article 185 initiatives. 



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

The University of Cambridge has not applied for the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. The scheme seems appropriate and it should 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?

The FP8 should support both large programmes like 185 article initiatives, as well as smaller projects. We would welcome larger proportion of funding going towards smaller projects which are quicker and easier to set up, manage and deliver high quality results. 


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

     
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
Significantly reduce bureacracy in application and project management and reporting processes. 
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 development of knowledge transfer schemes, similar to the UK Knowledge Transfer Partnerships, would allow Universities disseminate knowledge and capitalise on links with industry and community partners. 
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?

UK may wish to increase number of companies involved in EU collaborations. The best way of doing that is by encouraging industry to collaborate with universities, rather than by shifting part of funding going to the universities to industry. If following former, both universities and industry have benefits, and it also enables dissemination of outputs and knowledge transfer.
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
The notification via Cordis of potential research partners is not sufficiently detailed – a UK-specific list of eligible and interested SME would encourage greater collaboration between Universities and the private sector.
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)? 

•
Provision of concise and user-friendly documentation is essential (with reference to full sets of regulations). 

•
Adoption of procedures such as a two-stage application process (open preliminary application so as to screen for subsequent invited applications).

•
Improving usability and quality of websites - they are not user-friendly or intuitive (e.g. passwords expire, email addresses are not recognised, hyperlinks fail). 

•
There is a considerable scope for reducing bureaucracy in award management, e.g. simplification (preferably, eradication) of timesheets and PFMR for ERC projects, reduction in audit requirements, emphasis on trust rather than strict financial control by the Commission, flexibility for activities to evolve during the project and the budget to be capable of amendment to reflect changed activities. 

•
Simplifying transfer of grants process would be very welcome. The programme should recognise that an award made to a PI in Europe will, in general, move with the PI if they transfer to another institution within Europe.  The suggestion that the research project should transfer to another individual at the same institution is generally unrealistic, and would compromise the scientific quality on which the award was based.  It should not take a year to arrange the transfer of an award, so there is a lot of scope for improvement here.

•
Stability of personnel within the Commission would be helpful.      



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

A two-stage process, in principle, would be welcomed and is likely to increase participation by removing the requirement for detailed application at an early stage. Expressions of interest / outline bids at Stage 1, followed by full application at Stage 2, work well with other sponsors. However, we would be wary of this generating longer lead-times times or entailing start-up costs for institutions.

The process would need to be designed in such a way that it saves time and bureaucracy for both the academics and administrators; otherwise there is a danger of creating even more bureaucracy in the application process. 

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

It is hard to envisage how this would work for research organisations. The uncertainty of income would be a significant deterrent for most researchers, and would add a further level of complexity in evaluating outcomes and determining costs, which seems counter to the general intention to reduce bureaucracy. It would also discourage risky research for work that can be predicted.

Rescinding the requirement of timesheets would be a prime way of moving towards outcome performance while reducing bureaucracy.

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

Joint IP discussions can be protracted. Universities want to gain from licenses and industry wants to gain from production without paying a license to the joint owner.  These debates can slow up FP& DESCA negotiations. Standard wording and non negotiable terms that provide opportunity for a fair license and allow commercialisation would be very welcome.
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?

As research institutions are required to resolve global issues of major importance and the need to work in global collaborative alliances, the EC should consider paying adequate overheads to ensure institutions have the capacity and resources to work within networks and alliances. 

The transition to FP8 would represent an ideal opportunity for the Framework to move to a funding model consistent with Full Economic Costing, at least 80% that RCUK are paying.  The disallowance of VAT as an eligible cost is highly problematic and should be reviewed.
Universities have been let down over student fees and VAT which are now ineligible costs. There should be policy changes that ensure that UK Universities fully recover their costs.      

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? 

UK should seek to encourage and support participation of SMEs.  
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

UKRO provide good support in disseminating information. This could be improved by the provision of external briefing events more frequently and more locally. 
The role of UKRO would be much more valuable if they also engaged in lobbying on behalf of the UK rather than focussing on dissemination of information.

Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
The notification via Cordis of potential research partners is not sufficiently detailed – a UK-specific list of eligible and interested SME would encourage greater collaboration between Universities and the private sector.
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.
A change of culture and attitude towards EU funding is important. This would be greatly encouraged by a simplified system of management and greater efficiency within the Commission.

SME participation is low in some FP activities - the new programme should seek to address barriers to SME participation.

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� 





