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

To maximise long term FP8 income to UK institutions, by ensuring continued use, with increased funding, of funding streams used by current key players. Universities in particular are key users of Cooperation, Ideas and People programmes, so the BIS policy should promote these strands, which requires an increased budget overall. Of these three strands, no one strand should suffer at the expense of another, so a strong lobby for an increased FP8 budget overall is important, particularly in light of the UK's flat line research budget to 2015. Other key points to be made on FP8 are: 

- a call for excellence to be the prime criterion for determining receipt of research funding in Europe

-  to ensure the inclusion of an 'innovation' agenda alongside research does not lead to excessive complexity, nor detract from the core purpose of funding research
- maximise continuity in transition from FP7 to FP8

- clarity of purpose and measured (long term) execution in any joint programming intiatives

- improved (genuine) simplification
- standardisation across programmes (and across research, innovation and - outside of FP8 - education), as well as across schemes and across and within directorates. 

- recognition of full costing methodologies

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


Research underpins economic growth. The purpose of the FP8 is to fund research that both responds to and identifies future economic challenges to the European Community.

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

The numerous consortia supported by the cooperation strand of FP7 represent a huge stride towards the ERA when considered alongside the mobility encouraged by the Marie Curie schemes. A Cooperation strand of FP8, driven by top down work programmes (whether under current thematic priorities or grand challenge headings) but with a greater focus on excellence and 'innovation' impacts, and increased funding, will continue this progress towards the ERA. Joint Programming, representing efforts to align the research agendas of national funding programmes may also provide a boost to ERA goals, but shoud be undertaken in an open and long term manner, with clear objectives and not at the expense of reduced research budgets overall.
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 of Impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK gives a comprehensive analysis of the benefits.
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

The transition to a low carbon economy demands underpinning research in numerous areas, and FP funding is a key component to support this. Specific areas important to the UK include: carbon capture and storage, improved processes for low carbon manufacturing, composite materials for better efficiency in transport, wind power and power electronics. This list illustrates the importance of technology beyond power generation, and it is critical that any sustainable energy grand challenge does not sideline other contributors to the low carbon economy. The nature of the challenge in this area may demand some sort of bottom up scheme within the FP8 incarnation of Cooperation, not unlike the FET (future and emerging technologies) scheme under ICT in FP7.
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

The primary purpose of Framework Programmes has been to support research, not innovation. As mentioned above (Q1), there are opportunities for the recent political consolidation of research and innovation functions within the Commission to have a positive effect on innovation in the UK and Europe. However, care must be taken so that this does not lead to an increase in complexity. Simple mechanisms which encourage more effective use of research results are the most obvious option for FP8, but such mechanisms must be devised so that they may be separate and 'bolted on' to existing instruments for funding research (and possibly open to the use of results of nationally funded research),  and only woven into programmes for funding research after first being carefully piloted to ensure the overall utility of the funding for research is not damaged. Encouraging greater links with industry partners (not just SMEs) through FP funding may be an option for increasing the innovation.
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
A greater priority should be given to the Ideas programme under FP8, but not at the expense of the Marie Curie programme, or a more 'excellence focused' Cooperation programme. A reduction in Capacities funding is therefore required, which should coincide with a streamlining of the Capacities programme, along with efforts to clarify it's purpose, a primary aspect of which should be to improve research capacity in parts of Europe which are lagging behind. The reduction in the Capacities Work Programme could be compensated by an increased targeting of Structural Funds to support research infrastructures in specific countries and regions.
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
In terms of usable results and scientific advances the bottom-up funding for 'frontier' research provided by the Ideas Programme/ERC provides excellent value. However, in terms of the aims of adressing fragmentation of research and mobility of researchers, both the Cooperation and People strands of the FP are also providing added value. From a national point of view, the ERC is also excellent value given the share of funding received by UK institutions.
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
The three strands: Cooperation, People and Ideas offer distinct aims and approaches, so it is unlikely that there is significant scope for efficiencies due to any percieved overlaps of these schemes.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
Grand Challenges are a logical method of directing research specific to the (current) Cooperation Programme and specifically only relevant to Cooperation or it's successor in FP8. The ERC and Marie Curie should remain 'bottom up' and therefore unaffected by thematic priorities or grand challenges. It is imperative that the Grand challenges are clearly defined and yet allow flexibility for emerging themes. They must be well thought out so as to not damage continuity of established schemes such as Science in Society. The existing ten thematic priorities all have potential benefits for the European Union and its constitutent members, and care must be taken to ensure there is a balanced approach to Grand Challenges, which must not sideline any of these priorities, damage continuity of the FP nor exclude emerging areas of research.
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 scope of certain challenges requires a focus both at the national level, and above at the EU level, for instance:

- Energy/sustainability
- Food security

- Ageing population/health
Certain technologies or fields have an underpinning role in addressing the above challenges, or are critical to the global competitiveness of the EU as well as the UK:

- ICT

- Advanced manufacturing

- Science in Society

- The social sciences and globalisation

- Aeronautics

It is critical that all of the above are protected under any Grand Challenges initiative for FP8. It is also critical that careful planning and dialogue between the EU and member states ensures grand challenges are approached in a joined-up way and EU funding continues to fund research not funded nationally, while simultaneously supporting the advance of joint programming in the above areas.

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

The EC should continue to engage and expand partnership with third countires (and member states) with respect to Grand Challenges in FP8. Multi-level engagement is necessary to inform top level strategic planning down to FP8 itself encouraging global researcher-level engagement where appropriate for addressing grand challenges. The initiative to open the FP to participation by partners from outside the EU - begun in FP6 and developed in FP7 - is a good one, but should be coupled with pressure on Third countries to open up their own research programmes to European partners. 
Question 13: Should FP8 still provide some thematic focus e.g. in areas such as space and transport?  Should any of the current themes be re-visited over the course of FP8 – and if so, how?
Yes. Space (especially satellite) and Transport (including aeronautics) are technologies crucial to the economic and social development of the European Union. Integrated transport infrastructure, e.g. rail/road, air/rail and air/road are important themes.
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

As above (Q11), enabling or underpinning technologies must not be neglected in the Grand Challenge focus. There must be provision made for increased funding for both of these priorities. In particular nano-structured materials and micro materials require more directed research funding as genuine nano-materials research remains blue sky in nature. Traditional materials research with less of an application focus is a key underpinning technology for many sectors. ICT/Digital economy is also a key underpinning technology for which funding should continue.
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?

This should be a low priority.
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?

It is important that a balance is maintained, and the benefits the UK gained from FP7 (as elaborated in the study Impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK) are accessible from FP8. In this area too, incremental progression is key, as opposed to wholesale changes in budget allocation. With respect to the example of Social Sciences and humanities, it is important for FP8 to make provision for research in this area both because of the underpinning, responsive nature of the research and because the UK national funding provision in this area may expect to see a reduction.
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 remain focused on frontier, bottom up research based on excellence. This is the ERC's core purpose and a reason for its success.  There may be some scope for a scheme inbetween the advanced grant and the starting grant. Such a scheme could be advantageous to participants from the UK academic system because a large part of the 2-12 year period post doc eligibility period for Starting Grants is often devoted to teaching duties, so good individuals beyond the 12 year limit are not yet ready to compete with the cohort of respondents to the Advanced Grant competitition. 
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
There is an opportunity for the ERC to address European fragmentation with a new scheme which encourages small scale partnerships, but it is essential that such a scheme remains bottom-up and based purely on excellence.
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

Links to private sector interests are not part of the remit of the ERC, and such links may be an unnecessary addition. However, the Proof of Concept Scheme being rolled out by the ERC in 2011 provides the opportunity to explor this by linkin funded projects 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 Marie Curie programme is another success story both from an EU prespective and (especially) a UK perspective. As such, the programme needs encouragement, additional finances and only minor modifications to continue the rationalisation of administration. To ensure continued success, it is important that excellence remains the primary criterion for evaluation, despite the necessity for mobilty. This is especially true of Marie Curie Networks, e.g. Initial Training Networks.
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?
Of most value in the Capacities Programme is Research for SMEs, and Infrastructures.
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
The Joint Research Centre should be of a low priority relative to key areas such as Cooperation, People and Ideas.
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
The COST framework is useful for building consortia with a view to seeking FP Cooperation funding. There may be potential for closer links to the FP, but the separate funding stream from national sources retains a distance. COST harmonising its funding mechanisms and administrative systems with those of the Commission would be beneficial, as would an increase in the funding committed to COST.
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

As mentioned above (Q6), there is scope for research, teaching and innovation to be integrated (though the focus of FP8 should remain research) but the EIT KICs were not as well defined as they might have been, and the resulting bidding process was confused. While the ultimate success or otherwise of the KICs is yet to become clear, such integrating activities detract from the core research purpose of the FP, and the EIT should not be imported wholesale into the FP at a cost to research funding streams.
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
Article 185, is an item in the Lisbon Treaty which allows the Commission to Participate in research programmes undertaken jointly by several member states, and as such is used for ERA-NET actions, and presumably will be important for the implementation of Joint Programming, but has not been relevant to the University. Regarding JTIs, the University has been involved in the CLEAN SKIES JTI and gained significant funding. However, it should be pointed out that JTIs' funding models vary, are not proscribed by the Commission and often do not make a sustainable contribution to FEC. It would be useful if FP8 could ensure future JTIs (and current JTIs if possible) use improved funding models.
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

The university have not used the RSFF. 
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?

It is important that the option to fund smaller projects is retained into FP8. There is not an optimal project size, as size is dependent upon the nature of the project concerned. Furthermore, I would not expect to see the Article 185 budget fixed at the start of FP8, but rather be utilised in a responsive mode.
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

PPPs are a fledgeling initiative, but are more accessible than JTIs in that they use the same finance model as FP7, and appear in Work Programmes under the Cooperation Programme. They seem to be a more user-friendly way of gaining industry involvement, albeit without such large scale contributions from industry groups. It is important for PPP funding be more open and accessible for those carrying out excellent innovative research, and not closed shops built around industry partners.
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
Further simplification is always welcome. Incremental reductions in the scale of bureaucratic complexity should continue. Efforts to embed innovation in the programme, or the urge to create new schemes, both have the potential to increase rather than decrease complexity, and such increased complexity should be avoided.
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 not a great issue with regard to dissemination - the legal framework for funding provides for it - and no additional steps need be taken. Nottingham, in common with other UK Universities, is well set up to disseminate and exploit results where appropriate. It may be useful for further clarification in the legal framework re the necessity for publication in open access journals. It should also be expressly stated that dissemination is an eligible cost.
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 European Commission have made efforts over FP5, FP6 and FP7 to involve SMEs to a greater extent. The figure of 14.5% of participants being SMEs (from the third FP7 Monitoring Report) suggests some success. Beyond further simplification, no proactive efforts are needed. 
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
See above (Q31), further simplification.
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)? 

In particular, harmonisation of programmes is required. For successive FPs, stakeholder demand has reduced bureaucracy to acceptable levels. However, other schemes, such as Directorate funding (e.g. tenders) and the Lifelong Learning Programme lag behind in terms of form filling and administrative complexity. 
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

There is already a two stage application process in place for certain calls under the themes of the Cooperation Work Programme, and this is welcome provided evaluation remains robust. Most calls above a certain potential award value, and Marie Curie networks in particular, would benefit from a two stage application process.
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

No. Results/outcomes/performance-based funding model may deter risky research, lead to quality control issues for publishing objectives and may increase the levels of reporting required.
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

The rules do not need to be changed, but additional clarification of the rules re the primacy of the Grant Agreement over the Consortium Agreement on matters relating to intellectual property would simplfy dealings with industry.
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?

In common with many other UK HEIs, the University of Nottingham has taken great strides toward identifying and calculating the full cost of our research activities. Improved recovery, including full overheads, can and should be a goal of the Commission and does not necessitate departing from the shared-cost basis of the funding. Such action is essential for the long term sustainability of the FP funding, and may be progressed in liaison with the UK HE sector as a whole.
Question 38: Within the current UK public expenditure constraints
, could the UK do more on a cost-neutral basis to encourage participation in FP generally? 

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

The UK National Contact Points are generally less effective than those in other countries and support varies between NCPs for different areas. NCPs should be given a clearer remit of the support they are intended to provide, in terms of early intelligence about forthcoming calls and support to UK individuals responding. UK NCPs should be monitored centrally to ensure provision of service and level of expertise in the required area is consistant and high. UKRO provides useful support to UK HEIs in terms of information and sets a benchmark in their NCP role for Marie Curie and the ERC which other NCPs could aspire to. However, it is clear that many other countries place a much higher priority and spend greater resource on supporting their national institutions participation in the framework programme.
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
In the absence of new resource to be allocated to this task, at a UK level SMEs should be advised to use Enterprise Europe Network (http://www.enterprise-europe-network.ec.europa.eu/index_en.htm). The Enterprise Europe Network is itself funded by the Competitiveness and Innovation programme but can provide advice specifically about gaining research funding from FP7 (and will probably continue to exist in some form in parallell with FP8). There are also field-specific European networks - set up by FP projects - specifically intended to support FP participation, e.g. SMEs for Health (http://www.fitforhealth.eu/common/home.asp)
In provising such information to SMEs, it may also be useful to advise them to seek partnerships with the several UK HEIs (including Nottingham) which have considerable experience in responding to various pillars of the EU FP.
There have been suggestions from our academic community that SMEs are not natural research providers and the efforts (at the insistance of the Commission) to involve them in FP research projects can be detrimental to project success.
There is also scope for relevant KTNs to promote FP funding to their membership. UK business support structures tend to be inward-facing and need to promote EU/international opportunities more effectively

Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

As mentioned above (Q39), other countries commonly devote greater resources to supporting FP participation than the UK. Such investment in participation is presumably rewarded by a resulting increase in research income which exceeds the outlay. 
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? 
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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� 





