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

The UK is a one of the major net contributors to EU, and so our overall priority should be to maximise our gain.  We have benefited by around £500m from FP7and we should aim for significantly more from FP8 as it is a primary driver of public R&D in the EU. The UK should ensure that its priorities are those shared at the highest level within FP8 where it is advantageous to do so, but equally ensure that the UK’s own particular priorities are pursued within the UK without duplication of effort.  This is particularly important in times of austerity, and will require a particularly astute overview by the UK COST team. UK industrial involvement in Framework projects has declined, and so a major priority for the UK is to ensure that those parts of the Framework programme which have potential to aid industrial involvement are prioritised.
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


In common with the Royal Academy’s response to the Smith Review, engineering will be one of the major vehicles for economic recovery, and should be prioritised. 

However, it is unlikely that many of the topics of engineering research in FP8 will yield economic benefits within the lifetime of the Framework.  For example if projects involve new materials in the safety-critical automotive, civil or aerospace industries, it is unlikely that they will actually be seen in products within 15-20 years.  This is because of industry imperatives such as lifetime costing, cradle to grave materials considerations (including recycling), and long term durability issues. These issues need highlighting in terms of reviews of the projects and the exploitation timescale. The political arena needs to be made aware of such issues.

For those projects that may yield benefits within the life of the Framework, these need to be specifically identified for progress reviews.  Such projects MUST have a transparent exploitation route, with the industrial/governmental partners giving firm commitments as to the exploitation route and timescales.

For both short and long term projects the IPR apportionment is critical.  If because of IPR negotiations there is little gain for partners, this will lead to little commitment. 


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

Due to the lengthy exploitation timescales for many engineering projects (seeQ2 above) in reality FP7, worth 7bnEuros and running between 2007-2014, has far more chance of yielding benefits contributing to the 2020 targets, as FP8 will not be operative until 2015.

FP8 together with FP7 are the EU’s primary research and development activity, they  are also the primary mobility instruments to achieve the goals within the ERA, and together with education are the primary instruments to achieve the Lisbon targets embodied in Europe 2020.

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 study did not provide any firm evidence of impact, but gave a number of anecdotal/survey benefits and recommendations which seem generally reasonable.  However, the study virtually writes off engineering and manufacture as of little interest to the UK – here the EPC would totally disagree.  

It is correct that manufacturing in the UK has declined from historical contributions, and this has resulted in a national economy which is over-reliant on the finance and business sectors.  To achieve a more balanced economy (which appears to be the political direction) then research in engineering and manufacture needs increasing for the sector to simply stand still in the face of growth in international economies, and other competitor nations within the EU.  There should be a national effort to encourage small/medium engineering enterprises to become involved in Framework programmes, without overselling the supposed benefits.

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

There has been more strategic alignment between the UK’s and EU’s research directions, as a result of concentrating on Global Challenges. This has largely been a result of the EU realigning to the priority areas of the UK.

For FP8 to make a positive contribution to the UK economy, the UK must ensure that those elements of FP8 which will more directly benefit the UK are prioritised. Historically the UK has done well in Marie Curie, and those elements of the framework programme involving HEI’s and Industry – these should therefore be priority areas.

Within the low carbon economy, this is a major potential growth area for the UK, and again must be a major area for support.  The UK has particular strengths in the low carbon area, and the UK needs exports, therefore the supply side of these areas should be prioritised, both within the national research programme as well as in FP8, without unnecessary duplication.

The strategic direction of the EU’s low carbon thrust should be closely scrutinised, as the recent IEEP study shows that the current EU Biofuels policy will result in increased GHG emissions. 

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

If innovation is defined as new products or services contributing to the economy, FP8 will only support innovation if a firm exploitation route is a necessary part of the research programmes, and is strictly monitored.  Firm IPR agreements need to be embodied in the programmes from the outset, NOT added in, or changed, part way through the project, as occurred in some FP7 programmes.  ALL partners, both HEI’s and Industry, need to be firmly held to account as part of the outputs to the projects.  This must be an expectation when entering into the projects.
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
The impact study of FP7 did not produce sufficiently robust evidence to enable an overview of the budget areas. However, the UK has principally benefited from collaborative projects, and the Marie Curies programme. The broad breakdown of the FP7 budget was: 

Cooperation: 65% - collaborative research projects involving universities and businesses from at least three countries 

Ideas: 15% - projects driven by a single, highly-regarded “investigator” and funded through the European Research Council. 

People: 10% - a number of projects aimed at boosting researcher skills and mobility under the Marie Curie programme. 

Capacities: 8% a number of programmes aimed at boosting the research capacity of Europe. 

Therefore the UK should argue to enhance those areas that are of most importance to the UK i.e. collaboration and Marie Curie.

Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
Does the question relate to the EU or UK? The UK impact study identified a number of areas, where FP7 benefitted the UK.  Although the UK benefitted largely from the collaboration and Marie Curie strands, the evidence not sufficiently robust to answer the added value question.
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
Yes, the planning needs to be much more strategic- see Q23.  In times of austerity for the UK, the question needs to be asked if we can afford a parallel track between the UK Research Councils' priorities and those of the EU, as has been the traditional position.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
Strategic alignment has been increasing in recent years between national and EU research directions, largely through the EU aligning to grand challenges already identified by the UK.  This is an important development, because as the UK is in a period of retrenchment in research, whilst other nation states with the EU are increasing their research budgets, then the UK needs to obtain the maximum added value from complementary research with the UK and EU.  This should be a goal of the UK involvement in the COST programme – see Q’s 9 and 23.
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?

Within all grand challenges there are global and specific national priorities.  The Framework programmes have been good at sponsoring research that is difficult or impossible to get funding for at national level.

 

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

Collaboration with developing Nations outside the EU who are crucial to the overall response to global challenges should be a priority area.  It is pointless for the EU to conduct research which will have its primary impact in countries outside the EU, without involving those nations.
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 sectors not themes.  There has been significant sector funding in FP6 and 7, and it is considered that this should be continued within FP8.  However, the specific sectors should be reviewed, together with the amount budgeted for each, in view of the likely changes in priority between FP7 and FP8.  Sector funding needs also to consider the JTI’s, see Q25.
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

ICT and nanotechnology are only the latest of a long line of “key enabling Technologies”, and should be seen as such.  They are important current contributors to technology, but they are only a small part of the whole, and should be viewed in an overall context and timescales.
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?

The majority of innovation is not research-led. Much innovation in the service sector is derivative, and largely depends on advance in areas such as ICT etc. Some research in the service sector is probably important, but the benefits should be carefully assessed, be largely collaborative research with industry, and exploitation routes firmly specified.
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?

If the overall emphasis of FP8 is to be economic competitiveness, the research in the humanities and social science should be directed towards measuring and assessing the effects of the technological changes that have been, or are being researched.  Therefore, within the timescale of FP8, research programmes in the humanities and social sciences should be largely targeted on the social impact of technological change emanating from FP7. 
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 be the prime focus for frontier research.  With the Framework Programme having a thematic, and maybe a sectoral approach, it is vital that the ERC should focus on curiosity driven, blue skies research.  The areas of research within the ERC should be without boundaries, as no one can predict the future.  
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
Yes and no!  The ERC should fund research without boundaries, and in this the role of the individual researcher should be retained, as Foresight programmes are invariably a failure as no one can predict the medium/long term future.  However, collaborative research should be the preserve of the ERC in addition to funding individual researchers. Collaboration in fundamental research is much easier than collaboration in apllied research, where exploitation and IPR issues dominate
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

NO they should not be a particular consideration, this is the preserve of the “collaboration” strand in the main framework programme. The private sector, with the possible exception of some large multi-nationals, are focussed on their short to (at best) medium term interests.  No blue skies projects, or projects for society at large will be funded by such partners, as they have at best a peripheral gain.
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

Researcher mobility and skills are possibly the highest priority in the Framework Programme, as the actual research that will be conducted in the Programme (hopefully) will have some identifiable economic gains over the 5-15 years following the programme. However as the majority of innovation is non-research, medium to long term future good of the nation or EU will be dependent on the highly trained researchers continuing to bring about innovation long after the programme has ended.



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?
No definitive impact study of the various initiatives involved in capacity building has been conducted, therefore little evidence exists on which to base a judgement.  Apart from infrastructure improvements such as efficiency and a reduction in bureaucracy it is difficult ot suggest improvement. However, in terms of capacity building mobility and the   Marie Curie programme particular, are extremely important to the UK when national studentships are being cut back
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
See Q19
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
The COST programme has a vital part to play in the strategic alignment of research goals in the National Research priorities and the Framework Programme. In an era of austerity (particularly in the UK) and with competitor countries increasing their R&D spend it is absolutely vital that the UK gets as much leverage as possible out of both national and EU research
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

Yes this will be a vital part of encouraging innovation, which is now a priority area for the EC embodied in the concept of the “innovation union”. Probably the biggest challenge for the EU and its Member States is to adopt a much more strategic approach to innovation. Innovation should be the overarching policy objective, with a medium- to longer-term perspective.  All policy instruments, measures and funding should be designed to contribute to innovation, where EU and national/regional policies are closely aligned to give maximum complementarity. But KICs within the EIT should not be prioritized, as they are too narrow in participation. 
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
As JTIs combine private sector investment with European public funding, including grant funding from FP7, loan finance from the European Investment Bank and in some cases member state funding, they are important funding instruments for stimulating economies. The four PPP’s recently announced, covering factories of the future, energy-efficient building and green cars and the future internet, should be added to the current JTIs on innovative medicines; nanoelectronics; embedded systems; aeronautics and air transport; and hydrogen and fuel cells. Two largely overlapping systems are not required, and should be coalesced rather than new initiatives being created. 

The overall aim for FP8 should be to do what we have been doing better, rather than inventing new initiatives, which will lead to salami-slicing of a stagnant or decreasing budget.

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

No Comment
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?

No comment
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

The four PPP’s recently announced covering factories of the future, energy-efficient building and green cars and the future internet, should be added to the current JTIs on: innovative medicines; nanoelectronics; embedded systems; aeronautics and air transport; and hydrogen and fuel cells. Two, largely overlapping, systems are not required, and should be coalesced rather than new initiatives being created. 

The overall aim for FP8 should be to do what we have been doing better, rather than inventing new initiatives, which will lead to salami-slicing of an stagnant or decreasing budget.

Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
As has been recognised in a number of reports Framework programmes can be excessively burdensome in bureaucratic terms.  Any simplification of the application process and financial rules would assist participation by both HEIs and industry, partciularly SMEs.
Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
There is considerable effort within FP7 to encourage dissemination, however this largely occurs through individual academics, and teams of academincs,  publishing in specialist academic journal which have generally little impact.  A possible better route would be to publish collections of the outputs of specific programmes in dedicated EU publications which could be archived in an open access format, IPR permitting!
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?

The UK has significantly benefited from the collaborative research programmes with FP7 and this should be further encouraged within FP8.

In the post-Browne environment 2016/17 will see the first tranche of engineering students emerging with massive (£40-50k) debts.  They will only be able to go on to do research if they can obtain a living salary.  This is a vital area that Browne did not address in detail. Therefore, over the lifetime of FP8 it is likely that collaborative research, both within the UK and EU, will be the primary mode for UK researchers to engage in research, as then they will be able to command salaries as “early stage researchers”.  This is already a worrying situation, as for a long time now the majority of researchers in engineering in HEIs in the UK have been overseas researchers.  The UK stock of engineering academics is already not capable of self-replenishment.  UK industry cannot recruit enough good quality UK engineers in 2010, and the situation can only get worse if UK engineers cannot do research. 

Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
See Q29
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)? 

The financial rules need simplifying as they are extremely complex, and cause many problems.  There should be, within limits, more trust in the system, and as HEIs and most businesses are accountable bodies then they ahould be able to use their own existing financial systems.
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

YES, the application process for Framework Programmes is a daunting task for any potentail collaborator, be they either HEIs or industry.  For the academics the application process can be the major part of a year's grant application work, even though most major universities have excellent support systems in place.  A two-stage process should be used, with an initial outline application going for peer review, and only those with a major chance of funding (90%+) being taken to the next stage.
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

This is an extremely difficult question for any partners to a research project.  If the research is genuine, rather than thinly disguised development, then the returns are very speculative, and could take many years to achieve.  It is very unlikely that HEI's would want to participate in output based funding models.  Industry, if they are using the HEI as a low cost extension to their own research activities, as many do, may be interested in output based funding models.  However, they would want such funding heavily biased in their own direction.
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

The IPR rules in Framwork programmes should reflect both the inputs and the outputs of the programmes, as the exploitation of the results will often fall predominantly on one partner. This is often a major stumbling block for HEI/Industry collaborations. 
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?

Framework projects should, for HEI's, include full economic costing (FEC)  to be equivalent to the other forms of UK Research Council funding.  If in the future Framwork projects do not support FEC, then it is likely that HEIs may be reluctant to get involved, particularly in the management of such bureacratic processes.  This, to a certain extent, also applied within FP7.
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? 

In the UK industrial participation in framework programmes has been falling over the last two programmes; this appears to particularly affect the SME sector.  It is notoriously difficult for UK academics to persuade SMEs to engage in structured, externally-financed research activities,   as it is often completely different from their traditional activities. However some progress has been achieved in recent years through the KTP route, as knowledge transfer is oftern better suited to SME activities.

A possible idea would be to try to use the KTP networks to promulgate the research message to SME's, and to have a mechanism whereby the SMEs can join (buy) into research partnerships after the basic research has been largely completed, as exploitation agents.

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

The current national support services are reasonably good.  Also all research-intensive universities have very well developed support services.  The combination of the two types of support services have yielded good participation from the UK in past Framework programmes.
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
See Q 38
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

No commentt
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
No further comments
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?
No
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? 
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� 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� 





