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

1. To support the highest quality research with an international impact.

2. To ensure that the EU is an attractive and supportive environment for international research in all areas from Medicine and STEM subjects through to the Humanities and Social Science.

3. To ensure that this research is developed and translated for the benefit of UK and other EU citizens. 

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


By supporting the development of close relationships between industrial partners and European research organisations and by using FP8  funding to encourage the translation of research that was funded in earlier rounds. This could be done by supporting a KT element for both previously and newly funded work.   

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

Europe 2020 focuses on employment, education, innovation, social inclusion and climate/energy. We suggest that this should be expanded to health and societal awareness (see also Qu 11). Each of these could become a broad interdiscplinary Grand Challenge connecting with the research themes and approaches of member state Research Councils and supporting regional as well as EU-wide priorities. FP8 also offers opportunities to develop closer ties between European universities; for example supporting an EU doctoral programme which would create strong capacity in the run-up to the 2020 delivery plan. 
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 benefits are appropriately identified particularly in terms of supporting researcher mobility.
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

It is important to recognise the inward investment that FP8 research can provide for the UK economy. The UK has a leading Science and Engineering research base but its industries now operate on a trans-Europe basis. Consequently, jobs are created in the UK by providing R&D services across national borders. We believe the UK University base has now become a positive contributor to the UK balance of trade by engaging with industry outside our borders; in many cases, the Framework Programme is the link by which these contacts are made. In order to maximise this benefit, FP8  themes and priorities should link to the programmes and projects that are supported by the Technology Strategy Board and RCUK;  see the answer to Question 2.  
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

We note the new pilot scheme for ERC grant holders that allows for follow-on funding to exploit the research work undertaken; we believe a KT scheme that supports the translation of research funded in other schemes would be beneficial in this area. This knowledge transfer funding should include support for engagement with small-scale start-up companies, the creative industries as well as SMEs and major industrial partners. Given that exploitation needs to happen rapidly if it is to be effective, this requires a simple, speedy application process that does not have predefined deadlines . 
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
There is currently a heavy weighting given to 'co-operation' which was useful in developing large-scale collaborations in FP7 but the emphasis in FP8 could be shifted towards People and Ideas, ensuring that highly talented individuals can operate flexibly and innovatively and that ideas are taken forward wherever they are based in the EU.  
The Collaboration Programme, which is very valuable to the UK, and should be maintained, but should not be constrained currently by unnecessary partner rules on applications. The rules on forming cross-European partnerships could be relaxed in FP8, with more emphasis is placed upon forming consortia (of whatever country) composed of Universities, SMEs and larger companies. This would prevent ‘forced marriages’ of partners, ensuring more overall benefit from the programme.



Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
The ERC advanced and starter investigator awards as well as the Marie Curie Networks were excellent EU-added value. This year the Health ‘cooperation’ programme also introduced some new initiatives such as funding for ‘clinical trials in rare cancers’, which would be extremely difficult to get funded at a national level.  Even rare diseases at the EU level mean large numbers of individuals are affected due to the large population base. We believe this is very valuable. 
Some of the capacity building initiatives simply brought investigators together for a very brief period and did not allow for follow-up; these are seen as having less value.    

Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
There is already considerable overlap between the Co-operation, Ideas and People funding areas; it would be more beneficial to focus on the themes rather than the mechanisms and invite researchers to identify to most effective ways of achieving excellent results. 
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
The arguments for grand challenge-directed research are the clarity of purpose, the ease of encouraging interdisciplinary co-operation and the ability to explain the investment in funding to a wider public. The arguments against are the fact that that it may distort researchers' priorities, and encourage focus on out-of-date work that is  requested by politicians rather than real research-driven innovation. The question therefore becomes how easy is it for EU officials to ‘pick winners’. We therefore are looking forward to reading the Commission’s proposal on how it intends to do this effectively. 
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?

All the grand challenges listed need an international, interdisciplinary focus. They are however quite limited and could include topics such as 'Sustaining Biodiversity'; 'Care for the Future'; 'Communities'; '' Trust and Security', 'Pandemics' and 'Resilience' which would usefully move across the Sciences, Social Sciences and the Humanities. 
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

It is crucial to work closely with colleagues outside the EU and links should be made with funding bodies in the USA (NIH and NSF), Australia, India and China to develop co-funding around global challenge areas. Framework 8 proposals should encourage a percentage participation (up to 20%) of researchers and businesses from outside the EU. In doing so, guidance on IP protection & commercialisation of research outputs should be provided e.g. for China.


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?
It will be difficult to pick a limited number of grand challenges that will adequately address all the technical issues in the EU. It will be important to have an Open scheme which can address themes that have not been identified as a grand challenge, but are nevertheless important to the EU’s future prosperity. We note the resources available for the current FET Open is very limited and could see it expanded to around 25% of the overall research budget. We also see a role for a base technology programme such as ICT and nanotechnology to support the suggested grand challenges (see Qu 14).     
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

ICT and nanotechnology are key enabling technologies and ones where other countries (USA, Far East) have a lead which they exploit to the EU’s detriment. Unless basic technology is maintained in this area, it will limit the ability of the EU to deliver on its grand challenges. We therefore see a role for 35% of the available budget to support these themes, leaving around 40% for the Grand Challenges.
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?

Yes - we should fund research into the evaluation of ecosystems services, health programmes, drug delivery, banking services and security and support for an aging population. We suggest these should be supported by appropriate grand challenges- e.g. ‘Ensuring Stability of the EU Financial System’. 
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 EU should have a consistent programme for taking research from low translation levels to higher levels. This means that the base of underpinning research needs to be continued to be well funded and would support vertically integrated themes of Grand Challenges in order to ensure this occurs. 
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

The role that the ERC has in supporting frontier, novel research undertaken by senior and early career investigators is highly valued and should be continued. We would also recommend a scheme for mid-life researchers that fall neither into the starting or advanced researcher category. 
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
Yes. It would be useful to consider adding another scheme that would support  mid-career investigators, particularly women who have had career breaks. 
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

Applicants could be encouraged to include industrial partners in their project support teams and to use the available doctoral studentships to work with industry. The ERC Follow-on grant scheme should be extended to give all winners of an award an opportunity to exploit their results with EU industry.  
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

This is a high priority for early career researchers; the Marie Curie programmes and networks should continue to support  mobility at this level. 
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?
These have been limited in their impact. Of value are the Science in Society programme and the ability to co-ordinate national programmes with EU co-operation. We support schemes that encourage common doctoral student programmes across Europe. 
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
The Joint Research Centres' work is not well understood in the UK and there needs to be greater clarity about their role and added value. 
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
The COST framework has supported co-operation events with some success, particularly in the areas of telecoms, but because it is limited to meetings it has not had the full impact that would be possible. Investment in follow-on funding would address this. 
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

Yes but we need to be aware of the potential interaction and overlaps  with UK funded Technology Innovation Centres. 
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
These need a complete review with a view to simplifying these initiatives if they are to be retained. 
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

Yes. The alternative is that individual consortium partners take the risk should any of the partners default on their obligations (which is what used to happen on EU projects).  With increasing financial uncertainty across the EU, the Risk Sharing Finance Facility will become even more important for partners in collaborative research consortia.  The EU is pushing for increased SME participation and increased activities with emerging economies.  It is difficult for consortium partners to assess the risk associated with such SME/emerging country partners through conventional credit checks.  For example, research intensive biotechnology SMEs invariable come back with a poor credit rating as they tend not to be income generating. The Risk Sharing Finance Facility enables these key partners to be included.     
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?

The large scale programmes are appropriate for areas such as Space research but the balance of funding should be within the commission's adminstered programme.
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

This is an important area in terms of co-funding studentships and some technology transfer initiatives but FP8 should encourage rather than demand PPP involvement since existing experience suggests that PPP significantly slows down the decision making progress and therefore leads to unacceptable delays compared to schemes operated by the EU’s international competitors. 
PPPs should have a role where ‘pre-competitive’ research is justified to address issues that are of major EU impact (social or economic) and require a coordinated approach across the EU. For example, the pharmaceutical industry is supported through a PPP (the Innovative Medicines Initiative (IMI) ) because it is seen as a key industry sector for the EU and one that is under threat.  Other areas that might benefit from PPPs could include green technology and approaches to minimise climate change; security and caring for an ageing population.
We note the IMI was an entirely new concept for pharmaceutical company ‘competitors’ to work together towards common goals alongside academic partners, and this has required a significant cultural shift within the industry partners. The difficulties in making this cultural shift and requirement for EU Commission support has become highly visible in the negotiation of IMI collaboration agreements which have been extremely difficult and even more protracted than usual for EU projects.  The MRC and UK IP office have stepped in to lead the representation for UK academic partners to resolve some of the issues associated with IMI collaboration agreements (eg unrestricted access to background IP within academic partner organisations).  We would recommend that future EU PPPs look at the lessons learned from IMI.  One lesson that has become apparent from IMI is that industry partners need support in making the cultural shift that is required to work in PPPs.  

 

Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
Less paperwork, less bureaucracy; a swifter negotiation timetable and a simplified evaluation process. FP7 proposals are excessively long (>100 pages is common) compared to their national funding agency requirements. This increases the cost of bidding for such work; these can be made more focused without impinging on quality of the research undertaken and would suggest a shorter, two-stage, approach.
Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
The use of internet resources (cloud computing) to store and disseminate research results and appropriate IP arrangements to ensure public interest is paramount. The Commission should collect data on the technical publications made as a result of its funding and the impact (patents, licences, products) produced and make these publically available. We would also welcome EU guidance on use of open source – when is it appropriate and how best should this be implemented?
Finally, there is only limited discussion at EU level of public engagement with research - this is an area in which the UK has considerable high level experience and should be a key focus for FP8 dissemination strategies.  

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?

No
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
By reducing the size and complexity of the application process to <20 pages and reducing the associated post-awardbureaucracy.
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)? 

Give HEIs trusted institution status and allow them to implement their own lighter touch rules followed by audit where required. 
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

Yes, this would be very welcome. We could move to 2-stage applications for all ‘cooperation’ theme proposals, with the first stage < 6 pages, as well as reducing the size of second stage application to around 20-30 pages max.  
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

No
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

No
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?

No. The overheads need to be increased to reflect the true cost of research to institutions. The UKRO should negotiate with the EU to ensure that TRACS, as used for Research Council and HM Government work to reflect the true cost of research, should be an allowable method for calculating EU project costs for UK universities.
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? 

The BIS website could highlight important calls while the Research Councils could act as a feeder for calls that are connected to their  researchers. 
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

UKRO provides a much valued service to institutions but we would welcome more bespoke advice concerning individual schemes. We note that UKRO are not the official UK national advisors for all areas of the FP7 programme  and it would be better (and cheaper) to have a single point of contact for all EU related enquiries.  
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
a)
Introduce incentives for Universities to partner with SMEs as a common linked partner in the application. Universities have skills in proposal writing where SMEs do not; Developing a system whereby Universities and SMEs combine to form one ‘partner’ would reduce the burden on the SME to bid. 

b)
Each FP7 themed programme has a UK contact point and the help they give SMEs is much appreciated. However these contact points do not always seem to work together in a coordinated way on EU programme areas (Health, ICT, Energy etc); it is not always obvious which contact is best for those starting out in EU funding. We believe a consistent approach (e.g. web site, information) shared across all themes would be cheaper and more effective.

Other ideas include networking and information events; seed-corn funding from TSB/RCUK to develop projects that would link into EU funding.

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

We note that UK participation is very high (we are second, behind Germany) in terms of levels of participation.  Furthermore, the UK leads more consortia than other countries. However, the figures suggest that this is because the UK has an active and entrepreneurial university base which is skilled in writing and leading EU proposals. We believe that this needs to be preserved, but that closer ties should be developed between Universities and UK SMEs to form partnerships prior to bidding (see answers to Qu 40) in order to ensure that we sustain our competitive advantages.


Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
For programmes that are joint EU/nationally funded, we note that UK support is less generous and much more limited than other EU partners. Indeed in some areas, the UK does not provide any support at all. This puts the UK at a distinct disadvantage in bidding for these programmes. 

Likewise, unlike countries in the eurozone, UK institutions take a significant risk on currency fluctuations when bidding into EU projects. We believe that the EU should shoulder at least some of this risk in going forward. 
     

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� 





