[image: image1.jpg]Department for Business
Innovation & Skills

BIS





EU Framework Programme: Call for Evidence response form
This form is available to download from www.bis.gov.uk/fp8-call-for-evidence. 
URN: 10/1177RF

The Department may, in accordance with the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information, make available, on public request, individual responses.
The closing date for this call for evidence is 4 January 2011

Name:      
Organisation (if applicable): University of Plymouth
Address: 


Please return completed forms to:

Amy Ackroyd

International Science and Innovation Unit

Department for Business, Innovation and Skills

1 Victoria Street

London SW1H 0ET 

Tel: 020 7215 1211

Email: Amy.Ackroyd@bis.gsi.gov.uk  

Please indicate your affiliation:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Government Department or Agency

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Research Councils and the UK Research Office



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Research Institute



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public and Private Research Bodies



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Devolved Administration



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Regionally-based special interest group

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Funding Council

University representative organisation



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	National Academy

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Professional Institute



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Trade Association

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Major Research Charities

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Universities

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Industry 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	SMEs

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Individual researcher from a university

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

With the reduction in research funding (9% cut in science and 40% cut in teaching budget over 4 years) the UK should explore closer alignment of national research priorities and programmes with FP8 to increase the chances of levering EU funding. With this in mind the RCUK should explore coordination measures and opportunities for piloting joint research programmes with the EU, given the potential focus on Grand Challenges.
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


Related to above, FP8 research projects should demonstrate capacity for sustainability of outcome, either in financial terms through business activity or in their capacity to deliver research benefits to support social, cultural, or community change that can impact on economic growth. For business this requires a more open and flexible model of research innovation to provide wider opportunity for SME engagement, and routes to market, during the course of a project e.g. through existing regional, cross border or supply chain networks and partnerships (see comments also under question 40).

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

By following the ambition of the Innovation Union to “improve conditions and access to finance for research and innovation in Europe, to ensure that innovative ideas can be turned into products and services that create growth and jobs”.

Creating an economy based on knowledge and innovation (Europe 2020) requires full understanding of that economy and the social conditions that have ‘created’ it. Social Scientific research is essential to support economic growth. We are concerned about the downgrading of social science and humanities research in the proposed Framework, which are treated, at best, as mere auxiliary disciplines to other sciences. The plan to abolish broader, long-term integrated projects in social sciences and humanities will reduce the capacity of FP8 to achieve its stated goals. The focus on ‘grand challenges’ is very narrow as currently conceived and ignores the crucially important challenge of addressing the social and cultural cohesion of Europe through properly funded social scientific research.

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? 

Related to question 2, we agree that the FP is front-loaded in procedural terms which are a burden for all participants but particularly SMEs. Therefore the benefits highlighted in the study of the FP on UK business capabilities and competitiveness mask the very considerable time and resource required to prepare a proposal (estimated at around 700 hours), which for a typical aerospace SME equates to approx £35K. Thus any industrial benefit claimed should compare to the aggregate European wide cost of those unsuccessful proposals (only 9,000 of 55,000 proposals have been funded under FP7, with 14.5% of all applicants involving SMEs (DG Research, University of Plymouth, FP8 Consultation Conference, 28th October 2010). Therefore research excellence comes at a considerable cost given the wasted man hours and resource highlighted and would be improved by simplifying the application procedure. 
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

We are unable to comment directly on this, but would note the importance of encouraging research into the social conditions ensuring the take-up of green technologies and carbon reduction. These issues in economic and social research must figure centrally in the Framework if it is to advance beyond existing technical knowledge about climate change and carbon reduction.



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

As mentioned, FP8 should provide a more open mix of skills and people associated with economic growth. HEI’s have a significant role by embedding research and innovation skills in early career researchers and through teacher education. A broader critical mass of HEI’s, research organisations, businesses, investors etc would enrich teacher training and provides an opportunity for the skills associated with economic growth (innovation, creativity and enterprise) to be embedded in each nation’s culture. Teachers, from early years to post-16, would be educated/trained to teach through innovative and creative strategies, which their students would be required to emulate and replicate in their learning. The outcome would be a community with transferable skills that support innovative development and sustained economic growth.
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
Increase the overall allocation to People and Capacities components but maintaining the lion share of funding for Cooperation projects.
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
From a University perspective the focus on research infrastructure and support for research mobility, international status through ERC awards, and early career development through Marie Curie research fellowships.  We regard the strengthening of the Marie Curie scheme as essential, especially in relation to possibilities for social science research.
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
Yes – more EC audit flexibility to allow different accounting practices supported by external verification
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
Grand challenges present the potential for identifying common ground between Member States leading to better research coordination and cross-border collaboration to tackle resource intensive areas of research. 

However the reverse may also be true and more information is needed on the concept (and mechanism to identify) grand challenges to ensure that these are mutually understood (i.e. regions will likely have different socio-economic drivers for challenges which could be difficult to reconcile under a single FP). Where feasible, grand challenges should be contextualised with specific benefit goals in mind to be assessed against research performed.

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?

Health,  Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnology, Information and Communication Technologies, Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and new Production Technologies, Energy, Environment (including climate change),Transport (including aeronautics), Socio-Economic sciences and the humanities, Space and Security. All areas should be tackled as an EU, with additional national focus on Health, Agriculture/Fisheries, ICT, social sciences and security. Interdisciplinary research is often valuable, but it is not an objective to be pursued in its own right. The important consideration is which scientific approaches are most relevant to a particular research question – this may be interdisciplinary, but it may sometimes be single-disciplinary. A focus on grand challenges should allow the disciplinary mix to flow naturally from the question asked, rather than requiring a particular disciplinary mix.
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

Establish global research and development networks around existing international regions of knowledge (e.g. water and climate change adaptation, food security, communications & IT, energy, etc) bringing hubs together to ensure that the best work with the best across Europe, Asia-Pacific regions etc. Increasing the People component in FP8 to allow the flow of specialists between international regions and working to improve skills and capacities in less developed areas.  

 

Question 13: Should FP8 still provide some thematic focus e.g. in areas such as space and transport?  Should any of the current themes be re-visited over the course of FP8 – and if so, how?
The current balance should be reviewed following a systematic review to researching and identifying grand challenges and the international development networks outlined above.
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

In terms of encouraging early adoption there should be greater focus on business need and cost reduction with case studies demonstrating how enabling technologies can help in reducing supply chain and life cycle costs at all stages, e.g. from lighter materials to reduced CO2 emissions, noise etc in aerospace sector. 
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?

Expand social science research to investigate service sector and impact on economic growth. It is only social science that can investigate such questions and so this must be recognised in the Framework.
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?

Increased research activity in not only science and technology, but also the social sciences and arts, to ensure the development of products, skills and social understanding. Arguably the present allocation to underpinning areas of research, especially social sciences and humanities, is too small to support research into cultural understanding necessary to inform the introduction of new technologies for sustained social and economic change. We regard it as deplorable that the social sciences are treated so peripherally in the proposed Framework. The crucial issues facing Europe in the twenty first century are its social issues and it would be a major abdication of responsibility if FP8 were not to support social science on the scale that has been possible in previous Frameworks.
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

We agree with the focus on supporting frontier research through ERC funding as it provides formal recognition of the world class potential of researchers in Europe and truly pioneering areas of research. For example the University of Plymouth was awarded a major ERC grant (£1,228,041) in 2009 to investigate the problem of overlooked and unresolved toxic organic pollutants in the environment (under its OUTREACH project). ERC funding also encourages researchers to form international relationships and networks, which has a positive benefit on academic careers. The main problem is that calls are massively oversubscribed and so many applications are wasted.    
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
Yes, funding for world class researchers to focus on what is being investigated with an international dimension to draw in the best researchers outside of Europe to work with the best in Europe
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

Exploring novel research innovation arrangements to enable the private sector to benefit from ERC activities and exploitation funding e.g. single investigators working with business and technology partnerships taking laboratory scale research to full scale development.
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 


UK should push for renewed emphasis on researcher mobility and skills development to offset any potential brain-drain arising from austerity measures. Universities are likely to be hardest hit given the immigration cap on highly qualified people.  Marie Curie element could also be enhanced with more flexibility to assign funding between salary and skills development.  Recognition also for mobility between academia and industry.

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?
‘Regions of Knowledge and Research Potential’ continues to be of value in convergence areas – Cornwall has benefited enormously. Social scientific research would merit funding for the reasons provided above.



Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
We have no specific views on this question.
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
It appears to be a positive addition to the co-ordination of existing nationally funded research projects.



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

Yes – it is important to provide as many opportunities as possible for academics (education and research) and industry (businesses) to work together.



Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
All the current instruments have value. 

The addition of a ‘social impact initiative’ to assess and measure the societal response, support and engagement with new technologies and development might be useful.

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

All European instruments should be considered to extend access to funding with banks, venture capitalists and entrepreneurs able to invest in early research. 
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?

This would depend on the priority given to the ‘grand themes’ but we would favour more smaller projects as these have proved less burdensome and very valuable to engaging SMEs. 
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

See earlier comments under question 19. Also to work with FP8 to inform EU and national research priorities on economic growth. 



Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
Improve ease of access/application for funding. Consider ‘impact’ from research outcomes (through social scientific contextualisation).
Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
Website linked to all skills sector employers transnationally – dissemination.

Conferences/workshops (free) – exploitation of knowledge



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?

Maintain current balance but with more funding flexibility for SMEs through in kind contribution, lump sum payments rather than incurred costs, innovation vouchers etc.  
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Develop a more inclusive FP model with national and regional  authorities/bodies better partnered at a local level to demonstrate the benefits of FP and to facilitate engagement in projects. 
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 bid process is complex with lengthy paperwork associated with grant applications and project reporting during the project lifetime which must be further streamlined (this is a chronic problem and there were measures taken to improve the situation in FP7, but more can still be done in FP8). 
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

Yes. There should be a two stage application process to feed back on the strength/likelihood of an initial bid to eliminate wasted effort and the cost of participation. 
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

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

Perhaps less emphasis on royalty and licensing and more on developing specific capability.
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?

For Universities and larger organisations the 60% transition rate for overheads is an underestimate of the actual costs incurred within projects and moving to actual costs is not a short term option.  The reality of maximising overhead returns is the considerable expense needed to update accounting methods in Universities with systems and procedures to allocate and record real indirect costs to FP projects. Ideally there should be some method of verification acceptable to EC auditors in the interim that would permit higher overhead claims from HEI’s.
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? 

Yes, see comments also under question 1. 

Coordinate regional networks, local authorities, and Universities with RAE   and FP track record to work together as growth hubs for accessing FP8 funding; generating bid proposals and sharing the burden and administrative cost for SME involvement 

(e.g. existing networks and University partnerships in the South West established to support key sectors in marine, biomedicine, environment, advanced engineering, digital, microelectronics are well placed to do this). The University of Plymouth has the greatest improvement of any University since the RAE 2001 and leapt 15 places to join the top 50 universities in Research Fortnight's power table in 2008. It is also well connected to marine, earth systems, environment, civil engineering, biomedicine and health based networks in the region.

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

Current UK support services are generally responsive and helpful. 
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
As mentioned, develop a more inclusive research infrastructure by unlocking the potential of regional networks, Universities and local authorities to work together in removing the barriers for SMEs to access FP funding. For example the South West RDA has been working with partners to develop industry networks, which form part of the Solutions for Business Networking for Innovation product (focusing on one of the South West’s priority sectors: BioMedical, Creative Industries, Aerospace and Advanced Engineering, Environmental Technologies and Microelectronics). The networks will bring together SMEs, colleges, universities, research centres and public sector representatives with a shared interest in the sector, or the technologies that underpin it. They could also help businesses access support and funding for innovation through FP8, or serve as a local fund holder for FP funds which could be used to contract with firms as partners to a particular project increasing SME involvement. The University of Plymouth has already secured some £8m of FP7 funding since 2007 and been lobbied by businesses and trading bodies, along with other regional HEIs, to provide such a platform for increasing SME engagement in the future.  
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

We have no specific views on this question.
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
N/A
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?
N/A
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� 





