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

The EU should improve the quality of life and Lifelong health for all its citizens, secondly it should support innovation. At the very centre of this is better food safety and food security.
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


FP8 can help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond by improving methods of Knowledge Exchange and commercialisation through the lifetime of the projects.  The mechanisms by which Knowledge Exchange occurs should be built within the structure of Framework Programme 8 but not restricted to within individual projects. This would ensure that there is a generic form of Knowledge Exchange which would go through the entire programme lifetime and, critically, beyond (Knowledge Exchange mechanisms which cease after a three year project, for example, are often of limited value).  Mechanisms for Knowledge Exchange that are established and are long lived are more credible and are far more impacting in the overall delivery of economic growth.

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? 

Broadly, the benefits are identified appropriately.  However, in relation to Knowledge Transfer or Knowledge Exchange activities, I believe that these should be extended not just to between the researchers within a project or between researchers on parallel projects, but should be extended to exchange of knowledge between the research community and the wider industrial community.  Ideally, mechanisms should be found that enable research from current or previous Framework Programmes to be disseminated as broadly as possible using a conduit that is made accessible to industry.  The science may well require "translation" in order that it is presented in a form that is not only available, but accessible, to large and, particularly, small and medium enterprises.  
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

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

FP8 will almost certainly contain considerable elements of research enabling researchers to become networked throughout Europe. However, in order to support innovation in the UK we require mechanisms that are able to "translate" and transfer that research into invention and innovation and knowledge to support that activity.  Knowledge Exchange mechanisms which can take research findings and enable these to be applied in the industrial workplace are important.  Accorindlgy, it is a combination of the fundamental science done within research projects and the more applied aspects of that.  The applied aspects must be considered as respectable and as important as the fundamental research science.
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
     
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
     
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 usually a joint call. 
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
The Grand Challenges that face the world (like food security and food safety) need to be addressed at the international level. This is absolutely essential. Any Grand challenge that just faces one nation (if any exist) are best dealt with at the national level within that country. The Grand Challenges are big issues and require a multi or inter disciplinary effect at least.

Pros

Provide a framework, ease the process, and prevent spreading funding thin, thus increase impact.

Cons

Miss out on key emerging issues which may arise throughout FP8 life.

Too consensual, blend specificities and diversity of problems distinct to each country/region. 

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 Grand Challenges that face the world (like food security and food safety) need to be addressed at the international level. This is absolutely essential. Any Grand challenge that just faces one nation (if any exist) are best dealt with at the national level within that country. The Grand Challenges are big issues and require a multi or inter disciplinary effect at least.

Health and disease.  Multidisciplinary area: Interrelationship between gut microbiota and the host which impact on a number of multifactorial diseases such as obesity, intestinal bowel disease (IBD), intestinal bowel syndrome (IBS) etc with high relevance to EU population.

Tacking these issues requires access to large cohorts / tissue banks / shared animal models / bioinformatics/genomics facilities and the combined expertise from molecular microbiologists, nutritionists, clinicians, immunologists, biochemists, system biologists, mathematical modellers, social scientists, food scientists, psychologists, geneticists etc. 

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

FP7 participants can in principle be based anywhere, there are difference categories of country which have varying eligibility for different specific and work programme: the EU27; 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 enhance contribution to the objectives of FP7

As with FP6 and FP7, there need to be a range of options subject to the aims and expected outcomes of the project and cost-benefit arising from the expected level of participation or likely impact, both within the project and more widely. First-world nations (e.g. US, Canada, New Zealand, and Australia) with common research goals may be expected to match funding or participate via means other than funding from the European Commission. However, seeking changes, perceived or actually benefiting the European Union directly, may be achieved more effectively by direct funding. Similarly, the cost of including emerging economies and third-world nations, compared with the long-term likely benefits for European citizens, are relative small; including these countries as full partners ensures full participation where local funding simply is not available. In addition, being willing to engage with individuals and organisations, around common research interests, often in countries where political descent is not welcome, provides an opportunity to demonstrate the levels of participation and investment required as well as fiscal and organisation transparency to senior and junior researchers, Government, legislators and regulators and industry without being perceived to be didactic. In the long-term, the social and cultural exchange as much as the research, benefits not only the European Union but also individual State Members, leading to increased cooperation, and trade and investment opportunities.

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?
Food should be given a much greater emphasis in FP8, as should health. It has been, relatively, neglected to date. Why is Food/Agriculture/Bio only a little higher than Space. This is nonsense.

Although grand challenges give a framework, the themes are too restrictive/selective and do not provide the opportunity for multidisciplinary teams to submit their best and forefront research if not represented in a particular call at a particular time. Please remove calls!!

“Food, Fisheries and Biotechnology” and “Health” could be merged to address the molecular mechanisms underlying the establishment and maintenance of gut health throughout life and design preventative/therapeutic approaches to counteract gut dysfunction (and dysbiosis).

Food to prevent disease and maintain health (e.g. dietary carbohydrates, anti-adhesion therapy) 

Food to manipulate gut microbiota

Gut microbiota transplant

Enabling technology: glycomics (lagging far behind proteomics/genomics).

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

     
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?

     
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?

The question assumes that collaborative research can be apportioned between themes. It is no longer appropriate to consider STEM separately from so-called underpinning areas of research, e.g. social science and humanities. Modern research deals not only in scientific facts but also socially-constructed truths and their ethical, legal and societal impact. These should be considered as part of the research process if – as demanded by stakeholders – science is to be regarded as inclusive and enjoy greater transparency through constructive enquiry.
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

     
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
     
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

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

The legacy of any programme of research is the next generation of researchers. In order to tackle 21st Century challenges, whether global pandemics, technological development or sustainable economic growth, research funding must facilitate researcher mobility in terms of career progression and physical location as well as providing education and training for Masters and PhD students and continuing professional development for senior staff. This cannot only be achieved solely via the Marie Curie programme. Instead, a range of activities within and across themes and projects should be encouraged. For a relatively small investment, projects can and should provide a programme of learning for students and early post-doctoral research developing both their professions knowledge but also acquiring soft-skills (e.g. science communication, event organisation). 

Training and career development should include visits to relevant industries/ SMEs as well as lectures from notable researchers in their chosen field. Young academics are expected to know how to network effectively; this not an innate talent but rather a skill acquired and honed with practice as with any other. Providing opportunities to engage with one another (e.g. teambuilding activities) and other young researchers (e.g. Student/ young researcher symposia) as well as senior researchers in structured social events (e.g. “an audience with”) produces rounded individuals with the professional and social skills necessary for successful career progression. 

All funding bodies including the European Commission place increasing emphasis on outreach, dissemination and communication as well as economic and social impact. Professional science communicators have a role in this process, but the greater proportion of dissemination and communication with a range of stakeholders must be done by researchers. Thus, training in activities as diverse as poster and oral presentations and event organisation for a range of audiences, with increasing exposure, gives young researchers confidence in their abilities and ensure future generations are more willing and more aware of essential activities beyond simply their own research.

Many of these activities can be achieved within the framework of the project, but it is essential to have a ring-fenced budget for travel, accommodation and subsistence as well as a budget for activities (e.g. speakers’ costs, professional trainers). With increasing pressure on and smaller research budgets, the practical outcomes of research take priority over what are still perceived as interesting but time-wasting distractions. Those projects that have provided a successful training and career development programme for young researchers have done so because the budget was identified during the proposal stage, and the coordinator bought into the concept with the support of the EC Desk Officer. 

Where possible consortia should be encourage to identify and/or create a programme of relevant training via the partner organisations. Some activities will need to be developed using elements from existing activities at different sites, others can be included directly and other will arise from the activities of the project. Making these available to the consortia from Masters Students to senior researchers offers two significant advantages; participants meet and engage with one another at a different level compared with annual meetings or conferences, significantly improving internal communication and collaborative working, and every level of researcher benefits from continuing professional development. The best way to achieve this is via Mobility and Exchange Programme providing full or limited bursaries for training. Full bursaries cover all expenses whilst limited bursaries encourage partner investment, and can be used as a tool for integration. Similarly, research visits (from one partner to another) or exchanges (from one to another and vice versa) have a variety of uses ranging from a student learning a new method for the PhD and established researchers developing research capacity at their organisation having visited one with existing facilities to cooperation agreement and memorandum of understanding between research organisation and/ (inter)national funding bodies. Such activities can and have also been successfully established between international exchange and mobility programmes and individual EU-funded projects, and offer an opportunity for the EC to underpin larger programmes of research cooperation.  These have bee established using existing proven terms of reference, application and review processes, facilitating researcher mobility and the acquisition of a range of skills.  To do this via projects and themes is relatively inexpensive but offers enormous benefit for individuals, organisation, Member States and the European Union in the short and long term, especially alongside programmes such as Marie Curie.

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?
There should be a big focus on the needs of EU citizens. Food and its safety should be central.
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
The COST programme is highly important for bringing together scientists from different countries and even different disciplines to harmonise and disseminate knowledge based on a single topic. It is the only tool that can be used to build European research networks to consolidate the state of the art in a specific area ahead of any specific collaborative research through framework programmes. Additionally it acts as a platform for building links to countries where the scientific community is still emerging. Finally it provides the resources to increase the mobility of European researchers, encouraging engagement with the leading centres of scientific and technological excellence across Europe. The success of the COST actions can be measured in a number of ways. They are an effective way of aligning nationally funded research in different countries and the number of publications they produce is an indication of that success. A less tangible measure might be the collaborations that continued after the COST has finished but these might still lead to success in future framework programmes.

By enabling the widest possible pan European involvement COST actions have been drivers for harmony and excellence in equal measure, ensuring that consensus and collaboration are based on the leading ideas and technologies in Europe. This is not of course of itself an end point but allows collaborations and ideas to be established that can then feed into the framework programmes, making sure that the research funded by those programmes is optimised for the whole of Europe.

Without the COST programme the precursor networking necessary to successfully answer framework programme calls would be much harder to establish, especially in the less affluent parts of Europe. 

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

Just STEM research should not be considered independently of so-called underpinning research (e.g. social science).  Application, innovation, economic and social impact should be included as part of the research process; to consider them independently creates artificial and inappropriate barriers. However, the extent to which the three sides of the knowledge triangle can be integrated depends primarily on the research (e.g. blue-sky versus applied). In choosing to include these aspects, it is important not to inhibit research and appropriate financial support is essential if the desirable outcomes are to be achieved. Nominal thresholds for including SMEs – which should be encouraged where appropriate – have resulted in the failure of proposals and SMEs have struggled to participate fully. 
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?

     
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?

     
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?
I believe that mechanisms should be created which enable knowledge to be disseminated and exploited throughout the term of FP8 projects and, crucially, beyond.  Ideally conduits should be established that can take the research that already exists (even within Framework Programme 7 and prior) and develop mechanisms by which these data become easily accessible.  The data should not just become available to industry but be "translated" in such a way that the fundamental science is converted into applied science in a vocabulary that it is accessible to as wide a range of industry as possible.  I believe that there should be mechanisms within FP8 which enable this to be done in parallel to each programme or project such that data, information, and expertise are immediately transferred to industry.  However, such a Knowledge Exchange mechansim must also enable a feed back whereby the needs of industry are recognised and met by appropriately accessing information of an appropriate nature within Framework programmes.
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?

I believe that Universities are more flexible to “adapt” to specific FP calls than Research Institutes which have to follow internal strategic missions (dictated by BBSRC, MRC etc etc) and can’t deviate too much from those research lines. This may explain why Universities are more likely to engage on new programmes (as directed by EU calls) than Research Institutes and Companies. Getting rid of the calls will, I believe, see a better balance of submission across Organisations (with more commitment thus more impact and less opportunistic projects).
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Reduce the administration (reporting) during projects and expect fewer meetings.  Small companies cannot afford the up-front time or lose staff attending too many meetings. There is too much of a hidden cost burden.
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)? 

Bureaucracy in FP7 is simpler than in FP6, and this is welcomed. For example, in FP7 it is no longer necessary to send in the legal and financial documents for the organisation for every project, as in FP6. 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
?

A two stage application process would be extremely beneficial in avoiding the time consuming and expensive process of creating research consortia producing final proposals only to find that those are rejected.  The two stage process would enable the European Union to be able to tune proposals that  appear promising and to be able to give sensible feedback so that the process could culminate in a proposal that  satisfied both the needs of the science fraternity and the funding bodies as well as being appropriate to the expressed needs of industry. 
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

     
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. We don’t have any experience of taking part in IMI, but the current IP rules are sufficiently unfavourable to make us think twice about getting involved in an IMI project.
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 use the same method of calculating 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? 

     
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
See 32, Also note timescales: application to completion is too long. A small company may not even survive this long. Too much effort spent writing proposals, too much money required to participate.  The system appears and is too bureaucratic.  Politics appear more important than science.  Too much time writing reports and attending meetings.  Costs of auditing and recording hours.  Consider abandoning hourly recording and concentrating instead on delivery.  Income not cleared until final audit.  Delays in payments
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� 





