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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 Bath
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 

	Individual researcher from industry

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (please describe): 


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

Support high quality research and innovation activities;

Increase UK research and industry participation in applied collaborative research;

Ensure support for product and service development beyond early prototypes, and UK strengths in overcoming market barriers

 Improve UK adoption and use of new knowledge and technologies from FP programmes

Improve UK environment for applied research in universities

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


Focus on Europe 2020 but include options for more bottom-up research funding especially for industry based projects that Universities can support

Maintain FP length at 7 years or ideally increase to 10 year cycles

Consortia need post-project help and support to be able to take commercialisation ideas on to the next stage easily and without delay, expanding the scope of Eurostars and EcoInnovation type projects/programmes. Follow up funds for Commercialisation.

TSB type or FP7 SME orientated projects requiring a minimum industry commitment are helpful.


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

The Grand Challenges approach is welcomed as one focus for research and innovation funding but this must remain broad and include opportunities for involvment by many organisations inline with ERA ambitions and not be restricted to a few elite institutions.  We would like to see priorities including:
- The Energy and Sustainability Challenge
- The Design, Materials and Manufacture Challenge
- The Health and Wellbeing Challenge
- The Global Security and the Digital Economy Challenge


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? 

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

Focus on Europe 2020 but include options for more bottom-up research funding especially for industry based projects that Universities can support

Maintain FP length at 7 years or ideally increase to 10 year cycles

Consortia need post-project help and support to be able to take commercialisation ideas on to the next stage easily and without delay, expanding the scope of Eurostars and EcoInnovation type projects/programmes. Follow up funds for Commercialisation.

TSB type or FP7 SME orientated projects requiring a minimum industry commitment are helpful.

UK needs effective foresight of societal issues related to low carbon and climate change that includes a range of stakeholder views to develop research strategy planning that targets knowledge gaps. Sharing and joint working with EC will accelerate progress. 

Mechanisms to speed up the transfer of low carbon   technologies from European projects to their adoption and use in the Uk should be enhanced and where there are gaps developed.

The Uk should develop effective platforms to raise awareness of good proactive in the EU and co-fund activities to pilot good approaches in the UK

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

Funding should support adoption of international best practice into UK & Europe.

Stronger drivers of innovation need to be supported and bottle necks to effective technology transfer developed. In particular Open Innovation and better practice regarding HEI to Industry knowledge transfer should be supported.

European Patent and easier access to FP8 IPR for businesses and Entrepreneurs.

Support new and emerging innovation funding schemes such as PPP to support innovation that will be less risk averse than current VC and banks 

Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
About right, continuity is supported. Longer funding timescles of 7-10 years would be beneficial
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
     
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
The funding landscape is complex and should where possible be simplified. At present it is possible to develop a programme of activity utilising a variety of EU and national funding streams but it is difficult and requires dedicated expert know-how. The move to Societal Challenges should address overlap.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?

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 Energy and Sustainability Challenge

- The Design, Materials and Manufacture Challenge

- The Health and Wellbeing Challenge

- The Global Security and the Digital Economy Challenge

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

Yes. The level of interaction is growing through FP7 and this is appropriate the EU needs to be a strong partner in a global knowledge economy facing siognificant environmental and socio-economic challenges..
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?
     
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

     
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?

     
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 current split is about right.  Increasingly disciplines such as economics, ethics and behavioural change need to be adopted within mainstream resaerch and innovation activities. Grand  challenges will increase this need for broader approaches.
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

The European Research Council (ERC) has been successful to date and should be retained for FP8.  The emphasis on frontier research is appropriate.
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
Yes. The current scheme is a good one.  A second scheme to fund collaborative approaches would be a sesnible next step. 
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

Funding in the later stages of an ERC grant that could be jointly applied for by the Grant team and industry partners to support commercialisation would be welcome. 

ERC funding schemes for collaborative funding for example 1 industry team and 1 reaserch team working together.

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

Marie Curie works well overall. However, the IAPP programme is hard to administer due to the need for permanent staff to work as secondees. A programme that combines the best elements of the ITN structure with opportunities for secondment of other staff would be ideal. Effectively an Industry Academic pathway that allows the best workers to collaborate and transfer knowledge. In the UK many experienced PDRAs are contract workers and currently this mobility scheme fails to provide good opportunities for this group to continue a career path within a network type scheme. A redefined IAPP could easily improve the current opportunities.
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?
     
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
     
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme

COST is a useful programme but the administration is unnecessarily bureaucratic and out of date.
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

Yes if the KICs are open effective platforms. The KIC timescales are appropriate but they must be judged on performance. Like others we have concerns about preferential FP funding for KICs in competition with other excellent consortia. 
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
The terminology is confusing. JTIs should be retained and where possible private sector investment encouraged. The EIT should be reviewed and future KICs imporved based on findings and consultation. 
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

     
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?

Where programmes are able to make more effective progress on specific areas they should do so but involvement in programmes must remain transparent and funding for new and emerging areas needs to be flexible. 
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

Where these can work well they should be encouraged but there may be a danger of "closed shop" mentalities developing. Universities should be encouraged to play a role in the development of future PPPs.
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
     
Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
Effective follow-up funding to develop and commercialise the best project results.



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 requirement for an SME/business focus in some recent Work Programme topic areas has demanded a minimum budget allocation, this is a useful tool for encouraging business participation and emphasising to the research community the applied nature of the project required and need for translation of knowledge. The balance between researchers in HEIs or RTOs is different in different MS and regions. Focus should be on the best researchers to do the work.
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Within the Societal Challenges greater opportunities for  bottom up projects should be opened.

The delivery of infomation on Cordis should be more sensible and accessible.

Funding should extend from FP7 type projects into Eurostars type projects without the need for complex second application processes, there should be a clear funding pathway from idea to product.

Greater education of SMEs to the benefits is needed, in the UK mis-information and rumour can be passed off as business advice, especially relating to the IP position, which is actually beneficial to SMEs.

Encourage an EU project culture that combines the best parts of academic and business approach, at present too many projects are seen as "academic" by businesses when the emphasis should clearly be on application and exploitation. Adopting the TSB competition models where businesses feel more in control is a starting point.

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)? 

Streamline online application, contract negotiation and reporting into one user friendly system. Avoid the need to cut and paste proposals to develop Annex 1 documents. 
The more prescriptive nature of the audit testing requirements in Framework 7 has led to a significant increase in the audit burden for some projects. FP8 should include simpler audit requirements, greater use of lump sums for example. Reduced monitoring and governance for smaller grants. The FP7 trigger requirement for audits could be increased from 375k to €500k. Greater consistency in the carrying out of audits is needed (ie all approved external auditors trained to the same standard for the examination of EC grants). Preferably acceptance of the internal audit systems used by organisations.

Impact indicators should not be confined to direct economic indicators but recognise the broader benefits of research and innovation. 
The reporting requirements should be simplified to avoid imposing an unnecessary burden on participants. 

The need to 'strip out' VAT (and other taxes such as airport tax) from all expenditure in cost statements is hugely time-consuming and a major administrative burden.  Given that under UK rules, VAT and other taxes on expenditure cannot be recovered by universities, there is no possible duplication of payment and therefore VAT should be an eligible cost for HEIs.
Ideally EC project officers should not change during a project lifetime, and all EC POs should be trained to the same standard so that there is a consistent approach when responding to coordinators' questions (this is not the case at the moment).   

Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

FP7 already uses 2 stage proposal submission procedures in several areas. It should be continued and extended but only for large and small-medium scale projects (not SSA/CA). The initial Stage 1 EOI should be simplified and clearly focussed on specific criteria, Idea, Approach, Partners and Impact for example. 
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

The current model is workable and stimulates creativity and risk taking that is required for exciting scientific advancement and innovation. The current grant funded schemes already reflect performance, outcomes, and success. A greater dependence on results and a stronger emphasis on milestones and deliverables should be encouraged by the EC through effective project management.

Unplanned deviations from the work plan should be addressed at an early stage to ensure that the funding is focussed on the agreed project objectives and work is not moving off at tangents without agreement and a sound rationale. 

Greater flexibility in evolving a project work plan based on promising results etc or changing socio-economic and environmental drivers to take advantage of the new situation to optimise the quality and applicability of the work should be encouraged and facilitated. Larger projects can benefit from greater flexibility in planning the later stages, similar to Integrated Projects on FP6. Such an approach requires significant project management skills and an appropriate budget structure

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

The IPR rules in FP7 are flexible and adequate for most needs in FP8.  A European Patent should be prioritised to reduce IP management costs and complexity in the EU27.  This would have a positive effect on IP management of FP8 results, a faster process for Technology transfer is in part reliant on the simplicity and effectiveness of the IP position and legal protection mechanisms.
A model consortium agreement for SME Specific activities should be proposed. Models such as the Lambert agreement, widely used by UK universities collaborating with industry, could be a starting point.

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?

FP8 funding levels should be maintained and ideally improved to meet the full economic costs (fEC) of research activity.   

 There is no scope to reduce the overhead rate. The 'transitional flat rate' for indirect costs should not be reduced below the current  60% rate, particularly as reimbursement for R&D activities is only 75%. At 60% this rate is well below the fEC rate for UK universities.
The 7% or 10% overhead rates used in some schemes is derisory, does not go anywhere near to meeting institutions' overhead costs, and should be increased to a level that is financially sustainable for many institutions. 

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? 


Relief from VAT for Framework Programme activities (if the EC continues to refuse to reimburse VAT and other taxes), and research and innovation work through other programmes. 

Support  NCP/EEN type activities to be higher quality.  Removal of RDAs is hampering regional support teams like FrameworksNW who provide indepth support. Scotland Europa type models are attractive.  

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

 Some NCPs are excellent,Health (MRC/some Beta), NMP, ICT for example. UKRO are good at what they do but the remit is somewhat limited. Support from others and EEN and KTNs are very variable. A lot of the support is basic awareness raising, higher level support e.g. strategy, proposal writing help and pre-submission evaluation is very rare, some RDAs have had this deeper support in the past but it is disappearing, or has disappeared e.g. FrameworksNW NWDA. 
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Provide modest grants (innovation voucher scale) to SMEs to support proposal development and consortium building, or grants to Universities to build projects but requiring the particpation of one or more SMEs. Several EU MS have such systems. It could for example require a % of the partners to have a track record of success in FP6-7.



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

Support in some other countries is far better coordinated and has a more secure basis, e.g. The Netherlands, Germany. UK NCP contracts seem to operate on a shoestring budget and appear to be short term and fragmented in comparison. KTN roles are unclear re: FP7-8. 

The UK lacks dedicated applied research centers such as TNO; Fraunhofer etc. These could be grown from current University and "RDA" centres of excellence with BIS and EC support in the medium term. 

Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
UK Universities to exceptionally well in the People programme, but the ITN part is currently very competitive, further funding in this area would benefit the UK by increasing "Bottom Up" research in the UK. 

In assessing the impact of research, realistic timescales need to be adopted.

Where possible the UK needs better access to results from FP projects and additional funding to continue successful projects after the initial funding end.  Currently research is fragmented between projects and funding streams. Help developing programmes of research and innovation would benefit the UK as we could build on momentum within successful consortia. EIT KICs are trying to do this but it unclear how effective their model is yet. They can also be seen as "closed shops".

UK research infrastructure should be better supported by EC funding (JRC type model?). 

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� 





