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

The UK's objectives should be to strengthen its research base by focussing on those schemes which have proven to provide the highest added value, namely the European Research Council grants and the Marie Curie fellowships, and undertaking collaborative research of the highest quality with world-class European and international partners.  UK participation in FP8 should complement and not duplicate activity at a national level. FP8 schemes should provide complemetary support and extension of the strategic ambitions of research funded by RCUK, NIHR and the TSB and other public, charitable and private UK funders. This approach would deliver value both to the UK and the wider EU.
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


FP8 can help deliver economic growth by investing in the highest quality research.  

In July 2010 the UK Government published ‘A strategy for sustainable growth’.  The strategy highlighted that the UK research base is a magnet for inward investment in R&D, and how the economic impact of science and research is essential for capturing a significant share of high value activity in large global markets.  The strategy also highlighted how investment in research delivers benefits to the economy through providing skilled workers, delivering improvements to existing businesses and creating new ones based on novel products and services. 

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

FP8 should support the European Research Area and Europe 2020 by facilitating and funding research of the highest quality.  Although the goals of both of these wider strategies are important, and innovation is naturally a priority for the Europe 2020 strategy in particular, the primary focus of FP8 should be research excellence, for the reasons outlined above.   Schemes aimed at encouraging innovation such as the CIP and the EIT should remain separate from FP8.
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.  It highlighted how the Marie Curie Fellowships had lead to a significant expansion in national support for studentships, and how the FP provides access to funding and European networks.  An additional impact worth exploring in more detail in the future is the impact of the ERC in the UK, since the UK has secured a significant amount of ERC funding to date enhancing investment in UK research and contributing to the UK's ability to recruit and retain world-class researchers.
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

As above, the focus of FP8 should be research excellence (see answer to question 2).  The focus of schemes such as the CIP and the EIT should be on innovation.
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 

We would support an increase in the ERC budget and an increase in the Marie Curie budget for the individual fellowships and the Initial Training Networks (ITNs) (or similar early-stage training scheme).
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value? And which the least?

The European Research Council Starting and Advanced Grants and the Marie Curie actions provide the highest added-value for the UK and Europe in the face of global competition and should see an increase in budget in FP8.  The ERC is unique, facilitating world-class research by individual investigators through a European level competition.  Within the Marie Curie Actions, the individual fellowships in particular should remain in FP8 with an increased budget, as should the Initial Training Networks (ITNs) (or similar).  Since ITNs are currently the only activity within the FP focused on early stage training, they should receive a higher proportion of the MC budget as the demand is extremely high and success rates unsatisfactorily low (at around 7.5%). The development of human capital is central to future of the UK and EU and so should be accorded particularly high priority.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
It is somewhat difficult to provide an answer without knowledge of what the grand challenges are likely to be.  However, on the plus side, a grand challenge approach could facilitate a more interdisciplinary approach and perhaps lead to greater international collaboration.  Arguments against would include the risk of duplication of grand challenges tackled by other funding bodies, a potential lack of protection of specific funding allocated to the current FP7 themes, and a tendency (at least within the FP7 SSH theme) for a grand challenge approach to result in a reversion to huge FP6 style consortia, which on the whole proved very difficult to manage and tended to result in a fragmentation of the research.  If a grand challenge approach is adopted within FP8, it will be important to ensure that Social Sciences and Humanities research funding is protected and maintained.
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

This could be done through an increased number of joint calls with non-EU funding organisations such as NSF and the NIH, addressing specific global challenges.  However, where joint calls are implemented, there should be no risk of double jeopardy.

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?

Some of the current themes are key and the research underpinning them should remain in some form, in particular Health, ICT, FAFB, NMP, Environment and Transport.  Some of the participation rules for engaging with the themes should be relaxed, to enable the highest quality research groups in Europe, wherever they happen to be based, to collaborate.
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?

Research into services should be addressed in the Framework Programme since many of the fundamental issues in public organisation and public service reform transcend national boundaries.   Research should assess the impact and value of services which could potentially be addressed through the Social Sciences and Humanities theme (or similar).  If Marie Curie ITNs were opened up to include non-commercial organisations, research into services could also be conducted through this mechanism.

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?

Within the themes, the budget split is currently about right.  However within the Socio-economic Sciences and Humanities theme, a higher proportion of funding should be available to humanities research.

Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

ERC funding should remain strongly focussed on supporting frontier research.  
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  

The current emphasis on funding a single investigator should continue into FP8, as the Starting and Advanced Grant schemes are currently working very well.  

If the ERC were to introduce a bottom-up collaborative research funding scheme, based on the principles of research excellence with no particular geographical participation requirements (e.g. no minimum 3 partners from 3 MS or AC, instead participants could be based in the same country if that is where the leading research groups are based), we would be supportive, as long as it was not detrimental to the Starting and Advanced Grant schemes (which should see an increase in budget) and did not result in a shift away from the focus on excellence.
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

No changes should be made to engineer a link with private sector interests as this could result in a shift away from the focus on excellence.

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

Researcher mobility and skills development should be a high priority in FP8, addressed via the individual fellowships and Initial Training Networks (or similar) within the Marie Curie scheme.
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme

The COST scheme provides networking funding for consortia who have already secured national research funding.  The extent to which involvement in a COST project enables consortia to go on to submit successful FP7 proposals however is unclear.
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

No.  These activities should be funded via other schemes specifically designed to address innovation (e.g. CIP and the EIT).  FP8 should focus on research.

Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
The introduction of the JTIs in FP7 with various rules, application processes and funding levels have created confusion.  Any future public-private partnerships should remain within the Cooperation themes rather than becoming JTIs.  Where possible the creation of new instruments should be avoided where existing mechanisms with established rules and processes are sufficient.

Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?
We are not aware of any negative implications of the RSFF, so would not be adverse to a similar scheme being included in 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?

The most appropriate mechanism to tackle the research problem should be used, and therefore the balance should reflect this.
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

Public-private partnerships in FP8 should focus on areas and activities which require a clear lead from industry.  As above they should not take the form of JTIs, and should be adqequately funded (at least FP7 cooperation levels).

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

- The structure and content of FP8 should be as simple as possible in order to make it accessible

- 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 addressed and there should be a move towards a trust-based, lighter touch approach which recognises an institution's own practices 

- Projects should need only to be audited once

- Time to contract should be reduced

- Project officers should be adequately trained and should provide consistent and timely advice

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 current requirements regarding dissemination and management of intellectual property generally work well, however perhaps a further step for consideration could be the rolling out of the open access pilot across all areas of the programme.
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.  FP research should be undertaken by the highest quality participants with the specific expertise to do the job.  Any attempt to alter the current balance could result in shift away from this.
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?

A simplification of rules and processes and a reduction of the level of bureaucracy.
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)?

Engaging with the FP needs to become less burdensome at all stages:

· The structure of the programme should be as simple as possible in order to make it accessible, and there should be a harmonisation of rules across schemes.

.  Any merging of other existing schemes (CIP, EIT) into the structure of FP8 would need to be considered very carefully in order not to make FP8 overly complex, and should only be done where there is clear evidence that the scheme is already working well. 

. Administrative processes should be simplified and streamlined

· There should be a move towards a trust-based, lighter touch approach which recognises an institution's own practices

· Time to contract should be reduced

· Project officers should be adequately trained and should 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
?

Some schemes such as the ICT FET scheme, NMP scheme etc already use a 2-stage application process.  This currently works well and therefore there may be a merit in implementing a similar process for schemes involving large consortia, applications to which tend to be very resource intensive.
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

No.  This would be very difficult to implement and could result in increased delays at many stages of negotiation and implementation.  The nature of research is uncertain and it would therefore be difficult to identify within the grant agreement the results on which the funding would be based.  If the results are different from those expected  problems could arise around the whether the results are acceptable.
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

No.  The current rules work well and present very few problems.
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?

The flat-rate option for indirect costs should remain in FP8 and should be increased, ideally to bring it in line with the full costs of research including facilties, indirect costs and researcher time, in order to improve the financial sustainability of the institutions delivering FP projects.
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services?

The UK Research Office provides an excellent intelligence gathering and disseminating service.  The National Contact Points (NCPs) vary significantly in the quality of the service they provide.  The ERC and Marie Curie NCPs are generally very good, but the NCPs for the themes can be inconsistent.  An area where UK support could be improved is where a participant wants to engage but has relatively little knowledge of or contacts in Europe and doesn't know where to start.  How do they make contacts?  How should they approach lobbying ? etc.

Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.

The ineligibility of VAT and tuition fees remains a problem and we would urge that a resolution to this is found at a national level, (perhaps through a national agreement with the EC). To reiterate it is unreasonable that receipt of FP funding damage the financial sustainability of the institutions that deliver the research that FP funding has enabled.
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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 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

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

Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?

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?

Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

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 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 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?

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

Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?

� 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� 





