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	Industry 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	SMEs

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
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The Russell Group is an association of 20 major UK research-intensive universities.  Collectively Russell Group universities receive around two thirds of Research Council grant income and QR funding, and the 2008 RAE showed that nearly 60% of the world-leading 4* research was undertaken in Russell Group universities.  

Question 1: What should the UK’s high-level objectives be for FP8?

The UK should aim to mobilise, utilise and support the UK’s strengths in the research base through FP8, ensuring we continue to show research leadership in Europe, and to maximise the UK’s input to achieving the Framework Programme’s goals.  

The UK’s research base includes the key contributions of critical mass and capability from the UK’s world-class, research-intensive universities.  Funding from the Framework Programme is an important source of income to Russell Group universities, and Russell Group universities account for 60% of the total income from EU Government bodies to all UK higher education institutions.  

Therefore, the UK’s major research-intensive universities have a significant role to play in the UK’s contributions to the Framework Programme’s goals, particularly in enabling a ‘critical mass’ of knowledge in Europe, and creating networks and systems across businesses, universities and research centres across Europe.    

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


The Government published ‘A strategy for sustainable growth’ in July 2010.  The strategy highlighted the Government’s view on investing in the UK’s productive capacity to drive growth, highlighting how research contributes to economic growth, and the Government’s commitment to funding the most excellent science and research.  

It is important that FP8 is aligned with the UK’s strategy for long-term economic growth.  The 2010 study of the impact of the Framework Programme on the UK said that the degree of strategic alignment has improved over time.  The Russell Group’s view is that there is further scope to improve the degree of alignment in FP8, and to ensure the strategic operation of the Framework Programme fits with the Government’s policies in relation to recognising and rewarding the highest levels of excellence in science and research, and with the UK’s thematic priorities.  

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

There are a number of flagship initiatives underpinning Europe 2020, including the Innovation Union initiative.  There are also a number of programmes underpinning the European Research Area, including the Framework Programme.    

The Russell Group’s view is that FP8 has a clear and distinct role to play from other initiatives in developing and enabling a critical mass of knowledge in Europe.  Other initiatives may be more focussed on knowledge exchange and innovation, rather than research.  While FP8 should be aligned and joined up with other European Research Area instruments and Europe 2020 initiatives, the primary focus of FP8 on research should not be lost.    

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 impacts identified in the report included the impacts on research, business, policy and international relationships.  Embedded in this is the impact on the UK’s overall international competitiveness – the ability of the UK research base to punch above its weight, the ability of the UK’s world-class universities to maintain their position in the face of increased global competition, the ability of UK businesses to compete globally. In future reports, it may be worth drawing this impact out more explicitly.     

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

As highlighted in our response to question three, the Russell Group’s view is that FP8 should be focussed on research, and developing and enabling a critical mass of knowledge in Europe.  By supporting leading research, FP8 can provide strong support for the innovation process.  The publication “The economic impact of research conducted in Russell Group Universities
” describes almost 40 case studies highlighting successful research collaborations between Russell Group universities and a wide range of large and small companies.  The case studies show that the vast majority of financial value returned over time originated from more fundamental, basic research.  Other initiatives (within the European Research Area or Europe 2020 remit) may be suitable to focus on differing aspects of the innovation process.    

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?

(Answer to questions 7 and 8)

The ‘Call for Evidence’ for this consultation shows the budget breakdown between the different programmes is: cooperation (66%), ideas (15%), people (10%) and capacities (8%).  

‘EU added value’, or obtaining additional benefits from collective efforts compared to action solely by individual member-states, could be achieved through transnational cooperation, or through raising the competition between scientists in fundamental ‘frontier’ research from the national to the European level.  

The Russell Group’s view is that in the UK, the Framework Programme funding contributes the most EU added value per £ spent via fundamental ‘frontier’ research, rather than transnational cooperation.  Therefore, to maximise EU added value, the ratio of funding between cooperation and ideas should be modified to reflect a shift to more funding on ideas.  

Funding via the ‘ideas’ programme has proved to be highly significant in generating successful research that is highly respected by the research community.  Funding via the ‘ideas’ programme through the European Research Council (ERC) has supported investigator-driven fundamental research of the highest quality.  A review of the ERC’s structures and mechanisms in 2009 recognised that its launch constitutes a major improvement in relation to the existing funding structures in Europe, and has been successful in establishing a new standard of excellence for Europe.  
In addition, Russell Group universities place great value on the projects under the Marie Curie programme – the development of human capital is central to the future of the UK and EU, and so should be accorded particularly high priority.  Funding enables institutions to attract and retain excellent overseas researchers, conferring substantial benefits to the UK research base, and leading to uniformity of quality and excellence across Europe.  There is broad and strong support from the Russell Group for funding for Marie Curie actions to be increased, and concentrated on those actions proven to provide the highest added value.  

Individual Fellowships and Initial Training Networks should remain in FP8 with an increased budget.  Demand for Initial Training Networks is extremely high, given they are currently the only activity within the Framework Programme focussing on early stage training.  Funding for the Networks is relatively low, and therefore there is a very low success rate.  We understand success rates for Individual Fellowships have also fallen sharply due to very high demand.  Therefore, funding for these schemes needs to be significantly increased.    

The International Research Staff Exchange Scheme is also beneficial to develop and deepen links with international partners, and we would like to see this scheme retained in FP8, but an additional provision to research costs made to encourage participation in the scheme.  Funding currently only covers mobility costs (such as travel and subsistence costs).  

We believe that the capacities area (with the exception of the research infrastructures programme) provides relatively the least EU added value.  

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?

(Answer to questions 17, 18 and 19)

As highlighted in our response to questions seven and eight, the Framework Programme funding via the ‘ideas’ programme has proved highly significant in generating successful research.  The ERC is highly complementary to national approaches and provides a unique outlet for the UK’s most innovative, ground-breaking researchers.  

The Russell Group’s view is that little change is needed to the way ERC funding is allocated, and its key elements should remain.  These elements include primarily focussing on frontier research, funding a single investigator, and the projects being evaluated solely on the basis of excellence, as judged by peer review.  The Innovation Union itself only briefly mentions basic research, therefore the ERC must remain focussed on basic research, with excellence as the sole criterion for success.    

Any change may significantly reduce the success of the programme, and render the funding much less effective and efficient in generating EU ‘added value.’

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

Please see our response to questions seven and eight.  

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

As highlighted in our responses to question three and question six, the Russell Group’s view is that FP8 should be focussed predominantly on research.  Funding from outside the Framework Programme, say within the European Research Area or Europe 2020 remit, may be more suitable to being more focussed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle.  

Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?

The main lessons that the Russell Group wishes to emphasise are: 

· The overall level of funding should be increased or at least maintained;
· The structure and content of FP8 should be as simple as possible in order to make it accessible – there should be less of a top down approach in setting topics;
· FP8 rules should not be overly complex, and there should be a harmonisation of rules across schemes;
· Individual projects should be of a manageable size and structure;
· Administrative processes should be simplified and streamlined;
· The level of bureaucracy should be decreased and there should be a move towards a trust-based, lighter touch approach which recognises an institution's own practices; and 
· Project officers should be adequately trained and should provide consistent and timely advice.
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 2010 study of the impact of the Framework Programme on the UK showed that UK business is as extensively involved in the FP as its counterparts elsewhere in Europe when the number of participations is taken into account, though the amounts of funding involved are relatively lower compared with other countries.  Explanations for non-involvement include the relatively high cost and bureaucratic rigidities of the FP, and the time scales involved in obtaining funding.  

The Russell Group believes that the underlying reasons for UK business not wishing to be involved in the Framework Programme should be addressed, rather than the EU embarking on a proactive effort to alter the balance of funding across universities, research organisations and businesses.  The main objective of the Framework Programme is to maximise the ‘EU added value’, to strengthen the scientific and technological base of European industry and to encourage international competitiveness, while promoting research that supports EU policies.  Any artificial attempt at altering the balance of funding could mean inefficiencies are introduced, so that the ability of the Framework Programme to meet its objective is greatly reduced.   

The Russell Group would also like to highlight that in the current economic environment, there is a need to ensure that participation in the Framework Programme is viable and sustainable for academic institutions. Reimbursement rates should reflect this.  

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 Russell Group is supportive of the simplification agenda, and to make it easier for applicants and participants to engage in the Framework Programme.  

We would urge that engaging with the Framework Programme should become less burdensome at all stages, with the structure of FP8 as simple as possible in order to make it accessible.  There should be a harmonisation of rules across schemes, and administrative processes should be streamlined.  Recognition of an institution’s own practices should be made, and adequate training given to project officers to provide consistent and timely advice.  
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

Putting together a full proposal is very resource-intensive and time-consuming,  and this may provide a barrier to greater participation in the Framework Programme.  Therefore the Russell Group’s view is that a two-stage process would be helpful, as it may help lower the hurdle for participation, and reduce wasted investigator effort.  A two-stage process would also make applications involving large consortia much easier.  Some schemes currently already use a two-stage process, which works well.  

However, if a two-stage process were used, it would require explicit and clear criteria defining the first stage selection process.  Also, care would need to be taken to not overly lengthen the period between initial application and the start of the project.  
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

The Russell Group believes that the funding model should not be changed.  A more ‘results’ based model would be very difficult to implement and audit.  The very nature of research is uncertain, and therefore it would be difficult to identify within the grant agreement the results on which the funding would be based.  If results and outputs are unexpected, then problems could arise on whether the results are acceptable.  This in turn may lead to greater conservatism in research proposals.  If a results-based model were to be introduced, this is likely to result in delays at many stages of negotiation and implementation.  

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?

We believe that the flat-rate option for indirect costs should remain in FP8 and be increased, ideally to bring it in line with the full costs of research including facilties, indirect costs and researcher time.  This would improve the financial sustainability of the institutions delivering Framework Programme projects. The ineligibility of VAT and tuition fees as costs for a Framework Programme project remains a problem, and the Russell Group would urge that a resolution to this is found at a national level (perhaps through a national agreement with the European Commission). It is unreasonable that receipt of Framework Programme funding should damage the financial sustainability of the institutions that deliver the research that Framework Programme funding has enabled.
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